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General background paper: the European Research Area (ERA)
Context

The European Research Area was first proposed in 2000 as part of the Lisbon strategy aiming at a knowledge economy. It influenced the design of the 6th Framework Programme, in particular the focus on larger projects (Integrated Projects and Networks of Excellence) with mixed results, and the introduction of the largely successful ERA-Net scheme to coordinate national research programmes. The ERA process also led to initiatives outside the Framework Programme, such as the Charter and Code of Conduct for Researchers and the creation of the European Strategic Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI) to prepare a roadmap of infrastructures of European interest. 

Following the launch of the 7th Framework Programme in December 2006, the Commission has published a Green Paper on the European Research Area: New Perspectives with the purpose of launching a wide ranging debate to set the direction for future EU. This sets out a vision and questions for the future ERA in six areas: (i) greater mobility of researchers, (ii) world-class research infrastructures and (iii) research institutions, (iv) effective knowledge sharing, (v) well coordinated research programmes, and (vi) better cooperation other regions of the world. All interested parties are invited to submit views, and the UK government is preparing an official response.

Preliminary UK views

The UK has supported the European Research Area concept, and at the Hampton Court summit of EU leaders established research and universities as priority areas for the EU agenda. The UK has therefore welcomed the European Research Area green paper and the need for a wide consultation. The European Research Area should not however be an objective in itself, but should contribute to broader objectives such as raising research excellence, improving innovation, and increasing EU influence in major global debates on issues such as climate change and development.
 

While the six areas defined in the Green Paper are all important, some observations would be that:

· The role of the private sector is under-emphasised. A priority for the EU is to increase business investment in research, and the private sector can play an essential role in all of the six areas.

· The European Research Area needs to be properly linked to EU policy in related areas such as innovation, higher education and the single market. 

The Green Paper is accompanied by an extensive working document compiling information on progress since 2000. Nevertheless there is often an absence of the evidence needed to inform policy decisions, such as on:

· Mobility of researchers: the UK attracts a large and increasing number of EU researchers (for example some 12000 students from other EU countries enrolled for doctoral studies in the UK last year) and there is no evidence of significant difficulties. In addition, a gap analysis of UK practice against the Charter and Code for researchers showed a high level of compliance although the UK has not formally signed.

· The extent and quality of collaboration between European researchers. For example a forthcoming study commissioned by OSI shows that the number of UK collaborative scientific papers with France and Germany  increased by about 50% between 1996-2000 and 2001-05 and their relative impact improved to reach a par with UK US collaborations, implying an enhanced quality in collaborative European research.

There is therefore a need for better and more transparent evidence to assess progress towards the ERA. This kind of evidence should complement the current “3% target” in order to identify political priorities for action. 

In terms of future policy responses, there should be an important role for the Framework Programme, including through ERA Nets and the new approaches in FP7 (e.g. the European Research Council, Joint Technology Initiatives). There could also be an enhanced role for the ‘Open Method of Coordination’ (OMC) which provides for voluntary coordination between Member State policies. Ways of improving the OMC should be considered, including greater transparency and use of improved evidence to underpin the exercise. At the current time, there would not appear to be a strong case for mandatory approaches and such approaches may be detrimental in applying a “one size fits all” and undermining institutional autonomy.

Questions

1. Are the aims of the European Research Area clear, and are they the right ones? 

2. What benefits can the UK and other Member States gain from the European Research Area?

3. Are there additional areas that need to be addressed?

4. What is the role of the private sector in the European Research Area?

5. What evidence exists or is needed to assess progress towards a  European Research Area?

6. What are the priorities for future action?

Discussion paper: realising a single labour market for researchers
Context

If the EU is to achieve the levels of research intensity required by the Lisbon agenda there will need to be a substantial increase in the research labour force  (a figure of 700,000 additional researchers has been suggested)- over and above the problems involved in replacing existing researchers as they retire.   These concerns have reinforced longer standing ones over ensuring researcher mobility within Europe (and in particular between academia and industry).   Both concerns have had an impact on the Marie Curie Fellowship schemes.  More generally, the EU has launched a series of initiatives designed to enhance research as a career within the EU (e.g. the Code and Charter, ERA-MORE advice and information centres).

