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Question1: What should the UK’s high-level objectives be for FP8?

We suggest that the UK high-level objectives for FP8 should be:

•
To increase the innovation capacity and international competitiveness of UK business

•
To provide technological and innovation tools which support creation of an active and evolving pipeline of UK business activity which sees rapid growth in the size of individual enterprises to critical mass where they are able to efficiently contribute to economic growth.

•
To achieve substantial improvement in the sustainability of UK economic activity, including improved efficiencies in energy and resource use.

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


FP8 funding should be considered as seed-funding which is used to develop innovative and competitive businesses which then themselves are able to generate and reinvest the resources necessary to maintain competitiveness and growth. We suggest that application of FP8 funding as follows would best achieve this:

•
Support for high-quality collaborative applied research and innovation initiatives between universities, business, and industry, targeted towards the development of new products and processes.

•
Support for open-innovation systems involving business-facing universities across the EU.

•
Continuation and further development of effective support mechanisms for SMEs with high-growth potential (including new enterprises)

•
Support for internationalization of SME activities to enable them increase market size and achieve rapid growth

•
Development of a skilled workforce with strong understanding of both the technological innovation process and its application to business development


Question 3: How should FP8 support the wider European context including Europe 2020 and the European Research Area?

FP7 funding has been successful in stimulating cross-border research and development collaborations involving universities and (to a lesser extent) industry. More remains to be done. We suggest that FP8 might usefully develop:

•
Simpler, more pragmatic, and less beaurocratic and prescriptive systems for stimulating cross-border research and development collaborations

•
Generation of pan-EU research networks working in areas of interest to specific business sectors, via a range of mechanisms including subscription for business, sandpits for researchers (for a portion of funding), and open innovation events for both.

•
A greater degree of flexibility in development of funded international collaborations.

•
Emphasis on research and development skills training beyond first degree level, and a support system with EU funding which operates at institutional level to back this up.

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? 

We endorse the findings of the report which are broadly congruent with the experience of our own institutions. In particular, we concur with the statements regarding Knowledge Transfer and the difficulties so far of determining how effective this has been under FP7. We also note that the impact of research can take some time to appear following completion of the research programme itself and so an emphasis on short-term outputs is not particularly helpful. In this regard, we note that proposals for the evaluation of impact in the UK Research Excellence Framework allow for a period of up to 15 years between execution of the research and the appearance of ‘impact’.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

Much research directed at economic growth (and carbon reduction) has been directed at the development of technological solutions – for example the development of alternative transport systems, or the development of more efficient manufacturing processes. However, we believe that a thorough understanding of use patterns, behavior, and psychology are equally important in achieving the efficiencies and reduction in carbon emissions sought. In addition, we suggest that support for in-country capacity to develop low-emission and renewable energy infrastructure will be crucially important to assure supply security in the long-term. We therefore suggest the following additional areas that FP8 could make positive contribution to the UK economy:

•
Support for research into social science and psychology directed to better understanding energy and resource use patterns and options for beneficially changing them

•
Support for social networking research – taking the next step from the IT and digital media work that has been funded to date – directed towards better use of the digital world to achieve a step-change in business efficiency and competitiveness

•
Research to support the development of reliable and efficient transport technologies and infrastructure, including understanding usage patterns and options for use optimisation – with the capability to support that in-country

•
Support for in-country capability to develop sustainable energy infrastructure

Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

Innovation at regional/cluster level will be crucial to the development of a strong, interlinked, UK economy. This has been recognized in the recent report by Herman Hauser which recommended the establishment of regionally-based innovation centres which focus on defined areas of technological business development activity. Clearly, new business and established (and growing) SMEs will play a very important part in the development of an innovative and competitive business landscape in the UK, which generates increasing revenues from exporting high-value goods, services, and knowledge. The UK should seek to leverage FP8 funding in support of this agenda. We suggest that FP8 support for innovation in the UK could usefully:

•
Provide funding at a regional level so that connected regional universities are able to provide the diverse layers of support needed to achieve a step change in SME effectiveness in contributing to the economy. Provide support for clustering around these universities.

