
HOUSE OF LORDS 
 
 

European Union Committee 
 
 

33rd Report of Session 2005–06 
 
 

Seventh Framework 
Programme for 

Research 
 
 

Report with Evidence 
 
 
 

Ordered to be printed 16 May 2006 and published 9 June 2006 

 
 
 

Published by the Authority of the House of Lords 
 

London : The Stationery Office Limited 
£price 

 
 
 

HL Paper 182 



 

The European Union Committee 
The European Union Committee is appointed by the House of Lords “to consider European 
Union documents and other matters relating to the European Union”. The Committee has seven 
Sub-Committees which are: 
 
Economic and Financial Affairs, and International Trade (Sub-Committee A) 
Internal Market (Sub-Committee B) 
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Development Policy (Sub-Committee C) 
Environment and Agriculture (Sub-Committee D) 
Law and Institutions (Sub-Committee E) 
Home Affairs (Sub-Committee F) 
Social and Consumer Affairs (Sub-Committee G) 

Our Membership 
The Members of the European Union Committee are: 

Lord Blackwell      Lord Maclennan of Rogart 
Lord Bowness      Lord Marlesford 
Lord Brown of Eaton-under-Heywood   Lord Neill of Bladen 
Lord Dubs      Lord Radice 
Lord Geddes      Lord Renton of Mount Harry 
Lord Goodhart      Baroness Thomas of Walliswood 
Lord Grenfell (Chairman)    Lord Tomlinson 
Lord Hannay of Chiswick    Lord Woolmer of Leeds 
Lord Harrison      Lord Wright of Richmond 
 
The Members of the Sub-Committee which carried out this inquiry (Sub-Committee B: Internal 
Market) are: 
 
Baroness Eccles of Moulton    Lord Roper 
Lord Fearn      Lord St John of Bletso 
Lord Fyfe of Fairfield     Lord Swinfen 
Lord Geddes      Lord Walpole  
Lord Haskel      Lord Woolmer of Leeds (Chairman) 

Information about the Committee 
The reports and evidence of the Committee are published by and available from The Stationery 
Office. For information freely available on the web, our homepage is: 
 
http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary_committees/lords_eu_select_committee.cfm 
 
There you will find many of our publications, along with press notices, details of membership and 
forthcoming meetings, and other information about the ongoing work of the Committee and its 
Sub-Committees, each of which has its own homepage. 

General Information 
General information about the House of Lords and its Committees, including guidance to 
witnesses, details of current inquiries and forthcoming meetings is on the internet at 
http://www.parliament.uk/about_lords/about_lords.cfm 

Contacts for the European Union Committee 
Contact details for individual Sub-Committees are given on the website. 
 
General correspondence should be addressed to the Clerk of the European Union Committee, 
Committee Office, House of Lords, London, SW1A OPW 
The telephone number for general enquiries is 020 7219 5344. 
The Committee’s email address is euclords@parliament.uk 
 



 

CONTENTS 

 Paragraph Page 

FOREWORD—What this Report is about  5 

Chapter 1: Background 1 7 
What is FP7? 1 7 

Co-operation 8 7 
Ideas 9 8 
People 10 8 
Capacities 11 8 

Which themes have been identified for FP7? 12 8 
What this Report is about 15 8 

Chapter 2: The evidence 18 10 
Budget 19 10 
UK Value Added 27 11 
Joint Technology Initiatives 32 12 
European Research Council 41 13 
European Institute of Technology 49 14 
National Mobility Programmes 51 14 
Competitiveness and Innovation Programme 56 15 

Chapter 3: Space and Security programme 62 16 
Correspondence with Ministers 63 16 
The views of the Committee 77 17 

Chapter 4: The views of the Committee 80 19 
Budget 82 19 
UK Value Added 83 19 
Joint Technology Initiatives 84 19 
European Research Council 86 19 
European Institute of Technology 89 20 
National Mobility Programmes 90 20 
Competitiveness and Innovation Programme 91 20 
Space and Security Programme 92 20 

Appendix 1: Membership of Sub-Committee B 
and Sub-Committee C  21 

Appendix 2: Correspondence with the Minister  22 

Appendix 3: List of witnesses  39 

Appendix 4: Recent reports  40 

ORAL EVIDENCE 
Department of Trade and Industry 
Oral Evidence, 13 February 2006  1 
Supplementary Written Evidence  15 
 
 



 

WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
Confederation of British Industry  17 
European Commission  20 
Research Councils UK  21 

 
NOTE: References in the text of the report are as follows: 
(Q) refers to a question in oral evidence 
(p) refers to a page of written evidence. 



 

FOREWORD—What this Report is about 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

 
Efforts to strengthen the research base and activity are important for the 
competitive position of the European Union in an increasingly competitive global 
economy. The target for spending on research in the EU is 3% of GDP by 2010, 
but it is now broadly accepted that 2.6% of GDP is a more realistic target. In the 
United Kingdom, the equivalent figure currently stands at only 1.9% of GDP. It is 
important that the Seventh Framework Programme for Research (FP7) increases 
spending on research and development, makes it more industry driven and makes 
its funding less bureaucratic and less complicated. 
 
The Framework Programme (FP) is the EU’s main instrument for funding 
research and development. It will support five activities: co-operation between 
industry and universities etc; frontier research; the number and calibre of 
researchers; research and innovation capacity in Member States; and Euratom. 
 
The Committee welcomes the increase in funding for research and development to 
around €7.7 billion per annum under FP7, amounting to just over €54 billion 
overall, a 60% increase on FP6. 
 
We welcome the proposal for European Technology Platforms, bringing together a 
range of stakeholders including industry, to identify large scale industrial 
challenges and agree a strategy for tackling them (a Strategic Research Agenda). 
We also welcome the intention to implement that agenda through public-private 
partnerships (Joint Technology Initiatives) as this is most likely to ensure that the 
research projects are industry-driven. 
 
We welcome the establishment of a European Research Council (ERC) to provide 
direction to frontier research in universities and institutes. It must base its 
decisions on research excellence, not political pressures. 
  
The Minister told us that the Government is “very sceptical” over the 
Commission’s proposal to establish a European Institute of Technology, and we 
share that concern. 
 
We believe that FP7 should have an exclusive focus on civil research and that the 
Commission should engage with Member States at an early stage on all research 
proposals under the programme in order that the scope of the proposed research 
can be determined prior to its commencement. 





Seventh Framework Programme 
for Research 

CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND 

What is FP7? 

1. The Framework Programme (FP) is the EU’s main instrument for funding 
research and development. The Framework Programme is proposed by the 
European Commission and adopted by the Council and the European 
Parliament under the co-decision procedure. Framework Programmes have 
been implemented since 1984 and cover a period of five years with the last 
year of one FP and the first year of the following FP overlapping. The 
current FP is FP6, which will run up to the end of 2006. 

2. Previous FPs have run for five years; the Commission proposes that the 
Seventh Framework Programme (FP7) should run for seven years. It is 
expected that FP7 will be fully operational as of 1 January 2007 and will 
expire in 2013. 

3. The Commission’s Proposals for the FP7 were published on 6 April 2005 
and included a proposal for an FP7 for the nuclear research and training 
activities of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). Ministers 
considered these proposals and agreed them at the Competitiveness Council 
on 28 November 2005. 

4. Along with the main FP7 proposal, the Commission presented a proposal for 
a Competitiveness and Innovation framework Programme (CIP) for the 
same period (2007–2013) on 6 April 2005. The CIP is designed to 
complement FP7 by supporting existing Community programmes in the 
fields critical to boosting European productivity, innovation capacity and 
sustainable growth. 

5. The Commission’s detailed plans for FP7 were not published until 21 
September 2005. It is these detailed proposals which are still under 
consideration by the European Parliament and on which the Sub-Committee 
sought evidence. 

6. In addition to its relevance to the building of a European Research Area 
(ERA), the FP7 is one of the initiatives linked to the Lisbon agenda for 
European growth and competitiveness; along with a new CIP, Education and 
Training programmes, and Structural and Cohesion Funds for regional 
convergence and competitiveness. 

7. The new research Framework Programme is organised into four programmes 
to address specific objectives: 

Co-operation 

8. More than half the total FP7 budget will be devoted to supporting co-
operation between universities, industry, research centres and public 
authorities in order to gain leadership in key scientific and technology areas. 
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Ideas 

9. A European Research Council (ERC) will established to stimulate creativity 
and excellence by funding basic or ‘frontier’ research by teams  of researchers 
competing at European level. 

People 

10. Support to training, mobility and careers development through reinforced 
‘Marie Curie actions’1 will aim to develop and strengthen the human 
resources for European research. 

Capacities 

11. Research and innovation capacity throughout Europe is to be enhanced by 
coordinating and developing research infrastructures and by supporting 
regional research-driven clusters, SMEs, a closer relationship between 
science and society, and the development of international co-operation. 

Which themes have been identified for FP7? 

12. The themes identified for this programme correspond to major fields in the 
progress of knowledge and technology, where the Commission believes that 
research must be supported and strengthened to address European social, 
economic, environmental and industrial challenges. 

13. The nine high level themes proposed for EU action are the following: 

• Energy 

• Environment and Climate Change 

• Food, agriculture and biotechnology 

• Health 

• Information and communication technologies 

• Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production 
Technologies 

• Socio-economic sciences and the humanities 

• Space and Security Research 

• Transport and Aeronautics 

14. In addition, two themes are covered by the Euratom Framework 
Programme: 

• Fusion energy research 

• Nuclear fission and radiation protection 

What this Report is about 

15. In this Report, we consider the implications of the Commission’s Proposal 
for a Seventh Framework Programme and present evidence from Lord 
Sainsbury of Turville, the Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Science 

                                                                                                                                     
1 These are activities aimed at the development and transfer of research competencies, the consolidation and 

widening of researchers’ career prospects, and the promotion of excellence in European research. 
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and Innovation. We also had the benefit of written submissions from the 
Commission, the CBI and Research Councils UK. 

16. This short inquiry was carried out by our Internal Market Sub-Committee 
(Sub-Committee B), whose Membership is given in Appendix 1. Our Sub-
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Development Policy (Sub-
Committee C) was responsible for considering the space and security 
programme under FP7. A summary of their correspondence with Ministers 
and recommendations can be found in Chapter 3. Membership of Sub-
Committee C is also given in Appendix 1 and its Ministerial correspondence 
in Appendix 2. 

17. We make this Report to the House for debate. The Scrutiny Reserve on 
documents 8087/05, 12736/05, 12730/05, 12731/05, and 12729/05 is lifted. 
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CHAPTER 2: THE EVIDENCE 

18. In hearing evidence from the Minister, we sought clarification of the 
Government’s position on seven issues relating to the Seventh Framework 
Programme. These were; 

• Budget; 

• UK Value Added; 

• Joint Technology Initiatives; 

• European Research Council; 

• European Institute of Technology; 

• Competitiveness and Innovation Programme; and 

• National Mobility Programmes. 

Budget 

19. The Commission had proposed a total budget of €75.8 billion for EU 
research over the period of the next Financial Perspective (2007–2013) 
which included around €4 billion for Euratom-related research. 

20. However, the December European Council reached a compromise deal on 
the budget for the whole EU which rejected the Commission’s opening bid 
of €75.8 billion for FP7 and allocated a total of €72 billion for the main 
budget heading “Competitiveness”. This budget heading included other 
programmes such as education. 

21. In its written evidence, the CBI suggested that the final budget for FP7 was 
likely to fall between €40 billion and €50 billion and reminded the 
Committee that the EU Heads of State had recommended that research 
funding should be prioritised and that by the end of the next Financial 
Perspective, funding for research should be 75% higher than it is now in 
2006. This would amount to €8.9 billion for 2013. 

22. In his oral evidence, Lord Sainsbury explained that he expected the final 
budget for FP7 to be around €48 billion which would be about €7 billion for 
each of the seven years of FP7. This compared to around €5 billion per 
annum for FP6 (Q 3). We understand subsequently that the Competitiveness 
Council on 29/30 May 2006 may be asked to approve a budget of some 
€7.7bn2.  

23. We questioned the Minister on whether he thought it likely that by 2010 the 
EU would reach its agreed target of spending 3% of GDP on research and 
development. The Minister admitted that this was unlikely and suggested 
that within the Commission, it was accepted broadly that 2.6% was now a 
more realistic target (Q 10). 

24. Lord Sainsbury explained that the UK spent currently about 1.9% of its 
GDP on research and development. This figure was low because the UK was 
successful in industries such as financial services which had a very low 
research and development figure. He also pointed out that some strong 

                                                                                                                                     
2 In a letter to Lord Grenfell dated 10 May 2006, Lord Sainsbury writes that the Informal Competitiveness 

Council in Graz on 21–22 April had agreed a budget of “just over €54bn over the 7 years”. 
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industries in the UK were foreign-owned and therefore the research and 
development took place outside the UK (Q10). 

25. The Minister expected the FP7 budgetary split between the funding of basic 
research and the funding of applied Research and Development to be around 
15–20% for basic research and 65% for R&D. The balance would be spent 
under the People and Capacities headings (see paragraphs 10 and 11). 

26. The Committee welcomes the Commission’s proposals for the 
Seventh Framework Programme; the increased funding for research 
and development from some €5 billion per annum under FP6 to 
around €7.7 billion per annum under FP7; the changes aimed at 
increasing the involvement of, and ensuring continued support from, 
industry; and the intention to simplify the programme and deliver 
genuine improvements for participants including the academic 
community. Efforts to strengthen the research base and activity are 
particularly important for competitive position of the EU in an 
increasingly competitive global economy. 

UK Value Added 

27. We were told by the CBI that no competitive gain for UK businesses had 
been attributed to EU research programmes in the past. In oral evidence the 
Minister, whilst accepting that participation by industry in the Framework 
Programmes had declined, referred to a report the government had 
commissioned which found that across the board British industry believed 
the Framework Programmes did give added value and were to be supported 
(Q 8). 

28. In its Explanatory Memorandum of 20 January 2006 on the rules for 
participation in FP7, the Government had indicated that a number of UK 
organisations had complained that applying for EU research funding was 
overly complex and were therefore questioning their future participation. 

29. The Committee were therefore concerned to find out whether the 
Commission had gone far enough to eliminate this barrier to participation in 
FP7. Lord Sainsbury explained that the Commission had published an annex 
to the FP7 proposals which set out the steps they were going to take to make 
the schemes “more simple and flexible” whilst trying to keep the changes to 
the funding instruments for FP7 to a minimum to reduce possible confusion 
and new problems (Q19). 

30. The UK Government believed that the Commission had identified the 
obvious starting points for simplification and that, if successfully 
implemented, these would make an appropriate and helpful contribution to 
the goal of making the Framework Programme less complex (QQ 20–1). 

31. We are concerned that some areas of industry believed no competitive 
gain for UK businesses had been attributed to EU research 
programmes. It is important that FP7 succeeds in making to research 
and development more industry-driven, and the funding less 
bureaucratic and complicated. 
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Joint Technology Initiatives 

32. European Technology Platforms, involving a range of stakeholders, will 
identify specific large-scale industrial R&D challenges and agree a strategy 
for tackling them (the Strategic Research Agenda). 

33. The Strategic Research Agenda may be taken forward in the form of long-
term public private partnerships—”Joint Technology Initiatives”. These 
initiatives, mainly resulting from the work of the European Technology 
Platforms and covering one or a small number of selected aspects of research 
in their field, will combine private sector investment and national and 
European public funding, including grant funding from the Research 
Framework Programme and loan finance from the European Investment 
Bank. 

34. We wanted to know how these Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs) would 
contribute to innovation and competitiveness. 

35. The CBI told us that they hoped JTIs would “serve to enhance business 
competitiveness by deploying and focussing resources on a scale greater than 
that which would ordinarily occur at the national level” (CBI written 
evidence). Research Councils UK indicated in their response to the Office of 
Science and Technology’s consultation that they would welcome a discussion 
with the UK industrial and academic community to determine whether there 
is a demand for technology platforms. 

36. Lord Sainsbury was confident that UK industry was enthusiastic about JTIs. 
He explained that the core aim of JTIs was to put industry in the driving seat 
of research projects and they would tend to be in areas where substantial 
sums of money were required to take forward the programme of research 
(QQ 43–4). 

37. The UK Presidency of the EU had been concerned to ensure that there were 
clear criteria which would be used to judge whether a JTI should be set up in 
a particular area. These were: 

• The scale of the impact on industrial competitiveness growth; 

• The added value at the European level on intervention; 

• The degree and clarity of definition of the objectives and deliverables to 
be pursued; 

• The strength of a financial and resource commitment from industry; 

• The capacity to attract additional national support or leverage on current 
and future industry funding; and 

• The importance of contribution to broader policy objectives (Q 52). 

38. We asked the Minister whether this last criterion was a catch-all. He denied 
this and stressed that companies would only put money into a JTI if they 
could see a real advantage coming from it (QQ 55–58). 

39. We welcome the proposal for European Technology Platforms, 
involving a range of stakeholders including industry, to identify large 
scale industrial challenges and agree a strategy for implementing 
them (a Strategic Research Agenda). We also welcome the intention 
to implement a strategic research agenda through public-private 



 SEVENTH FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME FOR RESEARCH 13 

partnerships (Joint Technology Initiatives) as this is most likely to 
ensure that the research projects are industry-driven. 

40. The Minister was unsure what monitoring and reporting systems 
would be in place to safeguard these projects (Q 59). It is essential 
that appropriate systems are put in place and we ask the Government 
to ensure that this happens. 

European Research Council 

41. Under FP7, EU activities in frontier research are to be the responsibility of a 
European Research Council (ERC), composed of a scientific governing 
council and a dedicated implementation structure. Research areas covered 
will be independent of the thematic orientations of other parts of the 
Framework Programme, and will include engineering, social sciences and the 
humanities. 

