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

FP8 should establish and provide sustained funding for a Programme of innovative R&D in sectors where  Europe has the capacity and potential to gain substantial economic and societal benefit. The UK should seek to share in those benefits by maximising its drawdown of available funding. This includes ensuring access and application processes are as simple as possible and bureaucracy is minimised. At the same time, it is appropriate that FP exposure is complimentary to, and NOT in lieu of, national R&D programmes, and subject to constraints when it is not appropriate to collaborate across the EU (e.g. national security considerations in certain areas of security research).

There are a number of ways to measure the performance of UK industry in the FP. The primary reason cited for participation in the FP is access to research funding, and so perhaps the most salient benchmark is the total drawdown of FP funding as a proportion of UK GDP. This is an area where the UK has the opportunity to improve. EU Member States contribute to the EU budget in proportion to their share of EU GDP. The UK’s funding returns from current FP7 are below the level of its input. This ‘deficit’ has improved from FP6 to FP7, but there is room to gain more. 
The UK should seek to ensure FP8 comprises of a range of Instruments that address the whole innovation cycle from base research, technological development, demonstration and validation to the rapid deployment of results into markets. Coordination between these Instruments, their continuity from previous FP cycles, and recognition of long-lifecycle technology development processes in sectors such as Aerospace, are all key in order to efficiently commercialise research.

The UK should press the message that the economic benefits of FP8 can only be realised if the Programme focusses on areas where:

• There are substantial global market opportunities, e.g. Aeronautics, Space, Security. 

• EU member states have technical leadership and there is a defensible technology position

• R&D will anchor significant parts of value chains in the EU

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


There exists much evidence linking innovation to economic growth, and breakthroughs in knowledge afforded by R&D to long-term productivity advances. 

In sectors such as Aerospace, the largest companies are highly international, and have a choice as to where in the world to locate high-value activities. The UK must remain the country of choice for such companies. Attracting high-value industrial activity, such as R&D, brings brings with it substantial benefits to the wider supply chain and economy through subsequent manufacturing and services - i.e. growth. 

In R&D, it is public funding, such as that provided by FP, that leverages private sector spending and is a magnet private investment and inward investment. Focussing public R&D spending (both EU and national) in areas where there is both substantial global market opportunity AND  existing technical leadership - such as Aeronautics, Space, Security -  will achor significant parts of the value chain to, and increase the attractiveness of, where that R&D is located. 
A|D|S sectors are intrinsically long-lifecycle technology based industries, with high barriers to entry. While these sectors are comparatively difficult to break into, once companies establish themselves therein, particularly through innovation and R&D, the benefits are long-term, stable and substantial. FP8 can deliver long-term economic growth well beyond specific project lifetimes by focussing investment in such robust industrial sectors. 
In certain areas, e.g. Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) and satellite broadband services, FP8 can deliver economic growth by the EU being a procurer and customer for commercial technologies and capabilities.
FP8 can also help to deliver economic growth by improving the competitiveness of Europe’s security industries. By delivering greater coherence to the EU’s security R&D landscape, FP8 can help to create the conditions in which the “European Security Industry” can compete in fierce global security markets. 


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

There are many challenges facing Europe, such as societal needs, and the drive of excellence, competitiveness and leadership of the EU, as described in a range of stratgies such as Europe 2020. Research and innovation will be key in facing these challenges, and therefore FP8 has a vital role in delivering the right research programmes at the right time.

Sectors such as Aerospace and Security are highly technological and innovative and are at the heart of the Europe 2020 strategy, supporting at least four out of its seven flagship initiatives:Innovation Union; An industrial policy for the globalisation era; Resource efficient Europe; Agenda for new skills and jobs. Ensuring the right level of focus from FP8 into research that is supportive of these sectors, intrinsically supports the Europe 2020 vision.

One of the key indicators in delivering the ERA is the strength of the business research base in the EU. This strength is best measured by the business expenditure in R&D as a proportion of GDP - i.e. R&D Intensity. A|D|S sectors are highly R&D intnsive; BIS's own studies show that Aerospace R&D intensity is second in the UK only to pharmaceuticals, to name but one example. By focussing FP resources to such R&D intensive sectors, which act as a magnet and leverage for further private R&D investment, the objectives of ERA are best delivered.

