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Question 1: What should the UK’s high-level objectives be for FP8? 

· FP8 should provide a 'framework' that will serve to maintain and enhance European research and innovation, contributing to the UK and broader European society, culture and economy. By enhancing the quality of the research base it will help to make Europe an attractive place for researchers and business. 

· The Framework Programme should therefore continue to concentrate on providing opportunities for excellent researchers from all over Europe and beyond to deliver internationally competitive programmes of research in the context of the broader agendas (ERA, EU202 and the Knowledge triangle). 

· Mechanisms within the FP should be efficient and effective, contributing to a greater strategic coherence, and should respect member state competence and the subsidiarity principle.

· European challenges are often global and third country co-operation should continue to be encouraged and facilitated where the scope and scale of these challenges demand a global approach.   

Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond? 

· There is good evidence to show that excellent research is essential to address major international challenges. Research makes a key contribution to economic growth, development of evidence based policy and of effective and resilient public services. Noting this RCUK believe that FP funding should be set at a sustainable level in order to provide a secure research funding environment, supporting a critical mass of research and complementing member state investments at national and European levels. 

· There is an increased emphasis on the importance of innovation in Europe and strengthening of the innovation landscape is expected to make a significant contribution to the growth agenda. FP8 will need to be developed with this emphasis in mind, but still recognising the contribution of a strong research base to a growing and innovative economy.  

· A clear understanding of the breadth of innovative requirements, including technological, social and cultural innovations will be necessary to ensure that measures are effective in promoting the economy and sustaining growth in the longer term.  
Question 3: How should FP8 support the wider European context including Europe 2020 and the European Research Area?

· The EU2020 strategy is aiming to drive Europe towards smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, with a number of targets (including 3% of EU GDP investment in R&D), most of which will rely on research for their effective delivery. This strategy is being driven by a series of flagship initiatives which are in the process of being launched and these include ambitions to develop integrated frameworks to support growth. FP8 development should take into account these initiatives and look for appropriate opportunities to facilitate research to support their delivery. 

· The Innovation Union is particularly relevant and resonates well with the RCUK ‘excellence with impact’ agenda. Consultation is already underway on some components of the implementation of this initiative (Healthy ageing EIP) and the UK should ensure that all relevant actors are involved in helping to guide the progress towards delivery. The landscape has changed significantly since the original consultation on European innovation and the scope of the Innovation Union is now much broader than originally envisaged under the Innovation Act.

· Similarly, the concept of the European Research Area has the ambition to strengthen the scientific and technological base of the EU, developing frameworks to allow free circulation of researchers, knowledge and technology. 

· Initiatives under FP can contribute to these agendas by ensuring that strong thematic programmes are well integrated to allow delivery of the challenges. Mobility (across national boundaries but also across disciplines) will also be essential to support research in the wider European context, as will access to infrastructure. Free movement and access to facilities and data will go a long way to addressing cohesion issues without compromising on excellence. Geographically focused initiatives should only be funded if they add value to the whole of the EU and should support EU-wide excellence.
· In summary, the FP should of course not stand in isolation from these wider initiatives but should have the capacity, at least in part, to help support the delivery frameworks. In order to align FP actions with UK ambitions we will need to work hard to ensure that the importance of research is recognised in this broader context and is not lost in attempts to ‘rebalance’ participation.
Question 4: The study Impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK has indicated a number of broad benefits to the UK of the programme. Are these benefits identified appropriately and there other impacts that should be considered in addition? 

· RCUK would note that this report indicates clear additionality of the Marie Curie programme and that this represents high value to the UK.
· The Research Infrastructures Programme has led to 'instrumental outcomes' in the UK.
· UK HEI participation is strong 
· Contrary to common perception some areas of business participation are also strong and it may be valuable to analyse this to understand the factors contributing to success
· We are familiar with other areas which have delivered UK benefit including ERC and parts of the Co-operation  programme.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular? 

