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Foreword

The Seventh Framework Programme for Research adldndkgical Development (FP7) is

the biggest ever investment made by the EU in agguts future as a knowledge-based
society. It builds on the successes and experiehpeevious FPs that have grown in ambition
over the years. FP7 has a budget of some €50rbie@r the seven years from 2007-2013,,
constituting an annual average investment thatuisstantially higher than in previous

Framework Programmes and that will, by the endhef pperiod rise, to around 10% of the
public spending on research by Member States.

This interim evaluation of FP7 has been carried loytan independent Expert Group,
appointed by DG RTD in the spring of 2010 in linghwarticle 7(2) of the EC Seventh
Framework Programme Decisiorhich provides that:No later than 2010, the Commission
shall carry out, with the assistance of independerperts, an evidence-based interim
evaluation of this Framework Programme and its #peprogrammes building upon the ex
post evaluation of the Sixth Framework Programme.

The Expert Group wishes to express its sincereitgdat to several people, who have
contributed to this report. We wish to acknowledge work of the supporting experts:
Professor Costas Fotakis, Professor Annamariat|nRebfessor Jean-Louis Coatrieux, Dr.
Jonathan Adams and Dr. Wolfgang Polt. The Expeou@s work has been ably assisted by
the Commission staff, especially DG RTD A.3 unit albaation and Monitoring of
Programmes (Dr Peter Fisch, Dr. Neville Reeve, Mar@®e Freir, Ms Justyna Tisserand, Ms
Eszter Batta, Ms Isabelle Dupont, Dr Gerburg Larsed Mr Georgios Chorafakis), and we
have also benefited from the input and co-operatibmany other officials responsible for
different parts of the Framework Programme.

The evaluation comes at a point when the FrameWosgramme has reached its mid-point in
calendar terms, but when many of the projects fdnddts early years are still in progress
and when the bulk of the money remains to be akate&Some of the projects initiated in the
latter years of FP7 can be expected to continu@s$dong as five years after its formal end,
that is up to 2017-2018. It follows that only teiva conclusions can be reached about the
outcomes of FP7 and the impact it will have on [pate science, its economy and its society.

Nevertheless, an interim evaluation has a vita tolplay in taking stock, in putting forward
proposals for the remaining years of FP7 and involrg out lessons that can feed into the
planning — already in its early stages — of a ss&@meprogramme.

Stockholm, Brussels, 12 November 2010.
For the Expert Group, Rolf Annerberg

1 0J L 412, 30.12.2006, P. 001.



Summary

1. Achieving a substantial enhancement of researainés of the key policy aims of the
European Union and the Seventh Framework PrografR®g€), with an indicative budget
of some €50 billion over the period 2007-2013, ¢ibmes an important investment in
furthering that aim.

2. This interim evaluation has been conducted as thgrBmme reaches its half way point
in time elapsed, although before more than halfnlomey has been spent and at a time
when only preliminary information about its outpuaad impact is available. It has
looked, in general, at whether the Programme filiiad) its ambitions and, in detail, at a
variety of facets of its implementation, in order drrive at recommendations for its
development in its latter years. Some of the lessbat can be drawn from this evaluation
can also be expected to inform the elaborationubkequent EU research programmes
and policies.

3. A first key message is that FP7 is on course andlaarly making a significant
contribution to European science and the developraethe European Research Area.
There are acknowledged difficulties in some aspeftsts implementation, but it is
important to applaud what is good about it.

S1 Key Strengths

4. The data from the latest annual monitoring reportF®7 shows its breadth and scope.
Whether judged by the number of researchers indolve cooperative projects, the
geographical spread of teams or the range of tamesred, the Framework Programme
has a vast and impressive reach. The Expert Grawmglwles that it is making a
difference, that there is a very high likelihood pbsitive impacts and that it is
contributing to the development of the EuropeaneBesh Area.

5. The Expert Group finds that the principle of exeetle in project selection is largely
achieved. In much of th€ooperationProgramme to which nearly two-thirds of FP7
funding is allocated, leading researchers are b&inded, the quality of proposals is
generally assessed to be high and there is robogbetition for funding. Despite being a
new, and thus untried, instrument, the Europeare&ek Council (ERC) has manifestly
succeeded in attracting and funding world-claseaesh and is playing an important role
in anchoring research talent.

6. Mobility and training of researchers continues ® underpinned by the ‘Marie Curie
actions’ under the specific programfeopleand is making a valuable contribution to the
development of the human capital of researchersieder, the low success rates in some
of the Marie Curie actions suggest that some reloalg of resources within the specific
programme could enhance its impact.

7. FP7 is also having a positive effect on researdhastructures, raising questions of
whether more emphasis should be given in futur¢hi® element of the programme.
Another novel measure, the Risk Sharing Financeliya(RSFF), has been evaluated
positively and can be seen as a promising meaaddng to the resources for investment
in infrastructure by complementing grants with Isan

8. At a procedural level, it is worth noting that sahave been developed and processed
effectively and that these procedures have enghegdunds are allocated in a reasonably
timely manner and with integrity.



9. There is some evidence that successive FPs, andnRpafticular, are having a positive
‘leverage’ effect in promoting national researcfoes and reinforcing the research and
innovative capacity of industry.

S2 Areas in need of improvement

10. The complaints that the Expert Group has read aaddhabout the administrative burdens
of involvement in FP7, despite the many worthwkit@nges adopted since FP6 under the
banner of simplification, testify to the continuifigustration in this regard. Too many
procedures continue to be unwieldy or dispropodierio the very marginal benefits they
provide in terms of control of public spending, ahdre is strong evidence of a lack of
flexibility. The Expert Group concludes that whiteany of the specific developments are
welcome, a much more radical approach is now neddedgktain a quantum leap in
simplification. In particular, the risk-trust balzm needs to be redressed, as the current
risk-averse culture inhibits participation and nieeyundermining the research most likely
to result in genuine breakthroughs.

11.The goal of boosting female participation has msatee progress, but the ‘glass ceiling’
alluded to in the final evaluation of FP6 still seeto be intact. Nevertheless, FP7 has
contributed to boosting women’s presence in sdientsearch, even if the goal of 40%
participation is some way from being met. Behind tlata on participation rates lies the
fact that women comprise only some 30% of the rebelaase in the Member States. This
means that the target will be very difficult to ceaand highlights the need for initiatives
at Member State level to increase female partimpah research. Women are also under-
represented in certain disciplines and at the maeastor levels. As younger cohorts of
researchers move through the system, this showddugily improve, but should be
monitored.

12.1t is unclear whether industry participation hagersed the decline seen in previous FPs,
but the funding going to SMESs is now close to tmget level of 15% for th€ooperation
specific programme. There is, however, still a widage of evidence that small
businesses are more easily deterred by ‘complexitgrocedures and delays in contracts.

S3 New concerns and dilemmas

13.Considerable effort is needed to achieve effeativerdination of research between the
Member State and EU levels. Given that the ERAugpssed to bring out the best of
both, it is worrying that such difficulties seemte so hard to resolve and that it is so
difficult to create a common pot of funding wheneded. Further development of the
Joint Programming Initiative will make it imperagivto find effective solutions to this
issue.

14. Among the novel measures, the Joint Technologyatnies (JTIs) are developing, but
have been the subject of complaints about incarsigtin legal structures and procedures
that are off-putting to industry, universities angsearch organisations. In addition,
overhead rates are considered by many actors ttoddow to cover the costs of
participants.

15.The evidence on Article 185 and on ERA-NET Pluslénder, although evaluations of the
progress to date offer some encouragement thae thew instruments can help to
improve coordination between EU and national redear

16.Success rates in many areas are relatively lowirapty a substantial waste of research
resources in failed applications that are deemedhwaf funding but miss the cut-off



threshold. At the same time, the success ratesctdfie high standing of the Programme

and its strong appeal to researchers. Some natgystéms have responded to this

phenomenon by offering complementary funding. Niéwadess, a question arises about

whether the call procedures could be improveddsde the waste, perhaps by more resort
to two-stage calls.