•
Facilitation of links between the innovation clusters at regional level and the wider EU community – through initiatives such as the Enterprise Europe Network and others

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
•
We have noted above that the socio-economic sciences will be crucially important to accelerate the takeup of new technologies and modify societal behavior patterns to optimise use of resources, shift the resource base more to renewables, and minimize carbon production. In view of this, the very small spend on the socio-economic sciences and the humanities is suprising and we recommend that funding for this area be increased substantially, to bring it more in line with current resourcing for the ‘Environment’ stream.

•
We have also noted the key role that will be played by SMEs in providing feedstock for growth in the UK economy over the next 10 years. We recommend that funding for the theme ‘Research for SMEs’ be increased substantially – to about double it’s current level.

•
While continued generation of new ideas will clearly be important, as developing economies (for example India and China) begin to offer very challenging competition to those of Europe and the USA it is clear that rapid application of ideas and efficient means of bringing them to market will be crucially important if we are not simply to follow past practice which has often been to generate ideas in the west, fail to exploit them optimally, and see them then taken up by other economies from which we then buy products based on ideas originally generated here. For this reason, we are of the view that spending via the European Research Council route is already more than optimal (in fact, for the UK which is well-served by its research councils we believe that it is an open question as to whether there is a meaningful role for the ERC). For this reason we suggest that shifts in the balance of funding in FP8 should see the areas we mention above funded more substantially with any deficit being made up via reduction of ERC funding.

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
We believe that integrated projects and networks of excellence have considerable potential to provide added value, but there are substantial barriers in terms of administrative complexity and cost.

We are also of the view that activities to support SMEs provide substantial added value to a sector which is currently poorly served but has great potential to rejeuvenate the UK economy.

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
We do not believe this is the correct question to ask. Rather than looking for overlaps between different areas of funding and then seeking to partially cross-fund in some way to reduce overall spend (which would be administratively complex) we believe that a better way would be to ensure that overlaps are minimized by robust and clear programme specification. We would also make the point that FP7 is in any case administratively complex and this is seen as a significant barrier to participation and efficacy, so any additional complexity should be avoided.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Grand challenges are clearly important in the European research and development context. Providing funding via this route allows coordination of research effort around particular areas of societal need and the generation of ‘critical mass’ in solving some of the larger research problems facing the EU. It also enables strong profiling of ‘flagship’ programmes in the international community with consequent political benefits in terms of demonstration of the competitiveness of the EU research base and the contribution of the EU to solving some problems affecting the whole globe.

However, we should also be aware that many of the benefits of research work have arisen through serendipity rather than coordination of large research groupings in ‘top-down’ fashion. The ability of society to allow ideas to arise in a ‘bottom-up’ fashion and then to be exploited flexibly and in diverse ways is also a measure of its resilience and competitiveness. The ascendancy attained by the US as a result of the influence of Vannevar Bush and the diverse technology-based economic success enjoyed by Japan in the decades prior to the 1990s attest to the value of this approach. It is clear that slavish adherence to the mantras of ‘critical mass’ and top-down directed research and development can result in many valuable new research areas being suppressed or overlooked, just as under-resourcing can see them never developed to their full potential.

Clearly the correct balance must be maintained so that the benefits of ‘Grand Challenge’ directed research can be achieved but the very substantial value of a more diverse and ‘bottom up’ approach is not lost. We are of the view that ‘Grand Challenge’ funding in the EU portfolio is currently at the correct level, and there is no compelling case to increase it further at the expense of other types of research support.

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?


We suggest that the following areas are both interdisciplinary and would benefit from an EU-wide programme:

•
Certain areas of Health: Diabetes, Obesity, Heart Disease

•
Biotechnologies based on genetic manipulation. Biosecurity.

•
Sustainability and the environment – including social science and behavioural aspects

•
Transport

•
Food security

Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

The approach adopted to third country involvement so far has unfortunately led to a degree of cynicism in engaging with the Framework programmes. While researchers themselves are generally keen to work with colleagues in the EU, both they and those administering research in third countries have found it very difficult to understand the complex EU systems around integrating their research with framework programmes, and how to get support for that.