· The FP provides a supporting structure for collaborative research to boost the European economy - the UK economy doesn't stand in isolation and will benefit from a strong Europe. 
· Moving to a low C economy is a key objective for most European member states and UK leadership in relevant engineering technologies and social and environmental science will allow our researchers to play an important role in European initiatives. This will in turn make UK institutions attractive partners and will help to encourage business investment in research in the UK.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?
· Note response to Question 2. Also, the recent European emphasis on innovation reflects the relatively long-held RCUK ambition for excellence with impact, and movement in this direction aligns well with UK ambitions and should support our national agenda. UK success in a European context allows for benchmarking and strengthens the research base and overall attractiveness of the UK to students, researchers and businesses. 
· Research, education and innovation are intrinsically linked and relevant programmes should therefore be designed with this in mind. The FP supports innovation by funding excellent research, selected through strong peer review. Innovations in mobility (geographical and sectoral) and careers, networking, benchmarking, commercialisation etc, will also be needed.  
· Recognising, as already said, that the UK is part of Europe, by assisting with the implementation of the IU, the FP can be a key tool in promoting innovation within the UK. RCUK would support the inclusion of those current FP instruments (e.g. JTIs, PPPs) that seek to strengthen the links between the research base and private sector, and would potentially welcome the incorporation of the EIT and CIP into the next FP, although this would need to be done carefully to limit additional complexity. 
· Industry engagement in the FP is still considered a challenge for the UK, and national input to ensure the right conditions for UK industry to participate will help to support UK innovation in a European and global context.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
· Currently collaborative research gets over 60% and RCUK recognise that if support of ERC, MCA and RI is to be strengthened then there might have to be a slight alteration of the balance
· However, RCUK broadly supports the current split of the budget and would welcome similar proportions in FP8, however we would be keen to see that where past programmes have proved successful they do not suffer a reduction in budget and are funded at the same or higher levels than those in FP7
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6 above)? And which the least? 
· RCUK believe that the majority of the current instruments provide clear EU added value, including the Marie Curie Actions, the European Research Council, Research Infrastructures, Co-operation. 
· It is less easy to see the value of some of the ‘smaller’ areas e.g. Regions of Knowledge and Research Potential
· Added value can be compromised by under-funding (low reimbursement rates and overheads, unjustified budget cutting, arbitrary budget limits) - funding on a sustainable basis is necessary for good results and long-term impact.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?

· Increased simplification will improve access and is key to efficiency (addressed under Q 33). RCUK believe that the EC should push ahead with the simplification agenda as a priority and should ensure that the future FP is designed with this in mind.
· Whilst there should be a coherent landscape of programmes that cross the knowledge triangle of research, innovation and education, efforts should be made to reduce areas of duplication. A number of ideas around ‘frameworks’ to support coherence are currently being proposed. Whilst a framework concept may present a simplified picture in reality it may be very challenging to bring components together in specific topic areas. These challenges should not be underestimated and sufficient time should be given to pilot new initiatives. Future policy making should be made on the basis of good evidence and robust evaluation.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges? 

· RCUK agree that the ‘Grand Challenge’ approach should be embedded in FP8, and there should be a full and transparent debate about what these challenges are. This debate should include a broad cross-section of society and should include consultation with key European organisations such as EuroHORCs. Implementation will be likely to require working across Directorates in the EC and efforts should be made to improve the potential for this.
· If the future FP is going to be driven by ‘Grand Challenges’, then it is vital to ensure that new and emerging research areas and researcher driven ideas, are not neglected. Therefore, mechanisms to fund research in thematic areas outside the ‘Grand Challenges’ should be retained within the future FP. Whilst implementation of the Grand Challenges will allow a more coherent and joined up approach to tackling key issues facing Europe, RCUK are keen to ensure that such an approach is not to the detriment of forward looking research. 
· To consider interdisciplinary grand challenges of course will require a broad range of disciplines to be brought to bear on particular issues, and a linking of call topics across themes could be one way of addressing this agenda. These disciplines should continue to be supported in thematic areas but opportunities to bring disciplines and communities together (public and private sector) should be supported and encouraged. 
· RCUK would also note that the UK is well positioned to both drive and participate in European Grand Challenges, given the current RCUK approach to cross-Council Challenges, where each council contributes to the overall topic but retains the capacity to fund other 'non-challenge' areas. 

· RCUK would support Joint Programming Initiatives as one mechanism for promoting European collaboration in areas where there are major societal challenges, alongside other mechanisms such as the EIT Knowledge and Innovation Centres (though we have yet to see the full potential of this initiative) and the SET Plan. To note that JPIs are an initiative of FP7, although likely to extend into FP8. 
· JPIs are member state led and we support that they remain driven by national funding organisations and research communities working in partnership.
· Some specific points on JPIs; 
· The Research Councils value engagement with both the current and future JPIs where they meet the strategic need for Council(s) and have an achievable scope and solid management structure.
· Full membership in a JPI should be restricted to Ministries / Research Councils and be determined by the ability of a country to add strategic value or resource to the initiative. 
· Some form of associate membership might be appropriate to allow potential partners to prepare strategically for full participation. 
· With regards to opening-up participation to third countries, the JPI should be encouraged to consider the value of international collaboration beyond Europe but free to make the decisions independently. In general third country involvement would be encouraged where it can add value. 
· Future JPIs should continue to focus on ‘Grand  Challenges’ and care should be taken to ensure that the topics of interest do not devolve to address smaller research questions, which can be covered by other instruments. 
· The role of the Commission in JPIs should be clarified prior to the start of the next FP. 
· RCUK support the use of flexible approaches under existing framework conditions.