17.Success rates for applicants located in severgieoMember States that acceded to the
EU in 2004 and 2007 are distinctly lower than foe tEU15, although relatively low
success rates are also found for some of the souMember States. Having ‘scientific
excellence’ as the principal criterion for researfcimding will inevitably see some
concentration of research funding in favoured locest But a possible corollary is that
the FP, in conjunction with other EU instrumentscfs as the Structural and Cohesion
Funds), should do more to foster capacity buildmthese areas.

18.The average amount of time needed from the endazlao the signing of a research
grant is nearly a year, which is high and undougteffers room for improvement, but
not grossly out of line with national practice. Hower, of more concern is diversity in
time to grant (TTG) across different componentd=Bf7. The conclusion drawn by the
Expert Group is that this ought to be amenablehtinges in practice in the Commission
or the executive agencies, and that the areasntlyrexhibiting overly high TTG should
be expected to converge on the best performers.

19.There is also evidence of a lack of clarity in howovation as opposed to ‘pure’ research
is incorporated in the FP, and how to assure coberdetween research aims, the
‘Innovation Union’ dimension of Europe 2020 and #e®nomic development advanced
by the EU’s Cohesion policy.

20.Further questions arise about how to ensure tlattidoubted achievements of science
are translated into impacts — whether economicooiat - that benefit society at large.
Although the Expert Group is encouraged by then&itie given to dissemination, it is far
too soon to attempt any comprehensive assessméme ouitcomes of impact of research
which is still in progress from the very first cathf FP7.

S4 Directions for reform

21.While it is important to retain stability in much the FP and to avoid disruptive changes
to procedures with which the research community hasome familiar, there can
sometimes be good reasons to change tack. Fropetispective of EU policy, one such
is the growing recognition that the research eférbuld increasingly be focused on the
‘Grand Challenges’ — includingnter alia climate change, competitiveness, an ageing
population, energy supply — that confront Europeans

22.At the same time, the need to establish strongerbatter connections between research,
innovation and education has to be addressed (tlosvkedge Triangle). Special attention
has to be paid to research training and educaliba.implication is that some strategic
shifts in the focus of FP7 are warranted betweehl2&nd 2013, paving the way for
bigger shifts in FP8.

23.In addition, the integration of research policigsnational and EU levels, whether in
connection with the ERA or the ‘Innovation Uniorspeects of Europe 2020, requires new
thinking. As joined-up policies (including thoselyiag on the open method of
coordination) become joined-up actions through tJ&rogramming, the Expert Group
considers that it is too early to judge whetherpbgential that this represents in terms of
efficiencies and developing critical mass to adslgsind societal challenges is currently



being optimised. There is also a need to look bfegghe international dimension of the
FP, both to boost Europe’s standing in global smeand to take advantage of the
opportunities afforded by international collaboratresearch.

24. Similarly, the Expert Group concludes that the @mions between the main performers
of research in universities and research and téogpmrganisations (RTOs), on the one
side, and industry (especially SMES), on the othex,not working as well as they could
do. In fostering innovation, the role of industrg the bridge between research and
‘commercialisation’ has to be stressed and the tfzett SMEs are consumers as well as
performers of research better recognised.

Ten recommendations

There has been considerable ‘learning-by-doingthe implementation of FP7, notably in

developing the new instruments and establishinggeeutive agencies. However, the Expert
Group has identified a number of areas where clsaoggable of improving the effectiveness
and impact of the Framework Programme in its lagesars could be made. Many of these
involve making decisive choices and the exerciseftd@ctive management, and the Group
calls for them to be adopted rapidly. Bearing imenihat the timetable for development of a
successor programme to FP7 is being acceleratedthaidthe Europe 2020 strategy is
developing its own momentum, not least with theligabion of the Communication on the

Innovation Union, lessons from the first half of 7#Bre highly relevant. The Expert Group,

therefore, also puts forward recommendations f@. FP

Here, the ten key recommendations of the Grouppaesented. In addition, many more
specific issues that warrant attention are raiselifferent points in the report.

1. To advance ERA and Innovation Union objectives, irdggrating the research basdy
overcoming fragmentation in research is vital, ersimultaneously achieving a sharper
division of labour between what is done at EU leaetl what is undertaken in national
programmes. European research and innovation gffioust concentrate on themes where
critical mass is vital for success and where bieakighs require cross-border solutions,
while also allocating sufficient resources to R&Dpics which promise radical
innovations. Addressing the ‘Grand Challenges’ oamting the European Union should
increasingly be at the heart of EU research pobtarting in the last three years of FP7,
but more emphatically so in a successor programirhes process could be structured
according to who sets the research agenda anddaatxount of the ‘smart, sustainable,
inclusive’ leitmotif for Europe 2020, although they will need to worgedther to address
the ‘Grand Challenges’ as follows:

» Science for science - the researchers set the agend
» Science for competitiveness - industry sets thedage
» Science for society - civil society actors setadlgenda

2. To develop and implement high quality research infastructures. Research
infrastructures (RIs) are pivotal for the Knowledbeangle, and as such are a pillar for
implementing the ERA, but there needs to be colveréetween what is funded by FP7
under the heading d@apacities the ESFRI and capacity building undertaken as qar
Cohesion policy and what is being considered inctireext of Joint Programming. More
effort should be made to boost RIs during the dastmges of FP7, especially the
Integrated Infrastructure Initiatives (I13) that leathe greatest scope for added value at
European level. In addition there should be a foounspromoting their impact by
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establishing synergies between training instrumeans utilisation of RIs and by
stimulating industrial and third country access.

. The level of funding should, at least, be maintairte Although the straitened budgetary
conditions following the severe economic crisislwikan tough choices have to be made
in public spending, the competitive challenges tttee EU faces require sufficient
investment in long-term economic development aretethshould be no reduction in
funding for FP7 in its latter stages. There is mpelling case for continued substantial
funding of research in the Eighth Framework Progremnot least as one of the key tools
to achieve the Europe 2020 goals. A reasonabld @vieinding per year could be that
reached in the last year of FP7. In relative termis, would mean that the percentage of
the total EU budget that FP7 will have when it estsuld be regarded as a minimum.
Funding at this rate would help to overcome théblenm that many individual proposals
adjudged to be excellent are not funded which, Emuwith the substantial effort needed
to prepare a proposal, may deter some of the bssarchers from applying.

. A well-articulated innovation strategy needs to ensure that instruments anditj@$o
encourage participation from a broad spectrum dllsamd large enterprises, universities
and research and technology organisations. Thangsand innovation strategy also has
to take into account the need to support Europatergises’ efforts to integrate in global
innovation networks. The open, international chi@maof the FP7 could therefore be
expanded. Specific actions should be taken in timtext of the evolving financial crisis
to channel financial support for research and iation to areas of crucial importance for
European competitiveness. An increased emphagisomitoring progress in FP7 projects
is needed if the intended impact is to be achielratbvation also requires more attention
to the distinctive needs of industry, among whietiuctions in administrative burdens are
vital.

. Simplification needs a quantum leap and the Expert Group calls for all Directorates-
General and agencies rapidly to implement the dkam simplification measures
recently put forward in a Communication by the Cassion and to ensure that they are
applied rigorously from 2011-2013. Coherence ofcpdures and approaches between
Commission Directorates General and the ExecutivgenBies responsible for
administering FP7 is of crucial importance. The &xpGroup proposes that the
Commission consider the upcoming revision of theéaRcial Regulations as an
opportunity to create more flexible conditions fesearch in subsequent FPs. In addition
the Group pleads for the Commission to switch frtmpresent low-risk/low-trust attitude
to a more trust-based and risk-tolerant approach.

. The mix of funding measuresn FP7 and successor programmes should strikiéeaat
balance between bottom-up and top-down approachessearch, with greater emphasis
in the specific programme€ooperationduring 2011-2013 on more open calls. It is also
important to ensure that education does not bedbméorgotten side of the Knowledge
Triangle and thus that the linkages between reBeamd innovation are adequately
complemented by research training.

. A moratorium on new instrumentsshould be considered until the existing ones have
been sufficiently developed and adequately evalljated care should be taken to avoid a
confusing proliferation of instruments.