The UK is reasonably well placed by European standards.  It is clearly an attractive destination for researchers as the steady rise in numbers of overseas (EU and third country) students at UK universities suggests.   The career environment in the UK is generally perceived as open and non-discriminatory (indeed the Charter and Code draw on UK experience when setting out European best practice in many areas).   UK research funders have taken innovative approaches to such issues as training in transferable skills for researchers. 

Preliminary UK Views

The UK supports the need for improving research careers and making the EU an attractive location for researchers. Education is however an area of national competence and each Member State has distinct structures and contexts. The relative attractiveness of research careers also involves factors outside the direct control of EU or national policy (e.g. pay differentials between academia and industry and the typically greater scope for self-directed work in academia). Also, the strongest factor encouraging talented researchers to make careers in Europe may be the quality of research. 

There is often a lack of evidence about barriers to researcher mobility .   Comprehensive information on researcher flows does not currently exist (though work in this area is being undertaken in such fora as Eurostat and the OECD) and there are no systematic assessments of how EU countries treat non-national researchers equivalent to the gap analysis undertaken in the UK to map national systems on to the requirements of the Charter and Code.   This suggests that the development of a solid evidence base to guide policy making should be a priority.

In considering mobility and researcher career issues in the EU context, the UK has favoured the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) approach based on spreading best practice and voluntary adhesion to instruments like the Charter and Code.   More mandatory approaches would often raise competence issues and also risk cutting across the principle of institutional autonomy.   A “One size fits all” approach may not be appropriate for some national contexts and risks being based on a lowest common denominator. There are however perceived problems with the OMC approach, such as its visibility and whether countries actually comply with their commitments.    Also, systems with a high degree of institutional autonomy may find it hard to subscribe even if their actions are fully in line with best practice.   Further development of the OMC approach should take account of these factors and of the evidence base.

There is little evidence of engagement by industry with processes such as the Charter and Code, which are perhaps perceived as “for academics only”. Inter-sectoral mobility between industry and academia is however important and the external perception is that this happens well in the UK.   While international and inter-sectoral mobility do not necessarily raise the same issues and although the majority of movements of PhD graduates may be within national boundaries there is also likely to be a regional dimension to inter-sectoral mobility. There is therefore a need to understand better what industry needs might be usefully addressed at the EU level. 

The Green Paper also touches on pension and social security issues.   These can pose problems for mobile workers, (especially the highly mobile) and have been identified by researchers as a problem in their careers. Issues which have been identified include lack of information, long waiting periods before being eligible to join a pension scheme and poor transfer arrangements between countries.   It is however not obvious that “researchers” are a homogenous group nor that they are by their nature so different from other highly mobile groups to require a dedicated European regime. Nevertheless in the context of developing the ERA and the benefits of mobility it is important to identify the issues for researchers and to assess the scale of researcher movement.

Finally there is an issue of focus.   Much of the discussion on researcher careers in Europe has focused on early career researchers and the issues around attracting people into a research career.   Given continuing problems in the supply of researchers it is however important to address issues such as return following a career break after which researchers (especially women) may drop out of research.  This may coincide with the period in which researchers are typically establishing their research career making return more challenging. Participation from under-represented groups in society may also need consideration when addressing the supply of researchers.

Some Questions to Focus Discussion
a) What are the barriers to mobility for incoming and outgoing researchers to the UK? Could these be addressed better by EU level initiatives?

b) Is there any evidence or metrics which would point to the success of national research systems in adhering to the principles of the ERA on researcher career issues? 

c) What role (if any) can industry play in addressing these issues at a European level?

d) What steps can be taken to strengthen application of best practice at national level while still respecting national competence and institutional autonomy?

e) What steps (if any) can be taken to ease pension/social security issues for researchers? 

f) Are there additional steps which need to be taken to address the career needs of mid-stage (i.e. end of first post doc) researchers? 

Points from the discussion in break-out group A on the single labour market for researchers
· There is an evidence gap on researcher mobility/careers issues which complicates policy formation.

· “Mobility” is a complex concept which covers a wider variety of different situations- mobility to acquire skills as against mobility for career development, international mobility as against intersectoral mobility, for instance.   Different types of mobility might characterise different career stages.