Furthermore, A|D|S sectors are key enablers to delivering the ‘Manufuture’ vision for knowledge-based manufacturing in Europe that seeks to rebalance the EU economy. 

Question 4: The study Impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK has indicated a number of broad benefits to the UK of the programme. Are these benefits identified appropriately and there other impacts that should be considered in addition? 

The report identifies "Strategic alignment between the FP and national strategies" as "good." In austere times, it is imperative that R&D resources are further focussed in the highest priority areas to ensure maximum societal and economic benefit. A|D|S sectors each have strong national technology strategies - the result of important partnerships and collaboration between business, government and academia. Examples including the National Aerosapce Technology Strategy and the National Space Technology Strategy. These national strategies have been designed with EU complementarity in mind - ensuring maximum gain and minimum duplication.  

Taking the Aeronautics example: The European Aeronautics R&D landscape is defined by the ACARE Strategic Research Agenda (SRA). UK Aeronautics R&D is defined by the UK National Aerospace Technology Strategy . Both strategies are aligned and therefore research programmes therein are complimentary. Both are vital to the future success of the sector in the UK. National strengths shape FP participation, rather than vice versa.

In assessing the quality of proposed projects, greater credence should be given to FP projects that clearly align, underpin or deliver against agreed national strategies.
Furthermore, in sectors where public procurement is strong, such as Security, FP8 should seek to generate even closer alignment between the EU’s security research projects and i. the capabilities of Europe’s security industries and ii. the genuine national security priorities of end-users within the Member States.

Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

FP8 can positively impact the UK economy by supporting sectors that are leading the way in rebalancing and growing the economy. High value manufacturing and advanced engineering sectors such as Aerospace, Defence and Security employ over half a million people across the whole country and generate over £60 billion per year to the UK economy. These industries are already crucial contributors to the Government’s ambitious plans for the UK to earn its way in the world through strong exports, and are set to grow this trend. Technological leadership through innovation and R&D will provide the competitive differentiator for the UK. Successfully accessing FP and national R&D support is vital in realising that goal.

To exemplify the "low-carbon" commitment: Of the £1.83bn (12.4% of turnonver in 2009), invested by the aerospace industry in the UK, the vast majority is directed to improving the environmental performance of aircraft. Whether its by designing ever-more fuel efficient jet engines, creating lighter aircraft through the application of novel materials such a composites, or by developing leading edge manufacturing processes that produce a mere fraction of waste compared to traditional techniques, the industry is committed to long-term growth in an environmentally sustainable way.

Tough challenges lie ahead. Globally civil aviation emissions of CO2 in 2008 represented some 2% of man made CO2 emissions. Non-CO2

emissions also have environmental impacts. With appropriate Government support , the Aerospace industry looks forward to bringing about step changes in technology on top of the solutions currently

available, to improve Aviation's environmental performance by keeping total climate effects at sustainable levels.
Space technology is also a massive enabler to a low carbon economy. For eaxmple, recommendation 8 of the Space IGS Report is that the UK should use the low-carbon characteristics of delivering broadcast and broadband services from Space to help meet emissions reduction targets. Such low-carbon services will be critical in meeting carbon emission reduction targets; Space is a promising way of reducing the ICT sector’s carbon footprint in this way - it is estimated that for Next Generation Broadband infrastructure, Space can deliver as much as 40 million tonnes of CO2 savings per annum for the UK compared to terrestrial infrastructure. Beyond this, Space-based technologies can enable the low-carbon agendas of other sectors, such as Transport (positioning technologies) as well as monitor activities through Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES). 

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

The need to maximise draw down of available EU RTD funds and ensuring alignment and complementarity between EU and national research strategies have already been described. 

Funding received by UK industry represents only 20% of UK’s total draw down from FP7, lower than the share of funding obtained by industry across FP7 as a whole. The conclusion is that UK universities and research organisation have faired comparatively better, but concerns remain that the level of business participation lags behind academic involvement. In order to ensure better exploitation of research outputs, it is vital the Industry participation is maximised and balanaced against Academia participation. A barrier that often disincentivises industrial participation is the overly bureaucratic.