42. The governing council will consist of representatives of the European 
scientific community at the highest level, acting in their personal capacity, 
independently of political or other interests, and appointed by the 
Commission following an independent procedure for their identification. 
This governing council will: 

• Oversee decisions on the type of research to be funded; 

• Develop the annual work programme; 

• Establish the peer review process; and 

• Monitor the programme’s implementation to control quality from a 
scientific perspective. 

43. The CBI believes that the ERC is an instrument which could add value at an 
EU-level and that it should therefore concern itself with the exploration of 
scientific challenges that cannot be tackled or funded at the national level. 
The Research Councils UK was of the view that an ERC would ensure 
competition and excellence throughout Europe in all fields covered by 
frontier research. 

44. In its written submission, the CBI told us that, although efforts had been 
made to ensure the independence of the ERC from the Commission, 
complete independence was unlikely given the importance of scientific 
development to policy development in key areas. The CBI felt it was unable 
to assess the robustness of the measures put in place to safeguard the 
independence of the ERC until the Council was operational. 

45. We asked the Minister whether he was content that the ERC would be 
sufficiently independent from the Commission. He was confident that the 
quality of the individuals on the scientific committee would ensure that the 
ERC was independent (QQ 60–62). 

46. We welcome the implementation of a European Research Council as 
an instrument which could add value at an EU-level. We accept the 
Minister’s assurance that the quality of the members of the ERC 
governing body would ensure the ERC was independent. However we 
accept the CBI’s point that it will be impossible to assess the 
independence of the ERC until it was operational. We accordingly 
urge the Government to seek a post-implementation review of the 
ERC’s independence to meet the concerns of industry. 
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47. On the issue of the disbursement of funds on the basis of excellence and 
merit, the Minister was equally robust. The ERC would allocate funds on the 
basis of a peer review system which would replicate the way that Research 
Councils worked (Q 64). 

48. We welcome the peer review system which replicates best practice in the 
UK’s research councils and the USA’s National Science Foundation. 

European Institute of Technology 

49. The Commission has proposed the establishment of a European Institute of 
Technology (EIT). We asked the Minister for his views on this proposal. He 
told us that the idea of an EIT “is quite unhelpful, frankly we remain very 
sceptical about it. It is based on a very simplistic idea that…if you had a body 
which was a European equivalent of MIT3, that somehow would put 
everything right.” He described the idea as “naïve” and told us that a more 
sensible idea would be to build on the existing world class universities within 
the EU rather than to attempt to start another one (Q 68). If the European 
Research Council provides funding for key projects based on excellence this 
should continue to strengthen those institutions. 

50. On the basis of the evidence received so far, the arguments against the EIT 
are persuasive. However the proposal for an EIT remains under scrutiny and 
we will report further in due course. 

National Mobility Programmes 

51. The objectives of the FP7’s National Mobility Programmes are 
strengthening, quantitatively and qualitatively, the human potential in 
research and technology in Europe. 

52. The Commission aims to do this through FP7 by stimulating people to enter 
into research professions, encouraging European researchers to stay in 
Europe, and making Europe more attractive to the best researchers from the 
entire world. This will be done by putting into place a coherent set of Marie 
Curie actions, addressing researchers at all stages of their professional lives, 
from initial research training to life long learning and career development. 

53. The CBI supported the reinvigoration of the Marie Curie fellowship scheme 
under FP7 with the proviso that the scheme be adjusted to satisfy a range of 
industry concerns. The Research Councils UK was of the view that mobility 
actions under previous framework Programmes had been beneficial for the 
UK whilst ensuring a good level of EU value added. They had concerns, 
however, relating to the topping up of national mobility programmes. 

54. The Government, whilst supporting mobility programmes, which they 
believed to be effective and generally popular, shared The Research Councils 
UK’s concerns about topping up national programmes and were pressing the 
Commission on that issue (Q 71). 

55. Improved National Mobility Programmes should enhance the 
number and calibre of researchers in the EU.  

                                                                                                                                     
3 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
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Competitiveness and Innovation Programme4 

56. Through the CIP the Commission aims to bring together into a common 
framework specific Community support programmes and relevant parts of 
other Community programmes in fields critical to boosting European 
productivity, innovation capacity and sustainable growth, whilst 
simultaneously addressing complementary environmental concerns.  

57. The Commission has proposed a total budget of €4 213 million for the CIP, 
combining Community actions in three separate programmes called: 

• the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP), providing 
support for entrepreneurship, SMEs, industrial competitiveness and 
innovation with a budget of €2 631 million; 

• the ICT Policy Support Programme, promoting the development and 
use of information and communication technologies, and allocated €802 
million; 

• the Intelligent Energy-Europe Programme (IEEP), aiming to increase 
energy efficiency and use of renewable energy sources, as well as the 
application of both in the transport sector, with a budget of €780 million.  

58. The CIP is designed to be complementary to the Seventh Framework 
Programme (FP7) for research and the Structural Funds for regional 
competitiveness and cohesion.  

59. The CBI welcomed the CIP’s objectives but stressed that it was essential that 
the CIP was integrated properly with existing programmes such as the 
Framework Programme, the EU industrial policy and structural funds to 
minimise overlap and over complexity. It warned that failure to do so was 
likely to result in the further disengagement of industry. 

60. The Minister acknowledged that it was important to ensure that there was a 
synergy between the various programmes but stressed that the CIP was an 
extremely important and valuable programme (Q 76). 

61. We are pleased to note that the Government shared our concern that 
there should be a synergy between the CIP and EU industrial policy 
and the structural funds. This is essential if the CIP is to deliver its 
objectives. 

                                                                                                                                     
4 Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a Competitiveness and 

Innovation Framework Programme (2007–2013), COM(2005) 121 final. 
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CHAPTER 3: SPACE AND SECURITY PROGRAMME 

62. Our Sub-Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Development Policy 
has conducted correspondence with both the Department for Trade and 
Industry and the Home Office regarding one of the programmes contained 
within FP7: space and security. 

Correspondence with Ministers 

63. At the time of the original proposals5 the Government expressed serious 
reservations about the Commission’s proposals on security research, stating 
in a non-paper6 prepared by the Home Office in consultation with the MoD 
(23 March 2005) 7 that it was essential to ensure that the European security 
research programme “did not harm the security interests of Member States 
nor cut across either national defence research or European co-operation on 
defence research. This will require effective safeguards. Defence remains a 
Member State responsibility, where decision making is by unanimity.” 

64. The Government’s non-paper suggested two alternative safeguards: 

• the use of COREPER to refer issues with defence implications to either 
the General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC) or to 
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) structures; or 

• to use language similar to a safeguard in Galileo to the effect that any 
decision having defence implications would have to be taken by the 
Council acting unanimously. 

65. In a letter in response to the original proposals we expressed a preference for 
the first of these options. 

66. On 20 October 2005, the Committee considered a letter from the Home 
Secretary8 to which was attached a letter from Günter Verheugen, the 
Enterprise and Industry Commissioner, in which the Commissioner assured 
the Government that the space and security programme will have a “very 
clear and exclusive focus on civil research”. On research projects involving 
dual-use technology, the Commission introduced bilateral institutional links, 
notably with the European Defence Agency (EDA), to ensure that current 
and future research projects are transparent, complementary and non-
duplicative. 

67. The Home Secretary’s letter went on to note that the Government accepted 
Commissioner Verheugen’s letter as a “significant statement which goes a 
long way towards alleviating our concerns.” On security issues with an 
impact on defence the Government was still pursuing an “emergency brake” 
option involving direct recourse to the Council. The Government noted the 
Committee’s preference for COREPER to be the Council body involved. 

                                                                                                                                     
5 8087/05: Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the Seventh 

Framework Programme of the European Community for research, technological development and 
demonstration activities (2007–2013). 

6 A Government non-paper is a means for the Government to stimulate discussion on a subject without 
setting out a formal position. 

7 Annex B to the Government’s response to our Report on the European Defence Agency: 
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/upload/GovRespEUDefenceAgency.pdf 

8 Letter from Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP, Home Secretary, Home Office, to the Chairman, 19 September 
2005: see Appendix 2. 
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68. On the management of the space and security programme the Commission 
has accepted that this programme cannot be decided by qualified majority 
voting, as the rest of FP7 will be. The Home Secretary maintained that there 
had been substantial progress on defining special rules for the governance 
mechanisms of the space and security programme. 

69. The Committee agreed to continue holding FP7 under scrutiny until the 
Home Secretary could report on the final outcome of these negotiations. The 
Committee, in response to the Home Secretary,9 also asked for further 
information on the composition and mandate of a proposed European 
Security Advisory Board (ESRAB). 

70. The Home Secretary responded on 23 November 2005.10 This letter 
contained an annex listing the 25 experts who are working on their advisory 
board. There is a considerable defence presence: Thales, Finmeccanica, 
Fincantieri, EADS, and BAE Systems are all represented. Both Greece and 
Hungary have also chosen to send Ministry of Defence specialists. However, 
this Board also contains a number of experts representing civil security 
needs. This includes representatives from EUROPOL, the Bundeskriminalt, 
and the Polish Border Guards as well as civil servants from Ministries of 
Interior and a number of companies without defence connections. The 
Government is represented by the DTI and the Home Office. 

71. The letter also contained the minutes of the two European Security Research 
Advisory Board’s meetings held so far. These minutes highlighted the civil 
focus of the programme and referred to co-operation with the EDA for dual-
use technology. 

72. The Secretary of State highlighted that the ESRAB is an advisory body. 

73. In December, the Committee agreed to continue holding the documents 
under scrutiny awaiting the decision of Council and the European 
Parliament on the content, governance and management of the space and 
security programme as part of the overall negotiations for FP7.11 

74. Negotiations on possible safeguards for security research continue. 

75. Following agreement of the Financial Perspectives in December, the DTI 
has now written to update the Sub-Committee on the budget for FP7. The 
Minister’s letter stated that the Government would like to see the budget line 
for space and security reduced in favour of other thematic areas such as 
health, energy and transport.12 

76. Sub-Committee C cleared the Seventh Framework Programme from scrutiny 
at its meeting on 11 May 2006. 

The views of the Committee 

77. We note that the budget line for space and security under the Seventh 
Framework Programme for Research has not yet been agreed but will 
need to be reduced. 

                                                                                                                                     
9 Letter from the Chairman to Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP, 20 October 2005: see Appendix 2. 
10 Letter from Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP, to the Chairman: see Appendix 2. 
11 Letter from the Chairman to Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP, 19 December 2005: see Appendix 2. 
12 Letter from Lord Sainsbury of Turville, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Science and 

Innovation, to the Chairman, 10 May 2006: see Appendix 2. 
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78. We attach great importance to the undertakings given in 
Commissioner Verheugen’s letter, in particular that there should be a 
“clear and exclusive focus on civil research”. These undertakings 
should be reflected in FP7. We recommend that the Government seek 
agreement on the following: 

• the Commission should engage with Member States at an early 
stage on all research proposals under the space and security 
programme in order that the scope of the proposed research can 
be determined prior to its commencement; 

• COREPER should refer proposals on the space and security 
programme which it considers to be outside the civilian scope of 
that programme to the GAERC which should make a final 
determination on whether the research may be carried out; 

• when proposing to carry out research on dual-use technology, the 
Commission should be mandated to co-operate with Member 
States and the European Defence Agency. 

79. We recommend that the Government provide updates on negotiations 
on the management of the space and security programme as soon as 
they become available. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE VIEWS OF THE COMMITTEE 

80. In this Chapter we draw broad conclusions from the evidence that we 
received and draw together the specific conclusions and recommendations 
from the previous Chapter of this Report. 

81. The Committee welcomes the Commission’s proposals for the Seventh 
Framework Programme. We applaud the intention to simplify the 
programme and deliver genuine improvements for participants including the 
academic community. We applaud also the changes aimed at increasing the 
involvement of, and ensuring continued support from, industry and. Efforts 
to strengthen the research base and activity are particularly important for 
competitive position of the EU in an increasingly competitive global 
economy. 

Budget 

82. We welcome the increased funding for research and development from 
roughly €5 billion per annum under FP6 to around €7.7 billion per annum 
under FP7. (para 26) 

UK Value Added 

83. We were concerned that some areas of industry believed no competitive gain 
for UK businesses had been attributed to EU research programmes. We 
understand that FP7 aims to make research and development more industry-
driven and the funding less bureaucratic and complicated. We urge the 
Government to ensure that this aim becomes a reality and that industry 
understands and supports these new instruments. (para 31) 

Joint Technology Initiatives 

84. We welcome the proposal for European Technology Platforms, involving a 
range of stakeholders including industry, to identify large scale industrial 
challenges and agree a strategy for tackling them (a Strategic Research 
Agenda). We also welcome the intention to implement a strategic research 
agenda through public-private partnerships (Joint Technology Initiatives) as 
this is most likely to ensure that the research projects are industry-driven. 
This method of funding will allow important programmes of research 
requiring substantial sums of money to be taken forward. (paras. 32, 33, 39) 

85. The Minister was unsure what monitoring and reporting systems would be in 
place to safeguard these projects (Q59). It is essential that appropriate 
systems are put in place and we ask the Government to ensure that this 
happens. (para 40) 

European Research Council 

86. We welcome the implementation of an ERC as an instrument which could 
add value at an EU-level. (para 44) 

87. We accept the Minister’s assurance that the quality of the members of the 
ERC governing body would ensure the ERC was independent. However we 
accept the CBI’s point that it will be impossible to assess the independence 
of the ERC until it was operational. We accordingly urge the Government to 
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seek a post-implementation review of the ERC’s independence to meet the 
concerns of industry. (para 47) 

88. We welcome the peer review system which replicates best practice in the 
UK’s research councils and the USA’s National Science Foundation. (para 
49) 

European Institute of Technology 

89. The Minister told us that the Government is “very sceptical” over the 
Commission’s proposal to establish a European Institute of Technology. On 
the basis of the evidence received so far, the arguments against the EIT are 
persuasive. However the proposal for an EIT remains under scrutiny and we 
will report further in due course. 

National Mobility Programmes 

90. National Mobility Programmes should enhance the number and calibre 
researchers in the EU. We urge the Government to consult with industry to 
ensure that its concerns about National Mobility Programmes are addressed. 
(para 54) 

Competitiveness and Innovation Programme 

91. We were pleased to note that the Government shared our concern that there 
should be a synergy between the CIP and EU industrial policy and the 
structural funds. This is essential if the CIP is to deliver its objectives. (para 
60) 

Space and Security Programme 

92. We note that the budget line for space and security under the Seventh 
Framework Programme for Research has not yet been agreed but will need 
to be reduced. (para 76) 

93. We attach great importance to the undertakings given in Commissioner 
Verheugen’s letter, in particular that there should be a “clear and exclusive 
focus on civil research”. These undertakings should be reflected in FP7. We 
recommend that the Government seek agreement on the following: 

• the Commission should engage with Member States at an early stage on all 
research proposals under the programme in order that the scope of the 
proposed research can be determined prior to its commencement; 

• COREPER should refer proposals on the space and security programme 
which it considers to be outside the civilian scope of that programme to the 
GAERC which should make a final determination on whether the research 
may be carried out; 

• when proposing to carry out research on dual-use technology, the 
Commission should be mandated to co-operate with Member States and 
the European Defence Agency. (para 77) 

94. We recommend that the Government provide updates on negotiations on the 
management of the space and security programme as soon as they become 
available. (para 78) 
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APPENDIX 2: CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE MINISTER 

Letter from the Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP, Home Secretary to the Lord 
Grenfell, Chairman of the Select Committee on the European Union 

EUROPEAN SECURITY RESEARCH PROGRAMME 

I am writing to update you on the Government’s position on the proposed 
European Security Research Programme (ESRP). I am aware that you wrote to 
Lord Sainsbury on this topic on 28 June 2005. While the DTI has overall 
responsibility for the Framework Programme, the Home Office is the UK lead 
department for the ESRP, and I welcome this opportunity to answer the questions 
you have raised about the ESRP. 

Let me first say that the European Commission has responded very positively to 
my letter of 23 March introducing the UK non-paper on the ESRP. I attach 
Commissioner Verheugen’s reply, which states in particular that the proposed 
work “has a very clear and exclusive focus on civil research both in terms of 
structure and substance and it is our intent that this remains the foundation on 
which the programme is built” (the emphasis is Commissioner Verheugen’s). This 
is a significant statement which goes a long way towards alleviating our concerns. 

A cross-Whitehall working group chaired by one of my officials has since met with 
Commission officials to discuss UK concerns and offer further suggestions on the 
shaping of the ESRP. Three follow-up papers to the UK non-paper were provided, 
respectively on governance and scope of the ESRP, intellectual property right 
issues and handling of confidential information within the programme. I am 
attaching them to this letter. The UK suggestions were welcomed by the 
Commission and are now under discussion by the European Security Research 
Advisory Board, on which Her Majesty’s Government has two representatives. It is 
worth noting that both France and Germany are supportive of the UK line and 
have produced non-papers which are very much in agreement with our thinking. 

On the issue of a mechanism to handle ESRP issues with an impact on defence 
interests, I note the preference of Sub-Committee C for the COREPER option. As 
you will see from the attached follow-up paper on governance and scope of the 
ESRP, we are currently proposing an “emergency brake” option based on direct 
recourse to the Council. However this is still under negotiation and we will bear 
your preference in mind in our forthcoming discussions with the Commission. 

On the issue of QMV, the Commission is well aware of our concerns about its use 
in any security research work programme and Mr Verheugen has confirmed the 
need for specific rules for this programme in his reply to my letter of 23 March. 
We have now made substantial further progress on the definition of these rules. In 
particular, in our follow-up paper on governance and scope of the ESRP, we have 
suggested three governance mechanisms to ensure Member States have a strong 
input in the management of the programme. 