· A set of evaluation metrics should be agreed across all JPIs in order to enable direct comparisons across the programmes and allow participants to easily determine which JPIs are working successfully. Measures of impact should be included
Question11: Which grand challenges (see above) are best tackled on an EU-wide rather than a national level? Within these areas which particular aspects would benefit from an interdisciplinary focus? 

· RCUK agree that the basis for selecting Grand Challenges should be include considerations of interdisciplinarity, stakeholder focus and policy relevance. Whether they are tackled at the EU level is dependent on the topic, however RCUK suggest that challenges that cross borders, require a response beyond the scope of a single country, and for which the EU has the capability to play a world leading role are best tackled at an EU-wide level. Grand Challenges should strengthen Europe's position for engaging globally with research on these issues.
· We do not feel that it is appropriate to suggest specific topic areas in the context of this call for evidence, although individual Research Councils will have submitted responses which are more topic specific.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

· RCUK agree that International Co-operation, both at a policy and project level, should be embedded in the FP and should be based around scientific, not geo-political priorities. 
· The Commission should seek support from Member States during development of and prior to the launch of any new initiatives in the FP to ensure that EU programmes add value and do not duplicate activities undertaken in Member States. The broader context of FP funding in shaping international research agendas should also be recognised.
· RCUK believe that there is also a need for better EU-Third Country dialogue at the planning stages, both at the FP and annual work programme levels. This should include the promotion of EU/international co-operation opportunities more effectively as these are often not visible or clearly understood, within Europe or in the Third Countries.
· International Co-operation with ICPCs should continue to be driven by and aligned to the Millennium Development Goals. In this context engagement between DG Research and other relevant DGs, e.g. DG Development, DG External Relations, DG Environment, should be strengthened and based on excellence. 
· RCUK support the participation of organisations from ICPCs within the future FP and note that the Rules for Participation should be established in such a way as to facilitate the participation of Third Country organisations. There should be a continuation of the current rule that non-ICPC Third Countries can become involved in FP projects. Whilst these countries should normally bring their own funding, their participation may exceptionally be funded in the specific cases allowed under the current FP. 
· RCUK believe that International fellowships and exchanges should continue to be supported under FP, continued funding for ERA-LINK initiatives to support scientific diasporas would be welcomed and despite potential competitiveness issues, international co-operation aspects should be considered across the whole FP and related activities, including Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs).
· Finally, it is essential that there should be better dialogue between the European policy groupings responsible for international collaboration (e.g. INCO programme committee and SFIC). The scope of these groupings should be limited to the FP and should not stray into areas of member state competence.  
Question 13: Should FP8 still provide some thematic focus e.g. in areas such as space and transport? Should any of the current themes be re-visited over the course of FP8 – and if so, how? 

· RCUK support the inclusion of thematic focus and this has already been discussed in other sections (grand challenges), with a note that encouragement of cross-theme working will be beneficial, promoting interdisciplinarity and lateral transfer of novel approaches. 
· Specific thematic points have been raised in the NERC submission but also;  
· the EU Space Programme should be continued but in the context of delivering those activities agreed by the EU-ESA Space Council. 
· European cooperation is vital for health research to ensure adequate access to and linking of patient cohorts, as well as ensuring that the best researchers can partner with the best internationally. 
· Following the restructuring of DG Research, the streamlining and embedding of Social Sciences and Humanities across all themes is welcomed; however there are times when an SSH lead is required and a thematic approach to SSH research should also be retained for the future FP. 
· The need to revisit the themes of the future FP will depend on the duration of the programme and any technological progress or major global events in the interim. RCUK would suggest that the mid-term review of the FP would be an appropriate time to consider the themes and whether any required re-visiting. RCUK agree that it is a necessity that the themes remain sufficiently flexible to allow new technologies to be addressed and new issues to be researched.  

Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8? 

· As suggested by their name, these technologies should enable research and innovation and as such will tend to be sector-specific and underpinning. We would therefore support that they don’t stand alone but are embedded in theme and grand challenge areas. 
· Industrial R&D in these areas has received significant support over successive programmes and is now sufficiently mature that it does not require specific public support.
Question 15: Services form a crucial part of the UK economy.  Should research into services be addressed specifically in the Framework Programme, and if so, how?

