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EU Framework Programme: Call for Evidence response form
This form is available to download from www.bis.gov.uk/fp8-call-for-evidence. 
URN: 10/1177RF

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: 
Organisation (if applicable): CBRNE 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 

	X
	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?

Propagate the conduit for R&D between the research and business community and the REA to get greater value of tax payers’ money from the EU.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


Turning R&D into marketable products.

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? 

It is the experience of CBRNE Ltd (over a short one year period) that involvement in FP7 (Security Theme) has led to a very beneficial broadening of business contacts and relationships and the ability to “punch above its weight”.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

Increased funding for waste to energy R&D.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
     
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?
     
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
There is a danger that SMEs will be excluded as these organisations will have centric ambitions due to resource limitations.  Mechanisms should be in place to ensure suitable representation by SMEs – as is the case for FP7 – which works very effectively. 
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 wide basis: Energy; Transport, Space and Security.
Each of these themes have dual use technology opportunities.  They are reliant on each other.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

Make it easier for FP8 participants to incorporate technology from outside the EU when in Joint Venture partnerships with, for instance organisations in the USA.   The value of the two (or more) could be greater than a single organisation or as succinctly put in your briefing document [ref Para 7 i) 6] enabling a “critical mass of technical / capital equipment or knowledge…”
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?
     
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

     
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?

It is CBRNE Ltd.’s view that research funding should be directed towards advancing leading edge technology (Tier 1) and associated support processes and procedures, such as human behaviour and system integration (Tier 2).  It does not believe that funding should be provided to services with only a tenuous link (Tier 3) to the Tier 1 technology programmes.  This could lead to a lack of focus on the development of key technology.
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?

Priority must go on leading edge technology with enabling technologies in support.  Perhaps at a ratio of 80/20.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

The ERC could look into collecting information on frontier research at Technology Readiness Levels (TRL) 3 (Research to prove Feasibility) to TRL 6 (Technology Demonstration) being developed by Micro and SMEs with a view to directing R&D funding directly into the research that will address the relevant Theme.  At present (certainly within the Security Theme) there tends to be a process where the SME has to identify a call that includes the technology it wishes to develop and find a Coordinator willing to incorporate the technology to address the requirements of the call.
This idea would require coordination to ensure joined up thinking but it would be an exciting R&D opportunity for Micro and SMEs to tap into without being beholden to larger organisations.

The above idea would address areas of top priority to the EC (e.g. health, energy and security) and would have fewer obstacles to participation than the Eurostars programme which for instance requires 50% funding. 

The key to this idea is that the technology will lead to what the EC feels is a “must have” priority for the security and well being of the EU citizen.
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? 

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?
See Q17 for ideas to address the third bullet point in your “Call for Evidence” explanatory note regarding research for SMEs.

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?
     
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?

     
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
1.  The experience of CBRNE Ltd (a micro company) has been very positive with a 25% success rate in the first year (50% if another contract is signed in January 2011) but it was due to perseverance in getting over the hurdles of understanding the practical steps of getting involved.  This does not start with the publication of the Description of Works but requires all year round liaison with the key players in the Framework Programme.  National Governments can do more to improve this learning curve which should include workshops that inform on the legal, financial and practical aspects of participating in the Framework Programme.  The existing one day conferences provide a lot of encouragement and statistics (budget availability, national participation, industry/academia/SME apportionment etc) but delegates depart none the wiser on the practicalities for getting involved.  By the next day SME owners have moved on to deal with their next problem rather than realising the opportunity presented to them the previous day.  If National Governments cannot provide the above guidance then it will need to be done at EU level.  The FP7 Info Open Day held by the REA (9th September 2010) goes some way to providing these answers but it is generally agreed that this conference is aimed at Coordinators rather than Participants as well as being an excellent networking event.
2. Within the security theme SMEs may need to have security clearance (SC).  This is a nightmare for an SME to achieve – it is nigh on impossible to achieve without the sponsorship of another organisation which can be expensive.  CBRNE Ltd has approached the Head of the  UK Trade and Investment Defence and Security Organisation and the CEO of the Regional Development Authority subsidiary Security Innovation and Technology Consortium to try and get this process improved but despite reassuring words nothing happens.  Without SC it can be difficult for SMEs to participate in some security calls with 100% effectiveness as they stand the chance of being excluded from aspects of the research.  Similarly to (1) above if National Governments cannot find a way to provide SMEs with security clearance then we would ask that this be done at EU level.  This process, it would seem, would have to be done independent of the applicant’s national government input as this cannot be relied upon.
3. The process for answering calls requires a common template.  The existing security theme template has many variations and much time is wasted by participants providing submissions which then need to be re-formatted.
4. The A3.1 Form which provides the budget information within the submission should be properly explained with examples covering the different Indirect Cost scenarios.  In a number of submissions made in December 2010 CBRNE Ltd was given different guidance by coordinators.  In at least one 2009 submission the information was incorrectly submitted as a result of the coordinator getting it wrong.  It could be argued this is the coordinator’s fault but more can be done to improve the understanding of how these forms should be filled in, so that if necessary, the participants can identify if the coordinator has done it incorrectly.
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)? 

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

CBRNE Ltd is happy with the existing process but it could be made quicker.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

Not easy as this might curtail innovative thinking by limiting R&D expectations so as to meet targets in order to claim the budget.  This is a bit like train companies who provide easy to meet timetables to meet their targets.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

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?

CBRNE Ltd understands that there are discussions taking place concerning having just one indirect flat rate. If this is the case that rate should be no less than the Specific Flat Rate (formerly known at the Transitional Flat Rate) which at present stands at 60%.  CBRNE Ltd understands that some organisations feel that indirect costs should be 100% of direct costs.  CBRNE Ltd feels that this is unreasonable and will compromise the number of fundable projects within the Framework Programme.
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? 

This would certainly help.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

Much improved since a year ago but more can be done.  See the answers to Q32:
(i) Improved briefing on Legal, financial and practical aspects
(ii) Security Clearance 
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
1. Provide improved briefings (see Q39 above) which will take away the impression of a hurdle too far.  These briefings should be given by those who have participated in Framework Programmes and should provide in depth briefing of the workings of a Framework Programme from deciding which call(s) to answer, finding the correct consortium or deciding whether to lead a consortium, the process for putting together a submission, the pitfalls and restrictions. There should be an explanation of how the submissions are evaluated and the possible opportunities for increasing the evaluator’s score if given the opportunity.  It is accepted that a lot of the information can be found on line but in reality there are some key facts and issues which need to be highlighted (“seeing the wood from the trees”)
2. Include success stories with reasons for their success (lessons learnt)
3. Come up with a process for identifying those who attend the briefings and are interested in going to the next stage and following their progress with a view to identifying pitfalls and problems.
4. Provide a briefing from HMRC on how to deal the financial aspects of VAT and the grant.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

     
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
CBRNE Ltd is a firm advocate of the Framework Programme and believes that UK Plc SMEs have an unsurpassed opportunity for getting funding during a difficult economic period.
It is interesting how often one sees the same international companies participating again and again.
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 X
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? 

Maybe – depends on availability and subject

� 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� 