The Commission is interested in our proposals. We are now working with other 
Member States to develop them further, with a view to discussing legislative 
options for their implementation with the Commission in the autumn. 

I believe that substantial progress has been made on the shaping of the ESRP and 
that we can reach a satisfactory agreement on the programme by working with the 
Commission to build in the safeguards the UK have requested. I have asked my 
officials to ensure you are kept informed of developments in this area. 
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I am writing in similar terms to the Chairman of the Commons European Scrutiny 
Committee and am copying this letter to Lord Sainsbury, Dorian Gerhold, Clerk 
to the Commons European Scrutiny Committee; Michael Carpenter, Legal 
Advisor to the Commons Committee; Les Saunders (Cabinet Office), Lord 
Woolmer of Leeds, Chairman, House of Lords, European Union Sub-Committee 
B, Anna Murphy, Clerk to the House of Lords, European Union Sub-Committee 
B and Sharon Wroe, Defence Select Committee Liaison Officer, Ministry of 
Defence. 

19 September 2005 

 

 

Letter from the Lord Grenfell, to the Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP 

EUROPEAN SECURITY RESEARCH PROGRAMME 

8087/05 COM (20005) 119 + Add 1&2 SEC (05) 430 and 431: Decision of the 
European Parliament and of the Council concerning the seventh 
Framework Programme of the European Community for research, 
technological development and demonstration activities (2007–2013) and a 
Council Decision concerning the Seventh Framework Programme of the 
European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for nuclear research and 
training activities (2007–2011) 

Thank you for your letter dated 19 September 2005 which Sub-Committee C 
considered at its meeting on 20 October. 

We note that the Commission has responded positively to your non-paper on the 
ESRP and is aware of concerns over the use of QMV. We also note your proposal 
for an ‘emergency brake’ option based on direct recourse to the Council which is 
still under negotiation. 

We also note, in Commissioner Verheugen’s letter, that the European Security 
Advisory Board was due to meet for the first time in May 2005, and that it is to 
have a crucial role in the next 18 months. We would like further information on 
this new body’s composition and mandate. Does it for example report exclusively 
to the Commission or also to Member States? What have been the outcomes of 
this Advisory Board’s meetings so far? 

Though we agree that progress appears to be being made on the ESRP, Sub-
Committee C has decided to continue to hold document under scrutiny pending 
the outcome of current discussions with the Commission. 

I am copying this letter to Mr Jimmy Hood MP, Chairman of the European 
Scrutiny Committee; Simon Patrick, Clerk to the Commons European Scrutiny 
Committee; Michael Carpenter, Legal Adviser to the Commons Committee; Les 
Saunders (Cabinet Office); Sharon Wroe, Select Committee Liaison Office, 
Ministry of Defence, and Stuart Young, Departmental Scrutiny Co-ordinator, 
Home Office. 

20 October 2005 
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Letter from the Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP, to the Lord Grenfell 

EUROPEAN SECURITY RESEARCH PROGRAMME 

Many thanks for your letter of 20 October, replying to my earlier letter to you of 
19 September, which provided you with an update on the Government’s position 
on the proposed European Security Research Programme (ESRP). 

In your reply, you asked for further information on the composition, mandate and 
outcomes of the European Security Research Advisory Board (ESRAB). 

The mandate for ESRAB is contained in the Commission Decision of 22 April 
2005, establishing the European Security Research Advisory Board, which is 
attached for your information, at Annex A. 

ESRAB is composed of experts drawn from the 25 MS representing users, 
industry and research organisation. A complete list of the ESRAB members and 
their affiliations are given in Annex B. 

ESRAB reports to the Commission and not to Member States. Two United 
Kingdom officials are members, and although they have been invited to participate 
in their individual capacities, they do report back to the Government. 

The most significant outcomes so far have been the initiation of discussions to 
consider the content, the governance and the management of the proposed 
European Security Research Programme. The first drafts of the proposals on these 
issues are due to be circulated by the end of November 2005. However, it should 
be noted that ESRAB is an advisory body, and that the content, governance and 
management of ESRP will ultimately be decided by the Council and European 
Parliament as part of the overall negotiations on Framework Programme 7 for 
European Community Research. The Minutes of the two ESRAB plenary sessions 
held so far are attached for your information, at Annex C. 

I am writing in similar terms to the Chairman of the Commons European Scrutiny 
Committee and am copying this letter to Lord Sainsbury, Dorian Gerhold, Clerk 
to the Commons European Scrutiny Committee; Michael Carpenter, Legal 
Advisor to the Commons Committee; Les Saunders (Cabinet Office), Lord 
Woolmer of Leeds, Chairman, House of Lords, European Union Sub-Committee 
B, Anna Murphy, Clerk to the House of Lords, European Union Sub-Committee 
B and Sharon Wroe, Defence Select Committee Liaison Officer, Ministry of 
Defence. 
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COMMISSION DECISION of 22 April 2005 establishing the European 
Security Research Advisory Board 

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES, 

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Community, 

Whereas: 

1. In 2003, the Commission set up a Group of Personalities in the field of 
security research whose primary mission was to propose principles and 
priorities of a European Security Research Programme (ESRP). 

2. Following the report “Research for a Secure Europe” presented by the 
Group of Personalities in 2004, the Commission Communication of 7 
September 2004 entitled “Security Research: the Next Steps”13 proposed 
the setting-up of a European Security Research Advisory Board 
(ESRAB). 

3. It is necessary to set up ESRAB and define its tasks and its structure. 

4. ESRAB should contribute to the content and implementation of the 
ESRP. 

5. ESRAB should include experts from various stakeholder groups, namely: 
users, industry and research organisations. According to the fields in 
which they operate, ESRAB should be composed of two groups having 
distinct but complementary roles. 

6. Rules on disclosure of information by members of ESRAB should be 
provided for, without prejudice to the Commission’s rules on security as 
set out in the Annex to Commission Decision 200 1/844/EC, ECSC and 
Euratom14. 

7. It is appropriate to fix a period for the application of this Decision. The 
Commission will in due time consider the advisability of an extension, 

HAS DECIDED AS FOLLOWS: 

Article 1—Advisory Board 

An advisory board called “European Security Research Advisory Board” 
(ESRAB), attached to the Commission, is hereby set up with effect from / date / 
2005. 

Article 2—Tasks 

The Commission may consult ESRAB on any questions relating to the content 
and implementation of the European Security Research Programme (ESRP), to be 
effected through the EC Framework Programme for research. 

ESRAB shall carry out its work in full knowledge of the European policy context, 
in particular of the research activities carried out at the national level and in 
support of European research policy initiatives 

More specifically, but not exclusively, ESRAB shall make recommendations to the 
Commission in the following areas: 

 

                                                                                                                                     
13 (COM (2004) 590 final 
14 0JL317, 3.12.2001, p.1 
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(a) the strategic missions, focus areas and priorities setting for ESRP, on 
the basis of the report “Research for a Secure Europe” of the Group 
of Personalities while taking into account the establishment of the 
European Defence Agency as well as national and inter-
governmental activities; 

(b) the technological capabilities to be put in place among the European 
stakeholders; it shall recommend a strategy to improve the European 
industry’s technological base, so as to improve its competitivity; 

(c) the strategic and operational aspects of the ESRP taking into account 
the experience and results obtained from the Preparatory Action on 
the enhancement of the European industrial potential in the field of 
security research15 from Commission services with an active interest 
in the field of Security including research covered by the EC 
Framework Programme for research and from other expert or 
advisory groups; 

(d) the implementation issues such as the exchange of classified 
information and intellectual property rights; 

(e) optimising the use of publicly owned research and evaluation 
infrastructures in ESRP; 

(f) a communications strategy to promote awareness of the ESRP as 
well as for providing information on stakeholders’ research 
programmes. 

The Chairpersons of either ESRAB group may indicate to the Commission that it 
is desirable to consult the ESRAB on other questions. 

Article 3—Membership of ESRAB—Nomination 

1. Members of ESRAB shall be nominated by the Commission from among 
high-level specialists and strategists having expertise in the subject-areas 
indicated in Article 2. 

2. Members shall be nominated ‘ad personam’ and no substitutes shall be 
appointed. Members shall serve in a personal capacity and shall advise 
the Commission independently of any outside instructions. They shall 
not disseminate information obtained by the board or by the sub-groups 
in the course of its, or their, activities, if the Commission is of the 
opinion that such information is confidential. 

3. Members shall be nominated for a period not exceeding the expiry date 
of this Decision. They shall remain in function until their replacement or 
until the end of their term of office. 

4. Members who are no longer capable of contributing usefully to the works 
of the group, who resign, or who do not respect the conditions contained 
in paragraph 2 of this Article or in Article 287 of the EC Treaty, may be 
replaced by the Commission, for the remainder of their term of office. 

5. The list of ESRAB members and subsequent appointments thereto shall 
be published by the Commission in the “C” Series of the Official Journal 
of the European Union for information. 

 

                                                                                                                                     
15 (COM (2004) 72 final 
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Article 4—Functioning 

1. ESRAB shall be composed of two groups: 

(a) a group addressing the Security Research Demand Requirements; 

(b) a group addressing the Technology Supply Chain Requirements. 

2. The ESRAB members shall elect a chairperson for each group. 

3. In agreement with the Commission, ad-hoc sub-groups may be set up to 
examine specific issues, based on a mandate defined by one, or both, 
ESRAB groups. They shall be dissolved as soon as their mandates are 
fulfilled. 

4. For the handling of specific agenda items, the Commission may invite 
experts or observers, including persons from Commission services having 
a specific competence, to guide and inform the work of ESRAB or to 
participate in ad-hoc sub-groups if this is deemed useful or necessary. 

5. The ESRAB groups shall normally meet at the Commission’s offices 
according to the modalities and the calendar fixed by the Commission. 
Both ESRAB groups may avail themselves of the secretarial services of 
the Commission. They may hold joint meetings so as to ensure 
consistency of approach and greater co-ordination. Such joint meetings 
shall be co-chaired by the Chairpersons of the ESRAB groups. 

6. The ESRAB groups shall adopt agreed terms of reference, including 
rules of procedure, on the basis of a Commission proposal. 

7. A restricted intranet shall be established to circulate working documents, 
conclusions, minutes, or any other relevant working documents. 

Article 5—Expenses 

Travel expenses incurred by members and selected experts in connection with the 
activities of ESRAB, shall be reimbursed by the Commission according to 
Commission rules. Members and selected experts shall not be remunerated for the 
services they render. 

Article 6—Disclosure of information 

Rules on disclosure of information by members of ESRAB shall be laid down in 
the rules of procedure of ESRAB. 

Any persons participating in the activities of ESRAB shall refrain from disclosing 
information to which they have thereby gained access. 

Article 7—Applicability 

This Decision shall expire on 31 December 2006. 

Done at Brussels, […] 

For the Commission 

[…] 

Member of the Commission 
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ANNEX B 
List of members of the European Security Research Advisory Board 
(ESRAB) members 

Group 1 : Security Research Demand Requirements 

Name Organisation Country 

Helmut Krünes Austrian Research Centers GmbH Austria 

Frank Vanaverbeke Federale Overheidsdienst 
Binnenlandse Zaken 

Belgium 

Bertrand de Cordoue European Defence Agency Europe 

Marino Simancas EUROPOL Europe 

Nicole Gnesotto European Union Institute of Security 
Studies 

France 

Christian Bréant Délégation générale pour l’armement France 

Jean-Louis Gerstenmayer Ministère Délégué à la Recherche France 

Jérôme Joly L’Institut de Radioprotection et de 
Sûreté Nucléaire 

France 

Jurgen Stock Bundeskriminalmt Germany 

Klaus Thoma Fraunhofer- Gesellschaft Germany 

Dali-Ziampaka Ministry of Defence Greece 

Tamas Rath Ministry of Defence Hungary 

Stefan Silvestri Instituto Affari Internazionali Italy 

Alessandro Zanasi Centro Studi e Ricerca Intelligence e 
Security 

Italy 

Antonio Cameli Ministry of Interior Italy 

Thomas Engel Universite de Luxembourg Luxembourg 

Brian Cranmer Malta Maritime Authority Malta 

Frits Gronsveld Minisiterie van Binnenlandse Zaken 
en Koninkrijksrelaties 

Netherlands 

Jacek Gierlinski Ministry of Scientific Research and 
Information Technology 

Poland 

Marek Adamczyk Polish Border Guards Poland 

Nuño Goncalo Viera 
Matias 

Portugese Navy Portugal 

Fernando Carvalho 
Rodrigues 

NATO HQ Portugal 

Štefan Luby Slovak Academy of Sciences Slovak 
Republic 

Janez Mozina Ministry of Higher Education, 
Science and Sport 

Slovenia 

Mark Stroud Home Office UK 
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Group 2: Technology Supply Chain Requirements 

Name Organisation Country 

Helmut Bachmayer Novartis International Austria 

Rene Hannon Alcatel ETCA Belgium 

Milan Holl VZLU Czech 
Republic 

John-Erik Stig Hansen Center for Biologisk Beredskab—
Statens Serum Institut 

Denmark 

Ülo Jaaksoo Cybernetica AS Estonia 

Kristiina Rinkineva Crisis Management Initiative Finland 

Jacques Paccard SAGEM France 

Stephan Lechner Siemens AG Germany 

Heinz Hoch Diehl VA Systeme Germany 

Markus Hellenthal EADA Deutschland GmbH Germany 

Páraig Hennessey Department of Enterprise, Trade & 
Employment 

Ireland 

Giancarlo Grasso Finmeccanica Italy 

Livio Marchesini Fincantieri Italy 

Gendrutis Mažylis FIMA Lithuania 

C. Van Duyvendikj TNO Netherlands 

Henryk Jan Knapczyk Research and Development Centre 
for Mechanical Appliances OBRUM 

Poland 

Manuel Carpio Camara Telefónica, S.A. Spain 

Carmen Rodriguez-
Augustin 

INTA Spain 

Manel Medina Universitat Politécnica de Catalunya Spain 

Madelene Sandström FOI Sweden 

Erik Löwenadler Ericsson Microwave Systems Sweden 

Terry Knibb BAE Systems UK 

Graham Jordan Royal Services Institution for 
Defence and Security Studies (RUSI) 

UK 

Tim Robinson THALES UK 

Rebecca Bowden Department of Trade and Industry UK 
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ANNEX C i. 

EUROPEAN COMMISSION 

DIRECTORATE-GENERAL ENTERPRISE AND INDUSTRY 

Directorate H — Aerospace, Security, Defence and Equipment 

Preparatory Action for Security Research 

Brussels, 7 July 2005 

DG ENTR-H-4 D(2005) 

DRAFT SUMMARY MINUTES 

1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION 

The Chairmen welcomed the ESRAB members and noted twelve members 
had sent their apologies in advance. Two changes to the ESRAB membership 
were announced. Jim Lawler replaces Padraig Hennessy and Frank 
Vanaverbecke steps down with confirmation on his replacement awaited. 

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 

The agenda and previous meeting minutes were approved. 

3. SPECIFIC PROGRAMME 

a. Main points emerging ESRAB member’s feedback 

Following a presentation by the Commission (see annex 1), which 
summarised largely supportive feedback on approach and content, a 
debate on the scope of the programme followed. It was agreed that the 
specific programme should be broadly defined at this stage but that a 
tightly focussed and prioritised work programme would be an essential 
outcome. It was further decided that safety, despite being closely linked 
to security, would not form part of the specific programme. The 
“security and society” focus group was tasked with developing a working 
definition of security. A draft (see annex 2) was composed during the 
meeting and comments were invited to be sent to the Commission 
secretariat by 29 July. 

b. Handling classified information and Intellectual Property Rights 

Mark Stroud, UK Home Office, presented the high level points of two 
UK non-papers on handling classified information and Intellectual 
Property Rights. A third non-paper on scope and governance, which had 
been circulated prior to the meeting, was not presented. There followed 
a debate on the issues raised, the conclusions were 

• The non-papers were welcomed as stimulants to the debate. Additional 
inputs must now be put forward. 

• It should be the task of the “implementation rules” focus group to 
debate these issues and propose to ESRAB a range of possible options. 

• ESRAB’s advised that measures proposed should aim to increase the 
scale, scope and efficiency of collaborative research rather than be 
unnecessarily restrictive. 

• Wherever possible maximum use should be made of existing 
classification rules, frameworks and definitions although it is recognised 
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that do not meet all specificities required for the future security research 
programme. 

• Efforts should be made to establish how these issues, which are common 
to a number of European and international organisations, are addressed 
and solved therein. 

4. METHOD OF WORKING 

a. Composition of ESRAB sub-groups 

Hardcopies showing the current membership per focus group were 
circulated showing a good mixture of stakeholders across each of the 
focus area groups. Certain ESRAB members requested that 
additional names be added and it was agreed that the Commission 
would circulate a final list for comment before the 22nd July (see 
annex 3). In addition contact details for each member would also be 
requested by the same date so as to enable their access to the 
CIRCA intranet (see annex 3.1) 

Further to the request for ESRAB members to nominate themselves 
as rapporteurs, the Chairmen presented the outcome of the process. 
A proposal defining a rapporteur per focus area (see annex 4) was 
agreed. It was noted however the rapporteur should be a member of 
his/her focus area, where this was not the case this should be 
corrected. It was recognised that the rapporteurs being busy 
individuals would need to be supported by assistants, who should 
equally have the necessary resources to devote to the task. Their 
selection however does not mean they become ESRAB members. 

b. Working process and supporting tools (CIRCA presentation) 

The chairmen presented the proposed method of working (see annex 
5). The process outlined would rely heavily on the rapporteurs and a 
number of supporting tools in order to consolidate the contributions 
from the focus group members. Due to the nature of the task a 
number of face-to-face meetings between the chairmen and the 
rapporteurs are envisaged in order to review, calibrate and refine 
reports. The first such meeting, at the level of the rapporteur 
assistants, must take place before the end of July in order to define 
the templates and guidelines to be issued to the focus groups such 
that work can commence. A second meeting, this time of the 
rapporteurs, was scheduled for the 19th September in Vienna. 