· Problems related to different career stages might differ- e.g. for early stage researchers issues of assessment and evaluation or recruitment procedures might be central while for later stage researchers issues like pensions and social security or family concerns (spouse/partner’s ability to find employment, schooling of children, housing costs) might predominate. 

· One of the biggest disincentives to mobility (international or inter-sectoral) was concern about being able to return. 

· There were also specific issues related to defined sectors (e.g. clinical/medical research) which should not be overlooked.

· Therefore actions needed to be carefully targeted.

· A particular UK issue on mobility was that UK researchers were often reluctant to go abroad.  This might be due to cultural issues which might be hard to tackle but could repay closer examination.

· Industry’s main concern about mobility was the supply of well trained and educated individuals through the education system.

· There was however a possible gain to industry and to researchers from short term inter-sectoral mobility, especially in terms of skills transfer.  This needed to be supported

· Existing mechanisms in FP7 (e.g. Marie Curie fellowships) valuable but mid term review offered the possibility of examining whether these could go further.

· In the higher education field there was an issue over the diversity of doctoral programmes and in particular recognition of doctoral programmes which sought to respond to end-user needs.  This issue was being discussed in the Bologna Process but there was resistance from some Member States despite the obvious link to the skills agenda.

· On the Charter and Code, the gap analysis undertaken by the UK had proved a very useful technique for identifying where institutions were and what they needed to do.  This approach, coupled with follow-up monitoring, could offer a useful way to drive the agenda forward without recourse to legislative action.

· There was a need to link the ERA process not just to processes like the European Higher Education Agenda or the Innovation agenda but to link up better with actions in areas like Security which might affect Europe’s attractiveness to researchers.

Discussion paper: research institutions 
Background

1. The European Commission Green Paper The European Research Area: New Perspectives was published on 4 April 2007. Among its objectives are to promote: “Excellent research institutions engaged in effective public-private cooperation and partnerships, forming the core of research and innovation 'clusters' including 'virtual research communities', mostly specialised in interdisciplinary areas and attracting a critical mass of human and financial resources”; and “Effective knowledge-sharing notably between public research and industry, as well as with the public at large”. 

2. The Green Paper poses a series of questions about possible European-level actions that would affect research institutions:


a. How can the resources of European research institutions be strengthened in the most cost-effective manner, in order to enable them to achieve excellence and compete on a world scale? 

b. How can research actors be better encouraged to create world-class virtual centres of excellence, such as in the context of the proposed European Institute of Technology, the FP7 'networks of excellence' and national and regional initiatives, and to share structures that pool the research management capabilities of several institutions? 

c. Is there a need for a European regulatory initiative to facilitate the creation of public/private partnerships? How can the EU and Member States best stimulate the emergence of European and global virtual research communities, exploiting fully the potential of computing, information and communication infrastructures?. 

d. Should action be taken to develop: (i) principles for autonomy and for the management of research by research institutions, notably universities; (ii) shared criteria for the funding and assessment of research institutions, notably universities, giving stronger weight to linkages beyond academia, as well as to output and performance factors?



UK Context

3. UK universities’ reputation for research is higher than those of any other country except the USA. Among the top 40 international universities in the Shanghai Jiao Tong international rankings, there are 4 UK institutions and none from elsewhere in the EU. The Webometrics rankings give an almost identical result.


4. Universities UK has estimated the total economic impact of UK higher education at £45 billion a year, an estimate that has been accepted by the major political Parties. The Higher Education-Business and Community Interaction Survey has also shown year-on year growth in the scale and range of university-business collaboration in England. 


5. The scope of EU activity in research and technological development, including that of the Research and Development Framework Programmes, is set by Title XVIII of the EC Treaty. This does not give the Commission any explicit power to regulate in the field. Regulation and harmonisation measures in the fields of education and vocational training (including higher education) are prohibited by articles 149 and 150.


6. The UK Government sees potential value in further action to promote, at Community level, cooperation between research institutions and between higher education and business, provided that any such action fully respects that Member States are alone responsible for the structure of their education systems and imposes a minimum of bureaucratic burdens on those taking part.

