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

To stimulate the UK Economy in 3-5yrs (and longer) by establishing National Expertise (Capabilities) with persistent global exploitation value.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


By recognising that establishment/support of globaly preeminent national Capabilities (aka: Pre-Competitive Technology) which provide persistent economic advantage is the objective. Thus it is not about spending (or disposing) of money; it is about delivering tangible objectives ... money *may* be a means to that end, but non-financial initiatives should also be available. It must also be realised that whatever advantage is established must these days be delivered effectively as part of, or into an, an international operation. Thus International Delivery (Finance, Legal, Internet, Transportation, Protection, Contractual, etc issues) can be as important (even more-so) than the Capability itself ... as limits in any of these directly offsets the delivered advantage.

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

There is a practical hierarchy to Europe which needs to be considered. nations need to get their benefits, then Europe needs to get its. The European Partnering model is good at one level, because it looks for a European value emerging out of the inter-European partnerships ... but it does not guarantee an accompanying National value-prospect as part of that. Whilst the JTI's offer the possibility of correcting this (by virtue of the National Funding Body's involvement in the approval process) it doesn't work as an integrated whole today. The Eureka programmes are thinly disguised direct national funding schemes and should either be accepted uniformly or closed. In adition to this it is not recognised that a National or European body could be bringing the desired persistent economic advantage to the region by participating in an otherwise totaly non-european 'Partnership activity' ... Under the right (reasonable) circumstances there should be money available to part fund these activities.
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? 

I agree that the Framework programmes have been generaly beneficial, but only at the level of about 25% efficiency of € spent. Evidentialy some of the more sucessful UK Companies do not see the value of the programmes and as a result do not buy into them. Conversely there are UK businesses which see the Funding programmes (of all colours) as business opportunities in themselves! The nation has to start by identifying the companies we want to help, then seeing if they are being helped by the existing programmes ... they are also best placed to identify the obstacles they are realy facing and form of assistence they realy need. (I suggest you de-barr *money* as a topic of these conversations)
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

It is dangerous to presupose that because anything that is a (short term) Political Imperative (eg Low Carbon), represents a real, sustainable, global business opportunity. Wind turbines are a serious example of an artificial market, which can (and will) go away very quickly when the political wind changes. I would suggest that these agandas are best addressed by supporting projects which support the better business opportunities first ... giving aditional funding for Environmental Efficiency improvements (Efficiency is an encompasing term, and much better than "low-carbon", which is a specific measure, and capable of being circumnavigated (see Vehicle Carbon Emmissions taxation!)
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

By understanding just what Innovation is! Economists preach that new Technology equates to improvements in Production Efficiency, and thus to Economic growth. Economists also recognise their models are very limited ... as their prime objective is improved Happyness and they grudgingly accept that Money is a poor measure of this ... albeit easy to numerate. Innovation is about using what we know how to do (The Capabilities we already have), to produce a commercialy valuable product that differs from the status-quo. Many technologies do not produce this effect (ever), and some may be many years in-waiting before the rest of the product and market is ready for it. FP8 can support all parts of this equation appropriately if it knows how they fit together.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
I presume that the "These specific programmes" split in FP7 refers to the Priorities and the JTIs. I believe that Electronic Systems already supports more than 50% of the UK Economy (Direct and Indirect), and that the future plans of *all* sectors in the economy anticipate that their increased productivity in the future will be dependent on increased use of Electronic Systems ... both in Number and Smartness. The Smart Electronic Systems of just a few years time will be Ubiquitous and our Economy will not be able to function without them. To avoid over dependence on any suppliers in the resective life-cycles of these products we (UK and Europe) need to maintain a proportional world-preeminent presence in these life-cycles to at least maintain a fair trading position. This means that ICT or more accurately Smart Electronic Systems (which includes ICT and a lot of other domains) must be the highest European and National funding priority, with enough detailed attention to support the emergence/development/maintenence of niches in this.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
Most: ICT (the wider context). Least: Big Physics.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Yes: Just stop considering it as money! Money is a poor substitute for love ... what matters is the executive-level belief in the importance of the engineering/scientific objectives ... money *may* be a good means to this end; it may not be the best. 
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Grand Challenges are an excellent guidance Vector for Research, but should not be used as a hard constraint. But, their use as a guide for Industrial Exploitation action and investment is *very* dubious. Business must be internationaly competitive, and that cannot be sustained by Local Governmental policies. So overly strong guidance of Industry towards (government determined) Grand Challenges can apper to give short term value, but does not result in sustainable advantage.
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?