11



8. Further steps to increase female participation in P7 should be taken in its
remaining years,in particular:

* Measures to boost female participation should @aeed throughout project life-
cycles, paying particular attention to overcomingnder-specific obstacles which
women face.

« The Commission should reinvigorate its approacprtomoting female scientists and
should aim to galvanise Member States to addremsglegegaps, especially where
female researchers face specific obstacles, whiereng that it redoubles its efforts
to achieve gender balance with a specific strategyhe remainder of FP7. It should
accept its responsibilities in a leadership rolghwhe support of the Member States,
to use positive measures for the training of fensientists, including a dedicated
scheme under the Marie Curie actions.

 The 40% target for female participation in Prograenand Advisory Committees
should be sensitively but rigorously implemented.

9. To pave the way for increased participation from Menber States that are under-
represented greater prominence should be given to improvecheotions between the
Structural Funds and the FP. Moreover, within tiie Bhe importance of thBeople
programme for developing the potential for scigatisom EU12 should be stressed, as
should the scope for using infrastructures.

10.0Opening of the FP7 to international cooperationis of great value. As other regions
rapidly strengthen their research and innovatiguactaies (with Asia perhaps being the
most notable example), but also as the urgencyddoeas global challenges grows, the
ability of European research and innovation to link with other regions, markets and
research and innovation agendas and to meet giad®als for innovative solutions to
‘Grand Challenges’ becomes increasingly importé@nteview based upon a thorough
analysis of the current strategy towards intermaiocooperation is needed. The
international perspective must be integrated ifitpragrammes and instruments.

12



1 Introduction

The Seventh Framework Programme is a substantibtarcial component of the European
research effort, and manifestly represents a may@stment with distinctive characteristics.
The formal legislative basis for FP7 asserts itbgl ambitions, stresses that the Framework
Programme should ‘be strongly focused on promo#éing investing in world-class state-of-
the-art research, based primarily upon the priecgdl excellence’, and links it to both the
creation of a European Research Area and to ‘theeldement of a knowledge-based
economy and society in Europe’. It has the goassat out in the Treaty, of strengthening
the scientific and technological bases of Communitiystry, thereby ensuring a high level of
competitiveness at international levelThese are highly-ambitious goals which, on the one
hand, testify to the breadth of vision behind FRMile on the other they risk engendering
unrealistic expectations of what can be achievet thie resources devoted to the Framework
Programme. FP7 is divided into four specific prognaes:Cooperation Ideas Peopleand
Capacities The latter two finance activities on training amubbility as well as capacity
building, while the former two finance researchiaties. A separate budget line finances the
Joint Research Centres (JRC) which undertakes rotsedirectly for the European
Commission.

It is the world’s largest research program, operpacticipation from any country. It has

grown significantly from earlier FPs, and has altbudget of some €50 billion over its seven
years. The breakdown of funding according to ther fepecific programmes is shown in

Figure 1. In its first three years, FP7 has alreaabyided funding for some 50,000 research
teams from across the Union, and fostered colldlooravith associated countries and other
parts of the world.

The FP7 builds on and goes far beyond previous &naork Programmes, and will, in turn
pave the way for an FP8 which is already in théyesdages of preparation. FP7 was launched
at the same time as new initiatives to enhanc&thiepean Research Area (ERA) through the
‘Ljubljana process’. Indeed, FP7 is the key insteminto develop the ERA, building on
progress under FP6, as it represents a huge comotoof funds at the European level. A
recent FP7 progress report stated that:

‘In December 2008, Member States adopted theirt jgision of the European
Research Area (ERA) in 2020. Through the ‘Ljubljgmacess’, they committed to a
process of working together to realize this visimnmutual partnership and with the
Commission. The vision of ERA is one which offetse tright conditions and
incentives for high-impact research and R&D invesits, adding European value by
fostering healthy competition for excellence, esggcbetween researchers; allowing
researchers, scientific knowledge and technologgsirttulate freely (‘fifth freedom’),
while supporting coordination between research éusidcand cooperation between
industry and academia’.

% From the Decision No 1982/2006/EC of the EuropRariament and of the Council concerning the Sévent
Framework Programme.
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Figurel FP7 budget breakdown in € million.*

COOPERATION; 32.413

IDEAS; 7.510

b o

CAPACITIES; 4.097

JRC; 1.751

* The EURATOM FP7 budget of €2.7 billion over 5 y&és not included here.
Source: European Commission (2009) Third FP7 MainigpReport (Monitoring Report 2009)

1.1 The Strategic Goals of FP7

FP7's aims and objectives were laid down in theifdec 1982/2006/EC of the European
Parliament and the Council of 18 December 2006talted that ‘The overriding aim [.....] is
to contribute to the Union becoming the world’sdieg research area.” Among the objectives
of the Framework Programme, transnational coopmeratifrontier research based on
excellence, and the strengthening of the humannpaten research and technology were
particularly highlighted. Other objectives laid doviby the European Parliament and the
Council were the promotion of a dialogue betweaarse and society, facilitating the career
development of researchers, strengthening of relsezapacities and ensuring wide use and
dissemination of the knowledge generated by thearet funded through the Framework
Programme.

The Expert Group notes that the context for FP7dnamatically changed since the original
decision in 2006. As the EU struggles to emergenfthe severe economic crisis of 2008-
2010, several challenges have to be confronted.shhart, sustainable and inclusive growth’
slogan at the heart of the Europe 2020 agendatsptinthe broad directions for socio-
economic development over the next decade, butdeéuatso has to find ways of coping with
longer-term transformations, such as the ageinghefpopulation, the emergence of new
competitors or the imperative of shifting to a loarbon paradigm. In all these areas —
sometimes known as ‘Grand Challenges’ - researshahatal role to play in generating the
new knowledge needed to facilitate change, to sdpgpaovation and to enable society to
accommodate diverse challenges. In particular;gimart’ component is explicitly identified
in the Europe 2020 agenda as being about ‘knowlegigkeinnovation as drivers of future
growth’, with research performance portrayed asiatu

Meeting these challenges will be facilitated by e@mce in policy approaches and by
avoiding fragmentation and duplication of effortpaint stressed in the description of the
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Innovation Union flagship initiative for Europe AD¥vhich highlights the need for EU level
action to complete the ERA and to develop a strategproach to research and innovation.
The recent Commission communication on the InnowatUnion states explicitly that
innovation is ‘our best means of successfully tacklmajor societal challenges, such as
climate change, energy and resource scarcity, thealtl ageing, which are becoming more
urgent by the day”’

1.1.1 Why the EU level?

What constitutes added value for a tier of govemmngenever easy to define. Indeed, there is
often enough room for argument to justify differessignments of responsibilities among
different levels of government depending on pditipreferences. Nevertheless, it is worth
asking ‘why the EU?’ in the domain of research fagdand considering why and how
spending at the EU level can generate higher retton European society than spending at
other levels. Several arguments why EU-wide R&Digwe$ should complement those of
national and regional governments have been prdeAtkey one is that only through EU-
wide R&D policies can an open, integrated and cditipe ERA be developed. In this way,
the full potential of European co-operation carabbieved and all regions would have a fair
chance to find their competitive strengths throtgghart specialisation’. This process needs a
truly open competition of ideas, innovations anskegchers.

As a paper written by Michael Stampfer (a suppgrémpert for the FP6 Ex post Evaluation)
notes, the fuzziness of definitions of added vatuexemplified in research policy, where
competing definitions are applied in different @it and over time, and there is a tendency
for different actors to use the interpretation thast suits their purpoéeThere is also the
problem that the likely added value is only assgsseappraising projects, and hence only
after some of the big decisions about the structurehefgrogramme have been taken. As
Stampfer puts it, it would be better if this coblel reversed: ‘instead of “goals have to follow
the instruments” the other way round could be wartkry’. Stampfer also highlights the
difficulty of translating added value into operat#b goals and he expresses scepticism about
claiming that ever more cooperation is a strongcator of added value.

