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

a) Increase industry participation. While UK academic involvement is notable there is a need for balance. Industry is more likely to develop patents, joint ventures and business/service models and complete the innovation lifecycle. 

b) The monitoring method used needs to measure innovation output. Alter monitoring and evaluation method to measurement outcome. Previously, participation may have been an objective in itself but this needs to be altered to current Union objectives: innovation to allow Europe to compete in a globalised economy.   This could include valid measurements: patents issuing from FP projects, joint-venture set-up, services or business models implemented.  

c) Alter FP proposal management selection and negotiation. The current process sets too high a burden for application. This is both too long and costly. In some action lines only 5% will be successful. Additionally, the negotiation stages can mean up to 180 days time-to-contract. This is an unacceptable delay in an “innovation” programme. This is a disincentive in itself to highly innovative industries and also a burden on SMEs. 



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


Creation of a pan-European research area has been achieved; however, an 'effective' research area produces patents, new businesses and new services. The programme has matured and outcomes should be linked to the 50€ Billion investment. FP6 and FP7 failed to deliver of the eEurope Agenda and the i2010 objectives and lessons need to be learned. Europe needs admit failures in programmes in order to ensure FP8 does not follow the same pattern. Assessments of Research Funds should not be politicised and loyal dissent with an objective of improvement should be encouraged. Using the same process (Work programme, Submission process, ranking and negotiation, instruments) risk producing the same results. 




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

There is a serious lack of co-ordination in European programmes which is detrimental to the ERA   It seems self-evident that the ERA, Europe 2020, Cohesion Policy and FP8 should be linked. This may mean great co-operation between DG on thematic priorities and shared responsibilies but interdisciplinary action driven by common goals are needed to give return on politcal objective, financial investment. For example, trying to get a definitive list of all FP projects and initatives on Energy will draw wishes of “good luck”  from Commission officials. Better co-ordination comes from management. Since primary research is not a direct function of the Commission, then it is firmly the commission's responsbility to co-ordinate and manage concertation. 
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? 

Budget allocation and particiption rates are not sufficicent measures of success but only superficial indicators.  The UK study itself states that  it "has not been able to establish the extent to which the FP has underpinned improved competitiveness of the wider business community". This is the primary basis for any RTD programme and the core of EU Policies over the last 10 years. Additionally, it states "one might reasonably expect" that there is spill-over from participants skills to other partners. This is ancedotal and not sufficient evidence for a major UK investment in a period of "more for less".  The same budgetary rigour and managed investment needs to apply to EU RTD funds. The creation of Intellectual Property through patent applications, spin-offs and joint venture creaion must be a priority in the RTD propgramme . This data would add value over and above participation and financial contribution statistics. 
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

Higher involvement of industry needs to be a priority. This would support the UK manufacturing basis and generate RTD opportunities for sectors of the UK economy currently ill-served by FP priorities.  New technologies including  energy, water and renewables sector are priorities. Existing UK sector strengths cannot be ignored: Finance, Public Sector, Competitive Higher Education and the entertainment sector. These sectors have either been under-represented or not targeted owing to inherent high levels of innovation. The EU RTD programmes would benefit from including these highly innovative sectors and seeking to learn from their behaviour. Additionally, valorisation of service/business innovation in FP would be a major win for the UK economy.
Cisco supports R&D policies that promote the adoption of ICT as a means of driving energy efficiency throughout more carbon-intensive sectors of the economy through means such as smart grids, smart buildings, smart transportation, and travel substitution. ICT can measure, manage and improve energy use, and should also be embedded to help meet cap and trade, offset, and general GhG reductions. Cisco supports policies that increase and promote investment in renewable and funding for environmental and energy R&D. ICT-enabled approaches can address the  climate challenge through improved energy efficiency and clean energy innovation, as well as improving productivity growth rates across every sector of the economy. 
The UK will have a greater input from renewable sources effectively managed by the latest technologies available, such as smart grid. We have an opportunity in the UK to build a fit-for-purpose and efficient transmission network, reflecting the emerging low-carbon energy mix which will serve UK consumers well into the 21st century. This network will both bring cost savings in the long term and ensure the UK’s energy independence. Upgrading the electricity grid to a smart grid will be key to achieving this. For smart grid to be successfully deployed, industry needs a regulatory framework with open interoperable standards that will break down the technology silos that exist in today’s electrical grid systems. Current systems are made up of a myriad of proprietary and disconnected technologies – in many cases, the application that the utilities use is directly tied to the device and the physical media on which the data flow back to the utility, so there’s no way to network that data and share it across different applications or systems. Embedding IP into the network and transport layers will help to ensure the interoperability necessary for the smart grid to function the way it should – providing real-time, two-way communications to the devices and actors/consumers that need it, allowing for distributed intelligence on the grid so analysis is done and decisions are made locally.  