A presentation of the intranet (see annex 6) to be used by the 
ESRAB members and focus group members was presented. The 
intranet will facilitate the exchange of working documents, provide 
access to background data, allow discussion groups to be created, 
provide a central repository for contact details and offer events 
calendar. It was stated once again that no classified information 
should be uploaded to the site. 

c. Milestones and schedule 

The schedule and milestones were presented (see annex 5). It was 
requested that the ESRAB meeting dates be added to the schedule 
and it was requested that these be fixed for both this year and next. 
The Commission agreed to circulate an availability chart to each 
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ESRAB member before setting future ESRAB plenary meeting 
dates. 

5. TECHNOLOGY GROUP AND ENABLERS GROUP 

a. Selection of a rapporteur for each focus area 

Undertaken under agenda item 4 (a). 

b. Discussion on the method of structuring the work 

Markus Hellenthal presented a possible approach to structuring the 
work of the Technology Group (see annex 7). The approach 
involved breaking down each mission area into sub mission areas so 
as to identify the key issues per sub mission area. Meeting these key 
issues would require a number of capabilities and technologies to be 
put in place, which would at a later stage need to be prioritised. 

Whilst a number of approaches could have been taken to address 
this issue the ESRAB members felt that the top down nature, 
common reference base and simplicity for onward communication 
were all reasons for agreeing to the approach as outlined. On the 
question of priority setting Terry Knibb offered to provide to the 
secretariat a similar UK methodology, although undertaken for 
defence technologies, which could be tailored to suit. 

Helmut Kruenes presented a possible approach to structuring the 
work of the Enablers Group (see annex 8). For one of the focus 
areas, Security and Society, a number of key considerations to be 
addressed were further outlined by Kristiina Rinkineva. A similar 
process will need to be undertaken for each of the others focus areas 
and Helmut Kruenes actioned each of the Enabler group rapporteurs 
to take the slides he presented and to elaborate them in greater 
detail. 

c. Discussion on the method of structuring the work 

These were identified as part of the presentations made under 
agenda item 5(b). 

6. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

A number of statements were made concerning the potential for international 
collaboration and the extent to which this would form a key feature of the 
future programme. The Commission agreed this was an issue to address and 
expected the focus group on “implementation rules” to address it. 
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ANNEX Cii 

EUROPEAN COMMISSION 

DIRECTORATE-GENERAL ENTERPRISE AND INDUSTRY 

Directorate H — Aerospace, Security, Defence and Equipment 

Preparatory Action for Security Research 

Brussels, 

DG ENTR-H-4 D(2005) 

DRAFT SUMMARY MINUTES 

1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION 

Horst Reichenbach, Director General of DG ENTR, highlighted the broad 
outcomes of the Commission’s work related to security research over the past 
few months. Specifically he addressed: 

• The high visibility of security research in the EC’s FP 7 proposal under 
the Co operation specific programme theme “Security and Space”. 
Together they share a strong security element, implementation issues 
and a budget of nearly €4 bn (2007 — 2013) i.e. €500 M per year 

• The security research programme will have a civil focus and not 
undertake defence research although there is full transparency with 
European Defence Agency (Günter Verheugen is on the EDA steering 
board and the EDA R&T Director is a member of ESRAB) 

• ESRAB was established 22 April 2005. Given the importance of 
understanding the holistic issues of security-related research from the 
two different perspectives of requirements definition and 
capability/technology delivery, ESRAB has been constituted from a 
broad stakeholder base. 

• Karl von Wogau, the Chairman of the European Parliament’s sub 
committee on Security and Defence, re-enforced the importance of the 
European security research initiative and highlighted border control and 
critical infrastructure protection as two key areas to be addressed by the 
future programme. 

2. SELECTING THE ESRAB CHAIRMEN 

For administrative reasons ESRAB was set up by the Commission in two 
subparts: supply and demand. In practice it will be essential to overcome this 
distinction and to merge the two groups into one. Therefore it was decided 
that: 

• ESRAB will systematically meet in a plenary configuration co-chaired by 
the Chairmen of the supply and demand groups. 

• The working sub-structure of ESRAB will not take into account the 
initial distinction of the supply and demand but two subgroups will be 
created dealing with technology content and with enablers 
(implementation rules etc.). All ESRAB members will be invited to 
participate in the work of these two subgroups. For ESRAB plenary 
sessions the use of substitutes is not foreseen whilst members can be 
substituted in the subgroups. 
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• ESRAB was created after consultation with Member States, industry 
associations and research associations. These organisations were 
consulted to propose candidates for the chairman position taking into 
account a number of key criteria e.g. solid industrial background, depth 
of knowledge of the sector, broad research experience, ideally public and 
private work experience, leadership and consensus building skills. 

• For the demand groups Mr. H. KrUnes was proposed. For the supply 
group the rotating chairmanship of Mr. M. Hellenthal (for the first 9 
months) and Mr. T. Robinson (for the following 9 months) was 
proposed. The chairmen were unanimously agreed. Efforts must be 
made to maximise the involvement and inclusion of all ESRAB members 
and furthermore, in case of a continuation of ESRAB beyond the end of 
2006, a new chairmen election would take place. It was further decided 
that the chairmen would take on the responsibility of the sub groups i.e. 
Mr. Hellenthal (for the first 9 months) and Mr. Robinson (for the 
following 9 months) for the Technology group and Mr. Krünes for the 
Enablers group. 

3. SETTING THE SCENE 

So as to ensure that ESRAB members shared a common understanding, the 
Commission outlined a number of key principles to guide the work of 
ESRAB over the coming months, these included 

• Civil focus to the programme—”dual use” technologies will require an 
interface with the European Defence Agency which is now operational. 

• The majority of security-related research is, and will continue to be, 
undertaken nationally. ESRAB’s task is to define areas where European 
Added Value is clearly evident. ESRAB members will have an important 
role to play with respect to transparency and identifying areas of 
duplication/synergies. 

• Implementation issues such as handling of classified information, 
Intellectual Property Rights, international collaboration and level of co-
funding will be critical to the success of the future programme. Workable 
solutions must be found. 

• The Commission’s proposal is to treat Security and Space within a single 
thematic area as it is clear that they share common linkages, the most 
obvious example being the “Security” element of GMES (Global 
Monitoring for Environment and Security). In addition a single thematic 
area has an inherent degree of flexibility which could prove useful in 
administering the future programme. 

• The need for full supply chain involvement including strong SME 
participation. In the first PASR call, SME’s accounted for 25% of all 
participants, this momentum must be maintained. 

• ESRAB members have an important role to feedback to national, 
regional, and private constituencies ESRAB developments. 

4. FUNCTIONING OF ESRAB 

It was decided that the ESRAB Terms of Reference would be identical to the 
original Commission decision text establishing ESRAB. Any future 
requirements would be appended to this basic text. 
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The Commission presented ideas on a possible working structure and 
method (see annexed presentation). It was agreed: 

• To focus the work on the identification of missions and capabilities 
before defining the technology needs, 

• To create two working groups. One centred on technological aspects and 
the other on enablers, 

• To invite all ESRAB members to declare before 15 June 2005 their 
interest to participate in one or both sub-groups. It was further decided 
that ESRAB members could be represented by others within the sub 
group(s). 

Communication should concentrate on the electronic exchange of 
documents. The Commission agreed to examine the possibility to reimburse 
travel expenses on a case by case basis for sub-group meetings. 

5. PREPARATORY ACTION FOR SECURITY RESEARCH 
(PASR) 2004 ROAD MAPPING ACTIVITIES 

The Commission presented on-going road mapping activities awarded under 
the PASR. The projects are part way through a number of national and 
European data capture workshops. A future workshop schedule was 
presented and ESRAB members, interested in involving themselves in the 
workshops, were invited to contact the relevant project officers (see annexed 
presentation). 

6. COMMUNICATION EVENTS 

UK : outlined that a number of security events would take place under the 
UK presidency although none are expected to have a specific research focus. 
These included:- 

• Seminar on New Detection Technologies in the European Union, 
Canterbury, 8–9 September 2005. This event will focus on clandestine 
detection equipment for border protection. 

• Conference on Critical Information Infrastructure Protection, London, 
5–7 September 2005. This is a joint EU / G8 event with the participation 
of ENISA (EU Network and Information Security Agency). 

• Seminar on E-borders, London, 2 November 2005 

AT : H. Krünes presented a draft programme for a Security Research 
Conference under the Austrian presidency to be held in February 2006 (see 
annexed presentation). 

7. AOB 

• Hardcopies of elements of the Specific Programme for security research 
under FP 7 were distributed. Feedback was requested by the 8 June. 

• UK: stressed the importance of the future programme to take account of 
the needs of critical infrastructure that is in private and not public 
ownership e.g. energy, telecommunications, financial services 

• UK: to make available draft documents on the handling of classified 
information and IPR in time for the next meeting where the exchange of 
confidential information is to be discussed. 



 SEVENTH FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME FOR RESEARCH 37 

• EC was asked to ascertain the level of security protection of the proposed 
intranet (CIRCA) foreseen for exchanging electronic files. 

• The EC will propose a list of possible dates for future meetings. The 
dates will be finalised once ESRAB members have expressed their 
preference. 

• Next meeting 4th July. 
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23 November 2005 
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Letter from the Lord Grenfell, Chairman of the Select Committee on the 
European Union to the Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP 

EUROPEAN SECURITY RESEARCH PROGRAMME 

12368/04: Communication from the Commission to the Council, the 
European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and 
the Committee of the Regions on the way to proceed with a European 
Security Research Programme that will allow the enhancement of a 
European industrial potential, and will be in line with the European 
Union’s foreign, security and defence policy objectives (COM(04)590) 

Thank you for your letter dated 23 November 2005 which Sub-Committee C 
considered at its meeting on 15 December. 

We found your explanation of the ESARB to be satisfactory. The Sub-Committee 
decided to continue holding the above document under scrutiny awaiting the 
decision of Council and the European Parliament on the content, governance and 
management of ESRP as part of the overall negotiations on the Seventh 
Framework Programme for European Community Research. 

The Sub-Committee also agreed to continue holding the Seventh Framework 
Programme under scrutiny (8087/05 + Adds 1–2 Codec 266: Proposal for a 
Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the Seventh 
Framework Programme of the European Community for research, technological 
development and demonstration activities (2007–2013). Proposal for a Council 
Decision concerning the Seventh Framework Programme of the European Atomic 
Energy Committee (Euratom) for nuclear research and training activities (2007–
2011), (COM(05) 119); and Add 1: Commission Staff Working Document – 
Annex containing the main report overall summary with Impact Assessment and 
ex ante evaluation, (SEC(05) 430); and Add 2: Commission Staff Working 
Document – Simplification in the 7th Framework Programme, (SEC(05) 431)). 

I note that I wrote to Lord Sainsbury, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for 
Science and Innovation, on 28 June concerning the need for a high level of 
Council involvement in the ESRP. We are content for either yourself or Lord 
Sainsbury to provide further updates on the progress of the Seventh Framework 
Programme. 

I am copying this letter to Lord Sainsbury, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State 
for Science and Innovation, Department of Trade and Industry; Mr Jimmy Hood 
MP, Chairman of the European Scrutiny Committee; Simon Patrick, Clerk to the 
Commons European Scrutiny Committee; Michael Carpenter, Legal Adviser to 
the Commons Committee; Lord Woolmer, Chairman of Sub-Committee B; Anna 
Murphy, Clerk to Sub-Committee B; Les Saunders (Cabinet Office); 
Sharon Wroe, Select Committee Liaison Office, Ministry of Defence, Stuart 
Young, Departmental Scrutiny Co-ordinator, Home Office; and Alison Bailey, 
Departmental Scrutiny Co-ordinator, Department of Trade and Industry. 

19 December 2005 
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APPENDIX 3: LIST OF WITNESSES 

The following witnesses gave evidence. Those marked * gave oral evidence. 

 Confederation of British Industry 

* Department of Trade and Industry 

 European Commission 

 Research Councils UK 
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APPENDIX 4: RECENT REPORTS 

Recent Reports from the Select Committee 

Session 2005–06 

EU Legislation—Public Awareness of the Scrutiny Role of the House of Lords 
(32nd Report, Session 2005–06, HL Paper 179) 

Ensuring Effective Regulation in EU: Follow-up Report (31st Report, Session 
2005–06, HL Paper 157) 

Annual Report 2005 (25th Report, Session 2005–06, HL Paper 123) 

The Work of the European Ombudsman (22nd Report, Session 2005–06, 
HL Paper 117) 

Scrutiny of Subsidiarity: Follow up Report (15th Report, Session 2005–06, 
HL Paper 66) 

Evidence from the Minister for Europe—the European Council and the UK 
Presidency (10th Report, Session 2005–06, HL Paper 34) 

Ensuring Effective Regulation in the EU (9th Report, Session 2005–06, 
HL Paper 33) 

Evidence by Commissioner Franco Frattini, Commissioner for Justice, Freedom 
and Security on Justice and Home Affairs Matters (1st Report, Session 2005–06, 
HL Paper 5) 

Reports prepared by Sub-Committee B (Internal Market) 

Session 2005–2006 

Including the Aviation Sector in the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme 
(21st Report, Session 2005–06, HL Paper 107) 

Completing the Internal Market in Services (6th Report, Session 2005–06, 
HL Paper 23) 

Session 2004–2005 

Liberalising Rail Freight Movement in the EU (4th Report, Session 2004–05, HL 
Paper 52) 

Session 2003–2004 

Packaging and Packaging Waste: An Update Report (33rd Report, Session 2003–
04, HL Paper 198) 

Services of General Interest (29th Report, Session 2003–04, HL Paper 178) 

Gas: Liberalised Markets and Security of Supply (17th Report, Session 2003–04, 
HL Paper 105) 

Directors’ and Auditors’ Liability (15th Report, Session 2003–04, HL Paper 89) 
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Minutes of Evidence
TAKEN BEFORE THE EUROPEAN UNION COMMITTEE (SUB-COMMITTEE B)

MONDAY 13 FEBRUARY 2006

Present Eccles of Moulton, B St John of Bletso, L
Fearn, L Swinfen, L
Fyfe of Fairfield, L Walpole, L
Geddes, L Woolmer of Leeds, L (Chairman)
Roper, L

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Lord Sainsbury of Turville, a Member of the House, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Science and Innovation, and Dr Ashley Ibbett, Deputy Director, EU R&D Policy, Department of Trade and

Industry, examined.

Q1 Chairman: Good afternoon, Lord Sainsbury. European Council final negotiations, it was said that
EU funding for research would therefore beThank you very much indeed for fitting us into your

busy schedule and for rearranging it; we are very increased such that by 2013 the resources available
were around 75 per cent higher in real terms than ingrateful for that. There are lots of questions, and I

understand, Lord Sainsbury, that you have very 2006. We think that that will probably give a budget
generously said that you will stay up to six o’clock. of around ƒ48 billion for Framework 7. That is an
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: That is fine. average of ƒ7 billion per annum, remembering, of

course, this is a seven-year programme. Framework
6 had a budget of ƒ19 billion. Of course, that wasQ2 Chairman: At the end we have thrown in a rather
only over four years, so that gave about ƒ5 billiondiVerent question. This could be rather interesting to
per annum, so we have gone from ƒ5 billion perlearn from that particular experience, and if we may,
annum to ƒ7 billion per annum, which actually is, Iwe will deal with it at the end. Before we go into
think, a very encouraging increase.questions, is there anything you would like to say by

way of introduction?
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: No. I think probably we Q4 Chairman: What else comes under the
can go straight into the questions. competitiveness budget? I am assuming, Lord