· A number of major EU states (including the UK and Germany) are key providers of financial services, and this is an evolving area so it would be a priority to include research into services as part of the FP. 
· RCUK would like to see the scope of research into services expanded to include considerations of health services and importantly, ecosystem services, which are beginning to gain increased prominence in questions of climate research. 
· FP funding offers the opportunity to build on member states' strengths in these areas to develop a coherent European approach and a global policy and commercial competitive advantage.
Question 16: What are your views on how the Framework Programme allocation for collaborative research should be apportioned between themes; enabling technologies and underpinning areas of research e.g. social sciences and humanities?

· RCUK would not support a reduction in funding to key areas of scientific research. 
· Individual sectors will have responded on the proportion of allocation to specific theme areas – however, where areas have suffered under investment in previous FPs, the impact of this underinvestment should be considered in the light of future requirements. 
· Some of the current themes could be considered as underpinning as previously mentioned (e.g. ICT). Provision should be made to support underpinning activities in sector areas, with appropriate reallocation of funds. 
· Where demand for resources is increased as a result of the development of FP activities, funding should be proportionally increased to match that demand (e.g. Research Infrastructures)  
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

· The primary goal for the ERC should be to fund excellent frontier research and RCUK would be keen to see that the bottom-up, responsive, non-thematic nature of current schemes continues.
· The ERC's principle of excellence based funding should support the best of the best, allowing for pan-European benchmarking. 

· If new ERC schemes are to be introduced, they should be sufficiently different from, and add value to existing ones, both within the ERC and in the context of the broader Framework Programme activities. For example, doctoral training is already adequately covered by other instruments. 
· RCUK would endorse sustained funding to ERC - additional schemes will require budgetary increase.
· Any change in the remit of ERC should be considered in consultation with MSs. 

· Not directly relevant to this question, but to note that RCUK agree that the ERC should have harmonised rules where possible; the rules must remain fit for purpose and led by best practice.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8? 

· The opportunity to fund individual researchers should continue, but the ERC could consider funding consortia to carry out frontier research (cf. FP6 NEST, New and Emerging Science and Technologies, but with more flexibility and no particular eligibility requirements, i.e.. no stipulations such as 'three partners from three countries'.). 

· If moving to fund consortia the ERC should continue to be based firmly on the objective of supporting excellence and grant award should not be influenced by other criteria such as ensuring EU-wide geographic spread (cohesion).

Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

· With the proposed expansion of ERC funding to support consortia (see Q 17) it could be anticipated that private sector partners (including industry but also other private sector e.g. museums) might be included. There is also a suggestion of a modest follow-on fund for ERC grantees to facilitate further exploitation of research results, and RCUK would consider this an appropriate activity as an extension of or add-on to the existing grants. 
· The ERC will have access to a network of excellent alumni and this could be used in a variety of ways, including by offering assistance and advice to applicants wishing to collaborate with private sector partners. 
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this?

· RCUK strongly support the Marie Curie Actions under the FP and note that they are the only EU-funded mechanisms specifically devoted to facilitating the movement of individuals between different countries and sectors, which is a key objective in the development of the ERA. 
· A rationalisation of programmes is being considered and we would welcome this. However, the ‘flagship’ individual fellowships should be retained, as should some form of training networks.
· The responsive nature of the current schemes should be retained, and RCUK feel there should not be a shift towards a more thematic approach. 
· Mobility across disciplinary boundaries will be increasingly important with a move to a grand challenge approach, and schemes should reflect this.
· The European Research Area gets excellent value from the MCA, RCUK feel that a significant proportion of the FP8 budget should go these instruments, and certainly no less than the current proportion.
· The move to DG EAC should not result in a dramatic change to the overall aims and objectives of the Marie Curie Actions, currently based around researcher mobility and training.
· The UK Research Councils remain sceptical about the value of the COFUND scheme, the budget currently dedicated to the scheme could be re-directed to the Individual Fellowships or any new scheme similar to the ITNs
· Further clarity on the distinct aims and rationale of other EU programmes offering funding at a doctoral level is required; for example, the Erasmus Mundus Doctoral Programme, also managed by DG EAC. Where new programmes are introduced, they should be sufficiently different from, and add value to, existing ones. 
· In the current ITN scheme, the Commission defines ‘industry’ extremely narrowly, to the detriment of certain research areas. This could be resolved by replacing the industry requirement with a requirement for ‘non-academic’ participation, which also allows fellows to be exposed to sectors other than academia such as policy makers and the voluntary sector.
Question 21: The capacities specific programme currently covers several policy initiatives relating to capacity-building. Which of these are of most value? Are there other areas which would merit funding? 
Capacities covers seven broad areas and some of these are covered under other questions (e.g. international co-operation, SMEs). As previously stated we would welcome appropriate use of structural funds to build capacity and note that all funding, including that to support regional activities, should be based on international standards of excellence. Our answer therefore largely focuses on infrastructure support. To note also that there are concerns about cuts to the Science in Society unit and RCUK will provide additional information on this – we are awaiting an update on a meeting that happened at the end of December. 
Infrastructures

