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This response should be read together with that submitted by UKspace.
About Intellect
 Intellect is the UK trade association for the technology industry which comprises the information and communications technologies (ICT), electronics manufacturing and design and consumer electronics (CE) sectors, including defence and space-related IT and services. Intellect represents over 750 companies ranging and include blue-chip multinationals as well as early stage technology companies. Its members account for over 80% of these markets. These industries together generate around 10% of UK GDP and 15% of UK trade. Intellect is a not-for-profit organisation, which provides a collective voice for its members and drives connections with government and business to create a commercial environment in which they can thrive.

About this response
Intellect has reached out to its membership, and specifically the SMEs, with the questions posed in the call. Intellect’s membership includes organisations that: have participated successfully in many Framework Programmes; where engagement in FP7 was their first attempt; and those who are interested but have not yet put in a bid.
Intellect together with A|D|S sponsors UKspace, the Trade Association for the UK Space Industry. Intellect’s members in the space industry have contributed to the response from UKspace.  
The answers below contain general and additional information together with accounts of individual experiences and suggestions. Only the questions where a comment is made have been included.
General comment 

Intellect welcomes this consultation. There is still a view within industry that it is difficult and time consuming to engage with the Framework Programme however we do appreciate the efforts to make improvements in these areas. We do suggest members only engage with the programme on projects relevant to their business plan both in content and timescale and with full understanding of the IPR rules.
Possible new entrants still seem to find it difficult to obtain information and partners; existing entrants would like to better understand how to influence the content of the programme at the early stages.
Response to the questions

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?

A proactive effort to help and encourage industry to participate could play a part in altering the balance of funding between academia and industry. 
Ways to do this could range from improving awareness of the programmes, simplification, and reduction in bureaucracy making application easier and quicker and helping form partnerships
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

These are some suggestions from our SME members:

· More electronic Procurement methods

· More Specific Targeted Research Projects (STREPS) and fewer Integrated Projects (IP).


· Use the UK Technology Strategy Board format where Expressions of Interest (EOI) are submitted – only  if you get through EOI phase do you go to full proposal – (with around 50% chance of winning funding). The current FP system requires so much effort with a 5% chance of winning which is difficult for an SME to resource.
· Have a champion for each favoured " topic " whose responsibility is to bring together organisations who are involved in matters relating to the topic with a view to being a catalyst for project ideas.

	Case Study from a small SME with less than 10 employees

In FP7 there is a section entitled “SME initiative on digital content”.   We pride ourselves on having something of a reputation in the media industry for structuring digital content completely disproportionate to our size and inevitably took an interest in this section.  On three separate occasions prompted by comments from various of our clients I tried to penetrate the Commission’s website to understand what they were looking for; each time I ended totally frustrated by the endless referrals to other sections to obtain clarification of their requirements.  On each occasion I gave up; there simply isn’t enough time in the day or resource available to a “micro”, to understand what they’re after; it is a specialism in itself.

We then received a phone call from the Commission asking why we hadn’t shown any interest in the call.   I spoke with a project officer at the Commission.  It took him all of five minutes to brief me more than adequately on the relevant section.  

 Asked why we had been approached he explained that the Commission was trying to broaden engagement and that we had been identified by an outreach programme.

 


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)? 

· Issue a plain English summary

· More transparency in the application process, more user friendly forms and better support. 
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

Intellect members are of the opinion that the IP provisions of FP7 seems to be generally workable and should not require any significant changes for FP8.  

We do however have some comments on a few of conditions in Annex II of the Grant Agreement 
Condition II.27 - Transfer
Here, there are some notification terms that raise vexing questions for entities that routinely assign IP rights to others, whether parent companies or the like in non-EU countries, or in the context of IP sales. 
Intellect would like some indication of what EC policy will be on assignment of IPR so that global groups of companies will have more certainty on the subject before seeking FP8 grant funding.  We note Condition II.32 of Annex II Principles Paragraph 8 provides indications of the way the EC would view the granting of licences to third parties in countries outside FP7. The policy could:
(i) help to attract UK (and other European) companies who are owned overseas (and who therefore do not always enjoy ownership of the intellectual property they create because they are obligated to assign it to their parents) into participating where they might otherwise feel uncomfortable in doing so; and, 

(ii) help attract entities who make a business out selling IP on the global market into participating where they might otherwise feel uncomfortable in doing so because of the administrative burden of clearance. 

Intellect would like to see it stated that notification is not required when the assignment is made subject to reservation of rights granted to the other project participants in the Grant and Consortium agreements.        

Condition II.9 Confidentiality 
Paragraph 1 it is open to the beneficiaries to specify a longer period of protection than five years after project completion in their consortium agreement, but the Commission’s obligation of confidentiality is limited to five years afterwards in any event unless there is a “duly substantiated request by a beneficiary”.  It would be more logical for the Commission either to respect what the beneficiaries had agreed or at least for the Commission to bear the burden of justifying a shorter period.

Condition II.26 Ownership 
Paragraph 2 the provisions regarding joint ownership of IPR are not sufficiently concrete to be of much benefit and should be either omitted or overhauled.  If anything needs to be stated regarding joint ownership, it could for instance address cases where joint ownership is anticipated from the outset (because the project involves planned joint work between certain parties) by requiring the issue to be addressed in the consortium agreement (not merely “an agreement”).  The same paragraph also allows individual joint owners to sublicense third parties without the consent of the other joint owners (contrary to the usual rule on joint ownership of IPR although it admittedly requires 45 days prior notice to be given), and without any restriction on the third parties who can be licensed, which is contrary to other provisions of Annex II (such as Condition II.32 – see above).  There seems to be no obvious reason for departing from the usual requirement for prior consent of the other joint owners.

Condition II.26 Ownership 
Paragraph 3 is unclear because it states that where employees or personnel of a beneficiary have rights in foreground, the rights must e capable of exercise “in a manner compatible with [the beneficiary’s] obligations under this grant agreement” but it is not clear whose exercise of the rights is referred to – the employee’s or the beneficiary’s.  Presumably the latter was intended.

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

This is an area with room for improvement.  Contact points do provide information but it is reported that that the services provided in mainline Europe are better than those in the UK. 

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

· More electronic Procurement methods

· Proposal writing support 
· See previous responses
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

Other EU countries provide more support and also help with submitting bids.






Russell Square House


T 020 7331 2000

10-12 Russell Square


F 020 7331 2040

London WC1B 5EE


www.intellectuk.org

Information Technology Telecommunications & Electronics Association

Contact: Jennifer Carlton 
T 020 7331 2003
E jennifer.carlton@intellectuk.org

Intellect response to:

BIS Call for Evidence on the EU Framework Programme

Page 5 of 5