Sainsbury, the figures you have just very helpfully
given us are specifically in relation to the FrameworkQ3 Chairman: I will start the ball rolling. We well
Programme 7 rather than the broad heading.understand that the detail of the budget is not yet
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Just to give you a feel forresolved and there is still room for change, but we
the figures, it is of course heading 1(a) which this allunderstand the headline figure for the broader
comes under. The Commission’s original proposalheading is ƒ72 billion, which is below the ƒ78 billion
was that heading 1(a) would be ƒ132 billion, ofthat the Commission is proposing for the Framework
which Framework 7 could have been allocated aboutProgramme for research alone. Are you able to give
ƒ68 billion. In terms of where that would come outus any indication of what your expectations are
in the total figures, let me go back on that. Theabout the Seventh Framework Programme?
December European Council set a total ceiling forLord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. I think first of all it
heading 1(a), that is Competitiveness for Growth andshould be understood that of course, the ƒ72 billion,
Employment, at ƒ72 billion. That entails aor rather, the proposed ƒ78 billion, was on the basis
significant increase on the 2007–13 Financialof a budget which was 1.25 per cent of GNI (Gross
Perspective. There was of course no comparable 1(a)National Income), which was of course always totally
heading in the previous period. The Treasuryunrealistic in terms of the negotiations on the budget.
provided a composite figure for these activities inWe ended up with a deal which was 1.045 per cent of
2006, which we can compare with the new proposal.GNI. It was impossible that we would ever agree a
The 2006 figure is, approximately ƒ9 billion perbudget as high as 1.25 per cent of GNI, and it would
annum, or seven per cent of total commitments. Thecertainly not have been Government policy that we
average figure for 2007–13 is approximatelyshould do so. The way that one has to look at it, if you
ƒ10 billion per annum or 8 per cent of totaltake the Framework Programme, is that if you take

what is being proposed, which came out of the commitments. So it is an increase but not nearly as
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even to the ƒ48 billion I think you mentioned, for thebig an increase as we have seen on the likely figure for
the research side. When it comes to what heading 1(a) period of the next Financial Perspective be justified?
includes, it includes the trans-European networks, Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I have seen no report from
which is energy, transport and communications; the the CBI or survey of their members which actually
Galileo programme; Marco Polo II, which is the would necessarily justify that statement. We did a
environmental performance of the freight system; report before determining the UK position, done by
nuclear decommissioning; lifelong learning; a Technopolis for us, which looked at this and actually
programme for employment and social solidarity; the surveyed British industry and, right across the board
competitiveness and innovation programme (the as a whole, they believed that it did give added value
CIP) and customs 2012 Fiscalis programmes. So all and was to be supported. My own view is that it
that is included under 1(a). would be more interesting to look at actual

performance than general statements. And what you
see is that we still have a very large participation. TheQ5 Chairman: That is increasing from an average of
concern that we have is that participation by industryƒ9 billion to ƒ10 billion, which is a pretty modest
has fallen away. That is true across the whole ofincrease.
Europe, but it is particularly true in the UK. On theLord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. I think it follows from
other hand, our university, academic participationthis that if you look at the figures we are getting for
has increased. I think that the decline of industrythe increase in Framework 7, this is substantially
participation is quite a worrying trend, and that isbigger than the total increase in percentage terms,
why we have been very keen to make certain that theand that means there will be pressure on the other
part of the Framework Programme, which is reallyprogrammes, which, personally, I think is probably
applied research, is very much driven by industry,right.
and to also get simplification. I think it is to the creditChairman: I do not think for the moment we will
of the Commission as a whole that they havepursue that today, but obviously we may in other
responded on that, both in terms of the simplificationcorrespondence.
and also with schemes like the European technology
programme platforms and also the JTIs (JointQ6 Lord Roper: I wonder, Minister, if you could say
Technology Initiatives), which I think are very goodsomething about when we are likely to have a clearer
ways of making certain that industry is morepicture about all of this.
involved in driving those applied researchLord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. On 27 November we
programmes.got the Partial General Approach. Now, of course,
Lord Fyfe of Fairfield: That is a very interestingobviously, it is going to the Parliament. The
response to the point of the CBI’s communication toParliament did not discuss this till the Financial
us. My Lord Chairman, in view of the Minister’sPerspective in general terms was agreed. The
response, should we not be contacting the CBI againEuropean Parliament’s committee, the ITRE
and saying, “Shouldn’t you be re-thinking your(Industry, Research and Energy) Committee, has met
response to this Committee’s original query?”and has looked at the Jerzy Buzek draft on this. I

think that did not come up with any general points,
other than they are likely to want to see the ERC Q9 Chairman: We will be coming later, I think, to
(European Research Council) as an Article 171 the balance between basic research and R&D which I
agency. I suppose the next important thing is the think lies at the nub of the Minister’s comments now.
Austrian Presidency, which aims to complete the Perhaps we could delve further into this issue when
negotiations on the Financial Perspective by mid- we have considered today’s evidence at a later
April, and then the ITRE Committee will hope to meeting.
vote on Framework 7 in May. Of course, the oYcial Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I hope what my answer
Communication is not received from the European made clear was that, as a whole, industry believes
Parliament until the Financial Perspectives are Framework Programmes add value to the academic
concluded and the budget is agreed. That gives, I world, but I think if the CBI is reflecting the fact that
hope, some kind of timetable. people feel that it has become too complex and

bureaucratic, and therefore changes have to be made,
Q7 Lord Roper: So some time in the middle of the that is a perfectly fair point to be made. What I think
year? is interesting now is that with, for example, the new
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. JTIs (Joint Technology Initiatives) we are seeing a

very positive response from industry, with industry
coming forward, particularly, for instance, in theQ8 Lord Fyfe of Fairfield: The CBI indicated to this

Committee in written evidence that no competitive pharmaceutical area, saying, “We really want to
make certain that we get the innovative medicinesgain for UK businesses has been attributed to the EU

research programmes. How can an increase for FP7, programme through as one of the JTIs.” So we are



3342733001 Page Type [O] 06-06-06 15:50:41 Pag Table: LOENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG3

3seventh framework programme for research: evidence

13 February 2006 Lord Sainsbury of Turville and Dr Ashley Ibbett

This started with schemes like University Challenge,seeing real, positive enthusiasm from industry for
some of these new instruments. which was about seed core funding for universities.

We then had Science Enterprise Centres. Then weChairman: Lord Walpole will be taking that up
later on. had the HEIF scheme, the Higher Education

Innovation Fund. Then, in order to simplify it for
industry, we in fact brought these all together into theQ10 Lord St John of Bletso: Minister, what do you
one scheme called HEIF. That, I think, has had abelieve is the real possibility that Member States will
huge impact on knowledge transfer, so if you look atreach the agreed target of spending of at least three
any measure of performance from the universities,per cent of their GDP on research and development
you will see that it has dramatically changed. Thatby 2010? In the same context, what is the percentage
applies to licensing, to patents, to spin-oV companiesof GDP that China, India, the United States and
and contract research. So there has been a hugeJapan are currently spending on research and
change there in the culture of our universities and indevelopment?
terms of the knowledge transfer they are doing. If youLord Sainsbury of Turville: I think the chances of
look at it in average terms and compare it againstgetting to the three per cent as a European position
American universities, we would be doing quite asare quite low. I think even within the Commission it
much as they are on an average basis. Obviously, ifis talking about 2.6 per cent rather than 3 per cent. I
you take a top place like MIT (Massachusettsstill think it was right to try and set a target because
Institute of Technology) it is diVerent but MIT is notI think it was necessary to raise people’s vision on
typical of American universities. We have also ofwhat we were trying to do in this field. It is probably
course done quite a bit in terms of the researchbecoming clear that it is rather more diYcult to move
councils. They now do much more knowledgethese figures substantially because if you judge by the
transfer, and you have of course the very successfulUK position, this is not just about industry having a
MRC (Medical Research Council) technology fund,low level which you can increase. The figures are very
which has done very well. We have a fund for themuch influenced by the structure of the industry in a
public sector in terms of knowledge transfer. That Iparticular country. So if you are going to move that
think also has been quite successful, and of course thefigure, you probably have to move the structure of
RDAs (Regional Development Agencies) are doingyour industry, which obviously is a very substantial
quite a lot of work in this particular field. So I thinkissue. Perhaps if I can just elaborate on that; if you
across Government we have seen quite a substantialtake the UK figures, we have a figure of about
amount of change and that is leaving aside, of course,1.9 per cent, which is about average for Europe. Why
the Technology Strategy Board and the work that itis it not higher? For two reasons: one is that we are of
does, a lot of which has to do with knowledgecourse successful in a number of industries which
transfer.have very low level of R&D because they are that

kind of industry. For example, financial services has
practically no R&D, but is highly successful in world

Q12 Lord St John of Bletso: The second part of theterms. We are strong in the creative industries, which
question was in terms of GDP. What percentage ofagain has low R&D, and we are rather strong in oil
GDP are China, India, United States and Japanand gas, which does quite a bit of R&D but, as a
currently spending on research and development?percentage of its total sales, is still very low. That is
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: These figures are GERDone factor which aVects this. Also, of course, in the
(Gross domestic Expenditure on R&D) as aUK we have a series of industries in which we are still
proportion of GDP, which is the total figure of R&Dquite strong but are very much foreign-owned: this
for the whole country, both private sector and publicmeans, of course, that the R&D is done abroad, so
sector, and so on. The most recent figures are asthe R&D is done but not in this country. In the areas
follows: for China it is 1.44 (2004); for India it waswhere we are successful and competitive, by and large
0.85 in 2000; for the USA it is 2.59 (2003); for Japanthe percentage on R&D is not diVerent from other
it is 3.15; for the EU it is 1.90 also from 2003; and forcountries. So if you are going to change this, you have
the UK it is 1.93 (2004). Personally, I think it is moreto change to some extent the structure of the whole
interesting, as a whole, to look at these over periodsindustry.
of time. I think our performance is slightly better
than it was a few years ago but it is not nearly high

Q11 Lord St John of Bletso: Before you go on to enough and I would like to see it on a more rising
answer what percentage on R&D is spent in China trend.
and India, what is being done to promote knowledge
transfer?

Q13 Chairman: So the Commission has revised theLord Sainsbury of Turville: That would probably take
EU figure target from 3 per cent to 2.6 per cent. Whatup to six o’clock! We have done a huge programme

on knowledge transfer over the last five or six years. is the UK’s target? Has that been adjusted?
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investment. That is what makes the diVerence. But weLord Sainsbury of Turville: No. I think it is too early
to adjust it. We have never had a figure of 3 per cent. can give you the figures for the increase. In the case

of Japan, it has been rising. In 1994, which is the firstIn the 10-year investment framework our figure was
2.5 per cent for 2014, and I do not think there is any figure I have, it was 2.77; in 1999, 2.96; in 2003, 3.15.

So the Japanese are increasing it and, of course, verypoint in revising that at this point.
interestingly, putting a lot more money into their
university system. Japan has traditionally had mostQ14 Lord Roper: Minister, the point you made
of its research done by the very big companies inabout the level of R&D percentage being a function
corporate laboratories. They now believe that thisof the structure of industry is, I think, rather an
will not be the way forward in the future, so they areimportant one: but can one draw the conclusion that
putting extra resources into their universities,we ought to be shifting the industrial structure
because they see this as key to the future.towards those industries which do require higher
Lord Geddes: I wonder if I can come back to thatR&D, because they are probably the industries in
particular point when we get to a question aboutwhich it is possible to make faster productivity gains?
basic research?Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I personally would have

thought that financial services and the creative
industries are rather good industries to be in in the Q17 Chairman: Before we turn to the next broad

area of questioning, can I just ask on the knowledgefuture, so I would not want to start saying we should
try to shift our industrial structure away from those. transfer: in relation to Framework Programme 6, and

looking at Framework Programme 7, is there anyI am more concerned with making certain that in the
major areas of manufacturing there is a shift towards formal process of knowledge transfer attached to

those programmes?higher value-added businesses and, of course, quite a
lot of that will come out long-term from the kind of Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. I have to say that I

think this is one of the areas where we are makinghigh-tech spin-oV companies that we are seeing
coming out of the universities. Also I think we are very substantial steps forward because—this is rather

a basic point but one I shall repeat throughout thenow seeing quite a lot of additional R&D being done
by these high-tech, fast-growth businesses, and it is meeting—one of the problems with the framework

programme in the past is that it has merged togethermaking certain that those grow fast and become the
large companies of the future—which is what we need basic research and applied research, and the result of

that is that it has not done either of them very well.to be doing, I think.
One of the advantages of setting up a European
Research Council was that it made it very clear thatQ15 Lord Geddes: Minister, a supplementary on
that part of the programme dealt with basic researchthat: I was most interested in you saying you thought
and that the rest of it was actually applied research.it better if you looked at these percentage figures over
That is extremely important because I think tooa period of time to see how they are moving rather
much EU research in the past has been in thethan just taking a snapshot. I must say, personally, I
category of what the French call “applied researchconcur with that. You may not have those figures—
which cannot be applied”. If you have appliedand if you have not, perhaps you could write to us—
research, it is a contradiction in terms to say that youbut how have the respective figures for China, India,
have to have a knowledge transfer programme to tryUS and Japan been moving?
and transfer it to industry. If it is driven by industry,Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I can give you the figures
you do not need to transfer it to industry because itfor Japan, I do not have the other figures. China, I
answers the questions that industry wants. What Ithink, has been moving up quite quickly; India not so
think is so encouraging about the current situation isfast. I will have those figures sent to you.
that of course, with things like JTIs and European
technology platforms, what we are seeing is industryQ16 Lord Geddes: It would be extremely interesting
actually setting the agenda, and in that casefor the Committee to see how they have been moving.
knowledge transfer programmes are not reallyLord Sainsbury of Turville: It is quite clear that China
needed to take it forward.is putting a lot more money into research as an

absolute key priority, though I have to say it is my
Q18 Chairman: Perhaps we can come back to thisown view that this is not what is contributing to their
when we look at the proposed research body.fast economic growth at the moment. What is
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes, absolutely.contributing to the fast economic growth is the very

low wages. With wages 5 per cent of our wages, that
gives a very considerable advantage. The other thing Q19 Lord St John of Bletso: On 23 December last

year the Commission published revised rules foris that a lot of it is being done on the basis of foreign
technology. What is driving the Chinese economy is, participation in Framework Programme 7. In your

recent Explanatory Memorandum of 20 January,of course, the enormously high level of foreign direct
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Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I think these are theyou wrote that a number of UK organisations had
complained that applying for EU research funding is obvious starting points. As always with these things,

the most important thing is it is now implementedoverly complex and they are questioning their future
participation. I have two questions. What is the eVectively and that what the Research Commissioner

wants to achieve is achieved, rather than gettingGovernment doing in order to educate UK plc on
how they can apply for EU research funding? Does mired down again in the kind of bureaucratic systems

that can operate.the Government think that the Commission has gone
far enough to eliminate this barrier to participation in
FP7, as has been mentioned before by several

Q21 Chairman: Who specifically is responsible forcompanies, complaining that it is overly complex and
ensuring implementation on those lines?diYcult to get funding?
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: That would be theLord Sainsbury of Turville: I think the question of the
Research Commissioner, and he is, I think, anprogrammes being too complicated and diYcult to
extremely good Commissioner and is trulymanage has been a very real problem in Framework
committed to trying to achieve these goals.6, and to the credit of the Commission, I think they

have been aware of that and have taken action. They
have published an annex to the Framework 7 Q22 Lord Roper: Given that there is a variation in
proposals which set out what they were going to do wages and costs in diVerent Member States of the
on simplification and most of those were, I think, European Union, how does he make decisions
very sensible things to make the funding schemes between where he gives grants and makes money
more simple and flexible, but as a whole, trying to available? Presumably people can make a bid to do
keep the changes to the funding instruments for something at a lower cost in, say, the new Member
Framework 7 to a minimum, because every time you States than they could in the UK?
have a new scheme it tends to bring out a whole set of Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I think it is on the basis of
new problems. Provision of clear and accessible the quality of the projects, with that then being the
information materials; rationalisation of requests for primary criteria, and then, as I have explained, a
information from participants, so participants do not proportion of the costs being paid by the
have lots of diVerent people asking for lots of Commission. I do not think in those terms it is a
diVerent information; more use of two-stage question of “We have got a project, and you in
proposals, so people can put in a very simple first France compete against you in Slovakia.” These are
proposal, and then that is whittled down and more projects which came in, and “these ones seem to us
complicated proposals only go to those likely to get the best science projects involved”. At least, that is as
through; systematic use of electronic proposal I understand it.
submission; granting successful consortia greater Chairman: I am sure we are going to come back to
operational autonomy; streamlining the selection that later on, because I think there are voices outside
process so as to speed up the time to contract; and that are concerned that that might not always be the
simplification of cost reporting models. So they are case. It certainly has not always been the case.
doing a lot, I think, genuinely, to make things
simpler. Also, we are very pleased to see that there is

Q23 Lord Geddes: Minister, we come again to thisan increase in reimbursement rates, so that as
question of basic research vis-à-vis R&D. Firstly, tocurrently drafted, Community funding will cover a
what extent am I way oV beam by describing basicmaximum of 50 per cent of eligible costs for both
research as theory and R&D as practical? Given thatresearch and demonstration activities. That
there are these two objectives in the Seventhcompares with 35 per cent in Framework 6. Then for
Programme, can you give us any indication as to howSMEs, public bodies, secondary and higher
the ƒ48 billion, if that is the correct figure, is to beeducation institutions there will be top-up of a
divided between the two?maximum of 25 per cent giving an overall maximum
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. We have only at thisof 75 per cent. I think what is important here of
point a rough figure for this. When we looked at thiscourse is that with our new full economic costing
first, we tried to make an estimation of what per centsystem, our universities will be in a very good place
of the current budget roughly goes towards basictherefore to get better reimbursement terms from the
research as opposed to applied research, and weCommission and that again should help them, so I
thought the figure would be roughly 15–20 per cent,think a lot is taking place to deal with what had
and that appears to be what other people are thinkingbecome a quite serious problem.
of as the amount of money which would go to the
European Research Council, with perhaps 65 perQ20 Chairman: Does that leave any areas at all in the
cent going to the co-ordinated programmes. If youideal world that you would like to see still further
take 15 per cent, that probably gives you ƒ7 billionsimplification achieved? Are there any areas where

you feel the Commission might have gone further? over seven years, so about ƒ1 billion a year. That
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Q30 Lord Geddes: One other rather diVerentseems to me a good starting point for the European
Research Council. question, and forgive me if it is a little tangential.