The Expert Group argues that among the key ragsrfar an EU level are:

 The scope for pooling resources to attain critiocedss, especially where a multi-
disciplinary approach is needed

* The ability to attract and retain top researcherglobal markets and to be the location of
choice for the performance of research by companies

A developmental role in building up research cayadncluding infrastructures, in
regions of the Union or in research areas that vatherwise be unable to command
sufficient resources if they rely exclusively ortional or sub-national government funds

* Achieving sufficient mobility of researchers to ifaate improved accumulation of
knowledge and skills, leading to higher producyiwat researchers

» Assuring coherence with other policy areas, bothational and EU levels, notably the
broad economic and social objectives in the Eui)9 and other EU level strategies.

% European Commission (2010): Europe 2020 Flagstitiative Innovation Union, SEC (2010) 1161. Brusse
06.10.2010.

* Stampfer, M. (2008): European added-value of Conitpuesearch activities. Expert analysis in suppéthe
ex post evaluation of FP6. October 2008.
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1.2 Terms of reference and approach taken by the ExpeiGroup

The Expert Group was appointed by DG RTD in théngpof 2010 in line with article 7(2) of
the EC Seventh Framework Programme Decigibith provides that:No later than 2010,
the Commission shall carry out, with the assistantendependent experts, an evidence-
based interim evaluation of this Framework Prograerend its specific programmes building
upon the ex post evaluation of the Sixth Framewwdgramme?

The Group was given terms of reference which apeiaged to this report and has the overall
objective of providing an interim evaluation of E®ased on the specific questions set out in
Box 1.

Box 1 Overview of Questions Addressed to the ExpeGroup

The Group was asked to provide answers to sevenramghing questions, several of them
broken down into more specific questions, which are

1. How far has FP7 achieved its general objectivegluiding those of the specific
programmes?

2. How can the impact of FP7 and future Framework Paogmes on shaping the European
Research Area and other major policies be improved?

3. Does FP7 play an adequate role in positioning E@amn the global map of science and
technology?

4. Are the novel measures (such as European Reseamincfl, Joint Technolog
Initiatives, Article 169, ERA-NET Plus, Risk Shgrikinance Facility) efficient with
respect to reaching their intended objectives?

<

5. How can the impact and added value of collaboratesearch that cuts across scientific
disciplines, industrial sectors and policy fields further enhanced with a view to better
address large societal challenges?

6. To what extent have simplification measures befectefe?

7. What progress has been made under FP7 concerniagnthjor issues which were
highlighted in the FP6 evaluation report as needifgther analysis, notably the
participation, role and achievements of industrgcluding SMESs) in the Framework
Programme?

The mandate was to examine all research prograncinatias under FP7 and to come up
with recommendations for the future implementatadnFP7, as well as to assess whether
recommendations from previous evaluations of Fraomkwrogrammes had been adequately
followed-up and implemented. The Expert Group cateld its work by collecting written
and oral evidence, drawing on supporting expertstae input of the Commission services,
complemented by particular tasks undertaken bwiddal Group members. The Group met
on eight occasions and individual members had getjexchanges by phone and email.

Extensive use was made of evaluations conductespeanific aspects of FP7, and valuable
input was received from self-assessments providedsdrvices responsible for different
aspects of FP7 and from an open ‘stakeholder dtign which elicited some 500

responses. Five supporting experts produced repmrtsspecific topics covered in the
evaluation. In addition, the Expert Group drew onide array of published and unpublished
documents, many of which were submitted by intedegtarties. While there are still some

®0J L 412, 30.12.2006, P. 001.
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problems of consistency in the datde Expert Group has been greatly helped in itkog
the fact that the statistical data on FP7 are fogmtly better than those available for
previous FPs. The hundreds of documents assoastedhe evaluation were posted on the
CIRCA database which was an invaluable communioabol among members of the Expert
Group.

1.3 Statistical overview of FP7

The raw statistics on FP7 are impressive. In theetlyears 2007-2009, 170 calls for proposals
were concluded, eliciting 55,379 proposals, of Whitl,474 passed the formal eligibility
criteria or the first stage of two-stage calls, @adB% (9,121) were ‘retained for negotiations’
which normally means that they will be funded. Téneerage number of participants, in
projects evaluated and retained alike, is 5.6. Sb8y@00 participations by ‘private for profit’
organisations were included in the retained prolgdsetween 2007 and 2009.

Figure2 Success rates for different components off7
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Source: European Commission, Third FP7 Monitoriegdtt (Monitoring Report 2009)

Success rates have risen slightly between 2002@08, from just over a fifth to just under a
quarter in terms of proposals retained, but is @t just over 20% in terms of actual EC
funding, a possible implication of which is thaethverage size of applications has contracted

® Although there is good quality reporting of margste statistics on FP7, the Expert Group has fiiestd
experience of difficulties in obtaining certainanmation because of difficulties in cross-referegailatabases.

" The participation patterns are analysed in gredeail in section 1.2 of: European Commission (90T hird
FP7 Monitoring Report (Monitoring Report 2009). Bsals 13.07.2010.
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a little. Success rates vary substantially, beiiyiést forPeoplé and lowest foldeas (see
Figure 2), with thddeasfigures possibly reflecting the very high initiaterest in the new
European Research Council and the need for thandseommunity to learn what it expects
and how to ‘play’ it.

The data in Figure 2 show a much higher succeedoathe ERC than is discussed in section
4.1 below. The main reason is that, in this figtine, 2007 data exclude proposals rejected at
the first stage of what was a two-stage submisprogess, especially as the very first ERC
call was one that attracted a phenomenally highhminof submission$.This method of
calculation obviously increases the measured ssc@ds, but does not raise the perceived
probability of having an application funded, camtgi as seen from the perspective of
applicants and evaluators. The Expert Group isaous of the dilemmas around how best to
present success rates for two-stage proposalssiumgests they might be resolved by
presenting both first and second stage successirateture Monitoring Reports.

As Figure 3 (also taken from the Monitoring Repatipws,CooperationandPeopleaccount
for the highest number of grants, with those inftrener generally much larger in value than
in People

According to Commission datd, SMEs account for 16.5% of partners in signed grant
agreements undé&ooperationand 14.7% of requested Community contributionst doder
two-thirds of SME involvement is i@ooperationand a further 27% i€apacities but there
are hardly any SME participantsisieas(just 3 out of 903). SME participation in the sifiec
programmePeopleis quite low overall, but varies substantially argahe different Marie
Curie actions?

All Member States are extensively involved in FRIThough there are clearly differences in
the intensity of involvement (see Third FP7 MonigrReport for details). The participation
of candidate and association countries is veryrbganeous. Switzerland, Norway and Israel
dominate in terms of applications, and with martiynhigher success rates, also obtain the
bulk of the funding. Indeed, Switzerland (which,should be recalled, is the location of
CERN) alone accounts for a little over half theataontribution made by the EC to retained
projects for this group of countries over the per2907-2009? According to the monitoring
report, 75% of research topics contribute to astleme of the operational objectives of the
EU’s Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS) and 65%U funding under FP7 goes to
projects that tackle SDS issues.

8 The success rate ieopleis relatively high on average (32,2%), but showsag divergences among the
actions, ranging from 8% in ITN to more than 60%éw schemes (IRSES and COFUND).

° In subsequent ERC calls, there was a one-stagaissibn, but a two-step review of the proposalhwanly
those proposals passing the first step being sutgjeébe second, fuller review.

19 European Commission (2010): Mid Term Report on SMParticipation in the "7 R&D Framework
Programme. Brussels, 27.09.2010.

Y Third FP7 Monitoring Report, op. cit.
12 Third FP7 Monitoring Report, op. cit.
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Figure 3 Numbers of grants and EC contribution by pecific programme
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Source: European Commission, Third FP7 Monitorieg®tt (Monitoring Report 2009)

The sheer number of participants testifies to thmadh reach of FP7 — even allowing for
double-counting from the fact that individual re®fa groups or organisations may be
involved in multiple applications. However, givehet effort involved in preparing and
submitting a proposal, the number of applicantd #ra rejected points to a substantial
opportunity cost.