With respect to the other programmes available through FP (Ideas, People and Capacities), the UK does not seem to be accessing them with as much intensity as it does the Cooperation programme. For example, certain key infrastructure could be supported under the Capacities programme.

Industry would welcome access to the existing European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures process, in order that technology application

oriented research infrastructure can be considered therein - this currently not covered appropriately in FP7  

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The split between specific programmes is broadly correct; the vast majority of funding is in the Cooperation area where the collaborative R&D projects lie.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
The Cooperation Programme provides the most added value as this is source of collaborative R&D projects. Such collaborations have a range of benefits:

• Reduces the cost and risk of certain technology developments - critical mass and scale are acheived

• Increases collaboration with higher education institutions that maximises the pull through of academic research

• Showcases UK capability, making industry an attractive partner 

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Efficiencies may undoubtedly be gained in bring together the various elements of the programme, e.g Cooperation, Ideas, People and Capacities. However, application to each individually is already a complex and consuming process. There would be concern in trying to create a process through which those elements were brought together, which is like to add yet further complexity and bureaucracy to applicants. 

Having continuity of the existing instruments (e.g level 1, 2 and 3 projects) is vital. Industry is now familiar with and broadly content with the existing instruments of Collaborative R&D plus Integration and Demonstration activities. SMEs improve their position in the supply chain by participating in the FP; the range of instruments available encourages SMEs participation. A significant shift from these would disrupt participation and increase administrative burden for all.

In order for FP to address the whole innovation cycle from base research, technological development, demonstration and validation to the rapid deployment of results into markets, coordination between instruments is key.

Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
While it is accepted that EU RTD funding plays a role in addressing societal challenges or other grand challenges, it must be clear that these challenges create substantial  business opportunities, if companies are to be attracted to collabortive investment in R&D.

However, in certain areas such as Aeronautics, there is concern that industry-desired themes are being progressively embedded within broader themes or challenges, with each FP cycle. FP7 sees Aeronautics embedded within Transport. It is feared that further dilution in FP8 will disadvantage Aeronautics research, and compete incomaprable projects with one another (e.g. highways research competed against jet engine technology demonstrators). This is in start constrast to key competitor economies. In the US, Canada and France, for example, dedicate significant investments are being made into aeronautics technologies. 

Question11: Which grand challenges (see above) are best tackled on an EU-wide rather than a national level? Within these areas which particular aspects would benefit from an interdisciplinary focus?

It is less a question which challenges should be addressed at EU level, more which aspects of each challenge should be tackled at the EU or National level. Each area has aspects that are best tackled at EU level; for example where critical mass and scale are required, e.g. Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs). In other areas - security research, for example - it is important to note that industry in the UK understands how and why there may be limited value in the promoting all of the UK’s high priority security research priorities within the FP domain. There are important national security considerations at play any desire to define “security” in business terms should not compromise these.

Of the A|D|S sectors that are aligned to EU themes, Space and Security particularly benefit from multidisciplinary research. 

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

Industry recognises and is extremely supportive of the EU’s key role in stimulating international collaboration with the US, Canada, China, Russia, Japan and others. EU instruments (such as supportive actions) and target markets need to based on clear EU policy and strategy, and the imperatives for international cooperation need to be based predominantly on business, commercial or technical capability factors - not on political drivers alone. Opening access to EU RTD programmes must ensure comparable conditions abroad and reciprocity.
Question 13: Should FP8 still provide some thematic focus e.g. in areas such as space and transport?  Should any of the current themes be re-visited over the course of FP8 – and if so, how?
To reiterate the response to question 10 above, thematic focus in certain areas is vital, particularly in areas where there are unique R&D models and technology lifecycles. A|D|S sectors all require long-term, stable and often large R&D programmes due to the uniquely complex technologies and systems that are to be developed.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

While enabling technologies should cut across sectors to encourage "develop once, use many times" ethos, and to foster knowledge and technology transfer between sectors, it should be recognised that there needs to be strong sectoral focus in R&D programmes to maximise commercial, economic or societal benefit - the latter through aligning thematic research to grand challenges.
Specifically, key enabling technologies, which cut across many business sectors including Defence-dual-use, that A|D|S members would like FP8 to provide opportunities for are:

• Power and Energy Management 

• Prognostics and Health Management 

• Control and Automation 

• Data and Information Processing

• Signal Processing 

• Decision Support

Question 15: Services form a crucial part of the UK economy. Should research into services be addressed specifically in the Framework Programme, and if so, how?