Issues for discussion


7. We suggest that delegates might want to concentrate their discussion around the following broad issues:

a. Which, if any, of the Commission’s proposed actions might be of benefit to UK interests?

b. Which, if any, of the Commission’s proposed actions might damage benefit to UK interests?

c. Are there any other actions in this fields that the UK Government ought to encourage the Commission and other Member States to promote?

d. Are there any other models (e.g. the Bologna model, based on the bottom-up growth of collaboration between institutions) that might promote innovation and trans-national collaboration more effectively than direct action on the part of the Community?

Discussion paper: knowledge transfer

Context

This section (3.4) of the Green paper is underpinned by the policy objective that knowledge transfer needs to be improved as it is a cornerstone of research systems and business activities. Europe requires better access to scientific information and improvements in the commercialisation of research.  A thrust of the paper is that PROs and universities should have incentives to interact with businesses. The present European intellectual property rights (IPR) landscape both in terms of the management of IP arising from public funding and the administration of IP law is seen as a considerable obstacle. At a European level there is an apparent lack of cohesion in terms of knowledge transfer.    

Impacting on this is the recent adoption by the Competitiveness Council of the proposal for an IP Charter (attached)
. The Charter proposes a voluntary set of principles and codes of practice. This coincides with a Commission Communication on knowledge transfer
 which will inform the drafting of the IP charter. 

Preliminary UK view

The UK has made significant advances in knowledge transfer in recent years (see annex). UK universities and public research institutes have increasingly well developed knowledge transfer systems, especially following the Lambert Review in 2003.      

In the Council discussions, the UK’s position was that voluntary guidelines are more welcome than legislative solutions, such as a Bayh-Dole Act. Notably, during its presidency of the EU the UK initiated a CREST project
 which produced an IP tool kit for “European cross-border collaborations between industry and public sector research organisations and training of technology transfer professionals”, based on the Lambert principles.  

It is envisaged that the discussion may be underpinned by the general question of the balance between ensuring rapid and effective access and delivery of scientific information and the need to capture and protect intellectual property. Linked to this is the debate between open access and subscription based models for scientific publication. Here, the UK favours a level playing field, where different and innovative business models for scientific publications are permitted. 

Questions for discussion:

What are participant’s views on the papers proposal for (rapid) dissemination scientific information?

To what extent is the delay in publication a hindrance to research? Are there concerns about the relaxation of peer review that may accompany to-called open-access, “author pays” model?  Are there short-comings of the traditional subscription model?  

Would the implementation of a European Grace Period significantly promote quicker access to scientific information?  Is the apparent loss of legal certainty that a grace period may introduce worth the gains from a Grace Period?

IPR Management and Exploitation 

What benefits could a European knowledge transfer framework provide to (i) PROs and (ii) Businesses? What should the main features of such a framework be?

Are there any scenarios in which joint-ownership regimes have proved beneficial? 

Research activity versus IPR 

Does the present understanding of the statutory research exemption in the Patents Act cause significant problems?Is the present balance right between the freedom to conduct research and the due rewards that inventors are entitled to receive from inventions involved in research?

Annex
Scientific Publication

The issues relating to academic publication and to the so-called “open access” model have been subject to considerable discussion recently. The Government’s position on open access is that it would want to see a “level playing field” such that research funding authorities should have the discretion to provide the funds if the author prefers an open access route. With the dominant business model, a subscription payment is required, usually from a University or Institutional library or from the commercial and industrial sectors, who as the Committee acknowledged in their Scientific Publications report, “contribute significant funds to the publishing process”.  The alternative model, known as open access, requires the author to pay to publish an article in a scientific journal (although in practice, the author would not pay, the institution or a research council probably would). The article would then be free to view via the internet.  Proponents of this model argue that open access would ensure scientific publications would be available to all as soon as they were published  although opponents argue that such access is already available from many journals, and that the current open access business models are unproven and unsustainable. Different disciplines ranging from Social Sciences to Astro Physics, have different needs and therefore a one size solution does not fit all.   

The importance of peer review and quality is considered a vital cornerstone and must remain so, whether in print format or in an electronic journal, and whether using the Open Access or traditional subscription approach.  Concerns have been expressed about comprising quality in the face of financial considerations, or hasty changes to business models.  Further, Journal impact and RAE journal impact is a key determinant of where an author publishes. The current RAE position in some disciplines whereby journal impact is used when considering quality could deter authors from publishing in open access journals which are not yet established.  
The freedom to publish academic works and patent filing requirements 

Presently, under European patent law the determinative date of an invention is the date the patent application is filed- the principle of first-to-file. This encourages inventors to file patent applications at an early stage. Any material that that is published before the filing date of a patent application which is relevant to the novelty or inventiveness of an invention could nullify the application. 