Space, Big Physics, Climate Modeling and Mitigation, Defence, Aerospace, Security, Internet, IP Protection (and Contract law)
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

It should engage them in a Eureka-like model. So subject to a satisfactory national persistent value outcome ... each Nation pays their operations for their participation.
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?
Yes. Thematic & Grand Challenges are complementary ... Bottom-up and top-down. The specific thing that we are able to do in (eg) low-carbon will depend on our current capabilities.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Again complementary. We need to identify opportunities and threats. Key enabling technologies are threats if we ignore them, and due to our current position in them, need specific attention to make sure they do not become threats. There is a image to this ... Nationaly we know our end-game (Economic security). We have a fund of money which we can use to help achieve this. We encourage all enterprises which benefit the Economy, but chose to *prioritise*, those that align with Grand Challenges, Political Imperatives or improve KETs ... to allow the appropriate amount of flexibility, the influence of the priorities should be limited to 30-50%
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?

There is a growing argument that says that the *only* thing a customer  is prepared to pay his money for is a Service! (and that applies all through the product life-cycle as well as for the end customer). But this model has in international hierachy of Service Providers/Consumers throught the Product's life-cycle (Concept to Grave). This is an area where the UK (and Europe?) has a significant hiden strength today, with as much as 50% of this workforce being internationaly preeminent, yet in small enterprises.
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?

I return to my earlier comment about Economists actualy concerning themselves with Consumer Happyness (See various Keynsian books). Money is a poor substitute as far as they are concerned, but it is measurable and its is what 'matters' to Governments (GDP). But this means that a just proportion must be assigned to social/humanities/arts to make sure that more human happiness creating factors are also created ... the question of fareness of distribution is an issue.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

It should continue/grow. It should fund Research aligned with European strategic vectors which are not yet quantifiable (in technology and/or market) enough for commercial exploitation. It should encourge the formation of Europe-wide University Research programmes a a way of bringing the best together, wherever they are. Again, results must not be measured by the money disposed, but by the superlative team that is now assembled.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
No. That can be done by National funding programmes. Should be a minimum of 3, from 3 EU Nations.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

The outcome of Research is Science. Business needs Installed Capabilities to enable it to produce its next (Innovative) products at the least possible risk. Science is at least two steps from Capability (Science -> Technology -> Capability). Businesses should *only* consider using Science when they have no other option (their backs are against the wall), or as a small-% risk investment for the future. Businesses can identify emerged Technologies which align with their future business need, and bring them into the company over about 2yrs before they are needed as Capabilities for Product Development. The attractiveness for private sector funding reflects this. 
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

Travel and mobility has got less and will get even more so. The advances in ICT today have reduced the need to travel/re-locate, and the trend will continue. Initiatives should support this trend, not fight it. But where travel is necessary (eg once/yr for face-2-face meetings) they should be supported in every way possible to make them as effective as possible ... Travel arrangements/costs, exchange rates, translation, legal, IT, management, etc are all services which could be 'provided' to make the research as effective as possible.
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?
Don't know.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
Don't understand these.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
Don't know anything about COST (Never heard of it before this)
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

I have come across the KICs ... and they feel like a scam to me. It seems there are people who create the political drive for these initiatives, then don't tell anybody about them. When they make a proposal into them (suprise suprise) they win, and nobody else knows about it ... that feels like a veiled attempt at direct funding, which I object to, as it directly impacts budget for more open causes.  These are also 'jobs for the boys'.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
How many are there? I know about JTIs, but not 185s! JTIs are ok, but do need to be slimmed down. Whilst their objective is good, in reality they are they are another layer of beurocracy to siphon off funding; and I am tempted to say, another protected budget 'for the boys'.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

That would not be a bad idea, but it would have to be done on scrupilos business footing. It should not address funding which is more reasonably done by commercial sources.
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?