In addition, the value proposition has not been made clear and – although initially attracted to engaging with FP programmes – this lack of clarity has ultimately deterred many from taking part. At the researcher level, it often seems as if participation in the Framework Programme will in fact lead to a partitioning of research funding in their own country and therefore less overall access to in-country funds. This is particularly so where third country governments do not make additional funding available specifically for EU cooperation. Where that funding is available, it is very often not clear to researchers how it can be accessed and, when it is able to be accessed, the rules for its use are complex and often unmanageable.

Even less clear is how third country researchers in third countries can access EU funding. Primarily, researchers are interested to know what support they can get for their own research and how the process can be made a simple as possible so they are able to concentrate on producing excellent work.

We suggest the following:

•
The rules for third country participation should be simplified

•
Clear and easily understandable explanations of both the rules, and also the value proposition of collaboration are made available for researchers and administrators in third countries. Although many of the points made in such an explanation might seem obvious to EU personnel, they are worth restating in terms that outsiders can understand

•
Seed funding is provided by a simple and easily administered system to facilitate the generation of collaborative partnerships between EU researchers and those in third countries

•
A (small) portion of EU funding is made available via a clear and simple mechanism to support researchers from third countries in their collaborative research. Bidding rules are kept as simple and transparent as possible.

•
The expectations of the EU regarding in-country funding for collaborative projects are simplified and provided ‘up-front’ in approaches to recruit third-country researchers, so that their own expectations are managed appropriately – thereby avoiding much of the disappointment and cynicism that is a feature currently.

We also note that many EU member states already have overseas aid programmes and collaborations with potential third country partners. These potentially provide a mechanism for identifying partners and engaging with them.

Finally we suggest a focus on the following areas for third country collaborations:

•
Climate Change

•
Biosecurity

•
Sustainability

•
Trade

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?
We endorse the thematic approach currently adopted and support its continuation. We are of the view that the themes (and the balance of funding between them) should be reviewed at least biannually using measures of both excellence and impact. The reviews should include the possibility of phasing out themes which are not performing for the Community, and bringing in new ones:– there should be flexibility within the life of the programme.

We are strongly supportive of using the thematic approach to encourage multidisciplinary approaches – for example the coupling of engineers and scientists with social scientists in tackling some of the problems associated with climate change.

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

These technologies should be understood to be means to an end – not the end in themselves!
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?

We are of the view that research into services should cover the provision of public services and include developing rigorous assessment into whether the private provision of public services does provide value for money. The current research base on comparisons of private funding models for public service provision could be expanded to provide an excellent knowledge base for well-informed government policy decisions. For example, the UK government plans to replace short term sentences with community orders, which could be provided by a range of service providers and these models are as yet untested as to which produces the greatest possible desistance for a certain level of finance. Modern universities have a wealth of excellent researchers in the social sciences and could make a valuable contribution to service research.

Possible topics of research into services may include:

•
Service provision in the public sector (e.g. understanding cost structures of funding mechanisms for public services to better support government policy decisions in an era of financial austerity)

•
Better criminal justice service provision via justice reinvestments schemes

•
PFI funding models within Health Services or other public organizations such as universities – particularly in relation to provision of basic utility services

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?

For the reasons identified above, we are of the view that research into the social sciences and humanities is substantially underfunded under FP7 and recommend a three-fold increase in this theme, with a focus on serving the areas of sustainability, health, and transport.

We believe the apportionment for enabling technologies – and the current trend in overall amount - is approximately correct and should not be increased further.

We are of the view that applied research for the benefit of business – in particular work done in collaboration between universities and SMEs – is not sufficiently well resourced and would benefit from a substantial increase (we recommend approx 100%).