Nevertheless, by adopting strategic filing and publication strategies there is no significant reason why publication should be held up unduly. It is commonplace for IP contracts involving universities to have clear “freedom-to-publish” clauses. 

America adopts a ‘first-to-invent’ system which has been recognised to be more complex than ‘first-to-file’. In proposals for international patent law harmonisation America has indicated it is ready to consider moving to a first-to-file system on the understanding that this will be accompanied by a one-year grace period. The concept of a grace period is also being considered in Europe. This would allow potential patented material to be published in a designated time interval before a patent application is filed. Consideration needs to be given to the balance between the need for a publication safety net and legal certainty.

European Patent Litigation

Approximately half of the costs associated with a European patent relate to translations. We have ratified the London Agreement on translations which will halve translation costs when it comes into force. Ten states have ratified this to date, and the Agreement is dependant upon ratification by France. 
In April, the European Commission proposed that a single European Patent Court be created to allow multiple patents to be litigated in a single action-EPLA.

We have long been supporters of a unified European patent system, and support this proposal. A high-quality, cost-effective, coherent system of patent dispute resolution is essential for increased innovation, competition and growth in the EU. 

Further economic benefits will be delivered through a Community patent system, which remains our long-term goal. A Court which is able to deal with the litigation of existing European patents as well as future Community patents can speed progress towards achieving this.

To be effective, any European patent litigation system must:

- Be a specialist jurisdiction, with specialist judges and technical expertise in the court

- Use a cost-effective language regime

- Have a centralised appeal court, and limited regional chambers

- Deliver judgments to high standards of quality, consistency and timeliness

Research Exemption  

Section 60 of the UK Patents Act 1977 sets out the conditions for patent infringement. Section 60(5) provides several exceptions including a private-use exception (Section 60(5)(a)), an experimental-use exception (Section 60(5)(b)), and a regulatory-review exception (Section 60(5)(i));

Section 60(5)

An act which, apart from this subsection, would constitute an infringement of a patent for an invention shall not do so if:

(a) it is done privately and for purposes which are non-commercial

(b) it is done for experimental purposes relating to the subject matter of the invention 

…

(i) it consists of – 

(i) an act done in conducting a study, test or trial which is necessary for and is conducted with a view to the application of paragraphs 1 to 5 of article 13 of Directive 2001/82/EC or paragraphs 1 to 4 of article 10 of Directive 2001/83/EC, or 

Thus, the Patents Act exempts experiments that relate to subject matter of an invention from infringement actions, although there is some confusion about the scope of this exception. This issue was identified by the Gowers report on Intellectual Property and as a result the UK-IPO will be carrying out a review of the research exception in consultation with stakeholders. 

University-business relationships
The Lambert review of Business-University Collaboration concluded that increased collaboration between business and university research departments will bring significant economic benefits to the UK.  One outcome of this review was the development of an IP-tool kit comprising a decision guide and  model agreements. Reports from both industry and academia indicate that the Lambert IP tool-kit has significantly improved intellectual property transactions, producing savings in time and money. 
Also the Government (UK-IPO as the Patent Office) in collaboration with organisations representing universities (Universities UK- the Vice Chancellor’s body and AURIL- the Association of University Research Industry Liaison offices) have produced guidance literature for universities on the strategic management of intellectual property.  

Points from the discussion in break-out group B on research institutions and knowledge transfer
· In general there was a view that the points raised in the ERA green paper are not the most important ones for knowledge sharing. More important issues include mechanisms to identify potential partners; enabling fast and flexible follow up once the right partners have identified each other; and using mobility to improve knowledge transfer. 

· The group saw points for and against the “open access” model of publication and generally agreed with the discussion paper that a mixed economy is the right approach and that one-size solution did not fit all disciplines.


· There are barriers to networking of databases, including lack of common data standards.  This worked reasonably well for physics data, but much less well for biosciences, possible because this discipline has more potential commercial applicability.. Existing FP7 support on e-infrastructure is helpful in this area. 