Given the very considerable concern that is being
expressed on the relative paucity of scientificQ24 Lord Geddes: You have lost me slightly. I have
undergraduates and therefore graduates, and thisonly got to 80. What happens to the other 20?
problem is getting worse and worse, I suspect you canLord Sainsbury of Turville: This is shared between the
only talk from a UK point of view but are youother programmes, the mobility programmes and
concerned by that in this context?so on.
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: It is a very interesting
question because, first of all, I think you need to look

Q25 Lord Geddes: I see. The competitiveness figure at the figures. The figures are that, compared to 1997,
you have taken as 100. just to pick a date from the air, obviously, there are
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: No, this is the research 120,000 more young people studying for degrees in
programme. science and technology today than in 1997. Most

people when they see those figures say, “That is fine
because we know the number of graduates is goingQ26 Chairman: Would you like to talk us through
up, but of course the number as a percentage of thethe rest? Mobility will take up what, broadly
total is falling.” In fact, the truth is that it has gone upspeaking?
from 38 per cent of the total student body to about 40Lord Sainsbury of Turville: About 10 per cent for the
per cent. So in total numbers there is not a problem.other two headings, each.
Where there is a problem is more in particular subject
areas; because there are some subject areas, for

Q27 Chairman: What were the two headings? example, technology and engineering was about
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: They are Mobility and 87,000 and has gone down to about 80,000 but has
Capacities, that is, the infrastructure programmes. seemed to stabilise there. There are some queries

about particular areas of biological science and
chemistry and so on, and I think we have to find aQ28 Lord Geddes: Do you see any possibility or any
way of dealing with those particular subject areasjustification for a lead time being put on the results of
because some of those are very important from anany funding? In your opinion, should there be any
industrial point of view. But it is not correct to sayconstraint when someone is given X million euros
that the number of young people doing science andthat results are looked for within Y number of years?
technology is going down; in fact, it is going up veryLord Sainsbury of Turville: I am not certain what that
substantially but we need to make certain that theywould achieve as a whole. I think it would be more
go for the right subjects.realistic, if you are looking at the applied end of

things, but what would you achieve? The question is,
the money will probably be spent over that period. Q31 Chairman: What are the figures for graduates in
Whether it achieves its goals . . . It is in the nature of mathematics?
science that sometimes you do achieve it and come up Lord Sainsbury of Turville: It is very interesting that
with wonderful things, sometimes you do not. In the you should ask that. Actually, one of the areas which
applied situation, clearly, the question of whether has gone up quite rapidly is mathematics. It has gone
you solve the problem or not in what time frame is up by about 30 per cent since 1997, as I remember it,
much more critical. I am not quite certain what you but I will check that figure, which is totally counter-
would get out of it by saying you have got to achieve intuitive to everything one hears about the
results in five years, because at the end of the five educational system, but if you look at the HESA
years the money is spent and you cannot take it back. statistics, the Higher Education Statistical Agency,
So I am not quite certain what you achieve. you will see an increase in mathematics.

Q32 Chairman: So in your view, apart from the areasQ29 Lord Geddes: I think I was looking ahead to the
Eighth Framework Programme. you particularly mention, there is not a problem in

terms of the number of students coming out withLord Sainsbury of Turville: Clearly, what happens in
both the applied and the basic end is that, of course, mathematics degrees or joint mathematics and

physics, for example?people are judged by their results and whatever
people say about looking purely at the research Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I think physics and

chemistry have stayed about—I do not know theproject in front of you, the reputation of teams of
people is also taken into account almost implicitly. precise diVerence between the two—but the two

together have stayed about constant at 50,000. I doSo if you do not start producing results, you will not
get the next lot of grants. That is the way it works, I not want to say the whole situation is too rosy

because I think there are problem areas, but to saythink.
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Q36 Lord Swinfen: Can you give examples of thethat young people are turned oV science and are not
interested in science is not borne out by the facts. At total numbers doing chemistry over a number of

years?A level, I think there are again some problem areas,
particularly in areas like physics and chemistry. We Lord Sainsbury of Turville: We can provide you with
are doing quite a lot of work to see what actually is those figures. The basic figure I have in mind is that
happening there, but at the university level overall chemistry and physics together produce about
this is not a problem. 50,000, and that has remained fairly constant in

recent years. There is also a slight issue with
chemistry which has to do with chemistry nowQ33 Chairman: So reports from industry that we are
actually becoming part of other subjects,turning out graduates who are incapable of being
biochemistry and so on. Again, it is a bit too simpleused and who are not people who are qualified to go
to talk about people doing chemistry; you have tointo work does not square with your experience?
look at how it has in fact gone into otherLord Sainsbury of Turville: That, of course, is a
departments.slightly diVerent question. What I was talking about

was the numbers.

Q37 Baroness Eccles of Moulton: Lord Sainsbury, I
Q34 Chairman: In the vital area we are talking about would just like to pursue the type of subjects that
here, which is research and development, it is central. would now be included under the disciplines of
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: No, I think if you look science and technology. It is extremely encouraging
specifically at areas like number of PhDs, these are that there is an increase in graduates in mathematics,
going up very substantially as well. I think if there is but I wonder at possibly at what one might call the
a problem, it is in particular subject areas, not about softer end of those disciplines, whether there might be
the quality or the overall situation: and to answer subjects now included which might just slightly skew
another question you have not asked but usually the overall results. For instance, I do not know where
comes at this point, which is that this is all due to the photography would fall, or whether in fact the range
fact that we have lots of foreign students, that is also of subjects is roughly similar in hard-soft terms—I
not correct. The number of foreign students overall cannot think of any other way of expressing it—to
has remained fairly stable, but of course, there have where they were, let us say, 10 years ago.
been very big shifts between diVerent countries, so Lord Sainsbury of Turville: As far as I know,
that the number of Chinese students has gone up photography is not part of this. The big increases
substantially, but the number of Malaysian students have tended to come in biology and IT areas, and
has gone down. The increases are not due to huge mathematics. There certainly has been a very
numbers of foreign students coming in. substantial increase in subjects like psychology, and

also in sports sciences, but that is what you would
Q35 Lord Swinfen: I am particularly interested in expect, I think. If you expand universities to go from
chemistry, because not so long ago there were reports 12 per cent when I was part of the student cohort to
that universities were closing chemistry departments 45 per cent, clearly what you will find is that many
because of lack of demand, and also that they were more of the things which come in are more vocational
very expensive to run. What is the current position? type of courses. I think this would apply across the
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: We have seen a fall in the board. So sports sciences would come in, which is
number of chemistry departments. I think one must clearly more vocationally oriented. You would not
be a bit careful about going from that to saying there expect it all to come in people doing physics and
is a huge crisis in chemistry. I think one would like to chemistry, going into major research careers. That is
see more people doing chemistry. What we are what you would expect. Nevertheless, I think one
actually seeing is a concentration of chemistry would like, as I said, to see in one or two of these
students into fewer universities, and that is probably areas, what one would describe as the harder end,
not a totally bad thing. We should not have every rather more increased numbers than those.
university running chemistry courses, so I do not
think that is too much of a problem. As I say, I think

Q38 Baroness Eccles of Moulton: I think that is veryone would still like to see more people doing
interesting information when we are applying thechemistry. One would like to see that figure, instead
increase in numbers coming out of those disciplinesof being stable, going up but I think people have
to what we are talking about here because,over-reacted to the closure of chemistry departments
presumably, when we are talking about basicto say that chemistry is in crisis. The other thing that
research, we are not talking about sport.is a problem, I think, is the way that we provide funds
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: No. I do not think thefor teaching in areas like chemistry, which I do not
European Research Council will be about sportsthink properly reflect the cost of doing this, and I

think this is one of the issues we have to get right. sciences.
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Q42 Lord Walpole: I am surprised about hydrogenQ39 Chairman: Before I move on to Lord Walpole,
could I just check something you said to Lord fuel cells, I thought the Bacon battery came in a very

long time ago when I was at university.Geddes? Did I understand you to say that around
15–20 per cent of Framework 6 budget was devoted Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Fuel cells are a very

important subject. Interestingly, in this country weto basic research, 65 per cent applied, and broadly
those figures will apply to Framework 7? are second only to Germany in Europe in terms of the

development of fuel cells, so we have quite a strongLord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. This was only our
position in this. Clearly, this is enormously importantestimation, because it was not very clearly stated, this
for the future. I think it is indeed a very good subject.is basic research and this is applied research, but I

think that is our best estimate and I think the general
view is to try and continue that in Framework 7. Q43 Lord Walpole: Are these basically public-

private partnership teams?
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes.Q40 Chairman: So it is not that there is a change in

emphasis towards applied from basic; it is that both
are going to be increased. Is that the picture? Q44 Chairman: When the UK Research Councils
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. submitted views on this, they said that on technology

platforms there is currently little information
available on how these new initiatives will operate,Q41 Lord Walpole: Minister, could you tell me more
and how the sectors are operating with each other,about JTI and how it will contribute to innovation
and they would welcome a discussion with the UK

and competitiveness? industrial and academic community to determine
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. I am very happy to whether there is a demand for technology platforms
give you the views on it. We are not at the point where at all; which implied that the university research
the Commission has yet produced formal proposals, communities almost feel they were not as enthusiastic
so the fine detailed budgetary information we have as you obviously are about technology platforms and
not got but as far as we can take it, I can tell you joint initiatives. That is not a question, it is a belief
where we have got to, I think. The idea of this is to which I share fully, but one senses that there are some
put industry very much more in the driving seat of the reservations on the part of the research community.
research projects. Most of them—all of them Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes. This is all in the
probably—come out of European technology context that it is only very gradually that information
platforms. The point of European technology has come out about exactly what a JTI does.
platforms was for industry to say, “This is what we Obviously the research councils tend, as a whole, to
think the research programmes should be in a be more interested in the more basic end of research
particular area which will drive competitiveness.” because that is what their remit is. I think much more
The idea of a JTI is that you go one stage further and important is what is the enthusiasm from industry.
you put together a private/public partnership to As I said, I think in these areas industry is very
cover that particular area, to then take the research enthusiastic.
forward. They tend to be in areas where there are very
substantial sums of money required to take forward

Q45 Lord St John of Bletso: Can I press you on whatthe programme of research. At the current moment,
the percentage would be in terms of the public/privatewe have had about 25 technology platforms, and
partnership. You would have obviously 50 per cent,there are currently, I think, six proposals for JTIs.
or I see here that it would be partly grant fundingThey are an innovative medicines initiative, the air
from the Framework Programme and loan financetransport system, hydrogen and fuel cells, GMES
from the European Investment Bank.(Global Monitoring for Environment and Security),
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: That was a point. We doembedded systems and nano-electronics. We are
not know enough yet about exactly how those willparticularly keen on three of those. Those were, first,
work financially. The assumption has been that it willthe innovative medicines initiative, on which we have
be half funded from industry and half from the publicstrong views from the pharmaceutical industry about
funds. That is the general view, but we do not havethe value of this. This would enable Europe to go
anything more than that at this point.ahead with the Americans in key areas of
Lord St John of Bletso: It would be interesting topharmaceutical design. The second would be the air
know a bit more about how the logistics would work.transport system and the aerospace industry, which

again involves huge amounts of research, which has
to be eVectively done on an industry basis. Hydrogen Q46 Chairman: What is the time-scale in the process
fuel cells would be the third one, and in each of those now for firming up on this because if the programme
cases there is a strong desire for industry to have them is to get going, as it were, on course, clearly it should

be sorted out fairly quickly?in those areas.
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we made certain that there was built into the PartialLord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes is the answer.
General Approach some very clear criteria as to
where you will have a JTI. Where there was anQ47 Chairman: You would agree with my
inability of existing instruments to achieve theconclusion, but I hope you have advice on the process
objectives. Those criteria were: the scale of the impactof getting there.
on industrial competitiveness growth; the addedLord Sainsbury of Turville: Both on the European
value of the European level on intervention; theResearch Council and on JTIs, people now basically
degree and clarity of definition of the objectives andcan move forward fairly clearly on this. That was why
deliverables to be pursued; the strength of a financialwe were so keen to get a Partial General Approach
and resource commitment from industry; theduring our Presidency because once you have done
importance of contribution to broader policythat, then it is a signal for people to get on and start
objectives and the capacity to attract additionaldeveloping these things.
national support or leverage on current and future
industry funding. There are some very clearQ48 Lord Roper: There will be participation
objectives laid down for them. Also the fact thatobviously from a number of Member States, but in a
industry will be very much be in the driving seat ofJTI, how many diVerent Member States, as distinct
this will tend to mean, I hope, that they are veryfrom the European Institution, would you expect to
focused on clear industrial objectives.take part?

Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Again, that will depend on
Q53 Chairman: The penultimate criterion that youhow they work. I think in this particular case there
mentioned, can you say that again?is a fair amount of flexibility rightly built into
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: The capacity to attractthem because what might apply well for the
additional national support or leverage on currentpharmaceutical industry may not be the right thing
and future industry funding.for the aerospace industry. I do not think there is, as

yet, any fixed form in that sense.
Q54 Chairman: I thought there was one about other
broad objectives?Q49 Lord Roper: How will we know, as a
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: The importance ofCommittee, the way in which they are developing?
contribution to broader policy objectives.Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I think by calling back the

Minister at some point to question him about what
has happened is probably your best bet. Q55 Chairman: Yes. That is, if I may say, a catch-all

and is perfectly capable of being interpreted to mean
that every Member State’s business and industry hasQ50 Chairman: You are the first Minister who has
got a share in this.volunteered before he has even finished an evidence
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: No, I do not think it issession to come back and give evidence again. I
about that. It is, for example, if you were supportingcongratulate you.
the pharmaceutical industry with the supply ofLord Sainsbury of Turville: Obviously there will be
pharmaceutical drugs, you might feel you have adefinite proposals and one can then monitor what is
contribution to make to broader policy objectives.happening against those proposals.
The same might be true of fuel cells or research on
energy.Q51 Lord Roper: Those will be proposals which will

be in the form of legislation and, therefore, will have
Q56 Lord Swinfen: Just to reinforce that, you canto come before this Committee?
confirm that research will not go to a particularLord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes.
country just because it is Buggin’s turn?
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: No. These are groups ofQ52 Chairman: Sticking strictly to the Joint
companies who will be putting in money alongsideTechnology Initiatives: what is there to prevent there
the European—being a degree of solidarity in building around the 25

Member States that everybody has got to have a
share in this? That really is a concern. Without being Q57 Lord Swinfen: Politicians will want money to go

to research in their own country.at all critical of the motives, it will be a big budget and
there will be a lot of Member States who will all want Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I think the money will be

essentially going to projects and the participation ina share of it. We will come later, if I may, to the
research council issue, but can we leave that aside for those projects will only come from companies. Those

companies will only put their money in if they can seea moment and stick strictly to this?
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: We were very concerned a real advantage coming out of it. This is not going to

be so much money has to go to Italy; the question is,that there should be very clear criteria for Joint
Technology Initiatives, so as part of our Presidency will there be Italian companies who will come
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Professor Kafatos who is, in fact, a professor atforward and want to participate and put their own
money into partly doing this? Imperial College London. He is Greek, but he is at

Imperial College London. I think you can be certain
that with people like Bob May there its independenceQ58 Lord Swinfen: I can see that, but I have a feeling
will be ensured. None of these people will roll over ifthat the Italian politicians may want to put their
the Commission tries to start taking decisions whichspoon in the pot and give it a stir as well.
aVect the independence of that. They would not goLord Sainsbury of Turville: That may well be true, but
quietly.that might be said about all sorts of programmes. The

question is will the processes make this an issue or
not? I think in this particular case there is real money Q61 Baroness Eccles of Moulton: They would not be
from companies having to be put in. They will put happy to be in any way influenced by other political
that in only if they see some real advantage coming interests?
out of it. Lord Sainsbury of Turville: No. As a whole, the

scientific community is very robust in its defence that
scientific decisions should be made by scientistsQ59 Chairman: Again, what will be the oversight in
independently. With this quality scientific committeethe reporting system on this? Will there be an annual
I would not have any worries about that at all. If youreport by the Research Commission on what is
look at the setting up of the European Researchhappening in these particular projects and what has
Council—if at the start of this process you had saidbeen established?
we will have this set up as an independent agency—itLord Sainsbury of Turville: I imagine that as usual
would be clearly stated that the funds would be givenwith these projects there are annual reports and
out on the basis of excellence and peer-review, butmonitoring systems in place.
there would be no requirement for multi-national
teams, that a single team from a single country couldQ60 Baroness Eccles of Moulton: The question here
compete for this. I think one would have said thatis the independence from the Commission of the
would be the very best we could hope for and is quiteEuropean Research Council. If I can read three very
unlikely. We have achieved all that and I think that isshort quotes from the papers we have got, which I
hugely encouraging. It means that this really is a stepthink does raise a question about this. The first one is
forward in terms of making certain that basicfrom the Explanatory Memorandum which says:
research in the European Community is done on a“The governing council would consist of
proper basis as we would like to see it done with onerepresentatives from the European scientific
of our research councils or as is done by the Nationalcommunity acting independently of political and
Science Foundation in America.other interests”. The next one is from the Research

Council UK, which is talking about the ERC: “Its
executive staV, led by a Commission-appointed Q62 Baroness Eccles of Moulton: I suppose we can

be considerably reassured by the quality of peopledirector, are advised by an independent advisory and
peer-review apparatus, with oversight provided by a who have agreed to be part of the body.

Lord Sainsbury of Turville: These people would notcouncil of senior scientists and others appointed by
the Commission”. My last quote is from the CBI start saying, “We should do more for my country”,

that is not how they work. As you probably know,document which says: “EVorts have been made to
ensure the independence of the ERC from the there was a big debate running through this as to

whether it should be set up as an executive agencyCommission, however, we will be unable to assess the
robustness of these measures until the council is under the Commission under Regulation 58/2003 or

whether it should be set up under Article 171 of theoperational”. It seems a little bit late. I wondered
whether you can comment? Treaty. Eventually it was agreed that it would be set

up as an executive agency, but that this would beLord Sainsbury of Turville: I think in this case—I do
not know when the CBI report came to you—for looked at before 2010 and if it was felt right to make it

an Article 171 body. I personally think that was falsesome time now we have known the members of the
Scientific Council, in fact, it was last summer that it debate because the assumption was that if it was an

executive agency, it would be more open to influencewas chosen. It was chosen by an eVective group which
was chaired by Lord Patten. I think it did an by the Commission or more open to influence than if

it was an Article 171. In fact, the reality is that anextremely good job. They are a very distinguished
group of scientists from across Europe. The UK executive agency could be more influenced by the

Commission agency, but an Article 171 agency wouldrepresentatives are Bob May, who is the President of
the Royal Society, and Professor Wendy Hall of be much more open to influence by Member States

and the Parliament who pay a bigger part in it.Southampton University, who are both extremely
good. There are other people like Professor Michal Personally, I would rather see the danger come from

the Commission than I would from Member StatesKleiber from Poland. The Chairman of the ERC is
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is quite a flexible way of doing it. This is one of theand Parliament. I think an executive agency would
work perfectly well. Of course, there is no such thing disadvantages of it, if you want to set up something

quickly, you get into the whole negotiating situationas a completely independent agency, every agency or
research council has to be accountable to someone which happens with these bodies, so this can take

years to do and it does not necessarily get set up in thefor the proper use of the funds, but the question is, is
the scientific judgment done independently? That is right way. The wording of Article 171, if you think

this is helpful: “The Community may set up jointthe key issue, and I think there are enough safeguards
built into that to make that all right. undertakings or any other structure necessary for

the eYcient execution of Community research,Chairman: It would be very helpful to our record if
you can send us a note on the membership and the technological development and demonstration

programmes”. It is quite wide.kinds of instruments there. That would be very
helpful indeed.

