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The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, make available, on public request, individual responses.
The closing date for this call for evidence is 4 January 2011

Name: Philip N. Mortimer
Organisation (if applicable): TruckTrain Developments Ltd.,
Address:
Please return completed forms to:

Amy Ackroyd

International Science and Innovation Unit

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills

1 Victoria Street

London SW1H 0ET 

Tel: 020 7215 1211

Email: Amy.Ackroyd@bis.gsi.gov.uk  

Please indicate your affiliation:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Government Department or Agency

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Councils and the UK Research Office



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public and Private Research Bodies



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Devolved Administration



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Regionally-based special interest group

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Funding Council

University representative organisation



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	National Academy

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Professional Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Trade Association

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Major Research Charities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Universities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Industry 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	SMEs

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from a university

	X FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


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

     Development of practical and applied research that will support economic growth and development within the UK and Europe commensurate with energy security, energy efficiency and wider environmental grounds. The research output needs to be able to be applied and be seen to be effective within 1-3 years after the end of each research project 
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


     By recognizing key issues such as energy availability, security of supply, excessive dependency on oil based inputs for transport and developing realistic programmes to lessen this vulnerability to growth and continued prosperity across the EU.

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

     It should be focused on these but also be aware that initiatives and opportunities for collaboration may exist outside these confines. It would be pedantic to restrict options.
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 benefits to the UK of all the FP programmes is very low and hardly visible except in a few areas. There is a need for much more practical and applied research on relevant and topical issues. Many of the FP call projects in the past have been oblique and missed key issues (congestion/air pollution from transport, modal shift and inappropriate support for some pretty bizarre concepts) that failed to address the realities of the market. They seem also to have become inhabited by research groups and academia with no commercial links or ability to apply their findings.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

      Look seriously into low cost energy saving measures and policies that can realise major effects quickly (rail electrification on a cheaper and faster basis than at present). The focus needs to be on quick kills and not on massive long term projects and proposals that very rarely produce the sort of response needed (ie capable of implementation rapidly). The examination of measures to enhance modal shift away from oil dependent transport would be a valuable start point and may need to look at alternatives to electric cars and fuel cells which increasingly look like jam tomorrow. Some practical output that can be commercialised and supported by the EC into manufacture/use  might be worthy a look.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

      Stop promising the earth through ministerial gush and get some real and accessible money into place for credible projects to incentivise innovation. The tiers of bureaucracy purporting to support innovation need to be done away with.

Concentrate on some key issues (energy security, dependency) and look at measures to minimise the exposure to these. 
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
      Transport and energy needs to be much higher up the priority order
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
      Energy and transport in my view should provide the greatest added value. (They could do a lot better). The social science, security and space items seem to offer dubious returns with little tangible short term benefit.
The security area appears to be inhabited by spooks, retired military and police with very strange agendas.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
      Probably. Big projects rarely succeed.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
      Who is specifying the grand challenges?  We have been here before only to see this sort of approach fizzle out or be associated with key individuals and personnel pushing their own agendas
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?

      Energy dependency, modal shift and environmental legislation capable of being implemented and benefits measured. 
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

      Carefully. Other agendas and priorities are in play and need to be recognised.
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?
      No. The thematic approach has been disastrous. It is vague, wish-washy and produces little of benefit and capable of application. 
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

      Selective and focused on quick commercialization 
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?

      No. This would further dilute budgets for more relevant and applied research
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?

      The so called underpinning areas offer little by way of wealth generation. These may be better dealt with at a national level and should not be part of any new FP8 work activities.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

      Frontier research should be included but this needs to be carefully assessed to avoid supporting pet projects/agendas. There needs to be independent, objective and impartial assessment of what is frontier research capable of short and medium term commercilaization to avoid futile expenditure on no-hope projects and proposals 
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
      No
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

      Yes by making the commercialization and application of the research a mandatory requirement as part of the award process
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

      It should be a norm and non-acceptance of this stipulation should debar access
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?
      There needs to be a delayering of the tiers of bureaucracy in all of this and make the research more focused and capable of application. There is a big superstructure administering the whole research area which could be usefully trimmed down to a fraction of its current size.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
      Sounds like someone else’s grand idea.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
      This has all the hall marks of another edifice of bureaucracy that is removed from the realities of commercial activity. 
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

      This is descending into Euro-babble and demonstrates how removed from the realities of commercial activity this has become. It is all an excessive burden and the cost savings potentially to be made from the reduction of this and deploying the funding to better effect could be significant. 
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
      See 24. This smacks of further bureaucratic tweeking and endless paper chases for little reward.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

      There should always be some measure of commercial risk required as part of any project submission and evaluation. Without it all the research becomes”academic” and of little real value to the EU
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?

      Big projects have an unhappy record of promising much but delivering little and have been awardrd to pet projects with little hope of successful application. More smaller and medium sized projects properly managed would probably yield more 
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

      Minimal. The track record of these is not good
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
      Look for medium and short term application with commercial impacts and demonstrable economic value.  Ensure the review process is impartial, independent and objective and be prepared to reject big and high profile projects if they don’t come up to scratch. Many in the past should have been rejected. The whole evaluation process needs to be simpler (2-3 pages of A4 as a preliminary screening) to avoid a lot of futile preparation by bidding teams and to simplify the evaluation process. A limited number of selected projects (3 max) should be developed to a further intermediate stage before selection. The whole process could be quicker, simpler, cheaper and more effective and identify the project which most closely aligns with the bid criteria. The vast amount of paper and waffle that surrounds the current bid development process needs trimming back massively. It is too prescriptive, confusing and not necessary. It deters potentially interesting projects because of this.
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
      Allow it to be released into the public domain with some medium term protections and commercial positions set for IP 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?

      Many commercial organizations have no knowledge of the FP programmes or see them as bureaucratic edifices. This may come as a shock to those closely involved. There needs to be a greater awareness of the programme and to ensure it is not dominated by research organizations and academic bodies. There needs to be a strong dose of commercial reality in the whole thing or it is basically wasted effort.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
      
See 31 and encourage them with higher levels of support. The % levels of funding for SMEs needs to be made much more attractive (80%-90%?) or there will be limited interest. These are organizations that cannot afford complex bureaucracy.
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)? 

      see 29
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

      Yes
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? 

      Yes
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?

      see earlier response
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? 

      Offer incentives/tax breaks on research activities that actually achieve a measurable impact 
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

      Not very. They have become embedded areas of bureaucracy and a burden to the whole process. They are largely remote and difficult to access.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
      There has been a lot of focus on SMEs for years. Not sure it has achieved that much by way of returns. Lots of supportive bureaucracy when the need is for more direct and supportive funding probably linked to commercial success.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

      Check the US & Japanese models and develop a process that supports the commercialization of R&D project output or the whole process stalls at that point. Keep it small and simple and well managed.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
     Don’t rely excessively on academic input or make it a mandatory part of any project proposal
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
      Keep it simple, focused, fast and effective.
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 X 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? 

X 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� 





