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Organisation (if applicable): BHR Group Ltd
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Please return completed forms to:

Amy Ackroyd

International Science and Innovation Unit
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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 

	xxxxx 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?

Ensure that the programme is designed to ensure that it is primarily enterprise driven (ie impact is the top priority), rather than on an equal footing with technical excellence.  This could be ensured by making the ‘outputs’ directly linked to commercial exploitation of results that than production or technical results alone.

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


Linked to Q1 it needs to support further stage development of innovations coming out of the programme, eg financial and other support for businesses, especially SMEs, to exploit the IP developed in the FP.
Also make entry requirements into FP for SMEs easier, eg reduce decision timescales, ensure biased of exploitation is towards businesses rather than academia.


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

Link proposal review/acceptance metrics with 2020 and REA – the latter need to be more simply/clearly stated to achieve this.  Link involvement in FP with fiscal benefits such as tax credits
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? 

No idea what this is.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

Firstly, UK has to have a strategic agenda (which includes cognisance of a low-carbon economy).  I am reminded that DTI produced a roadmap for emerging technologies 10 years ago (?).  Something that builds on this roadmap but that links to business pull through would be a good start.
Also it is important that UK govt has to support enterprises to engage with FP both in the shaping and then implementation of the programme, ie govt has to make sure that FP8 fits with our strategic agenda and engage/fund enterprises to ensure a fit with business needs.
Finally UK govt has to activity promote the interests of enterprises ahead and during call that fit with our strategic agenda.  The Dutch do this very successfully, but commit x10s of state support than the UK to achieve this. 

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

See answer to Q1
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
Don’t know what these are.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
Don’t know.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Undoubtedly, as it is clear that each Instrument does not necessarily follow the same process for shaping the programme, call style/content/review, etc, but difficult to judge as an ‘outsider’ where these are..
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
As an ‘outsider’ I am not sure what a grand challenge is, but if it means delivering R&D that fit with some EC/global needs then OK.  The key is to ensure that there are clear metrics against which to judge which projects fit with the challenges, and this is not a trivial task.

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?

Shooting blind here but maybe stating the obvious that should be ‘themes’ that affect much of the member states, eg energy security, border security, food and water security, enterprise security (versus low cost economies), environmental issues (including climate change, waste reduction, energy efficiency), infrastructure issues that affect economic growth, security and quality of life.
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?
See Q11
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

This question needs to be turned around to – what technologies, developments, process, etc are needed to address the challenges raised in Q11.  ICT and nano are bi-products of the answers and not a panacea to the future health and competitiveness of the EU. 
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 they should, and see Q14 for the answer.
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 have no means to judge the needs/benefits of where funding is apportioned.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

What is the ERC and what is frontier research?  If this means what used to be called ‘blue skies’ then all I can say is that R&D that has no visible means of an exploitation route, or even a market to address is the domain of academia.  Academic research is already well supported through other funding mechanisms both nationally and EU wide.  I am not averse to basic research but the decision makes in the EC need to decide what FP is about and I believe that this should be enterprise drive RTD.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes if it fits with Q1, ie enterprise driven.  I suspect that if the reviewers are largely academic the proposer will also end up being academics.  The FP needs more business acumen in the review processes.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

I don’t know what ERC activities are so cannot comment.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

?
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?
?
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
?
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

What are KICs?
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
     
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

Yes, and there should be seamless support for those projects that truly deliver exploitable results and funding schemes within FP8 would bea good way to do this.
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?

Difficult to say, but my instinct is that FP is about support for enterprise while 185 is infrastructural, inc aerospace, nuclear, etc (?) and so should not sit in FP.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

     
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Greater transparency and more metricated measures would help.

Reviewer need more time.  Reviewers should include those with business acumen.

My personal experience it that it is a lottery.  We’ve had excellent proposals rejected for trivial reasons, while other weaker bids have been approved.  I understand that it is difficult when so many bids are submitted, but the EC needs to at least admit that lots of excellent bids might be rejected.
FP is too often oversold (including our agents, inc NCPs) to the uninitiated and this can lead to false expectations on behalf of the bideers.

Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
What knowledge, that from the R&D conducted or that from the ‘process’ of running the FP?
For the former, it’s largely the responsibility of the partners to manage their IP so market pull will be the major means for ensuring exploitation.

Perhaps the EC can strengthening its support for patent protection or other means of protecting and exploiting IP.

For the latter I have no answer.