Q67 Chairman: And the UK Parliament?
Q63 Lord Fearn: In answer to an earlier question Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I think it is clear that
you gave a very comprehensive list of what particular Member States have typically played a much bigger
types of research will be supported, or are being role and, frankly, I am more worried about Member
supported; can I ask what specific measures you will States trying to influence decisions to say, “Money
be taking to ensure that the money is disbursed on the should go to us”. The worst thing we could get into is
basis of excellence and methods? juste retour and frankly I think juste retour is in a
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: From the European bigger danger in Article 171 than it would be under
Research Councils? an executive agency of the Commission.

Q64 Lord Fearn: Yes. Q68 Chairman: We wish the research body well.
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: It will be on the basis of a Before we leave this area, you will not be surprised if
peer-review system. In that way, it will replicate what we want to raise with you the proposals for a
we do with our research councils. This means European Institute of Technology which is talked
every project goes before a panel of scientists about in today’s Financial Times. A number of people
knowledgeable in that area who will judge the quality see that as simply an irrelevance. What is the
of that project. I think that is the point where any Government’s view on that proposal? It is rather
interference with those decisions would be what puzzling to have a virtual university simply draining
would cause the Scientific Council to take action. It resources away from the concentration when you
will be done on excellence as measured by peer- have got the European Research Council? What is
review panels. going on? Is this a diVerent Commission from

Parliament?
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I think the EuropeanQ65 Lord Fearn: That is in every country?
Research Council is quite a diVerent issue, it isLord Sainsbury of Turville: No, there would be a peer
extremely important and will be extremely importantreview panel on each subject area on a European
to take forward. I think the idea of a Europeanbasis, and they would judge projects against the
Institute of Technology is quite unhelpful, frankly.criterion of excellence. It would work exactly as our
We remain very sceptical about it. It is based on aresearch councils work or, indeed, how the National
very simplistic idea that somehow if you had a bodyScience Foundation works in America. To me that is
which was a European equivalent of MIT, thatthe best way, and understood increasingly to be the
somehow would put everything right. I find this abest way to make the allocation of funds for basic
little naive and, quite frankly, we do have someresearch.
perfectly good institutes across Europe. A much
more sensible idea would be to build on those worldQ66 Chairman: For the record today, it would be
class universities rather than trying to start anotherhelpful if you can explain to us the significance of an
one. We have not got enough world class universitiesArticle 171 body, particularly bearing in mind that I
in Europe, the thing to do is to have more of them.think you said the European Parliament were
Hopefully one of the things the European Researchpressing for this Research Council to be an Article
Council will do is provide funds, but those funds will171 body?
only go to excellent institutions and that shouldLord Sainsbury of Turville: If it is an executive agency,
strengthen those institutions.the line of responsibility is to the Commission itself

and it has to be in Brussels, I think that is one of the
other requirements. An Article 171 agency can take Q69 Chairman: The report that the EU Education

Commissioner is expected to make changes to thequite a number of diVerent forms, but basically the
Member States and the Parliament have rather more draft proposal for a European Institute of

Technology this week and aim for a final decision byinfluence on the kind of supervisory control of it. It
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Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes, I think definitely.the 25 Member Commission on 22 February is
premature, you think?
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: There is not yet any Q74 Chairman: I apologise if I missed this when you
proposal from the Commission on this. From what I were answering Lord Swinfen, but are there any
have heard, I am very doubtful that there is particular changes in the way in which you would
enormous enthusiasm across Europe for this. As yet, expect this to work from the previous systems?
there is no proposal from the Commission for that, Lord Sainsbury of Turville: There is a plan that they
which suggests to me there will not be a decision in should try and have more of these which would link
February. in to industry and not be purely academic ones.

Generally, I think a major change is this idea of
topping up national schemes rather than havingQ70 Chairman: You have been most helpful,
international schemes.Minister, coming before us and oVering to come

again. I know you will not have had the time to look
Q75 Chairman: Getting academics to work jointlyat the Financial Times on this particular detail, but
with industry in that sense has often proved diYcult,right at the end of this story, it has been championed
notwithstanding the splendid eVorts of this countryby some members of the European Parliament
to set up schemes. I have forgotten what they arebecause the proposed European Institute of
called now. When I was the dean of a business school,Technology could be based in Strasburg so
I recall it was not as easy as some of us would haveparliamentarians could switch permanently from
liked for it to have worked. Are there any ways orBrussels and occupy the Strasbourg building. It just
proposals that make it more likely that we can getshows that politics, research and technology
academics working with industry and industry bydevelopment sometimes get mixed up, Minister.
similarly seconding people into universities to buildLord Sainsbury of Turville: That would appear to be
up joint programmes?the case, yes.
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Again, this is an area
which has possibly changed. There is a whole series of

Q71 Lord Swinfen: Minister, on to the national programmes which we now have and their growth is
mobility programmes: do you have any remaining not restricted by the desire of academics to do things.
concerns about the Commission’s desire to extend What was the Teaching Companies Scheme, which
national mobility programmes? In particular, has the has been going for 25 years, is hugely successful. We
Commission proposed more funds for the successful now call it the Knowledge Transfer Partnerships, but
Marie Curie Fellowship? it is basically the same scheme. It is young researchers
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I think we are still going into industry to solve problems with the
concerned about this question of moving from backing of academics. I think we have 17 or 18
general Marie Curie programmes to what eVectively Knowledge Transfer Networks which were the old
is topping up national programmes. We do not think Faraday Partnerships. Again, these are key areas of
this has been thought through very well and we are industry, academics working with industry in key
still pressing the Commission on that issue. As far as areas, like medical devices and so on, and the whole
the total funds are concerned, I do not think we can Technology Strategy Programme. Today there is a
say yet exactly what the figure will be because that great deal of work going on between universities and
obviously comes out of the current financial industry.
discussions. I think one will probably see more
money going into mobility programmes because they Q76 Lord Fearn: I understand that the November
are generally extremely popular and I think rather Council agreed a budget of ƒ4 billion for a CIP
eVective. programme aimed specifically at boosting the

innovation capacity of SMEs (Small and Medium
sized Enterprises). Can you tell us more about theQ72 Lord Swinfen: You put forward the
CIPs and how they would contribute to EuropeanGovernment’s views to the Commission with a
competitiveness? Is ƒ4 billion enough over theproposal that they might to take up?
seven years?Lord Sainsbury of Turville: You can be certain we
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: It has a number ofhave done that.
objectives. The main ones are: increased support for
equity and risk capital financing, micro-credit

Q73 Chairman: The mobility programmes are very financing, support business angels, actions to
important, are they not? I think you emphasise encourage SMEs to take up R&D opportunities in
yourself that your understanding of the broad Framework 7 and providing funding for market
intention would be that this would grow replication projects to help business test new

innovative technologies for their EU marketproportionately along with the other programmes?
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a Council of 25 rather than 15 and the problem ofreadiness. This is a series of programmes which have
been put together. I think there is a question of trying negotiating with a Council of that size, together with
to make certain there is real synergy between these, the problems which you may have found for the first
but there are areas which are extremely important, time in presiding over a Council of 25?
possibly not as important as the basic research Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I have been involved in
programmes, but they are valuable programmes. I two Framework Programmes in a major way, the
would not be arguing for an enormous increase in Sixth and the Seventh, in fact I did a bit of
these funds, but I think they would probably do a negotiation on the last moments of the Fifth. I think
reasonably good job within that kind of level. it is quite interesting comparing the two of them. In

fact, I think there were more diYcult issues on the
Q77 Lord Fearn: ƒ4 billion will be enough? Seventh than on the Sixth. After all, the European
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: The question is always Research Council was a very major change. I have
where would you put your money. I would not be to say, if you stand back and look at it and say,
arguing to take money out of the research budgets or “Was it more diYcult”, I think the answer is, “No,
other budgets and put it in that particular not really”. I suspect because the reality is
programme. essentially that negotiation takes place between

groups of countries and that is not more
complicated than a simpler system. What I thinkQ78 Chairman: Before we move finally to Lord
probably you do have, as with all bodies where youRoper’s question, can I come back to the question of

the European Institute of Technology. I know this is get a very large number of people, is that the actual
a moving field, as it were, but I notice again that meetings themselves become less important and less
Mr Barroso is alleged to believe that this would act as productive. If you sit through 25 three minute
a polar attraction for the very best minds and ideas speeches on the subject, you can feel at moments
and so on, so it appears to be not without support. As that this is not progressing things very fast. What it
this is going through an Education Commissioner, is means is that ministers and oYcials have to do more
there some danger that the Research Commissioner work outside the actual meetings. If you want to get
and you are enthusiastic about the European things through, then the minister from the
Research Council, while the Education Minister, and Presidency country has to be prepared to do some
possibly us in this thing, are enthusiastic about sort of political work outside the actual meetings.
educational development and that really neither is It is like many meetings in diVerent circumstances;
talking to the other? I know HMG has seen this, but unless you go to the meeting with pretty much
is this something you have discussed with the agreement before you get to it, you will not get
Minister of Education and does she agree with you agreement in the meeting. If you take the other
on the governance? meeting I chaired, which was the final bit of the
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: As far as I am aware, there REACH Directive, the fact that we got any
is general agreement across Government that this is agreement at all is an enormous tribute to the
not a very good idea. We do have places like system because that was an amazingly diYcult thing
Cambridge University, which is by general repute to get a common viewpoint across all of Europe. We
one of the top 10 universities in the world and it has got it in the end, but it did take a lot of work. A
now an extraordinary record of knowledge transfer lot of that work had to take place on the outside.
in the whole Cambridge phenomenon. I cannot see In the end, over the whole period of two to three
what a European Institute of Technology would years of that our UK oYcials did a fantastic job in
bring to this which we do not already have. As I say,

getting people lined up and making very substantialif you want to have more world class universities in
changes to the original proposal from theEurope, the way to do that is to support the ones you
Commission which was a complete disaster. All ofhave got, not to try and set up a new one.
that was done at oYcial level and sorted out. I think
the answer to the question is, I do not think it makes

Q79 Chairman: I will not push you any further. One it more diYcult, but you probably certainly had
hopes the Secretary of State for Education shares more taking place outside the meetings. If we could
that view.

find a way that all the 25 countries did not have toLord Sainsbury of Turville: We will check that this is
talk about every single subject, that would certainlyso, but I have had no intimation that there is not a
make the meetings more interesting.common view across Government on this.

Chairman: You are diplomatic and helpful.

Q81 Lord Roper: Could you have a lottery with aQ80 Lord Roper: In coming towards the end of our
certain number of people who are able to speak onmeeting with you, can we move to a rather wider

question and that is the impact of now working in this topic?
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We will often have a similar viewpoint to theLord Sainsbury of Turville: The thing is one finds
one’s mind tending to think about a great deal Scandinavian countries and Holland. You might
during these meetings. The question you ask find that the southern European countries will often
yourself is as it involves ministers reading our their line up together on a particular issue and so on. The
three minute speeches, none of which are connected negotiations are not with all the 25 countries.
and respond to any of the other speeches, whether
one could have a situation where they were all

Q86 Lord Geddes: I think you have answered thecirculated beforehand and either there was some
point of my supplementary. The answer is yes insystem of sorting out whether the most important
that there is another grouping of the easternone spoke or some other mechanism. I think it
European countries.would make the meetings more interesting. As I say,
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: That would probably bethe substantive thing is that a lot more work has to
true, yes.be done by oYcials before we go to the meeting.

Q87 Chairman: I should say, on behalf of the
Q82 Lord Roper: And also by the minister who Committee, that I would like to oVer you our
occupies the Presidency. Presumably during these congratulations for the way in which you have
last six months when the United Kingdom had the handled and steered a number of matters through
Presidency, as a share of your working week, in the British Presidency and not least this particular
Europe took up a larger chunk than when you were area. It is a real credit to the Government and also
merely one of the 24? yourself as a Minister.
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Yes, and in the last bits Lord Sainsbury of Turville: Thank you very much.
of those discussions you have to get on the
telephone and have discussions with key ministers
to make certain that everyone is lined up and the Q88 Chairman: That was seriously meant on behalf
necessary compromises and arrangements are done. of the Committee to you. About the question of the
I think the mistake we have made occasionally in three minute speeches by all 25 Member States: of
the past is to think you go to the meeting and make course, that could be an increased problem if
the decisions at the meeting. Of course, a lot of it Council meetings were held in public. There is quite
was always done beforehand. a pressure— including you understand, certainly

from this House, this Chamber, our European
Committee, and, we understood, from the UK

Q83 Lord Geddes: Minister, you made, certainly to Government itself—to favour Council meetings in
me, an interesting comment early on to Lord Roper public. You certainly would not have a tendency for
that there had been an increase—the numbers politicians to make sure their three minute speeches
having gone up from 15 to 25—in groupings of were heard by their population, would you?
members. Did I hear you correctly on that? Lord Sainsbury of Turville: That obviously is always
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: No. the case if you have meetings open to the public:

they do take on a slightly diVerent character because
people obviously are thinking how does this appear

Q84 Lord Geddes: As an example, the to their constituents or the people in their country.
Scandinavians formed a group. You have to make a trade-oV between that and the
Lord Sainsbury of Turville: You tend to have a obvious advantages of transparency and people
situation where in most European negotiations there being able to see what is going on. You could
will be groups of countries who take a similar perfectly well have it on the television, but I cannot
viewpoint. see that an enormous number of people would be

sitting there watching this day in and day out.

Q85 Lord Geddes: Has that increased? That is my
Q89 Chairman: That will not aVect politicianspoint. Has the increase from 15 to 25 Member States
agreeing to speak for three minutes. Finally, youincreased this tendency for groupings or has it not
kindly said that you would come back if we wantedchanged?
you to. I suspect probably not on this issue, but, ofLord Sainsbury of Turville: No. I think you
course, the Services Directive is going through aobviously have a new grouping, which is the East
particularly interesting and important stage. YouEuropean countries. My point was really to say, you
will know, as we have discussed this before with youdo not negotiate with all 25 countries, essentially
in the Chamber, if I might say at this point, I thinkyou tend to have negotiations where particular

groups of countries will have a common viewpoint. it is very likely that we will want to revisit the issue
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Q90 Chairman: Who is handling that?when we see what comes out of the European
Parliament and, of course, out of the Commission. Lord Sainsbury of Turville: It would be Gerry
If we might extend an invitation at the time, we look SutcliVe and Alan Johnson who would be the

people. I will take the responsibility for theforward to it.
programme.Lord Sainsbury of Turville: I have to say, obviously

I am not the Minister who looks after the Services Chairman: On behalf of the Committee, again, can
I thank you for your robust and interesting evidence.Directive.

Supplementary Written Evidence from Department of Trade and Industry

8087/05 COM(2005) 119 ! Add 1&2 SEC (05) 430 and 431: Decision of the European Parliament and of the
Council concerning the Seventh Framework Programme of the European Community for research,
technological development and demonstration activities (2007–13) and a Council Decision concerning the
Seventh Framework Programme of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for nuclear research
and training activities (2007-2011).

At my appearance before Sub-Committee B on Monday 13 February I undertook to provide the Committee
wit the following information:

I. Trend data for GERD (Gross Expenditure in R!D) as a share of GDP for China, India, US and
Japan.

II. Figures for the number of science graduates in the UK.

III. The membership of the Scientific Council of the European Research Council. Please find this
information attached at annexes I, II and III.

We will endeavour to keep you up to date on developments relating to the documents above.

Lord Sainsbury of Turville,
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Science and Innovation,
Department of Trade and Industry

28 February 2006

Annex I

GERD AS A SHARE OF GDP FOR CHINA, INDIA, US AND JAPAN

GERD AS A PROPORTION OF GDP

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Japan 2.77a 2.90a 2.78b 2.84 2.95 2.96 2.99 3.07 3.12 3.15
US 2.42c 2.51e 2.55b,e 2.58c 2.62c 2.66c 2.74c 2.76c 2.65c 2.68c 2.68c

China 0.65d 0.60d 0.60d 0.60d 0.70d 0.83d 1.00b 1.07 1.22 1.31 1.44
India — — 0.55c 0.70e 0.74e 0.78e 0.85e — 0.80f — —

Source: OECD, except for India.

(a) Overestimated or based on overestimated data

(b) Break in series with previous year

(c) Excludes most or all capital expenditure

(d) Underestimated or based on underestimated data

(e) Data from UNESCO, therefore not directly comparable with the OECD estimates

(f) Data from UNDP, Human Development Report, therefore not directly comparable with either the
OECD estimates.

These estimates represent the total spend on R&D performed in the respective countries. GERD comprises
R&D undertaken within: business enterprises, Government, higher education establishments and private non-
profit making bodies.

