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	 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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


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

To stimulate innovation that leads to practical business outcomes for the UK.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


Growth should follow the successful implementation of research.  FP8 should therefore ensure that research is strongly linked to a sound exploitation strategy.  The tests for research exploitation therefore need to be strengthened in the assessment phase.  


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

     
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? 

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

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

As with previous frameworks, it is expected that FP8 support will allow companies to execute their strategic plans more quickly than they would otherwise be able, FP8 support could also de-risk strategies and for global companies help ensure that research and subsequent manufacture stays in the EU.

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 

Approx 65% on Cooperation about right however we believe the proportion on People (Marie-Curie) should be increased, the development of skilled researchers in Europe is essential for the future where this increase is compensated by a decrease in Ideas 

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?

None obvious, but some FP funding (e.g. Ideas) overlaps to some degree with National Funding e.g. from Research Councils in the UK. Also can efficiencies be found between the Space theme in (Cooperation) and the work funded by the European Space Agency?

Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?

We need to be clear on the definition of “Grand Challenge” here.  The EC has viewed Grand Challenge as the term for making FP proposals across a number of areas of the Framework.  We have no adverse comments about such an approach and it would seem to be a sensible idea.  We assume that Grand Challenges are: aging population, climate change, security, etc.  Grand challenges would therefore create more opportunities for interdisciplinary research, which we would support. 

We would not advocate a repeat of the UK MoD type of Grand Challenge that had no exploitation plan and was therefore of limited value.

Question 11: 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 doesn’t matter at what level the challenge is posed – but it must have a sound exploitation plan. 
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

     
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?

Aeronautics companies pull more technology through from the science base that any other sector, and consequently consume large R&D budgets to keep abreast of the global competition, but there are high rewards if one is successful in the market.  With increasing competition from the BRIC countries, it is essential that Aeronautics is recognised as a sector that needs support to compete with other heavily subsidised nations.  In FP7, Aeronautics was linked with Transport, but there is now a need to encompass unmanned vehicles into the Aeronautics theme.  

Security is another theme that is increasingly vitally important and should be maintained within a theme and has security has to address rapidly changing threats the scope of theme should be keep under regularly review during the lifetime of FP8.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

A focus on KETs to guide and shape European research in areas such as, Nanotechnology, Micro- and nano-electronics (including semiconductors), Photonics, and ICT should be strongly supported.
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?

Technical services such as network security services will need a robust research backup programme.  The technical problem really breaks into two parts: getting up to speed and staying there – each of which requires effort.  The FP could recognise that these technical activities are quite different from product development, and move at an entirely different pace.  Service offerings are also often quite reactive in nature.  Matching service technology needs to Framework Programme structures would be a real challenge to the EC, largely because of the inertia of the FP processes.

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?

We believe that more focus on technologies related to transport (independent of aeronautics) and security should be made 

Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

     
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  

     
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

     
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

We believe that a higher priority should be given to research mobility and skills development particularly in areas of technology where we believe instruments like the Marie-Curie Outgoing International Fellowships (OIF) create excellent opportunities to engage with leading organisations outside of the European Union.

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?

     
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
Low!  It does seem a little bizarre that JRC can increase its budget by bidding into the FP in competition to all other European bidders
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

We have no experience of COST

Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

     
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?

The nearer to market (higher TRL) activities of the JTIs should be retained in FP8 as these provide opportunities Industry-driven applications to be addressed. From a UK prospective in FP7 some JTIs (such as ARTEMIS) are heavily oversubscribed with good projects from UK partners that although selected for funding the lack of UK budget often means that these opportunities are lost to member states who do have sufficient national budget, hopefully these issues can be addressed in FP8.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

     
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?

Level-2 (IP Projects) projects are probably the most cost-effective for industry bringing together a significant number of large companies in tight consortia.  They provide sufficient funds to get some robust research conducted.  They are well regarded by industry.

Level-1 (STREP Projects) programmes could be more valuable to industry if the EC could find a way of keeping bidding phase costs and bureaucracy acceptable.  The process of getting to contract needs shortening.  At the moment, bidding for a Level-1 is a poor investment – made worse by the mathematcally low chances of winning the bid – some calls are 7 times over-subscribed.