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

As per question  5: extend support to business and service innovation and UK  areas of strength in public services, financial services, entertainment and further education services. 
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The concentration on IDEAS and PEOPLE needs to be strengthened.  Co-operation projects should be allowed to link to highly productive individuals or ideas which are supported by other DG's instruments  and programmes.  
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
There is a synergy  and high value when both A) a developing policy agenda and B) a research agenda exist in parallel. These provide opportunities for industry, SME and academics to interact in a "live" manner and bring technical expertise and practical knowledge to the EU. This benefits the EU generally and raises the quality of the policy discussion. i.e. open source technology/IPR,  eVoting and Participation/ Security and Privacy etc. 
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Efficiencies can be found in co-ordinating more of cross DG work. There are too many units involved in a policy networks on education, transport, SME policy, security, etc. Ths leads to an internal focus.  For example, SME innovation policy and support there are some 50 internal European Commission units with a remit.  Each unit has its own interest network and sets of projects, policy and support. This is counterproductive and duplicates work. Immediate effiencies could be found if the co-operation between DG ENERGY, DG HEALTH  & CONSUMER and RTD and INFSO were not solely on a high-level but on an operational level during project evaluation, selection  and monitoring of projects.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
Many technologies have multilpe application so the division between Grand Challenges could be artificial. 

Many of the Grand Challenges are interrelated and the "neat" division is more suited to adminstration than research. This may make interdiscipinary research more complex.

New challenges within a Fixed Term Programme can be restrictive and there needs to be some flexibility in budgets and priority re-evaluation. 

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?

EU: Fisheries/ ICT/ Nanoscienes and Technologies/ Energy/Environment/ Transport/Security and Space 

National: Food, Agriculture, Socio-Economic and Humanities

The ICT agenda should not be seen as isolated silo and requires interdisciplinary focus as a primary enabler technology.  For example, The Security, Space Transport and Health are all increasingly dependant on ICT infrastrutcure to deliver basic components. 



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

External Relations of the EU need to be co-ordinated with the EU RTD programmes. In developing world there are other leading world powers which strategically engage in an more overt manner. RTD needs to be aligned with EU External Action and Instrument for Stability (IfS) and the building of national capacities.

There are models of co-operation such as IST AFRICA (IST Programme for FP7) which do support offer examples of best practice but these are seen as peripheral and do not enjoy sufficient Commissioner level support. These vehicles need to be utilised to their full potential. On  issues such as Energy Security, RTD can faciliate wider EU policy objectives in a programmatic manner. 

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?
Thematic priorities need to be set which include some of the the most innovative sectors of the UK Economy. This should include Finance, Public Services, Media and Entertainment Industry and Further Educational Services. 
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Linkage is the greatest challenge to EU programmes.  The Grand Challenges will suffer unless better co-ordination is built-in from the inception. For example, ICT should be embedded into each of the Grand Challenges and cross-challenge co-operation opportunities provided.This may need a a refocus of the IST Conference or provision of other concertation events to support transversal knowledge and synergy.   
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?

This is a weak point of the FP system. No adequate value is given to  business and service innovation. Given there is a serious challenge to European public sector services due to budgetary cuts and in some cases IMF intervention, then public service innovation is a key enabler. 
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?