Yes. There is a strong trend to providing customers with a managed service rather simply delivering hardware. Customers increasingly contract for the availability of service and not necessarily the delivery of equipment or hardware. Research is needed into technologies which support the efficient provision of such services,  e.g. health monitoring, mining of data collected and analysis in order to determine maintenance cycles.
Question 16: What are your views on how the Framework Programme allocation for collaborative research should be apportioned between themes; enabling technologies and underpinning areas of research e.g. social sciences and humanities?

No comment to make
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

No comment to make
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
No comment to make
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

No comment to make
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

No comment to make
Question 21: The capacities specific programme currently covers several policy initiatives relating to capacity-building. Which of these are of most value? Are there other areas which would merit funding?
No comment to make
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
No comment to make
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
No comment to make
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

No comment to make
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
In terms of mechanisms and instruments Level 1, 2, and 3 projects under previous research Framework Programmes have provided good opportunities in delivering the strategic agenda. Clearly, the administrative burden needs easing. An incubation phase, level 0, should also be encouraged in the FP8. JTI’s, with adequate funding, provide good integration opportunities to demonstrate innovative solutions. 

A|D|S encourages the Commission to allow work as close to market exploitation as possible, i.e. to support industry in transisioning certain technologies through the valley of death.

Continuity of instruments in the EU is vital; industry, including SMEs, is now familiar with and broadly content with the existing instruments of Collaborative R&D plus Integration and Demonstration activities. This range of instruments. A significant shift from these would disrupt participation and increase administrative burden for all.

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

This would be welcomed by A|D|S members, but it needs to be made highly visible and well promoted for it to be effective. 
Question 27: What should the balance be between funding large-scale programmes e.g. the article 185 programmes above and smaller projects individually administered by the Commission?

The balance in FP7 is broadly correct. There is no desire to see more funding diverted into Article 185 programmes (JTI and JU).
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Public Private Partnerships (PPP) in FP8 would benefit A|D|S sectors by aggregating demand; the the current scheme brings together funding from existing Framework 7 themes (NMP, ICT, Environment, Energy; and Transport). It is currenlty unclear how this approach would differ from others that are currently in place, since it currently uses existing Framework 7 instruments. The potential benefits of the PPP mechanism is that it focuses funding on specific themes and demonstration of results, and it is constructed around large funding levels which can bring together the critical mass and scale required to execute strategic research. However, practice to date shows that the overall funding and annual funding distribution can be uncertain, and so PPPs could be adapted to delivering the research required by A|D|S's sectors if an overall management structure were put in place to plan and monitor progress.  However.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
No comment to make
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
See Question 41, related to Technology and Innovation Centres (TICs)
Continuity of funding and instruments is also important to enabling dissemination and exploitation.

Question 31: Would any proactive effort to alter the current balance of funding between universities, research organisations and businesses be appropriate or effective? If so, what might be involved?

Industry's draw down represents only 20% of UK’s total from FP7 - lower than the share of funding obtained by industry across FP7 as a whole. The conclusion is that industry doen't fair as well as universities and research organisation and concerns remain that the level of business participation lags behind academic involvement. 

To best exploit reasearch outputs, it is vital the Industry participation is maximised and balanaced with Academia participation. A barrier that often disincentivises industrial participation is the overly bureaucratic processes, and so a proactive approach to reducing administrative burden is required. Assistance in writing bids, as is available in other c countries would also be very welcome - such functions could be including in the service offering of Knowledge Transfer Networks, for example.  

Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Bureaucracy and complexity is cited a barrier to industrial participation and engagement, partcularly but not exclusively by SMEs. 

For the expereinced or initiated, FP augments national programmes; for the less established, it is an opportunity to develop capability through roles in multilateral projects. The bureaucracy must not serve as a reason for non-participation in either case.

A pragmatic shift towards administrative and financial simplification is needed to improve the situation and encourage business participation. the response to Question 33 provides further detail. Reducing the time to assess bids and award research funding would encourage UK companies of all sizes to participate in FP8. A|D|S member companies often decline to participate in FP7 because, in their view, the process takes too long.