1.3.1 FP7 in relation to national spending on research

Aggregate public investment in research is remdyksimilar on both sides of the Atlantic.
In 2008, government budget appropriations or ostlan research and development
(GBAORD) in the EU as a whole amounted to some&88lion, a little below the figure of
€96.8 billion in the US (see Table 1). Howeverthé FP expenditure (most of it FP7, but
some accounted for by the latter stages of FP&paf billion is added, the EU total is just
short of the US at €96.2 billion. The proportiot@ented for by the FP is 6.7% of the total
public research effort, although the rise anti@gain FP spending in the latter years of the
Framework Programme can be expected to take thgogiron up to closer to 10%. It is
noteworthy that the FP7 annual budget exceedsrthaah research spending of all but the
five largest Member States. The alignment of FPihhe full seven years of the Multi-
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annual Financial Framework (MFF) places researcteragplicitly at the core of EU activity.
It also facilitated a more strategic approach bgob@ng longer in duration than previous
programmes which had lasted four to five years.

Table 1 Government budget appropriations and outlag on R&D (€ billion)
GBAORD 2008

Germany 19.9
France 14.9
Italy 9.9
Spain 11.6
UK 11.7
Other EU15 17.9
EU12 3.8
EU 27 Member States 89.9
FP7 5.6
Other FP 0.8
Total FP 6.4
Total EU 96.2
[% share of FP] [6.7]

us 96.8

Source: Eurostat, 2010 edition $€ience, Technology and Innovation in Eurdp& Budget of the European
CommissionFinancial Report 2009

The Community budget also supports investment seaech capacity through the Structural
Funds, although because of national and regiofffakeinces in how these resources are spent,
it is not possible to estimate a directly comparabbure for the total value of this
complementary funding. Data obtained from DG REGU@gest that around €50 billion was
earmarked for research support over the period -2003, an amount comparable to FP7.
Hence, for some recipients, it constitutes a sulisiaaddition to national funding of R&D.

1.3.2 Data on the processing of applications

The Commission monitoring report reveals that treamtime to grant (TTG) is 350 days
(median, 335) and has been rising as some of thre teagthy negotiations from the early
FP7 calls are concluded (Table 2). Inclusion ofs¢éhéong-lasting negotiations has the
arithmetic effect of raising the average time, does not of itself prove that there is a
deterioration in TTG, and in fact the Commissiomaeent on these data is that this is both to
be expected and not unreasonable. More signifigaibils counter-balanced by evidence that
the TTG for projects funded in later calls has béalfing. Consequently, it is hard to
ascertain whether or not improvements are occurring

Data show that one in 24 proposals gave rise émaest for ‘redress’, that is a form of appeal
about the handling of the proposal, potentiallydleg to its re-evaluation, but that only 86 out
of 1,601 requests were upheld, and of these onbcli®ally re-evaluatetf As a proportion of

¥ The Commission's explanation for the differencehiat for the 65 cases not re-evaluated ‘the praipasdied
anyway for other reasons or because the idengifiellem was minor and not crucial to the expensleation’.
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total applications, the rate of re-evaluation /tat 0.05% and has to be taken as strong
evidence that the system is fair. However, redrappears to be done in-house by
Commission services, with a process in which, @Qbmmission’s Third FP7 Monitoring
Report puts it, ‘Directorates nominate officials fory service’. This could appear to be
lacking in independence and may partly explain wddress attracts some negative comment
in the 2010 survey of NCP8.

Table 2 Time to grant in days for FP7 grant agreemas signed in 2007-2009 by
thematic area (as of May 2010).

SPECIFIC

PROGRAMME THEMATIC AREA GRANTS MINIMUM MEDIAN MEAN MAXIMUM STD

Health 379 96 417 439 804 126
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, and 144 282 450 448 650 85
Biotechnology

Information and Communication 820 178 248 259 266 "
Technologies

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,

Materials and new Production 244 190 201 304 609 77
Technologies

Energy 149 63 338 337 544 103
Environment (including Climate Change) 181 47 530 493 651 105
Transport (including Aeronautics) 261 223 541 525 926 104
Socio-economic sciences and 110 203 429 432 782 115
Humanities

E— 25 94 533 478 724 150
Security 60 228 556 530 929 194
General Activities 19 112 374 324 493 138
ERC 835 160 318 314 602 69
Marie-Curie Actions 2.634 122 322 324 650 96
Research Infrastructures 150 127 365 372 641 119
Research for the benefit of SMEs 248 177 443 456 749 101
Regions of Knowledge 42 234 306 333 589 97
Research Potential 102 239 358 353 469 53
Science in Society 79 56 386 370 573 124
Support for the coherent development of 12 53 225 256 538 128
research policies

Activities of International Cooperation

Source: European Commission, Third FP7 Monitoriegp&tt (Monitoring Report 2009)

Opinion was quite polarised between those NCPsfatiod the procedure poor or very poor
and those who adjudged it to be good or very galtdpugh it is noteworthy that more than a
third offered no opinion. The principal cause foncern is that redress is overly focused on
administrative criteria and neglects the contengroposals.

Separate but similar redress procedures are ine plac the ERC, administered by the
Executive Agency, and these also resulted in appeam roughly 1 in 25 applicants. A
somewhat higher proportion went on to be re-evaellidhan for the FP overall, but the
outcome was that only one project had the resuhegvaluation reversed.

1 In Spring 2010, a survey was conducted among Naki€ontact Points (NCP) to collect their views,
comments and suggestions with regard to FP7. Trestigmnaire was dispatched to 949 FP7 National
Coordinators and FP7 Coordinators for Specificdadtom the 39 EU Member States and associatediesin

as a result, 211 responses were received fromfféetit countries (a response rate of 22,2%).
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2 The policy context for the 7' Framework Programme

Europe is now slowly emerging from the most segobal economic and financial crisis in
decades and a very particular crisis within theoEZane, which is still far from fully resolved.

But it also has to shape the long-term growth agendh manner consistent with confronting
major societal challenges includirigter alia, the long-term implications of climate change,
an ageing demographic and energy shortages.

At the European and global levels, the world is mowre interconnected and this leads to
the need for globalised solutions across a rangmlidy areas. Furthermore, some ‘levelling
out’ of global players is also evident as the gelitipal situation evolve$® For Europe,
globalisation challenges are of two typ&diow to address jobs losses as traditional sectors
decline and other economic activities relocateidatEurope; and how to increase innovation
and productivity to maintain international compeéhess in Europe’s areas of potential
strength. An important underlying aim of FP7 isctmsolidate and strengthen the European
Research Area (ERA), a notion put forward in 2080aastrategic vision to create a more
consistent research landscape in the European Umcliding not only EU-level research
policy but also encompassing Member State 1&Vel.

21 ERA

The overall idea of ERA is to overcome the problevhdragmentation, under-investment,
and lack of consistency of research in the EU. Oiebon Treaty gives a renewed impetus to
the ERA and, in Title XIX of the Treaty on the Ftinaing of the European Union (TFEU),

spells out the ambition of establishing a Europ&asearch Area (Article 179.1), while

Article 182.1 provides for a research FrameworkgPamme that funds research. Other
articles in Title XIX pave the way for supplementgrogrammes undertaken by certain
Member States with Community participation, for pemtion with third countries and

international organisations and for joint undemajs. These provisions highlight the wide-
ranging nature of the ERA, and the variety of coralde arrangements for advancing it.
They also offer considerable latitude in the stitiog of research initiatives.

As a result of the 2007 stakeholder consultationhenERA through the Green Paper, the
European Commission published five follow-up ERAitiatives to speed up its
implementation:

A recommendation on knowledge sharing aimed at awipg the knowledge and
intellectual property transfer between public reske@rganisations and private companies

e« A communication on better careers and more mob#itA European partnership for
researchers

e A communication on Joint Programming in research

« A new legal framework for European Research Infuastires (ERIC) building on the
European Strategy Forum for Research Infrastrust(EESFRI) process underway since
2002

« A communication on international science and tetdmo(S&T) cooperation.

