Below we have included specific items of general feedback from Queen’s University Belfast in line with the questions set out in the Call for Evidence response form.  We have provided more detailed feedback to BIS regarding the EU Framework Programme through the Russell Group (nationally) and through Invest Northern lreland (regionally).
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Question 3 and Question 6:

We recognise that the primary focus of FP8 should be to fund research of the highest quality and that other initiatives may provide a vehicle for stimulating the innovation process. However, there should be scope to consider mechanisms for supporting applied research and encouraging industry partnership where underpinned by excellent research and in line with national and European research priorities. Any moves in this direction should be carefully considered in line with leading UK initiatives to balance the funding between applied and fundamental research.

Question 7 and Question 8: 

We support the emphasis upon cooperation programmes and recognise that the UK adds most value to research when focussing upon fundamental research challenges rather than transnational cooperation. The importance of supporting collaborative and partnership-based research, however, should remain a key element of the European Framework moving forwards and recognition should be made of the importance of regional linkages. For example, there are a number of all-Ireland initiatives (involving direct links with leading Universities in the United States) to develop critical research mass / expertise and these provide an excellent platform for carrying out the research objectives of Framework programmes. We are supportive of the Framework’s personal programmes, such as Marie Curie and Initial Training Networks, which are recognised as indicators of high quality within the UK and are critical for promoting research mobility and early stage training. Our concerns regarding the extremely high demand for such funding schemes and low success rates would suggest that funding in these areas should be increased in FP8.

Question 19: 

We strongly endorse the current remit of the ERC as a unique outlet for innovative ground-breaking research. Links to private sectors interests could be developed through closer links with the Framework 8 Programme and alignment with priorities defined by the Innovation Union. Each of these mechanisms provide complementary research initiatives which could be developed further through greater coherency and alignment with national research and industry priorities within the UK and Europe.

Question 29: 

It is imperative that the administrative burden associated with FP projects is addressed in the development of FP8 policy. Research has shown that the average Time To Grant (TTG) for EU funding is almost one year (350 days) and frequently it is much longer than this. Furthermore, literature has suggested that some 99% of grant cost statements are sent back to project partners by EU research coordinators for revision. Clearly these operational issues lead to a significant administrative burden for all stakeholders involved and create inefficiencies within the system that ultimately place risks upon the quality of research carried out. Moves should be made through FP8 towards a ‘trust-based model’ whereby institutions are afforded greater autonomy and flexibility. An emphasis on training of researchers and research managers involved in EU grant funding might help develop greater confidence and trust throughout stakeholder relationships.

Question 31: 

Any changes in the balance of funding between Universities and business need to be assessed carefully and without artificial intervention. Industry has been deterred for the most part by a perceived lack of flexibility and breadth in research topics promoted by the EU, the relatively high cost and administrative burden leading to delays. Excellence in research should remain the key funding driver within the EU but these underlying issues must be addressed in the development of FP8 policy. A commitment to simplify the funding process and to tackle the issues of bureaucracy perceived by industry stakeholders would go a long way towards encouraging greater innovation and industry collaboration with University-based research.

Question 34: 

We are supportive of a two-stage proposal process to reduce the administrative burden associated with larger consortia-based bids. However, the criteria must be simple and transparent for this to be a successful change otherwise it risks further bureaucratisation of the process. At the very least, the instalment of a two-stage process should aim to maintain the same time period between initial application and award stages.

Question 37: 

We are supportive of efforts to increase the proportion of indirect costs, facilities time and academic time passed to universities in an effort to support the full economic costs of research. This is critical for a sustainable research base nationally and within Europe. Furthermore, encouraging industry engagement and development of the innovation agenda across Europe might be more easily achieved through recognising the full costs attached to research and development activities between Universities and Industry