Never heard of 185 programs before. Just serached them on the web and it seems like (yet) another interst group hedging FP7 funds for themselves. Annoyed!
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

I don't believe that PPP can work untill a near-viable or long-term commerial opportunity is identified. Then Gov finance can be deployed to swing the ballance. Gov (or FP8) should not try and drive the agenda (eg Galileao or TFL), untill the commercial case is established. 
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Evaluation activities are always hopelessly optimistic. Whilst FP7 (etc) have been somewhat sucessful, thus justifying maintenence of jobs etc, we should not blind ourselves by this. Fundamental changes are required, not just minor tweeks ... the money (or Service!) isn't being delivered to the best Economic candidates ... so something is very wrong. 
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
That the Projects are real and deliver Real Value to the Partners in their day-jobs. Then there will be no problem with Exploitation ... the problem only arises when the projects are purely 'constructs to get the momey', or heavily biased to only deliver value to a single (lead) partner. 
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?

Fundamental Research is important to the longer-term health of the EU Economy. Capability establishment (within Europe; even within National operations of international businesses) is important to the mid-term health of the EU Economy ... both of these are dificult for businesses to fund. Product development is easy for businesses to fund because, the commercial value can be offset aggainst the opportunity cost. Mid-term can find funding in the VC market, but is dificult. In the main Longer-term investment cannot be handled except by Governments, with some overlap into the Mid-term. Funding should be pro-actively managed to achieve this.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
SMEs should *not* be encouraged to apply ... they should be emergent from Projects where good Science or early Technology is the outcome. ie: Projects where commercial exploitation by existing business/partners is not possible. The SME should be a vehicle to attract VC or Initial funding. The SMEs that get involved in forming projects are usualy in some sort of dificulties and see this as a life-boat.
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)? 

Be Innovative yourself! You know your Capabilities, you know your Mission ... trim the fat.
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Yes: But make the first gateway a real gateway on simple input (unlike Artemis/Eniac)
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

Yes/No: This early stage work is dificult to predict, so you cannot rightly penalise projects that fail to deliver the expected result. What you should do is establish high-level Corporate values expected (By Partner and Project), then 'fund' the obstacles to achieving them ... as much as possibly in-kind (That way the accountants don't see projects as a revenue stream). So ok to fund a management advisor, but not to fund the project to get one. Then by all means judge the sucess of the project by the 'qualitative' outcome against that hoped.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

Not much: The biggest problem is that Software is considered to be different to Hardware in terms of its ownership and ongoing rights. This can be corrected in Consortia Agreements, but is a fundamental error which should be removed. The process of *any* design is the 'mathematical' process of progressing from an Abstract Requirment Model (A bridge, a phone etc), to a detailed implementation; then to a qualified reality. The process of Partitioning and Refinement is hierachical and only becomes Implementation Technology dependent as it approaches its conclusion. ... Electronic Hardware, Low-Level Software, Battry Technology, Display technology, etc only enter the picture at this low level. For ARM, this is well illustrated by the fact that our 'hardware' product is a VHDL (software) file, whilst our 'software' product is often embedded in ROM (hardware). My point being that there is *no difference* between the way hardware and software is designed, and so the way hw and sw IP is handled should be the same. Namely that there should be no *assumed* ongoing-rights to continued access to either ... The legal Documents should just consider IP as all IP.
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?

This is about right.
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? 

Is what you are saying; should you encourage more participation by doing things that don't offer money as an incentive? YES. Money brings out the wrong kind of people/projects ... much better to illustrate the value of the Projects, Partnerships, etc ... and to help people understand why their business needs these relationships (in terms which their accounts and Exec can understand)
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

OK, but not exceptional ... They don't know much about Artemis/Eniac ... even less about 185s and KICs. Also not proactive.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
They need to understand what these programmes are intended to provide, and how their business needs that (I'm thinking of capabilities). Most businesses are intensely focused on finance and delivering short term objectives ... SMEs even more so. The 'need' for 'research activities' like this need to be expressed in terms they can understand and value. Which means in turn you have to have a realistic viw of Business and its relationship to Research first!
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

DARPA is probably the lead example, but that is realy overt industry funding. China does the same ... De-barred from such by the WTO rules we can't win on that.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
Bled dry ...
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 
 Yes    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


































































































































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





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


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