1> Commissioner Potocnik at the Lund Conference “Niéarlds — New Solutions”. July 2009.
'8 A Knowledge-intensive future for Europe. ExperbGp Report. October 2009,
" European Commission (2000): Towards a EuropeasdRels Area. COM (2000) 6. Brussels, 18.01.2000.
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These key initiatives were later brought into thied term approach of the ERA Vision 2020.
The components of the ERA Vision 262@ould be defined according to the following: ERA
in response to socio-economic needs and concenus,ERA in support of an efficient
European research system. With respect to ther,lattbat is becoming more explicit
(politically and publicly) is the need to demongtra clear economic impact from research
investment in the face of the squeeze on publigetsdengendered by the economic crisis.
Even if public budgets start to grow again, poliejrs will have to demonstrate transparent
and robust priority setting for that investment.

Research and its connections to the ‘Innovationonfeatured very prominently in the
recently adopted Commission communication on th@82809 budget review. Clearly,
there are going to be tough negotiations aboufutuge balance of EU spending and difficult
compromises that will impinge on the scale and scop any future research envelope.
However, it is also clear that ERA objectives arac@l in this regard and part of the
negotiation may turn on the extent to which othaddet lines, notably the Structural Funds,
can be further orientated towards research andatiom.

That the ERA should be constructed as an essahdialent of Europe’s response to a series
of ‘Grand Challenges’ was based on the argumertttiieacase for further investment and
high-level attention being given to research ambuation needs to be supported by a clearer
public appreciation that research, and the skills thegasch sustains, are critical elements in
addressing the economic, social and environmentdél@ms facing the EU. The visibility and
understanding of the public regarding the ERAhsugh, rather limited, despite the evidence
that Europe is achieving success on the globalestafis success is demonstrated in
researcf’ using the ISI database on publication patternskvkhows that European scientific
output, as measured by the number of papers peldligh journals, has doubled since the
early 1980s, and has increased substantially asadliby over the last decade. In EU15, 1.85
million papers were published over the five yeariquefrom 2000-2004, but in the second
half of the decade, the aggregate rose to 2.35omjlla 27% increase. From an ERA
perspective an encouraging sign is that the ineseescorded in Greece, Ireland and Portugal
were much higher than in the traditional bastiohsesearch of France, Germany and the UK,
although the latter three Member States continugotainate in the volume of publications.
In the EU12, the increase between the two five-ymaiods was more rapid at 54%, while
between the start and finish of the decade, thebeumf publications doubled.

2.2  Europe 2020

FP7 also has to relate to the evolving agendahioEurope 2020 strategy and to ensure that it
addresses all three elements of the ‘Knowledgengt& (research, education, innovation).
Under the strategy, Member States are required aee htheir own National Reform
Programmes setting out how they will fulfil commgoals, and both quantitative and
qualitative targets. However, Europe 2020 alsoilsntdose connections between Member
State and EU level policies. This encompasses bothpetition and collaboration, with
merit-based competition between Member States ahdeen research performers, which, in
turn, would facilitate stronger prioritisation aggecialisation.

The Europe 2020 strategy places great emphasisnowlédge and innovation, a more
sustainable economy, high employment and soci&lisian. There are many challenges, but

'8 Council Conclusions on the Definition of a 202Givh for the European Research Area. December 2008.
1 European Commission (2010): The EU Budget Rev&®C (2010) 7000. Brussels, 19.10.2010.
20 Adams, J. (2010): Report on bibliometric analyBigpert analysis in support of the Interim Evaloatof FP7.
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developing sustainability across all policy areagiobably the most urgent. Especially in
relation to innovation, Europe has to become mdtedive for business (and citizens)

implying that how investments are made, whethehiwior between the three components of
the Knowledge Triangle, will be crucial for ensyyisuccess in productivity, competitiveness
and employment. A sound basis for synergies betweboy areas will be required.

The EU Council Conclusions of #@May 2010 acknowledge that ‘research and innovation
policy has moved up in terms of EU policy prioritiand become widely recognised as a key
enabler of competitiveness, productivity growth aswaktainability to tackle global and
societal challenges’. In the same spirit, the Cossion communication on the Innovation
Union argues strongly that Europe’s ‘future staddarliving depends on our ability to drive
innovation in products, services, business andabqmiocesses and models. This is why
innovation has been placed at the heart of the@eu2020 strategy’.

At the same time, it is becoming increasingly hkeéhat the world in 2025 will be less
‘western’ with some believing that we are alreadgving into the ‘Asian Century’, as we
witness impressive economic growth there coupldati sirategic investments comparable in
scale to other large economic blocs. This must hansications for the global knowledge
production system. Whilst the ageing populatiokimope presents its own challenges, it also
creates opportunities in terms of markets for &iltechnologies’. In the face of global
competition all of this represents a clear chaleerig Europe to be clear and coherent
regarding its own setting of priorities and to iach more co-ordinated way to adapt.

2.3 FP7in global science

This evidence of a fundamental shift in the geolgyapf global knowledge and innovation
challenges the traditional dominance of Europe,tiNéxmerica and Japan in the global
production of knowledge and innovation, notablynirahe BRIG* countries and others.
Indeed, it is evident that countries such as Chindia and Brazil are now recasting their
economic development models, drawing on a comlanaif rapidly growing human capital,
alongside research and development investmentsy &@he also alert to the scope for
exploiting expanding markets for innovative goodsd aservices, not least in ‘green’
technologies where China, especially, has a sthotegest in solving problems. For the EU
this is both a threat and an opportunity, and ghit$ the need for an outward-looking FP.

FP6 was opened for worldwide participation and,levdieveloped or industrialised countries
were not in general eligible for funding, fundingnclitions were similar for EU Member
States, associated countries and emerging or gemglaountries. However, participation of
non-Member States or associated countries in FRGliwgied to 5.7%, and these countries
received no more than 2.3% of the FP6 budget. Pty of these contributions went to
developed countries, of which the largest part Gaen€2.5 million per year) accrued to the
US. As pointed out in the FP6 Ex post Evaluatibig tconstitutes a very narrow link to the
strongest scientific nation on earfi’The evaluation also points out that the FP6 litokthe
BRIC economies were weak, which perhaps indicdtatit was not able to connect the EU
adequately with these strategically important piémarkets and research partners.

The Commission’s 2008 Communication on internafieeance and technology cooperation
described actions to be developed by Member Statdshe Commission to make the ERA

2L BRICs is a term used to represent four emergiran@mies: Brazil, Russia, India and China, with some
commentators adding South Africa — hence BRICS.

22 Evaluation of the Sixth Framework Programmes feséarch and Technological Development. Reporteof th
Expert Group, February 2009.
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more open to the world. This Communication ideetlifthree main principles and approaches
which would guide its initiatives and activitié$:

1. Europe cannot cooperate with all countries on afpits. Choices of research topics and
third country partners have to be made.

2. A critical mass of resources in support of thesaei@s has to be guaranteed.

3. Cooperation with scientifically advanced partnerdl wiffer in nature from that with
countries which are developing their science bdasa; both types of cooperation are
needed.

In assessing Europe in global science, it is notdwdhat Europe overtook the US in 1995 in

the volume of publications, although the sharelobal output of researchers in Asia-Pacific

and, to a much lesser extent, Latin America hasased much more rapidly, with the former

having just overtaken the US. The share of EU-basséarchers in total global publications

in the journals recognised by ISI was broadly ®taly to the turn of the millennium, but has

edged down since, reflecting the rapid increasthénshare of Asia-Pacific, whereas the US
share has fallen steadily over the last fifteerryed@he bulk of what is recorded in these data
will reflect research concluded before FP7 fundoagne on stream, so that any inferences
drawn relate more to the impact of FP6 than FP7.

Although there are caveats about these taigjs encouraging that Europe has, so far,
retained the highest share of global publicatidhgwever, the likelihood is that the huge
investments in research by Asia-Pacific will progied region to first place within the next
few years and other data tell a less positive stiory study of Chinese co-authorships, it is
shown that the country’s total number of internadioco-publications is increasing, but that
the shares of North-American collaboration partrisrsteady and high, while ‘EU-27 are
losing ground very fast®> According to these authors, one of the reasonsndethis
development is that the Chinese research systeasdscon applied research fields, where
North-American researchers have a high standingreds Europe is known for its strong
basic research orientation.