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

The overall level of bureaucracy and reporting involved is excessive, requiring significant time, effort and cost from all participants, with a disproportionate burden on smaller organisations and new entrants. SMEs often resort to third party consultancies to aid them through this complexity, using valuable budgets that would otherwise be better directed at R&D itself. 

The current system must be replaced by one that places greater trust in the participants, balanced with administrative control. Taking the labour hour rates as one example: Administrative burden can be reduced by the EC accepting certificate of average rates based on those agreed through national government (e.g. MoD) or other EU bodies (e.g. ESA).   

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

A two stage process would be welcomed by A|D|S members, who are already familiar with this appraoch through participating in TSB as well as regional technology programmes. However, this must NOT be an additional layer on top of the existing application process as this will serve to further exacerbate the over-bureaucracy issue. The overall process needs simplification, of which a two-stage approach is a feature.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

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

The IP provisions of FP7 are generally workable. It would be good to see them preserved in FP8. There are a number of specifics that A|D|S members would like to see amended:

On IP Transfer (condition II.27 of annex II of the Grant Agreement). There are some notification terms that hinder organisations that routinely assign IP rights to others, whether parent companies or the like in non-EU countries, or in the context of IP sales. A|D|S members would welcome EC guidance on interpretation and policy on assignment of IPR so that global groups of companies will have more certainty on the subject before seeking FP8 grant funding. Such Guidance will attract UK companies who are owned overseas (and who therefore do not always have ownership of the intellectual property they create because they are obligated to assign it to their parent companies) into participating where they might otherwise feel uncomfortable in doing so. 
On Confidentiality (condition II.9 paragraph 1). It is open to the participants to specify a longer period of IP protection than five years in their consortium agreement, but the Commission’s obligation of confidentiality is limited to five years in any event unless there is a “duly substantiated request by a beneficiary”. It would be more logical for the Commission either to respect what the beneficiaries had agreed or at least for the Commission to bear the burden of justifying a shorter period. 
On IP Ownership (condition II.26 paragraph 2). The provisions regarding joint ownership of IPR are not sufficiently concrete to be of much benefit and should be either omitted or overhauled.  Where joint  IP ownership is relevant, this should be anticipated from the outset by requiring the issue to be addressed in the consortium agreement. The same paragraph also allows individual joint owners to sublicense third parties without the consent of the other joint owners (contrary to the usual rule on joint ownership of IPR) and without any restriction on the third parties who can be licensed. There seems to be no obvious reason for departing from the usual requirement for prior consent of the other joint owners.

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

Coordination and Support Actions carry a 20% limit on overheads, which often makes these no better than R&D instruments, such as Cooperation. Loosening or removing this cap would make such Actions more attractive.
Question 38: Within the current UK public expenditure constraints
, could the UK do more on a cost-neutral basis to encourage participation in FP generally? 

No comment to make
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

     
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
     
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

A|D|S welcomes recent annoucements from Government about the desire to establish a network of Fraunhoffer-style Technology and Innovation Centres (TICs). Experience in the UK and overseas indicates that centres will only deliver value if they are driven by industrial demand.

Such entities in the UK should be designed to provide a counterpoint to the powerful, publicly funded research institutes maintained by France (ONERA in aerospace, for example) and others. The presence of such entities has positively impacted industrial participation in the Framework Programme of countries where they are located. If pre-designed to do so, TICs can play a vital role in facilitating business engagement in the European Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development.
Coordination is also a key function that should be fulfilled by TICs; they should help avoid the risk of multiple centres in different sectors, regions, technologies or research programmes (national or EU), which could otherwise dissipate limited resources by the pursuite of potentially duplicative/parallel paths of sub-critical mass. 
Therefore, TICs could not only be the best mechanism to further develop and apply research in collaboration with Industry, but could also be the hubs from which both national and EU research is dissemated and exploited.
It is noteworthy that Security departments and agencies (“end-users”) in other nations, e.g. Germany, have aligned their domestic R&D priorities for Security with FP7; and they have publicised this fact. This helps to provide industry with the assurance that there is a “route to market” for research undertaken through EU R&D funding.

Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
    
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
     
Please use this space for any general comments that you may have, comments on the layout of this consultation would also be welcomed.

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

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

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





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


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