We have noted above our reservations regarding the efficacy of the ERC in the UK context

Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

Although we strongly espouse the value of fundamental research, we are also aware of a ‘valley of death’ in the research and development chain just prior to pre-competitive research with industry as funded by the cooperation themes under FP7. We suggest that extension of the ‘cooperation themes’ back towards the area currently covered by the ER would be of value. This would enable industry facing research institutions to more effectively bridge the gap between research discovery and research applications thereby more effectively seeding new product and process development. This may require shifting of funding from the ‘ideas themes’ in areas covered by the ERC but we feel that this would be worthwhile in the face of current international economic competition.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Modern universities have many islands of excellent research which can be greatly enhanced by the funding of single investigators. This type of funding allows researchers to extend their activities and develop new and emerging research areas. Researchers in modern universities have a good track record in securing this type of funding and have made excellent use of it and this type of funding should be continued. 
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

We suggest the schemes similar to the current Knowledge Transfer Partnerships could improve the penetration of ERC activities into the private sector.

We also suggest that the ERC provide a greater emphasis on the engineering sciences, and the social sciences.

Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

Researcher mobility is key to generating a strong and evolving community of personnel to service the EU research and development agenda. It also helps kick start new research fields, and incentivizes high-performing researchers to stay in their profession.

Impact assessment of the Framework Programme  show this clearly:, early career researchers have benefitted: “The participation in SSH programmes has improved the learning and training environments of researchers with a new, more participatory research culture and learning environment. This has had an impact upon early career researchers and their career opportunities in particular.” [ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/fp7/ssh/docs/evaluation-fp-ssh_en.pdf]

It is also clear that mobility has been assisted by the funding provided by the Framework Programme: “Despite national differences in SSH research strategies and funding, international mobility of researchers as well as pan-European research cooperation in SSH is seen as increasingly important at national level. Member States have taken action to facilitate SSH research collaboration and researcher exchanges.”

However, there are some serious challenges – particularly in an environment where funding for short-term research positions is in short supply: “While these opportunities are important for the career of junior researchers, the mobility requirement are often challenging for people with family commitments” ... and: “Positions in the FP are generally associated with precarious employment and fixed-term work. This is a particular challenge in areas of research and countries where stable positions are in short supply.”

For these reasons we are strongly of the view that the continuation of mobility schemes such as Marie Curie will be vitally important in ensuring that the EU (and UK) has available a strong and developing cohort of early career researchers to service future needs. We suggest that Marie Curie funding could be increased – possibly by as much as 50%.

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?
We are strongly of the view that research in support of SMEs is one of the areas providing most value from the FP7 programme. There is clear evidence that this is helping build the RTD capacity of SMEs and the supply chains around them. We have already noted that we would support a substantial increase in funding in this area.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The Joint Research Centre should:

•
Focus on the major themes in the Europe 2020 Strategy

•
Provide ‘glue’ for selected high level projects across member states. Part of this is through the provision of facilities and infrastructure not available in some member states.

•
Continue to scientific and technological support for EU policy development, implementation, and monitoring

We suggest that the activities and contribution of the Joint Research Centre be reviewed biannually.



Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
In the UK context, it is difficult to see how COST substantially influences the national research agenda or clearly ascertain what it’s benefits are. We think that this may be because COST itself has no funding for research itself, but rather funds only the costs of setting up networks. There are several other initiatives within the Framework Programme that also provide funding to promote exchange and mobility, and harnessed properly these could also provide a degree of coordination of the type aspired to by COST.

We are of the view that this could be equally well done in simplified fashion through the Framework Programme.

Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

One of the difficulties often cited with FP7 is that it is complex, difficult to access, and demanding in terms of administrative effort. We believe that FP8 should seek to provide simplification of procedures and easier access. Our concern, then, is to avoid FP8 becoming unnecessarily complex, and for this reason we would support a model where integration activities of the type mentioned here are done outside of and in addition to FP8 activities.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
We are of the view that the Eurostars programme should be retained. We are unable to comment on the AAL or EMRP programmes. We see little value to the UK in the BONUS programme.

We would suggest a programme on energy be included under article 185 in FP8.

We are unable to comment on JTIs – it is not clear to us what benefits have been brought to the UK via this programme.

Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

We endorse the EIB Risk Sharing Finance Facility and would support it being continued through FP8. It provides a valuable means by which research in the private sector can be encouraged with the appropriate degree of control over IP necessary to maintain competitiveness. It also encourages public-private partnerships which we believe will be an important model for UK universities in the future. 

We have little experience regarding the application of the facility in public institutions and are unable to comment, however we would again support continuation of this route to finance.