23 European Commission (2008): A Strategic Europeamework for International S&T Cooperation, COM
(2008) 588. Brussels, 24.09.2008.

%4 These counts of publications do not make any altme for the quality of the journal, other than gemeral
eligibility criteria applied by ISI. In other wordpublication in a top-ranked journal counts equalith a
bottom-ranked journal. There are also potential glarations in the way in which joint authorshiprecorded
and in self-citation. In some scientific disciplinahere the practice is to be very inclusive, mldtiauthors
from one geographical region would count only ortng, a single joint author from another region vabalso
count once. Without much more complex analysis itnpossible to know whether this imparts any eygttic
bias to the results.

%% Rainer Frietsch, et al. (2008): Bibliometric datady: Assessing the current ranking of the PespRepublic
of China in a set of research fields. FraunhoférDiBcussion Papers Innovation System and Policglysis,
No. 15.
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3 The specific programmes and orientations assessed

Over the years the Framework Programmes have aValvethree main ways: steady

increases in the annual budget from several hundridtbn euro up to an average of €7

billion over the duration of the Seventh Framew®mogramme; extension of the Union’s

activities into new scientific and technologicatlfls; and diversification of mechanisms,
types of financial support and intervention methddd=P7, the portfolio covers both projects
and transnational networks for collaboration ireegsh, individual grants, specific measures
for SMEs, support schemes for cooperation and @oatidn at various governance levels and
accompanying measures such as studies and corderdfie7 is characterised by a mix of
continuity in established instruments and the dgwalent of a range of novel measures.

The FP’s traditional focus has been on collaboeaR&D involving a minimum number of
partners from different Member States. Programragzamote the mobility and training of
researchers also have a long history and what @secalled Marie Curie actions amgto a

second decade. These instruments, together withmibre limited investment to date in
research infrastructures, have had a pronouncedsting effect on the research landscape.

A number of the new instruments deployed in thalSEramework Programme are retained
in FP7. They include ERA-NETwhich bring together European, national and rediona
research programmes and the Marie Cunitgatives aimed at forming international networks

and increasing researcher mobility. A new impleragoh mode has been adopted in which
policy remains the responsibility of the Commissibnt the administration of applications

and grants has become the responsibility of a nevdgted Research Executive Agency. This
outsourcing model took time to be put in place, W seems to be working well enough.

3.1 Cooperation

The specific programm@ooperationhas both the biggest share of FP7, accountingdarly
two-thirds of the planned expenditure, and is tbmpgonent with the longest pedigree. The
Expert Group finds that, for the most part, it werkell. An important attribute is that it is
unique in being the only source of public fundirng €ollaboration across national borders
and, as such, has a distinctive European addede.vdlwo responses to the public
consultation carried out for this evaluation putéll:

‘Funding for collaborative research across Europedaworldwide is not offered
elsewhere and is very important

‘One of the key aspects of funding collaborativeaesh is the enduring impact of
bringing researchers together across the EU andohdyto share knowledge and
develop critical mass in R&D, which could not behiawved to the same extent at
national level

Among the common criticisms of the specific prognaenare that it does not always attain the
highest standards of excellence, that its Work Rmognes are often too narrowly defined and
that the insistence on highly specified deliveraBkves insufficient room for flexibility in
research projects. As in other areas of the FPptaonts about the lack of simplification are
widespread.

The criticism of excellence is countered both bg Helf-assessments by the Commission
services responsible for the ten areas ofGheperationprogramme and by the responses to
the stakeholder consultation. They offer a gengnadisitive view of the excellence of the
research funded, with 7 out of ten of the self-sssents saying that ‘nearly all’ or ‘a
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majority’ is world-leading, while the others saeth is not yet enough information to judge.
The self-assessments are also very positive abeuhvolvement of leading researchers.

A further, significant indicator of excellence cée found in the evaluations of research
proposals, in which proposals are peer reviewed @dasgsed according to three criteria:
scientific excellence, quality of project managemand potential impact. According to a
special analysis undertaken at the request of ¥pefE Group, the mean score for ‘scientific
quality’ is 4.4 out of 5 (minimum 4) and 13.1 outl® for the sum of the three criteria, far
above the minimum of 10 specified in the programmies. This implies that the effective
threshold for a successful application is subsaigtabove the minimum, which provides an
objective measure (given that it is the verdicpegr reviewers) of the quality of proposals.
These data also provide a signal to the reseancimemity that only high quality proposals
will be funded and it is striking, as Table 3 shotst the high mean scores are a feature of
all thematic priority areas.

However, some of the other criticisms seem to kheebéounded. Many submissions to the
Expert Group complain that topics und@ooperationmay be too narrowly specified and
suggest that a result of this narrowness may haea bo deter industry participants. This
prompts the question of whether a different balacmeld be achieved, with more weight
given to more open topics. Another criticism legdllat cooperation projects is that they lack
flexibility and do not give enough scope to devetbp science once the project has been
formally approved for funding, because the need fullii commitments to detailed
deliverables means that the scope for amendingrtiject work programme is limited.

Table 3 Evaluation scores irCooperation

Health 437 13.47 451
Food, Ag., Fish and

Biotech. 196 13.62 4.57
IC Technologies 1,077 12.96 4.31
Nanosciences,

Nanotech. & NMP 322 12.96 4.37
Energy 189 13.10 4.46
Environment (incl.

Climate Change) 211 13.40 4.43
Transport (including

Aeronautics) 275 12.64 4.24
Socio-econ. Sciences

and Humanities 134 13.76 4.60
Space 48 12.73 4.24
Security 94 12.83 4.38
General Activities 20 12.08 4.25
Total 3004 13.11 4.39

Source: Special analysis for the Expert Group loyises of DG RTD, European Commission.
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The relatively low success rate (just under 20%aoh year 2007-2009) has two implications.

First, it is a measure of the attractiveness ofptfeggramme to the research community and of
the intensity of competition for grants. But it @lseans that considerable research effort is
dissipated in unsuccessful proposals. For resea,cbgpecially the coordinator of a proposal,

putting together a credible research proposal 8ffyiaequires a substantially greater input

than for nationally funded projects of comparaluale.

There is some evidence in the comments in the Istddler consultation and from the
opinions expressed to the Expert Group by projectrdinatoré® that EU resources have
created stronger European research communitieaghrprojects funded und@ooperation
Similarly, that FP may have stimulated inter-diiogry research, witness the assertion by
the Environment Advisory Grodpthat without it, environmental research would haeen
predominantly natural sciences.

The evidence suggests that industry has a rathbivalant view of the specific programme
Cooperation On the one hand, it is an area where the datev $hat industry participates
extensively, with more than five thousand SMEs asners in projects funded so far in FP7.
Moreover, industry participation in som@ooperationthemes is substantial, reaching a
quarter of the participation in certain themes. §,hrivate-for-profit organisations represent
25.5% of total participants in Nanosciences etud, 24.8% in Transport. On the other hand,
industry participation has diminished overall asdsurprisingly low in certain themes (see
section 5.4 for further discussion). For these arasthe Expert Group is not convinced that
the innovation dimension is sufficiently prominent some parts ofCooperation Large
companies are unlikely to support research whemiske cannot be calculated or where there
is a large public good effect, and are, consequelatts likely to reorient their R&D plans in
line with FP calls. However the ‘structuring’ effdeeing aimed at is more likely to manifest
itself through publicly funded research instituses! universitie$®

Large companies certainly participateGooperation but the stakeholder consultation offers
some telling insights into their attitudes towairitls Several large company respondents
express dissatisfaction with the pre-competitivepleasis of Cooperation projects, with
research agenda set by universities and/or reseaathechnology organisations. However,
the comments also reveal that a reason for thedaokolvement is that large companies are
put off because, to quote one respondent, ‘thes&tion costs associated with the FP
approach have grown completely out of proportidnstatement from another large company
Is that ‘bureaucracy linked to the coordination afcooperation project is very high;
consequently, most companies leave this role toéssity partners’. This risks becoming a
form of ‘Catch-22’ in which large companies areustant to become fully engaged and to
shape projects, but find that the research agewdaot fit their priorities and thus have
insufficient incentives to become involved.