· There were also mixed views on the proposal for an EU-wide grace period between patenting and publication, although it was noted that there was already an EU grace period for registered designs. A number of delegates thought that the importance of this issue was exaggerated and in most cases (certainly in the UK) having the right partners who understood IPR meant that grace periods are not necessary.  Some delegates noted that there would remain a strong incentive to patent as late as possible in order to maximise the life of the patent, with the risks that this entailed.

· There was agreement that grace periods did create some legal uncertainty and could lead to more “wrecking” publications.


· It was also noted that the issue of whether the EU should act unilaterally, or await agreement on a common approach with major competitors like the USA and Japan was not clear-cut. But it was recognised that waiting for agreement with third countries could take years.

· There was wide agreement that joint ownership schemes are generally undesirable and should not be encouraged. It was noted that ownership can be confused with licensing and marketing rights.


· Reaction to the proposal for a EU Intellectual Property charter was also lukewarm. Some delegates saw a potential danger in such a charter effectively becoming a European Bayh-Dole Act.

· The UK Lambert agreements were seen as making the UK a more attractive location for research investments, and some reported using Lambert agreements in transnational projects.


· The group held a general discussion on knowledge transfer and SMEs. There was general agreement that one of the most effective ways that European programmes could promote knowledge transfer was through people exchange.


· One delegate pointed out that the industry host fellowship scheme in FP5 was a very effective mechanism for knowledge transfer and training, but that the current Framework Programme did not adequately support researchers undertaking placements with large research-based companies, even though this was clearly an effective way to spread expertise.


· It was suggested that offering “first engagement” vouchers to SMEs can be an effective, and could then be broadened out to enable engagement with research providers in other EU countries.


· There was general agreement that linking existing knowledge transfer networks (like innovation relay centres) would potentially be valuable and that UK support to research collaboration and technology transfer should foster progression to EU collaborations and funding schemes. 

· There is also a need to bring together knowledge of the SME community and their needs (for example which some RDAs have) with knowledge of research expertise (which, for example, Research Councils have).


· The group had insufficient time for any substantive discussion of research institutions.

Discussion paper: optimising research programmes and priorities
Background

From its inception, the ERA has sought to improve the coordination and coherence of national and regional research programmes - understandably so, since over 90% of Europe’s research spend is allocated at national level and below. Even with increased FP7 funding, the balance between EU and national/ regional funding is likely to remain heavily weighted towards the latter.   

FP6 saw the introduction of the ERA-NET actions designed to encourage greater collaboration between national research programmes on a bottom up basis and leading to improved coordination and eventually joint calls.   Some 94 ERA-Nets were supported under FP6 and more than 56% of ERA-NETS operated, launched or plan joint calls and/ or programmes - 75 such calls so far with average volume of €9.9m.

FP7 has continues the ERA-NET scheme but with a different approach that links it into the various thematic areas (as well as for international cooperation). A new “ERA-NET Plus” scheme has been introduced that provides FP7 funding to top up joint calls above certain thresholds. FP7 is also introducing new approaches through the establishment of large scale public private partnerships (Joint Technology Initiatives) and joint national programmes (Article 169 initiatives) that are currently being negotiations; it also plans to introduce EU co-funding of national programmes within the mobility actions. 

In parallel, industry-led European Technology Platforms have emerged in recent years. There are now some 35 such ETPs which are independent from the European Commission and have brought together stakeholders to develop European agendas in specific technology areas. These strategic research agendas were used extensively in establishing the thematic priorities in FP7 and continue to be used to inform work programmes.

Preliminary UK views
The UK actively participated in the ERA-NET actions and strongly supports the concept of JTIs and A169 actions, while recognising the need to ensure that these are genuinely responsive to, and led by, industrial or other end user demands, and allocate money on the basis of excellence.   UK funders are actively engaged in collaborations with their counterparts elsewhere on the basis of common research agendas, which can go as far as shared funding of projects. The UK was involved in 53 of 94 ERA-NETs in FP6 across a wide range of subject areas, and with increasing involvement over time. 

The UK therefore considers that ERA-NET actions are adequately supported within FP7, particularly in policy-related research areas and in cross-cutting fields which do not necessarily sit comfortably under one heading in the Framework Programme.  Bottom-up collaboration remains the most effective way forward in these areas, though participants should be encouraged to work together as closely as possible e.g. though common calls and even common pot arrangements whenever these are possible - provided the issues around cross-cutting fields etc. are addressed. The development of general principles could be helpful. 