· Noting the Lund declaration proposing a move towards challenge led funding, a strong RI sector is essential for the development of the ERA. Challenge led research requires access to key facilities no less than other fundamental research.
· Access must be a key element of any programme, including the opportunity for participating RIs to receive funding for the costs (T&S and User Fees) of providing the access.  
· The Integrated Infrastructure Initiative (I3) model has worked well and should be continued. Given the diversity of facility types, flexibility in the balance between the three components of the I3, networking, access and JRAs, should be allowed so that each consortium can propose the best use of the available funding for their sector. 
· All Member States will have a need or ambition to develop their research capacities and therefore mechanisms should be found that allow all researchers to access the facilities they need, regardless of where the facilities are located. 
· Open access to national RIs on merit is a laudable ambition but must be matched with reality on funding. At the 5-10% level free access on merit could be adopted at all RI’s; above this it is a political decision for the host Government, based on considerations like the size of the national community in relation to the funding available for operations, or may require external funding such as EU or non-host nation contributions to operations costs.
· The regulations for access funding must be modified to take account of distributed infrastructures created through the ERIC regulation (or otherwise) to enable them to draw on access funding for researcher mobility, since as single entities they will not comply with the current requirements for an I3.
· EU funding for the preparatory phase of major RI development has significant added value in enabling groups in different countries to come together to develop a common proposal for their sector. However, the current funding instruments (Design Studies and Construction Preparatory Phase) do not adequately address the requirements for many projects to do significant technology development to establish that the facility can be built in a cost effective way to achieve the performance required.  Nor do these recognise the timescales required to move from a design to an approved project.   Combining these instruments, with the addition of a funding stream for generic R&D (with a requirement for matching funding to ensure national commitment), and the introduction of flexible closing dates, would better fit the realities of developing proposals to the point where national funders can commit.  Consortia could then apply for those types of activity (e.g. design, R&D, legal organisation formation) that were relevant to the particular stage of development of their project.
· RCUK do not support the formation of a single European body responsible for funding the construction of RIs of European interest (e.g. “Implementing the ESFRI roadmap”). The primary responsibility in this area should remain with national governments.  RCUK are however committed to cooperation to see the implementation of the ESFRI projects in a timely and cost effective manner, and welcome EU funding at key points to assist in the formation of effective consortia to this end.  We also see a key role for EU funding in securing pan-European access to infrastructures and in supporting that fraction of operations costs corresponding to the non-funding-partner users of the RI.  

· A single European body to channel enhanced funding for pan-European access to European RIs, building on the experience of the I3s in operating joint access programmes, could be acceptable. It would need to bring clear new funding, ensure a balanced programme across all disciplines, and work in partnership with the RIs and the relevant I3s, who would be the obvious choice to manage the access programmes in their sectors.  Funding to enable non-European users access to European based facilities should also be considered.
· RCUK welcome initiatives to use EU Structural Funds to support research infrastructures.  Such funding should be used to implement projects best suited to developing regions, and should not drive site selection decisions which compromise science excellence.     
· As with other areas, the FP budget should not be used to build up the research capacity of specific regions or countries, and peer review should be based on excellence. This should be explicitly stated in the FP legal documents, and communicated by the Commission. Capacity building within the Framework Programme should concentrate on enabling researchers to work across the interdisciplinary interfaces
INCO

· This has been covered under question 12, but in general RCUK supports the comments submitted by UKCDS on INCO. 
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus? 

· Research Councils have not had much experience of working with the JRC and find it hard to comment on its role in FP8. However, we understand an increased emphasis on JRC policy advice is proposed so it may be valuable to consider this in more depth with others who have greater engagement with JRC so that if appropriate we can help to guide its further development into a direction that will be beneficial for the UK. 
· Noting the above, where the JRC has clear 'in-house' expertise and it is cost effective to use it for policy related research then this should be a useful resource.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

· With the anticipated change in status of ESF, the COST network remains one of the few mechanisms to promote networking of research groups funded at a national level and we understand it is valued by the UK research community. However, any new iteration of COST will be required to demonstrate value for money and efficiency in order to be supported and as a relatively small unit when independent it may be valuable to look at rolling into another delivery framework under FP. 
· The links between COST and the FP are not widely known or understood by the research community and the role of COST in the future ERA needs to be better articulated.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

· There needs to be a coherent EU landscape of programmes related to the knowledge triangle of research, innovation and education. These should fit together in a rational way, and should not duplicate each other. 
· Better communication and integration across Commission DGs and good understanding of national research priorities will help and recent progress in this area is welcomed; this should be continued and strengthened for FP8.
· Frameworks are already being developed under EU2020 for research and innovation and education should be linked to these activities to complete the triangle.
· Member states should be encouraged to optimise the use of their Structural Funds to build up their research base where appropriate.
· RCUK would provisionally support the inclusion of the EIT under the next FP as one way to integrate the knowledge triangle but feel that more time is needed for the EIT to prove its value, success is yet to be demonstrated so continued monitoring is essential.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?