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?

The majority of the funding – at least 80% - should remain with the smaller projects.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

FP8 should allow for the development and funding of robust public-private partnerships. However, we suggest that a clear long-term business case is required which shows overall benefit (including in financial terms) to the public side of the partnership in addition to any private benefits. We would also support a clear limit on the timescale over which the members of the partnership are committed – and this in turn implies a maximum time over which the benefits mentioned earlier are realized.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
•
Framework programmes have a reputation for being complex and difficult to administer. We recommend substantial simplification of process and procedure in FP8.

•
We support a moratorium on new instruments until simplification has been achieved.

•
Project reporting in previous Framework programmes is generally considered by those in the research community to be over-onerous in terms of accounting and audit, and less than rigorous in terms of reporting scientific and technological progress. We recommend a rebalancing of reporting requirements to more accurately reflect the importance of achievement of scientific and technological goals.

•
For UK institutions, the partial funding of FeC that is provided for under Framework projects is a substantial disincentive to involvement. When coupled with the requirements for matched funding, this creates both administrative difficulties and financial loss for institutions taking part in many cases. We suggest that the FeC issues be addressed through the implementation of more realistic funding schemes that properly recognize true costs.

•
Each of these measures would contribute to FP8 being able to better achieve excellence in both research and impact.

Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
Some of the knowledge and IP generated during research projects will reside in the collaborative networks formed during those processes. Hence, maintenance of these collaborative frameworks in some form will help sustain the knowledgebase. As funding ceases and networks break up, expertise is lost.

It is vitally important that all outputs (e.g. papers and reports) are made freely available on an open access website; however standards must be maintained as per the recommendation in the “Interim evaluation of seventh framework programme report” that “Open access to scientific publications is a welcome development, but needs to be monitored, … and that standards of refereeing prior to making findings available remain robust.”



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?

It is clear that an increase in funding from Framework Programmes into UK universities would be beneficial. In addition, the arguments in favour of stronger support for education are compelling. It is hard for us to comment whether proactive effort on the part of BIS to change the balance would be effective – it would certainly be appreciated!
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Our experience is that the biggest barriers to SME participation are the complex and lengthy submission and approval processes, coupled with the over-detailed reporting that is required, and the uncertainties (as perceived by Business) associated with the possibility of very detailed and aggressive audit. Lack of clarity around IP issues is also sometimes a problem which requires substantial administrative work on our part to address.

Our institutions have made progress recently in encouraging more SMEs to partner in Framework projects, but this has only been by our taking much of the administrative burden and risk from them, and putting in place extensive support to guide them through the application process and maintain their interest.

We are of the view that simplification of the processes and procedures, coupled with a very clearly articulated value proposition from FP8 to business would help hugely.

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 suggest a revision of the documentation to produce short and concise summaries of the value of participation and the administrative requirements of the programme.

We suggest that the documentation be written in plain English with adequate explanation of specialist terms and minimization of jargon.

We also suggest that the requirements to complete highly accurate timesheets, and maintain detailed IT records are unrealistic if efficiencies are to be gained through synergies with other programmes. We endorse the findings of the “Interim evaluation of seventh framework programme” that the balance between risk and trust falls far too heavily on the ‘risk’ side and the Commission should have a higher degree of trust in the institutions undertaking the research.

Finally, consistent interpretation of rulesets would be of huge value to researchers and institutions participating in Framework projects. Much of our administrative effort is duplicated as we try to satisfy conflicting interpretations from different officers.



Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Efficient two-stage application processes can be of value where they lead to:

•
Effective pre-filtering of non-qualifying submissions based on the robust application of transparent criteria

•
Shortened final application documents that build on initial-stage proposals

•
More effective preliminary budget estimation and simplified final budgets at second-stage



Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

We believe that adequate performance incentives are in place for the research community without moving to an outcomes-based funding model. Additionally, given that the outcomes from much research take several years to materialize, we think that it would be unrealistic to expect that robust and fair administration of an outcomes/outputs based funding model could be achieved.