OECD estimates may diVer from home country national statistics estimates due to minor adjustments made
to GDP baselines by the OECD to allow international comparison.
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Annex II

FIGURES FOR THE NUMBER OF SCIENCE GRADUATES IN THE UK

A. Number of Graduates with First Degrees in Science, Technology, Engineering & Medicine

1997–98 1998–99 1999–00 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 2003–04

Biological Sciences 65,941 66,553 67,620 68,835 71,085 94,805 111,095
Allied to Medicine 67,540 72,342 75,610 81,790 89,095 92,580 104,050
Computer Sciences 47,847 52,021 55,980 63,190 69,615 82,380 85,140
Engineering and Technology 87,092 84,797 80,190 80,650 80,935 80,010 80,500
Physical Sciences 50,729 50,224 49,120 47,235 44,860 48,555 50,040
Medicine and Dentistry 28,509 29,033 29,210 30,045 31,440 33,160 36,085
Mathematical Sciences 15,992 15,678 15,640 15,960 16,080 19,575 22,625
Agriculture 7,766 8,046 7,520 7,500 7,535 7,270 7,785
Veterinary Sciences 2,547 2,689 2,850 3,030 3,265 3,065 3,310
All with science element 373,963 381,383 383,740 398,235 413,910 461,400 500,630

37.8% 38.1% 38.4% 39.1% 39.5% 42.2% 41.3%
Total 989,389 1,001,983 1,000,400 1,017,885 1,048,830 1,092,780 1,210,780

NB: HESA statistics were re–classified in 2002–03. This resulted in Psychology, without significant element of
biological science, being moved from Social and economic to biological sciences. There were 6530 students
studying Psychology, without significant element of biological science, in 2001–02 resulting in some inflation
from 2002–03 onwards. Mathematical sciences also gained at least 600 students under “operational research”
who were formerly classified under Business, however this was not a significant number of the overall total.

Mathematical Sciences has always included Statistics.

These figures include Full and Part time undergraduates.

B. Domicile of Full time Undergraduate Students studying Physical Sciences

1997–98 1998–99 1999–00 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03

Total number of students 49,985 — 481,130 45,100 43,115 4,735)
studying Physical Sciences
EU 2,353 — 2,110 1,555 1,225 1,190
Other overseas 834 — 900 905 1,055 1,260
Total non UK 3,187 — 3,010 2,460 2,280 2,450
% Non UK students 6.4% — 6.2% 6.7% 7.0% 5.2%

Annex III:

THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE SCIENTIFIC COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN RESEARCH COUNCIL

The 22 founding members of the Scientific Council are:

Dr. Claudio BORDIGNON (IT)

Professor Manuel CASTELLS (ES)

Prof. Dr. Paul J. CRUTZEN (NL)

Prof. Mathias DEWATRIPONT (BE)

Dr. Daniel ESTEVE (FR)

Prof. Pavel EXNER (CZ)

Prof. Dr. Hans–Joachim FREUND (DE)

Prof. Wendy HALL (UK)

Prof. Dr. Carl–Henrik HELDIN (SE)

Prof. Dr. Fotis C. KAFATOS (GR)

Prof. Dr. Michal KLEIBER (PL)
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Prof. Norbert KROO (HU)

Prof. Maria Teresa V.T. LAGO (PT)

Dr. Oscar MARIN PARRA (ES)

Prof Robert MAY (UK)

Prof. Helga NOWOTNY (AT),

Prof. Christiane NÜSSLEIN–VOLHARD (DE)

Dr. Leena PELTONEN–PALOTIE (Fl)

Prof. Alain PEYRAUBE (FR)

Dr. Jens R. ROSTRUP–NIELSEN (DK)

Prof. Salvatore SETTIS (IT)
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Letter and memorandum by the Confederation of British Industry (CBI)

Please find attached detailed comments from the CBI on Framework Programme 7 in advance of the evidence
session with Lord Sainsbury on 13 February 2006.

I have also sketched out below the current budgetary situation to provide some context.

The EU budget agreed by European Heads of State on 17 December 2005 will result in an FP7 budget which
is significantly lower than that sought by the European Commission. FP7 will be one of five activity types to
be funded from an allocation of just ƒ72 billion. The Commission had requested a budget of ƒ73 billion for
FP7 alone.

Although the budget for FP7 has yet to be agreed, press reports have suggested that the final budget may fall
somewhere between ƒ40 billion and ƒ50 billion. The Heads of State themselves recommended that research
funding should be prioritised and gave an undertaking that by 2013 (the final year of FP7) funding would be
75 per cent higher than that available in 2006. This means that FP7 funding will reach ƒ8.9 billion a year by
the end of its lifetime. (Lord Sainsbury may well be in a position to comment on the likely FP7 budget.)

The Competitiveness Council (composed of European AVairs Ministers, Industry Ministers and Research
Ministers) had earlier come to an agreement on the structure and content of the Framework Programme, while
leaving open the possibility of adjusting parts of the proposal following a decision on the budget. This process
will now commence under the Austrian Presidency.

The budget cut is likely to result in the prioritisation of some instruments over others, rather than a scaling
back of each element within the programme. We have indicated which areas we believe should be prioritised
in the attached paper.

23 January 2006

General Analysis of the Commission’s Proposals

1. The seventh Framework Programme (FP7) is intended to make a major contribution to the realisation of
the re-launched Lisbon strategy, with its emphasis on jobs and growth.

2. FP7 is intended to have a greater emphasis than its predecessors on research that is relevant to the needs
of European industry. Collaborative research and Technology Platforms which may lead to Joint Technology
Initiatives are the instruments through which it is intended that this emphasis will be met.

3. The Programme’s designers have sought to ensure major simplification following severe criticism of
previous programmes, particularly the new instruments of FP6 which were criticised in the Marimon Report.

The CBI Perspective

4. The CBI wrote to Alan Johnson and Lord Sainsbury in advance of the November 2005 Competitiveness
Council urging them to ensure that FP7 is focused on improving business performance and enhancing
international competitiveness.

5. We expressed concerns about the success of previous programmes, citing the paucity of evidence relating
to impact and the well-documented problems with past programme design and delivery.

6. In particular we questioned whether the proposed increase in budget (from ƒ19 billion to ƒ73 billion) was
appropriate given these widely held concerns.
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7. Overall, the CBI is not convinced that FP7, as proposed, will have the desired impact and we have
recommended that European level interventions should be focused where they are most likely to add real
value:

— The creation of a European Research Council focusing on frontier research;

— European Technology Platforms to develop strategic research agenda which may be taken forward
into European funded Joint Technology Initiatives;

— Actions to support researcher development and mobility through the Marie Curie programme.

Evidence of Economic Impact

8. It is widely acknowledged that there has been only moderate success in developing commercial products,
services and processes through the Framework Programme.

9. Although there is some evidence that the scientific and technological bases of industry have been enhanced
in terms of skills and knowledge, there is little evidence that the Framework Programme has provided
widespread economic advantages to Europe and still less evidence of directly attributable competitive gains
for UK businesses.

10. In May 2004 the DTI published a Targeted Review of Added Value provided by International R&D
Programmes. With reference to the Framework Programme, the study concluded that there is scant evidence
of economic impact: few evaluations have been able to quantify programme impact at all and “none have
sought to aggregate such eVects to the level of the wider economy.”

11. Although evaluations illustrate the range of types of “indirect payoVs” generated by the Framework
Programme (such as increasing the supply of trained graduates) they provide no evidence of the extent of their
impact on UK or European competitiveness.

12. A further study by the DTI, The impact of the EU Framework Programmes in the UK, (July 2004) reviewed
assessments of past Framework Programmes. Evidence cited in the report indicates that the primary benefit
to industry has been the acquisition of knowledge and skills.

13. However, the report states that “the study has not found any direct evidence on impacts of particular
programmes on the macroeconomy”.

14. Consequently, it is impossible to assess the extent to which the Framework Programme is fulfilling its
primary objectives (strengthening the scientific and technological bases of industry and encouraging its
international competitiveness while promoting research activities in support of other EU policies).

15. The DTI study on the Framework Programme says, “Framework produces added value for UK research
and policy communities by augmenting national funds and tackling common questions of a European nature.
The rationale is more doubtful when considered in terms of progress against its stated goals.”

16. In view of the paucity of evidence relating to impact, the well-documented problems with programme
delivery (see the Marimon Report) and the lack of clear focus, the CBI took a sceptical view of the
Commission’s proposal to increase the Framework Programme Budget from ƒ19 billion for FP6 to ƒ73
billion for FP7. In a letter to Lord Sainsbury and Alan Johnson (November 2005) we cautioned against the
proposed increase in the absence of a sound cost/benefit analysis.

The Importance of EU Funding

17. A number of the proposed FP7 instruments are intended to support industrial R&D on a scale which
would not be possible without EU funding.

18. We firmly believe that this principle of additionality must be central to FP7. That is, that any European-
level actions to support science, technology and innovation must be additional to those actions that can best
be delivered at national or other level. Not only this, but such actions must also be directed genuinely at
enhancing international competitiveness.

19. Two instruments in particular will, we hope, serve to enhance business competitiveness by deploying and
focusing resources on a scale greater than that which would ordinarily occur at the national level. These are the
European Technology Platforms (and subsequent Joint Technology Initiatives) and the European Research
Council. Both of these instruments are explored in further detail below.
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Joint Technology Initiatives

20. European Technology Platforms, involving a range of stakeholders, will identify specific large-scale
industrial R&D challenges and agree a strategy for tackling them (a Strategic Research Agenda).

21. The Strategic Research Agenda may be taken forward in the form of a long-term public private
partnership—a Joint Technology Initiative (JTI).

22. One of the key assets of JTIs will be the scale that they can achieve from the mobilisation of significant
resources directed at specific industry identified challenges.

23. JTIs will combine private sector investment and national and European public funding, including grant
funding from the Framework Programme and loan finance from the European Investment Bank.

24. Given that each JTI will be a highly specific intervention, designed to address one or more large-scale
R&D challenges identified by industry, we would envisage that each JTI will diVer in design and practice.

European Research Council

25. The EU Council has identified the European Research Council (ERC) as a priority. We acknowledge the
benefits that this approach to “frontier research” could oVer European society (including business) and we
believe that there is merit in European-level support for excellent research into “unknown unknowns”.

26. It is imperative that the principle of additionality is observed in relation to the activities of the ERC. That
is to say, it must concern itself with the exploration of scientific challenges that cannot be tackled or funded
at the national level.

27. Such investigations will necessarily entail a high degree of risk, must transcend traditional disciplinary
boundaries and must be funded over the long-term. A European Research Council that is focused on excellent
frontier research must be balanced by an equally strong emphasis on instruments that are focused on
supporting the needs of business.

Independence of the ERC

28. It is a common view that the Framework Programme has, to some extent, served political objectives while
at the same time seeking to boost EU R&D capacity and performance. For example, the CBI recognises, as
do many others, that the Framework Programme has been employed to deliver greater European cohesion
and there is little to suggest that this will not remain a high priority given recent EU enlargement. Another pre-
occupation has been the engagement of Europe’s SME (Small and Medium Sized Enterprises) community.

29. A survey conducted by economiesuisse1 between July and October 2005 revealed that a number of
European business federations share the opinion that conflicting objectives have created an inherent tension
within the Framework Programme.

30. The independence of the ERC from the Commission is therefore an important issue and there is
widespread agreement that the ERC must serve scientific priorities as opposed to political priorities.

31. However, complete independence would seem to be unlikely given the importance of scientific research
to policy development in certain key areas. EVorts may instead have to focus on ensuring that the ERC
operates with the greatest possible independence, within the overall policy development framework.

32. EVorts have been made to ensure the independence of the ERC from the Commission. However, we will
be unable to assess the robustness of these measures until the Council is operational.
1 economiesuisse is the Swiss umbrella body representing industrial and other economic interests

http://www.economiesuisse.ch
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An EU Network of Research Councils

33. EuroHORCs is the association of the Heads of European Research Councils. The organisation has been
in existence since 1992. Further information can be found at www.eurohorcs.org

Researcher Mobility

34. In essence, “Marie Curie actions” support the mobility of research talent across Member States. The
Commission has proposed reinforcing the Marie Curie Fellowships with the aim of strengthening the human
potential of European research through support for training, mobility and the development of European
research careers.

35. The CBI keenly supports the reinvigoration of the Marie Curie fellowship scheme under FP7 (with the
proviso that the scheme is adjusted to satisfy a range of industry concerns) and recommends that this
instrument receives priority support along with ETPs/JTIs and the ERC (see paragraph 7).

Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP)

36. The objectives of the CIP—increasing entrepreneurial activity, innovation, sustainable use of resources—
are good. However, it is essential that the CIP is properly integrated with existing programmes such as the
Framework Programme, the EU Industrial Policy and structural funds. Furthermore, we believe that there
would be no advantage to be gained from the proposed integrated programme if problems inherent in current
initiatives were not addressed first.

37. The risks of not doing so are great. Without proper co-ordination between a new programme and existing
initiatives, overlap and greater complexity may result. Failure to co-ordinate may also have the opposite eVect;
multiple programmes, none of which eVectively engage the business community. Failure to co-ordinate the
delivery of related aspects of EU support mechanisms for innovation, competitiveness and enterprise (eg FP6/
7 and structural funds) is likely to result in the further disengagement of industry.

January 2006

Letter from European Commission

Thank you for your letter concerning the Commission’s proposal for the 7th Framework Programme for
Research, Technological Development and Demonstration Activities 2007–13 (FP7). I note that your letter
refers only to some of the proposals for the Specific Programmes for implementing the 7th Framework
Programme. The decisions on these proposals will naturally need to follow those on the 7th Framework
Programme itself.

As you point out in your letter the proposals are indeed still under discussion in the European Institutions and
at this stage it would not be appropriate for the Commission to make comments on its own proposals.
However I would like to take the opportunity to provide you with some additional information which I trust
will help the Committee with its work.

The preparation of the 7th Framework Programme was based on extensive inputs from researchers and
research users with a very active input from the UK. Our proposal2 for FP7 was presented on 6 April 2005
followed by the Specific Programmes on 21 September 2005. The proposals have been received well by the
European Institutions and by the research community. The Partial General Approach on FP7 reached under
the UK Presidency in the Competitiveness Council of 29 November, chaired by Lord Sainsbury, confirms this
positive view.

The importance of research has been stressed by the European Council at several occasions including at the
last European Council in December where an agreement was reached on the Financial Perspectives for
2007–13. However, this agreement does not allow for the budgetary amount proposed by the Commission for
the 7th Framework Programme and it is inevitable that some changes to the proposal will be needed as a
consequence.

Finally, I would like to draw your attention to the Impact Assessment and Ex Ante Evaluation3, which
accompanied our proposal for FP7. In particular the Impact Assessment provides an extensive analysis
supporting the Commission’s proposals and the added value of the Framework Programme.
2 COM(2005) 119 final, 6 April 2005.
3 SEC (2005) 430, 6 April 2005.
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The Impact Assessment and many other relevant FP7 documents are accessible via: http://europa.eu.int/
comm/research/future/index–en.cfm.

5 January 2006

Letter from Research Councils UK (RCUK)

Thank you for your letter dated 12 December 2005. Research Councils UK (RCUK) welcomes the interest of
the House of Lord’s European Sub-Committee on the Internal Market for the Commission proposals
regarding the Seventh Framework Programme for Research Technological Development and Demonstration
Activities (FP7: 2007–13).

RCUK has been actively involved in OST-led consultation processes on FP7. I have addressed the issues
described in your letter in more detail below.

Value of the 2004 OST Study on the Added Value to the UK of EU R&D Funding

RCUK is of the view that the study commissioned to Technopolis by OST: “The impact of the EU Framework
Programmes in the UK” (published in July 2004) represents a good, evidence-based approach to the
formulation of UK policy towards FP7.

Basis for a Substantially Increased R&D Budget and Assessment of Whether FP7 will add Value to

UK Programmes

RCUK has provided input to the OST consultation on the value of Framework Programmes, priorities for
funding under FP7, and the value of FP7 in relation to domestic research activities. This information is
included in the document attached (not printed).

Examples of Research Funded under FP6 which would not have taken place without EU Funding

and Examples of Innovative Research Funded under FP6 where the Findings have been Applied by

Industry

The “European Social Survey” (ESS) represents a good example of comparative research that can only take
place at the European level. European funding under FP6, both in terms of resources and the recognition
provided, ensured that ESS could become well established. ESS provides a range of useful indicators on
societal trends across Europe, and the quality of its activity has been recognised by both the research
community and diverse policy-making fora. Indeed, the project was awarded the Descartes prize in 2004.

Another interesting example is an e-science grid project entitled “Enabling Grids for E-Sciences” (EGEE). The
EGEE project brings together experts from over 27 countries with the common aim of building on recent
advances in Grid technology and developing a service Grid infrastructure which is available to scientists 24
hours-a-day. The project aims to provide researchers in academia and industry with access to major
computing resources, independent of their geographic location. The EGEE project will also focus on
attracting a wide range of new users to the Grid. CCLRC and PPARC are involved in this activity.

Examples of Areas of Research Proposed under FP7 which would be unlikely to happen without EU
Funding, and value of a European Research Council

RCUK is of the view that the establishment of a European Research Council (ERC) is a positive development
for the UK research base. An ERC will ensure competition and excellence throughout Europe in all fields
covered by frontier research, and this is likely to improve standards. An ERC will allow UK academics to
compete at the European level and to assess the position of the UK research base in a European context. I am
attaching an RCUK position statement on the ERC (not printed).

Research Council views on the Proposed Joint Technology Initiatives and how these might work

in Practice

I would refer you to the RCUK response to the OST consultation attached, point 6b (not printed).
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More Information about the aims of the National Mobility Programmes and RCUK’s views on

whether these are likely to be Beneficial

RCUK is of the view that mobility actions under previous Framework Programmes have been beneficial for
the UK whilst ensuring a good level of EU added value. RCUK is, however, concerned by the new proposals
under FP7 related to the topping up of national mobility programmes. I am attaching a letter that was sent
to OST on this matter, which I believe is self-explanatory (not printed).

Value of the Proposed Separate Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP)

RCUK does not believe it is in a position to comment on CIP at this stage.

23 January 2006
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