Generally, the apportionment is reasonable. However, too much attention is given to soft sciences in the RTD programmes. While social science is the human face of technologies, it often has a disproportionate weighting in projects. Understandably, this could be influenced by lack of expertise in Commission staff in relation to new and fast  evolving technologies. Nonetheless, the social science biase coupled with the administrative bureaucracy sometimes appear to be the main contribution of the project scientific officers. The role of the project officer as a 'scientific advisor' needs to be supported.    
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

Single Investigator funds could be more flexible. If more flexibility were provided, there would be increased competition for the award holder. This  would be a new  market mechanisms model in which Universities could "lobby" researchers by offering additional funds, support, co-ordination and resources to intice academic mobility. This might broaden the involvement of UK universities beyond the four dominant universities. The practicalities would need to be addressed i.e. Transfer periods, limits of one transfer per funded cycle, no additional costs eligible for a transfer, etc.   
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Single investigator funding is an essential and a sucessful element of the FP. The fact that scientific excellence alone is the defining criteria ensures a track record of research is already a barometer of success. However, more needs to be done to measure and evaluate the skills and expertise transfer from the primary researcher to the research assistants and team. The multiplier effect of the 'single investigator grant' needs to be monitored.  Additionally, linkages with the INCO/Regio could bring a more holistic approach to EU RTD policies aligning wider objectives and providing a cohesive strategy for Europe 2020.   
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

The entire FP needs to be reviewed through a industrial lense not solely the ERC. However, the work of the ERC may be more suited to academic involvement than industry take-up. Additionally, non-EU companies with significant European presence (R & D, manufacture, Business Process, sales) should be seen as equal partners to wholly European registered companies. This is not always the case and is reflected directly in project participation. Harnessing all private sector interests and expertise to the development of the ERC and wider innovation would benefit FP8.  
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

Within ICT collaboration projects greater mobility and skills development could be promoted through allowing participants to send staff to physically work in other partner organisations. While 'Marie Curie’ is invaluable the general ability of the FP programme to support mobility and skills development needs extended. In STREPS, CSA, IP, few organisations master the combination of Marie Curie with existing research projects. This needs harmonised to allow greater flexibility, which would benefit the research programme  

Remote projects suffer from disjointed approaches and varied speeds of progress. It is not uncommon that project partners only meet up in the 6-month reviews with Commission officials. Projects tend to make progress when there is framework in which skills and knowledge can be learned.   Including staff temporary transfers under the FP arrangement as eligible costs would be beneficial - if greater co-ordination with MC cannot be achieved. This would either be written into the initial proposal or 'upon request/need' during the project at the discretion of the project officer but with no additional allocation of budget. One partner falling behind on deliverables can often delay projects. Resource reallocation should be allowed within limits to meet this mobility and skills objective and to achieve project deliverables.



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?
Generally, there is insufficient emphasis on International Cooperation. When such funding is offered ii is too little. Current International Cooperation Calls typically have different regions of the world competing against one another for a relatively small pot of funds, which is counter productive. There is a realpolitik in selection which is detrimental to the involvement of some the poorest regions - in which RTD co-operation would make a major difference in both academic, and industry but also in wider EU policies of border security, antiterror actions and democratisation.  
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?

     
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?

     
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?

     
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?
7% overhead is insufficient for CSA/SSA - especially if SME were to have more than a contributor/participant role. 
Changing the research focus of each subsequent call has the merit of reducing recycled proposals, but sometimes more than one call in a thematic area is required to address the breadth of the thematic priority.


Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
Project Tracking done in a systematic manner after completion. Projects tend to die off.  If FP8 successfully moves to monitor IPR, patents, joint venture and job creation then a secondary step may be required to ensure knowledge gained is disseminated and exploited. 

There are already arguments for public funded research efforts to be open content/source. This is not necessary as in general as the go-to-market model for most industries require IPR. However, large corporations who already sit on IPR Libraries regularly review patents and technology and decide what could better be used by making it open content/source.

In this same manner, the secondary step  for the EU could mean that if IPR generated by an EU sponsored consortia were not being used or  adequate plans for its imminent use were provided (i.e. 24 months - 36 months) that this IPR would pass into public domain. 
This would meet the dissemination and knowledge accessibility goals and respond to some critques of the RTD programme. 

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?