Collaboration between programme managers and funders at national level will naturally lead to consideration of such issues as shared peer review and programme evaluation.   These are clearly important for the spread of best practice across Europe and collaboration within ERA-NETS provides one means of agreeing on and then disseminating such practices amongst partners.  This would however appear to be a field where an Open Method of Coordination approach for voluntary coordination could be effective, rather than a top down effort to create a mandatory European structure which risks being based on the lowest common denominator.

In fields where the ultimate outcome of research is likely to feed into new and innovative goods and services it is important that end users should lead in setting the agenda. The UK strongly supports the use of European Technology Platforms (ETPs) to identify industry relevant research priorities in FP7.  At the same time, the role of ETPs following the launch of FP7 needs to be re-examined, and their interface with national programmes clarified.

This user involvement in setting research priorities should equally apply to policy research.  The Green Paper suggests that it might be possible to construct partnerships for conducting such research which would have similarities to the ETP or JTI model, a model which, however, was developed essentially in an industry context.  This is an interesting concept, though such partnerships might well prove difficult to construct. The Article 169 route, though complex, may well prove a more fruitful one for promoting collaboration between national research programmes, especially in situations where the direct EU contribution is more limited than that on offer for industrial research. Policy driven research also needs to be underpinned by effective foresight and horizon scanning exercises, and the links between these exercises and priority setting should be reinforced.   

Some Questions to Focus Discussion

a) How can the ERA-NET model be enhanced in FP7 to encourage closer collaboration between national (and regional) level programme managers? Is adequate support available for collaborations in cross cutting fields or on topics which do not fit naturally under one of the FP7 priorities?

b) Are European Technology Platforms are useful model? How should they develop in future?

c) How could users be involved better in setting policy-driven research areas at EU level?  Are there aspects of the European Technology Platform model which could be applied to the creation of European collaborations?

d) What mechanisms might be used to enhance collaboration between national foresight and horizon scanning activities and their follow through into policy-making at European level?

e) Should UK national funding programmes be opened more to participants from other Member States?

Discussion paper: International Cooperation

Context

1. The Green Paper notes that the requirements of the European Research Area include as a core objective that its research programmes and priorities should be well coordinated and that it should be widely opening to the world seeking greater international cooperation. Its aspirations are for a significant volume of jointly programmed public research investment at a European level with the setting of common priorities, the coordination of implementation and joint evaluation. In terms of international there is a special emphasis on neighbouring countries and strong commitment to addressing global challenges. The relevant sections of the Green paper addressed here are 3.5 and 3.6 – the key points are:

· Making international S&T cooperation more central to the main external policy objectives of the EU

· Increasing coordination between the EU and Member States

· Designing a common approach with respect to:

a. neighbouring countries

b. developing countries

c. and industrialised and emerging economies

· Jointly addressing global issues and regional needs particularly in multilateral frameworks

2. In a UK context a great deal of activity is already focussed on the aims of optimisation and increasing international focus. Apart from the EU, this is primarily done on a bilateral basis and often involving bottom up relationships established between researchers. The Global Science and Innovation Forum has played an important role in bringing together the key UK stakeholders in order to ensure a more coordinated approach where it is appropriate. The creation of the arm’s length Technology Strategy Board is likely to have an interest in these areas and may play a role. In addition the UK’s Research Councils are active in a European context and, through RCUK, are developing an overarching international strategy.

Preliminary views

3. Taking into account the scale of international activity in the UK – both with EU partners and globally – benefits are likely to flow from ensuring an appropriate level of coordination of programmes and seeking opportunities to collaborate globally. The areas for further action set out in the Green Paper echo some of the work that is already underway in the UK. For example work to remove double jeopardy from the peer review process whilst ensuring that quality assurance and excellence are maintained and the use of science and technology to address major global issues. The UK is also involved in various activities such as COST, CREST and the Open Method of Coordination, which are looking at areas of mutual interest and potential benefit. 

4. It is important that the level of coordination and cooperation is at an appropriate level and commensurate with the level of expertise and objectives of each Member State. This suggests that a mandatory approach to coordinate and set priorities or encourage cooperation is likely to be less successful than a consensus driven approach based on mutual benefit.