· RCUK agree that there should be a coherent portfolio of different instruments and the current complement seems to be reasonably fit for purpose. The Commission should not look to introduce new instruments without proper evaluation and unless an existing instrument is deemed not fit for purpose and its discontinuation leaves a gap. 
· If new instruments or programmes are introduced, or existing instruments adapted, then the Commission and Executive Agencies must ensure that they are fully understood internally prior to their implementation and then piloted and communicated effectively to the research community. 
· FP7 has also seen the continuation of the ERA-NET schemes and the new ERA-NET plus schemes. Whilst these funding mechanisms have offered clear added value in some areas, this is not necessarily the case in all, and, it should be noted that their use should be proportional to the need and demand of any given area. The use of Article 169 Initiatives (now Article 185s) should be considered on a case by case basis, rather than seen as a natural progression for mature ERA-NETs. 
· Not directly relevant, but RCUK note that since the Commission funding comes from the Framework Programme, all instruments should adopt the FP Rules of Participation, deviating only if there is a clear rationale which is properly communicated to the research community.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8? 

· The RSFF has proved very successful with some sectors of the research community and should therefore be retained under the future FP. However it has not proved appropriate for all sectors so some alternatives should be considered. RCUK would note that the continuation of the RSFF should not come at the expense of funding for priority areas of scientific research.
Question 27: What should the balance be between funding large-scale programmes e.g. the article 185 programmes above and smaller projects individually administered by the Commission? 

· There is already a trend towards larger scale programmes in certain FP7 themes, such as SSH. Publishing calls for larger, longer-term projects, essentially externalises the programme management to participants and so care should be taken to ensure proportionate measures to monitor progress. 
· RCUK note that there should be a balance between the ‘project’ approach, as used in FP7, with the ‘programme’ approach, which could feature more in the future FP. While this may be appropriate in some fields and topics, funding for small-scale projects should also be retained for FP8 to support new, emerging and undersubscribed but potentially innovative areas. 
· Fitting with the above, schemes to support Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) should be continued and expanded under FP8. 
· Ultimately the balance between the types of funding available should be driven by appropriateness of mechanisms to the challenges and there should be sufficient flexibility to respond to changes in demand. 
· RCUK feel that more attention should be given to facilitating interdisciplinary working. For example, if the Programme Committee structure remains, there should be more cross-working. However, in many instances the research partnerships and conceptual frameworks through which to deliver interdisciplinary approaches do not exist yet, and therefore it must be recognised that some capacity-building elements will be required.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

· Public/private sector collaboration should be encouraged throughout the Framework Programme including by using instruments such as JTIs and PPPs. The private sector should participate fully, driving new topic selection through a process overseen by Member States to ensure there is a balance between the amounts of funding directed towards the PPPs compared to other areas. 
· There has been a tendency for EC strategies to focus on 'industry' when considering PPPs. Research based innovation to drive the service sector is a significant growth sector for UK and European economies, for which there is increasing interest from the private sector. Hence PPPs could be expanded to include non-academic, non-industry partners.
· Ultimately PPPs remain one instrument to be used and again their use will depend on appropriateness to the challenge to be addressed.
· PPP initiatives do not necessarily need to be large scale long term. Smaller scale initiatives may be appropriate for some purposes.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8? 

· The mid term review of FP7 has made clear recommendations for improvement and these should be considered in the development of the future FP. This review has shown that there are some enduring challenges, including integration across Europe (cohesion and MS/EU alignment), industry participation, participation by women and simplification. 
· Of new concern is the proposed shift to Grand Challenge working and the balance between impact and excellent research. Decisions will need to be made to avoid conflicts and to ensure that FP8 is inclusive and balanced. 
· The robustness and independence of EC evaluations has been criticised in the past. RCUK are agreed that it is crucial that any indicators for impact assessment are qualitative as well as quantitative. 
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?