The UK must accept that high levels of academic involvement while positive, will generate less  near-term economic growth. Not all innovation is equal. Where innovation issues from the RTD programme, there is a challenge for academics to-go-market. Industry does not have the same challenge in taking ideas to the market to generate profit and growth. Therefore,  UK  industry needs to be actively targeted to bring the rates of involvement to those parallel to other large industrial nations. This would mean a doubling of UK Industry participation. CISCO is happy to engage in a discussion with BIS and other sectors to design a suitable strategy to achieve this objective during FP8.  

Again, any UK industry engagement would need to run parallel to a simplification and process revision within the RTD programmes. An engagement drive without simplification and focus would be counterproductive. 

Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Some countries provide support towards the costs incurred in writing the proposal and putting together the consortium. This would certainly help those SMEs who wish to drive a research agenda in a coordinator role. However, the reality is that most proposals will not be coordinated by a SME - and the commission would often challenge this role if it was attributed to an SME. Certifified accounts of between 3 and 5 years are regularly requested and in an area such as ICT with high innovation and generation of new SMEs daily it  is counter-productive and in many cases impossible to comply and therefore SMEs and not allocated a co-ordinator role.  
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)? 

There is an enormous amount of paperwork to be completed, and often too little partner management effort for partners to conver this work. It adds very little to the value of the research being carried out. However,  this model of operation has been adopted as the necessary cost of verification. Other modes of verification should be considered - including some element of peer review by other RTD projects in the same thematic prioirity. They have both the appropriate technical knowledge and vested interest to participate.   
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

The two stage approach is preferred: lower bidding cost, lower adminsitrative burden and greater opportunity for SME. There is a general lack of communication between RTD units and the wider research community and having a two stage approach would partially address the issue.  Therefore, the initial findings and comments from the panel should be communicated to the bidding party - whether or not they have passed into the second stage. This allows learning within the RTD system.

Attention would need to be paid to ensuring the new 2 stage approach did not further delay the time to contract from submission.  This would have to be accompanied by a root and branch reworking  and simplification of business process. Additionally, some units continually fail to complete negotiation within acceptable limits   

Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

The Commission does seek to applying both models during the yearly review process;however the accent is on the cost/input. CISCO agrees with a move to a results/outcomes and performance measurement of EU actions. The current measurement metrics do not align to wider EU goals of innovation and economic growth. While participation is positive, it is not the final goal. What is measured and reported tends to improve therefore, the new FP8 needs to reflect the primary reason for research.
The real benefits of the results/outcome/performance is not simple to measure but a prototype or pilot would be appreciated.



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

The Consortium Agreement is reasonable tool to outline co-operation and can be adapted by the partners. Overly prescriptive IPR will deter highly innovative companies from engaging in FP8. Consortia do need to define the IPR rules in advance of project work. This may be more suitably done at a workpackage level than at a Consortium level. Property rights should benefit parties which create the intellectual property and not every partner within a RTD action. In some IP/ Tech Platforms there are over 80 partners so workpackage or sub-projects  agreements would be the appropraite level for IPR. Agreements to fair and unrestricted access to IPR during a project is not unreasonable means for enagement.  
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?

     
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? 

Yes especially from UK industry
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

The actual UK support services are well represented and received. However, other indirect support offered by some states is not negligible.This may take the form of a phone call from a Ministry or a letter of support which highlights the merits of a particular proposal. The UK needs to adapt to this reality.   
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
The introduction of a simplified 2 stage application process would lower the barrier to SME involvement more than a marketing campaign or a complex programme of support writers. 
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

There is a difference per country on lobbying activities. To be successful  there tends to be a focus not only on a well balanced consortium but also on on the most appropriate and recognised partners and their active promotion.



Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
Sectors in which the UK's strengths are evident: entertainment, finance and public sector innovation are not adequately represented. These sectors are highly innovative and their involvement with EU RTD actions would have a beneficial impact generally. However,  unless the lengthy time to contract and protracted bureaucratic arrangements are addressed then there is no value in trying to co-opt theses sectors.  
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
The UK would benefit from selecting specific action lines and calls which are vital to UK economic interests. There is often a 'scatter gun approach' with information days on multiple lines. Should limited UK support capacity be targeted to key sector interests and measured? This may be in areas in which the UK is under-represented or in areas in which strengths already exist. 
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� 