5. The Framework Programme should play an important role. The development of a coherent strategy for how international cooperation is supported within FP7, including the identification of priorities by partner country/ region, could provide a basis for better coordination with Member States priorities in those regions.  In addition, FP7 could play a role in supporting joint approaches between Member States, for example through the provision of top-up funding for ERA-NETs to incentivise joint calls with third countries. 

Questions for the breakout group

· Is there a need for the UK to coordinate more closely with other EU countries in developing S&T collaborations with third countries? If so, how could this be achieved?

· Should the EU Framework Programme provide better support for S&T cooperation between Member States and third countries? If so, how could this be achieved. 

· What is the scope for further major (top-down) initiatives addressing global challenges? How might these be agreed?

· Is a different approach needed to support S&T collaboration with countries neighbouring the EU; developing countries; industrialised countries? If so, what differences are needed?

Points from the discussion in break-out Group C on optimising research programmes and international cooperation

Optimising Research Programmes

· Clarification on eligibility for ERA-Nets was needed.

· Experience from ERA-Nets demonstrated that a benefit was for programme managers to have a substantive dialogue with their counterparts in other countries – this helped encourage joint calls not only from the ERA-Nets, but also encouraged bilateral and multilateral activities.

· Approach needed to be strategic at a Member State level and Commission level – it was not clear whether 94 (the total number of ERA-Nets) represented a strategic effort or not or whether the UK’s participation in 53 represented a strategic approach [Note: Commission seemed interested in ways to be more strategic].

· On ERA-Net Plus more debate on what the Commission wanted from these was requested.

· The Article 169 (A169) initiative was positive, but early mutual clarity about what they were all about was needed. Experience had shown that starting the EDCTP had been very difficult; the root cause had been a lack of common understanding about what the initiative was about at the outset – tackling this early was important.

· European Technology Platforms (ETPs) had proved useful in identifying priorities and engaging a large number of participants from industry, the academic community and funders.

· Due to small number (35 ETPs at present) they were considered “niche” initiatives – there was a question as to whether there were enough.

· The use of the outputs of the ETPs was also an area that required consideration: what should happen as a result and how could the outputs be linked to policy and then funding decisions?

· Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs) were identified as motivational at addressing questions about industry participation. A positive initiative and more should be stimulated. In relation to earlier discussion on ETPs it was noted that the IMI JTI had been developed from an ETP.

· It was noted that to some extent national funding schemes were already open on an international basis. For example the EUROHORCs money follows researcher scheme allowed money to move internationally with the researcher. 

· In this context a focus on broadening participation of other players in A169s should be encouraged and there should be recognition of the role of OGDs in commissioning research from overseas.

International cooperation

· Closer cooperation was envisaged for ERA-Nets and ensuring that interest from third countries was captured and utilised was considered a possible modality for the future.

· Important to ensure that developing countries were involved in the strategic formulation of initiative (eg EDCTP).

· Large facilities considered an area where a joint EU approach could help although it was recognised that much scientific cooperation in Europe happened outside ERA or EU R&D structures/ funding.

· Important to understand existing structures and systems before inventing new ones.

· There remains some lack of clarity about how FP7 funds international cooperation although recognised that the changes for FP7 reflected third countries’ desires for involvement in the thematic parts of FP.

· OECD might be considered as a way forward to take discussions beyond the EU. 

� These objectives follow those set out in the UK Global Science and Innovation Forum strategy for the UK’s international engagement in science and technology  � HYPERLINK "http://www.dti.gov.uk/science/uk-intl-engagement/gsif/index.html" ��http://www.dti.gov.uk/science/uk-intl-engagement/gsif/index.html� 


� Initiative for a Charter for the management of intellectual property from public research institutions and universities- Presidency Key Issues Paper 8434/07 EDUC 69, RECH 103, COMPET 98





� Improving knowledge transfer between research institutions and industry across Europe: embracing open innovation” 8323/07, EDUC 67, RECH 100, COMPET 93


� � HYPERLINK "http://194.185.30.69/3pct/site/policy/crest_cross_en.htm" ��http://194.185.30.69/3pct/site/policy/crest_cross_en.htm�
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