· Ideas and knowledge derived from publicly-funded research must be made available and accessible for public use, interrogation and scrutiny, as widely, rapidly and effectively as practicable. Published research outputs must be subject to rigorous quality assurance, through effective peer review mechanisms. 
· The models and mechanisms for publication and access to research results must be both efficient and cost-effective in the use of public funds. The outputs from current and future research must be preserved and remain accessible for future generations. 
· RCUK are therefore committed to ensuring that, wherever practicable, there is open access to the results of publicly funded research and best use is made of technologies that promote ease of accessibility. 
· RCUK would also support a pay-to-publish model, if it was found to be beneficial, based on a study of the potential effects this could have on academic publishers. 
· Related to this support is the importance of IPR and patent protection, RCUK would therefore reiterate its commitment to the development of the European Patent
Question 31: Would any proactive effort to alter the current balance of funding between universities, research organisations and businesses be appropriate or effective? If so, what might be involved?

· The UK academic sector is very successful in gaining funds from the FP and this has brought significant advantage to the UK research base. Therefore the consequences for leveraging of funds to UK researchers and institutions of a rebalancing towards business, especially in the short term during the current economic crisis, would need to be carefully considered. 
· Supporting this, RCUK believe that academic participation is key to the success of the programme, therefore all attempts to seek to increase industry participation should be done with a view to creating the right environment for public private partnerships. 
· On the whole RCUK rejects the imposition of criteria to influence the balance of participation where this impacts on the excellence of funded research; such criteria are only appropriate where an action is specifically designed for a particular type of participant or at a specific geographic location, bearing in mind that FP is about global rather than local or regional excellence.. 
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

There are a number of possible things that could help here including; 

· A clear definition of what constitutes an SME 
· A shorter time to grant to ease the transition for SMEs into FP research funding. 
· Use of instruments such as JTIs and PPPs amongst others (already covered above). 
· Dedicated topics in collaborative research programmes and themes developed with business at the early stage
· No participation charges for SMEs by industry groupings and associations that play a role in managing the initiatives. This risks excluding or appearing to exclude non-paying members from participating in calls and makes the process look less transparent. 
· The activities carried out by JTIs should facilitate collaboration between participants rather than favouring small scale tendering which should be covered at the national level. 
· It may be appropriate for industry to drive topic selection, but good communication with public funders will still be required to ensure a strategic approach.

Question 33: What could the Commission do to reduce bureaucracy of FP8 over and above the current simplification proposals (including changes to the Financial Regulations and Implementing Rules)?

We have already responded to the EC consultation on simplification and can provide the response if not yet shared. However, the following points are relevant;

· There should be greater consistency across the FP and related programmes in terms of the basic rules, but not at the cost of using the most restrictive rules. 
· Any variation from the core FP8 rules should be justified and clearly communicated. 
· RCUK believe funding should take the form of grants where reimbursement is on the basis of a (proportion of) the estimated real cost of research. 
· When appropriate, lump sum or flat rate funding should be used if there is a clear justification in special circumstances. Any such rate should be an adequate proxy of real costs, and adjusted using a country correction coefficient so that ‘more expensive countries’ are not disadvantaged. 
· Note that a greater use of lump sum or flat rates, in their current form, would not represent a simplification for most academic participants. 

· A move to a trust based system that uses organisations own accounting procedures would be welcome and would save both time and money, increasing the efficiency of the future FP.
· Although beneficiaries are required to operate under their own accounting practices, often these do not meet the requirements of FP7. As such, beneficiaries are required to set up dual system which confirm to the FP rules, both at the expense and administrative burden of the beneficiary. 
· Any financial checks should be light-touch and based on sampling rather than detailed review of project finances.
· Future FP calls should not be launched until all the rules and associated guidance has been agreed. 
· A ‘clearing house’ for queries should be set up in order to provide a definitive answer in the case of discrepancies, or to arbitrate in the case of disagreement. The current research enquiry service does not meet these requirements.
· RCUK also feel that evaluation of projects should be on the basis of deliverables, and should use non-complex indicators. 
· The possibility to ease time-recording requirements should be examined by the Commission; the current requirements are burdensome both for individuals and participating institutions.
· Each programme should have specific aims and objectives which should be set by the Commission and its consultation stakeholders at the start – these should be designed with downstream evaluation in mind. Whilst individual programmes should be discrete, families of programmes should be based upon a similar set of rules. New instruments should only be introduced where there is a clear rationale for doing so. Overlaps should be identified and where appropriate, duplication of effort reduced.
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board21? 

· Two- stage evaluation (outline application, EC evaluates and requests a subset for full application) may be appropriate for some larger scale instruments and RCUK also commonly uses this procedure. However, not all countries are familiar with a two stage process and it could lead to disadvantages for applicants less used to such a system. 
· Although a two stage process can reduce the burden on applicants and evaluators, the ability to effectively present a case for support in a short outline, particularly for multi-partner projects, is a skill that may take time to develop. If used it should always include feedback to applicants after the first stage in order to help them better formulate future applications and/or prepare effectively for the second stage. 
· Care should be taken that this does not result in an undue increase in time to grant.