Finally, we note the effect of outcomes-based funding models in other jurisdictions (for example in the Asia-Pacific region) has been to limit creativity as researchers ‘play safe’ and apply only for funding for objectives which they can guarantee will be successfully achieved (or in some cases have already been achieved).

We do not believe this is a realistic option for FP8.

Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

We are comfortable with the way that intellectual property was dealt with under FP7 in respect of the funder rules and guidance. We suggest that achievement of harmonization of the way intellectual property is dealt with between different EU states would be of considerable assistance – but this is a broader issue than that of the FP8 programme itself.

We strongly endorse the recommendation made in: “Towards an effective 8th framework programme for research” that: “we recommend to avoid restrictive intellectual property rights regulations that disrupt the balance between industry-academia collaborations”. Institutions and business should be given flexibility to deal with the wide variety and number of situations that arise around intellectual property.

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?

We have commented on the relationship between FP7 funding and FeC earlier. We would support a simplified system for providing overheads (these should be called ‘indirect costs’ as they are in fact real costs borne by the participating institutions) at higher than the flat 60% rate applied to universities. We note that at current indirect cost reimbursement rates, UK universities are effectively subsidizing research done under EU programmes.
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? 

We believe that the most valuable contribution that could be made on a cost-neutral basis, in addition to current support mechanisms, would be for the UK to successfully influence a simplification of FP procedures and processes, and to effect a reduction in the administrative overhead associated with involvement in Framework projects.

We are also of the view that better alignment between TSB objectives and Framework Programmes would be of assistance, together with more effective use of already existing mechanisms for publicizing collaboration and funding opportunities.

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

UK support services often appear difficult to access, but we believe that this is primarily due to the complexity of the EU administration systems for Framework Programmes rather than failing in the UK support services themselves.

We particularly appreciate the support given in Brussels by support services in helping researchers from UK Universities access relevant persons within the Commission.

Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
We strongly support continuation of the EEN programme which helps business-facing universities to collaborate with SMEs and work with them to access FP opportunities.

We also endorse the recommendations made by EuropaBio in “Improving SME participation in the EU Framework Programmes” as follows:

•
Industry bodies, national biotechnology associations and other stakeholders should be enlisted to convey the changes and benefits of the Framework programmes.

•
A majority of the interviewed SMEs find the CORDIS website maintained by the Commission difficult to navigate, especially as a first-time visitor. We would therefore suggest priority be given to re-designing and encouraging links to relevant industry and national governmental websites.

•
There is a clear need for strengthened assistance at national level to help SMEs navigate the system, identify suitable options and prepare good proposals. This could be achieved via e.g the organisation of workshops and seminars and the development of a local focal point for relevant information.

•
Practical aid, such as the involvement of an external expert or advisor with relevant experience reimbursed by national governments and the Framework Programme, who can assist in the preparation and implementation of projects would make a big difference.

•
Financial support available for the preparation of projects is perceived as helpful in increasing the chances of a positive result. There are various initiatives at Member State level that offer this. Some examples are:

a.
In Sweden, SMEs are receiving support via a specially dedicated service and as a direct consequence the fraction of applications for FP7 that are well written increases year on year.

b.
Also in Sweden, SMEs can apply at the governmental agency VINNOVA for money specifically contributing to costs for pre-studies, writing and planning for a FP7 project (called SMINT).

c.
In the Netherlands, “project builders”, who are specialists employed by the research funding bodies, have also proved to be helpful.



Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

We have no comment here.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
We have no comment here.
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
We have no comment here.
Please use this space for any general comments that you may have, comments on the layout of this consultation would also be welcomed.

Thank you for your views on this consultation. 
Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below. 
Please acknowledge this reply  FORMCHECKBOX 

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


































































































































� FP7 participants can in principle be based anywhere. There are different categories of country which may have varying eligibility for different specific and work programmes: the EU-27; associated countries– with science and technology cooperation agreements that involve contributing to the framework programme budget; EU accession candidate countries; and third countries whose participation is justified in terms of the enhanced contribution to the objectives of FP7.





� For details of Technology Strategy Board processes see � HYPERLINK "http://www.innovateuk.org" ��www.innovateuk.org� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_index.htm" ��http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_index.htm� 