Level-3 (Very large - Article 185, JU, JTI etc) programmes are enormously expensive and are reserved for major EU programmes – e.g. SESAR, ARTEMIS, CleanSky etc.  It is hard to see how such large programmes could be tackled, other than by a level-3 type programme.
There is certainly a strong logical economic case for large EU research programmes to be centrally managed and controlled.  There are not that many, and from a purely numerical balance point of view we would have no comment.  However, our experience over the FPs of large scale (Level 3) FP programmes such as CleanSky, SESAR etc is that they may be well conceived, but can be executed with enormous amounts of effort and time wasted in indecision.  The planning for transition from research to implementation also has a very patchy record.  We would prefer to see a much more robust set of rules and controls be devised for the management of large EC research programmes, and that implementation phase planning be a central concern but, failing that, the emphasis should shift more to Level 2 projects.

Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

It is difficult to offer an abstract view of PPPs in general in the FP context – they are just one type of implementation and risk sharing instrument, and they should be allowed if they are appropriate and attractive to the individual circumstances of a programme.   
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?

We believe that the 'hearing' process for IPs is an expensive and unnecessary process. Proposals should not be called to hearing unless they have a better that 90% probability of being funded 

Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?

     
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?

University research is clearly very important, but would it not be more sense to limit the total level at which Universities could engage with the Framework Programmes and link Universities more closely to the European Science Foundation as their funding source?  This would concentrate FP funding more towards wealth creation at the higher TRLs.

Figures to date show 39% of participations across Europe in FP7 are from Universities, about right. In the UK the level of participation from Universities is 61% is too high. Maybe an opportunity should be found to address the UK participation through the creation of the new TIC (Technology Innovation Centres) with a focus on slightly higher TRL activity that is nearer to market.

Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

Simplify the overhead and bureaucracy of bidding and also improve dramatically the Time to Grant performance. Maybe create some instruments where large businesses and SMEs are encouraged to collaborate.
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)? 

Many Framework Programme rules are very complex, particularly the financial rules, and just as one begins to master them a new programme starts and the rules change – often fundamentally.  The wording of some important rules can be ambiguous and clarification advice from the EC often takes a long time to be received, and even then can still be unclear.  Furthermore, one can receive different (often only verbal) interpretations from different EC officials.   Almost inevitably, this leads to “intelligent” interpretation of the rules by bidders and research coordinators – and this can be a risky business.  The penalties for innocently misunderstanding the rules can be severe at audit time.  There therefore needs to be a set of simple and stable rules for the Framework Programmes that will give confidence to the community making proposals and leading work.  All the rules should be contained in a single, simple, stable document.
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

The proposal process required for a Level-1 project is far too cumbersome and could benefit from a simple 2-stage process. 

Any bidding activity is a costly process.  In the FP’s very competitive bidding environment, companies balance the cost of bidding with the chances of winning.   For the larger Level-2 and Level-3 programmes, one would expect to make a substantial and costly bid.  However, Level-1 competitions are heavily oversubscribed and the chances of success must be weighed against both high bid costs and a very cumbersome process.  Companies are therefore actively dissuaded from bidding at Level 1 because of the high cost, cumbersome process and low probability of success.  

There is therefore a very strong case for a two stage bidding process for Level 1 projects, like the one used by the UK TSB, where a simple proforma outline proposal is made at minimal cost, and fuller proposals are invited from the most promising set.  However, this will only work if the EC sets out to establish a simple system – it would be a failure if heavily bureaucratic processes made a 2-stage process even more complex.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

If wealth creation is a priority for FP8 then bidders should be dissuaded from proposing proposals that are research for research’s sake.  One way this could be done is to make exploitation plans important at the bidding phase and results play a more prominent role.

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

We have no adverse comments about the FP7 system.  
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?

The concern is 'what is allowable overhead', at present the cost of bidding is not an allowable. The ability to recover some of the bidding cost may address one of the issues raised in Q40 and Q41
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? 

     
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

Curate’s egg - good in parts: ICT theme excellence, Security theme improvement needed.

Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

See answer to Q41

Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

Provide assistance and some level of financial support in the bidding process

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 
 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� 