· For smaller projects a single stage evaluation is sufficient.  

Question 35: Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance? 
· This will depend on how ‘outcomes’ are defined – they should not be defined in a way that limits creativity and flexibility in basic research. 

· Less stringent financial checking, with a trust-based approach that allows beneficiaries to use their own accounting systems will be valuable.
· Essentially RCUK would support the move to a more flexible approach for FP funding that allows researchers to adapt their projects according to the research as it happens rather than being driven by a top-down workplan approach. Naturally this approach would include mid term reviews and some monitoring, it would however allow researchers to be more adaptable and provide them with greater control, whilst still ensuring quality research and outputs.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 
· IPR seems to be working well in FP7 generally (e.g. in Co-operation projects).  However, needs to be looked at in relation to instruments related to FP, such as JTIs, where there have been big problems.

Question 37: Is the proportion of overheads funded by FP7 appropriate? Should this be adapted in FP8 to create more consistency with other sources of funding?

· Institutions should be able to use real indirect cost methodologies where they have these (in line with fEC), but this only works on a large scale if the EC allows them to use their own accounting practices; otherwise, it is at best burdensome and at worst impossible.  
· There needs to be an appropriate flat rate overhead for those institutions that cannot use real costs.  The default 20% is a disincentive to participation, so this needs to be set considerably higher, particularly for HEIs, public bodies and SMEs.

· Reimbursement rates may also be an issue.  It has been suggested that there may be fewer rates in FP8, and this raises concern that they will be standardised down, not up.  If HEIs etc only receive the default 50%, rather than 75% as at present, then this is again a huge disincentive.
· Such a move may impact business participation however, if this is related to total project cost, so this should be taken into account in any changes so as not to discourage academic/industry partnerships.  
Question 38: Within the current UK public expenditure constraints, could the UK do more on a cost-neutral basis to encourage participation in FP generally? 
· Most measures will require some sort of financial support to be valuable. However, the most important cost-neutral action is to agree an FP that is as non-bureaucratic as possible, so that bureaucracy related barriers to participation are removed. 

Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

· RCUK get good value out of UKRO which is highly regarded by its users and has a good reputation internationally. Of particular note is its ability to gather information on an informal basis that is disseminated to subscribers. 

· The National Contact Point (NCP) network is useful but somewhat fragmented. Efforts could be made to provide a more joined up approach with more consistency of information and support.

· The web based services provided by TSB are also useful but these would further benefit from increased awareness of their existence and role.  
· If there is a move to larger instruments with the potential for significant added value there may be some benefit in looking at some sort of national competitive process for winning financial support for UK applicants wishing to lead such proposals. A brief review of how other countries do this could be useful in this context.    
· Overall a greater integration and visibility of services would be valuable.

Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs – to apply? 

· RCUK would like to see greater dissemination of the availability of the various FP funding instruments and the application process across industry to improve awareness of the opportunities. 
· As above, we could consider some kick-starting at the national level, with the UK implementing strategies to bring industry and academia together to build partnerships to seek funding. 
· Related to this could be the introduction of some form of seed funding that would ease the involvement of SMEs in the FP. 
· Also mentioned before, RCUK would like to see reduction in the time to contract as this is a major barrier to SME application.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation? 
· Th UK is amongst the top beneficiaries from the FP funding schemes and is number one in a number of key areas (e.g. Marie Curie Actions). However there are areas where the UK does not perform as well as some of its European counterparts and naturally there are lessons that could be learned from these MS. 
· A recent review of the German support structures conducted domestically by DFG found that despite a series of training workshops and the  implementation of consistent rules across their NCP network it performend no better than that of the UK. This is not to say however that with better training and integration we could not increase our performance. 
· Improvements in efficiency will beneficial on a number of levels in the UK system.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.

UK academic success in the Framework Programme has greatly benefited the UK research base and we would hope that we can build on and increase this success in the future. RCUK have worked to co-ordinate their strategic approach to the European agenda in the last two years in order to help align European and national priorities. This has required a close relationship with BIS to be effective and we very much welcome the strong linkages that have resulted from this. With the potential for increased demands on a limited budget in the future we would hope that we can continue this working relationship and ensure that the funding organisation and academic requirements are fully considered in European policy development.  
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole? 
Please use this space for any general comments that you may have; comments on the layout of this consultation would also be welcomed. 

We would note that the progression towards FP8 is dynamic and even since the compilation of the call for evidence there have been some significant new developments. The UK community should be sensible to these changes and should work together to ensure that input is proactive and effective over the coming period. Engagement will be required throughout the tail end of FP7 as well as during FP8 as the implementation of the various flagship initiatives could result in changes in direction. 

Thank you for your views on this consultation. 
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