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?

Absolutely.  UK academia has been very successful at ‘lifting’ FP funding,  UK business has not.  One reason as I understand it is that at the moment universities get funding to develop consortia, prepare proposals, travel around Europe, etc.  This is perverse given that the FP is about business competitiveness.

UK govt, esp BIS needs to recognise that financially supporting end-users or their intermediaries or trade associations to bid proposals can very quickly and beneficially alter this balance.  More direct (ie not leaving it to your agencies) and active lobbying at inter-governmental level will also reap benefits, as it will should that UK business is a serious player. 
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Can’t talk for the rest of the EU but see Q31.
There is also a serious disconnect between the timescale that SMEs operate to versus the FP programme.  Proposal preparation to the EC takes lot of up from effort and they take a long tie in decision making processes and negotiations.  These timescales do not fit with SMEs.

Also the payment scheme is also unhelpful, and while the EC claim/aim to keep SMEs involve in RTD cash positive this is often not the case.  This can create major cashflow problems.  I have direct experience on more that one occasion of waiting over 18 months to receive payments from the EC.  This is compounded by overly complicated and unhelpful bureaucratic processes 

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)? 

Make it a requirement that project proposers to have more professional (even totally independent) project management and so reduce/eliminate the need for the EC to technically review/approve progress.  This would be a similar approach as has been used on financial auditing.
Radically reduce the rules which often run to 100s of pages.

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

Don’t know about TSB as I haven’t used it.

There are already two-stage process in some FP instruments, these work with various degrees of success.  The principle is good but the execution is less so.  In reality it take a LOT of effort to bring a consortium together and so involves a lot of up front effort.  On this bases a single-stage process would be better.  HOWEVER, if UK govt supported businesses (esp SMEs) in bid preparation a two-stage approach would be a less risk based approach.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

Interesting question.  FP is about technology (and enterprise?) risk management as the outcomes are not clear from the outset.  Whatever mechanism is in place it must recognise how much financial exposure a business is prepared to take (remembering that businesses are not recovering most of their cost).  My instinct is to say no change, but I can understand that we need to make delivering the right results is the objective of the funding.

I would offer an alternative.  Success needs to be judged against business rather than technical measures. A strong business case supported by continued integration of partners post-project is a weakness in many projects I have experienced.  For successful projects there should be a strong business case, coupled with market knowledge and exploitation route.  This linked to direct (guaranteed?) funding route for exploitation of results seems a better approach.

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

I don’t see too many issues, although emphasis on business exploitation rather than ‘rights’ for all participants would help.
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?

I don’t know about other sources of funding to make a comparison.

Funding SMEs at up to 75% has been a positive step forward.  Asking universities to do this same has created problems.
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? 

See Q31
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

Mixed, and in general superficial.  I have a little bit of experience with Dutch and Danish support which seems for professional, in depth (‘best practise’ examples, templates and tools to make understanding and submission simpler).  Our help appears shambolic in comparison.  I suspect that poor funding for agencies is one of the reasons, but so is the lack of direct government civil servant involvement and high staff turnover on some of the UK support agencies.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
I’ve made many in the previous questions.  I do believe that there are great opportunities for UK to grab a greater share of the EC pot, but we need to invest more effort upfront in developing the UKs strategies, investing in shaping FP programmes, supporting business rather than academia to set the agenda and bid projects.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

Lets copy the Netherlands, the most successful (so I am told) country in levering FP 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?
I have a few observations raised by the questions above:
· Some questions require inside knowledge of EC/FP plans, eg the ‘grand challenge’.  People who answer this are therefore already well engaged with BIS and/or EC, and may of course NOT be representative of the sectors/businesses, innovators that FP is looking to support.

· The questionnaire uses a lot of anagrams (which should be spelt out) and jargon which I can only guess what it means, eg ‘grand challenge’, frontier research’, KICs, etc which are barriers to those not involved in the minutiae offering a view.  I have tries to interpret some of these so that I can help you build a consensus.

· In FP8 I would lie to see the proposal review process having strong business representation in addition to technical/academic authorities.

· UK govt, esp BIS needs to recognise that financially supporting business, eg end-users or their intermediaries or trade associations to bid proposals can very beneficial for encouraging business involvement in FP.

· More direct (ie not leaving it to your agencies) and active lobbying at inter-governmental level will also reap benefits, as it will should that UK business is a serious player. 

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 
 xxxxx 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� 