Gender equality has made some progress in cent@madtic areas oCooperation but
noticeably less in others and there are strikihgyedictable differences across the thematic
areas. As an illustration, the proportion of sdfentcontact persons who are women is
between 10 and 15% for Energy, Security, SpaceTaadsport, but reaches 27% for health
and 32% for Social Sciences and Humanities.

% See also: AVEDAS AG., et al. (2009): Structurirféeets of Community research. The impact of the RTD
Framework Programme on network formation. Finabréfo the European Commission, April 2009.

2" Submission to the Expert Group, July 2010.

8 |nterim Evaluation of the ICT Research in the $gkeFramework Programme: Catalysing European
Competitiveness in a Globalising Wold. Evaluati@n® Report, June 2010.
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3.1.1 Conclusions onCooperation

The unique contribution of this specific programtoeEuropean research and, thus, to the
development of the ERA has to be stressed. The rExXp®up therefore concludes that
collaborative research of the sort funded by thegmme has a continuing role to play in
EU research priorities. Quite simply, without ihet cross-border component of research
would be diminished. For the smaller, or less welthected, EU Member States, especially,
Cooperationis an important vehicle for developing their paitgih and involvement in
collaboration projects provides visibility and fgrge, both within their domestic setting and
beyond, as well as generating the direct beneffiteltaboration.

The specific programme lacks flexibility and oneywlarward may be to have scope for
bottom-up proposals as well as the top-down ondsatkefrom the major Work Programmes.
Call topics could also be more broadly defineds lpgescriptive on methods or approaches,
and orientated towards the hoped-for outcomeslidw @ahe funded science to be responsive
to changes in the field between when the Work Rrogne is finalised and projects are due to
start.

The Expert Group also considers that the obligaditoime contract negotiation stage to set out
a detailed list of deliverables is too onerous.€Resh is inherently uncertain, and specifying
too much at the outset inhibits flexibility in pegts and deters researchers from pursuing
promising new avenues or reacting to new challerdgified as the project unfolds. Having
too many and too detailed deliverables also geeerah unnecessary burden for project
management. In the same vein, monitoring procedsiresld be less concerned with whether
a deliverable has been produced (sometimes irrégpenf its contribution to the quality of
the research), and more whether it is of valueht research process. The Expert Group
therefore concludes that the current requiremedeuRP7 for highly detailed specification of
deliverables in advance does not achieve optimadooues and should either be revised, if
legally feasible, or implemented more flexibly fmlls launched in the remainder of FP7.

More trust should be placed in researchers to amamect work programmes and

deliverables instead of sticking rigidly to plarstablished at the outset. In this regard, the
Expert Group notes the groundswell of opinion attited by the ‘Trust Researchers’

campaign. At the time of writing, 13,684 researshbad signed a petition calling for a

significant reduction in bureaucratic demands awod dreater trust to be vested in

researchers’

Disparities in success rates are striking througheRi7 and pose a number of challenges,
particularly in the specific programm€ooperation Technical aspects apart, there are
probably very different reasons for the variationsuccess rates. For example, low success
rates might be explained by annual programmes Bpawirbroad definition of priorities
(calling for many different types of projects), by the emergence of new and vibrant
research topics; while high success rates mighduseto the novelty of some specific sub-
programmes, poor communication of funding posgiedi or very narrow calls. These causes
need to be properly diagnosed in order to be redtgsas over- or under-subscription
indicates that there is a problem in the balanteds=n resources and demafid.

New thinking is needed on how best to integrateistiy into collaborative projects. Here the
findings from the assessment of the impact of pneviFPs produced by one of the supporting
experts to this evaluation are illuminating. Thedst of innovation under FP5 and FP6 by

2 hitp://www.trust-researchers.eu/index.php?file=hghp

% Further insights into the overall low successgaten be found in: Interim Evaluation of the ICTsBarch in
the Seventh Framework Programme, op. cit.
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Wolfgang Polt et al. shows that the impact on SMé&specially, can be considerable in
generating ‘input’ additionality in their researdh: other words, they do more research. He
finds, though, that unless commercialisation isnpnent from the outset of a project, it is
unlikely to be achieved, even if there are ‘comnadisable’ research findings. The SME
iImpact assessment study confirms this findingeveals that as SMEs become more aware of
the utility of R&D, they become more involved intwerks and seek to boost their R&D
capabilities.

A further finding from Polt’s work is that there ligtle additionality from large enterprises,
which could signal that FP support does not leathdoe research — indicating a high level of
‘deadweight’ (public funding supporting activitifsat would have happened regardless). But
it is important to recognise that large companiesndt participate in such collaborative
projects primarily for financial reasons (see sett.4). Also, it has to be stressed that these
findings derive from analysis of FP5 and FP6 andhdbnecessarily apply to FP7, although
the fact that the modalities @ooperationare similar (with the exception of the down-
playing of Networks of Excellence) to previous Haggests that the pattern may be repeated.

For SMEs, the Expert Group notes that what is featjy most valuable is access to research
findings rather than being involved as direct pieta of research. If commercialisation of

research is to be encouraged, more scope is néad8H#IEs to be engaged in collaborative

projects as the bridge between the pre-competitdgearch and the innovations that can
contribute to competitiveness goals. This reasopiegds for channels that enable SMEs in
Cooperationprojects to exploit the research with which they associated. However, as Polt

notes in his analysis, to give greater weight toowation would require a paradigm shift in

collaborative research which is predominantly adaésd towards research production.

3.2 People: the Marie Curie Actions

Training and mobility of professionals in sciencadatechnology is crucial for the
development of the ERA, and the Marie Curie actiorav under the specific programme
People have been important instruments to make Eurdpa&céite to the best researchers and
to implement the Community’s career developmentcgdl Peoplehas been implemented
through a coherent set of actions that aim at asing the quality of human resources for
research in Europe, enhancing industry-academiperation, supporting research careers for
the young, for female researchers and for househaith young families, and spreading
good practices in the recruitment and employmenteséarchers. It is noteworthy that the
Marie Curie actions, through a bottom-up approadth wmo pre-defined themes, have
promoted excellence and contributed to internatisation efforts in Europe. In strategic
terms, the Marie Curie actions are the most inteynal initiatives in FP7.

In FP7, the Marie Curie actions represent contynfiim previous Framework Programmes
yet have evolved into a set of new instruments.e Factions have been of particular
importance:

* The individual fellowships (IxXF)

* Initial Training Networks (ITN)

* Industry-Academia Pathways and Partnership (IAPP)
« COFUND

* International Staff Exchange Scheme (IRSES)

%1 European Commission (2005): The European ChaderResearchers. The Code of Conduct for the
Recruitment of Researchers. Luxembourg: Officedtiicial Publications of the European Communiti2805.
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In the period 2007-2009, 30 calls were launched amtluded inPeople resulting in 4,260
projects retained for funding. During that periodrenthan 3,000 individual researchers have
benefited from FP7 financial support aimed at eohmantheir mobility inside and outside
Europe, while nearly 300 ITN and IAPP networks haeen selected for funding that has
given training to more than 4,500 researchers. Siteeess rate was on average 32.2%, but
showed great divergence among the action, rangomg 8% in ITN to more than 60% in
IRSES and COFUND’

In administrative terms, the Marie Curie actionsehdeen subject to a number of changes
which, at least in some respects, have been digeupft the policy level, they were
transferred in May 2010 to the Directorate GenfmaEducation and Culture, from DG RTD.
Implementation ofPeopleis now handled by the Research Executive Agen&A)Rvhich
deals with all the associated administrative taaks, the processing of calls, evaluations and
subsequent management of funded projects. Ineyjtéibre have been teething troubles in
the transition, partly because of IT difficultiesdapartly because of the need for new staff to
become familiar with the systems. There have agsmlrost savings which are welcome, and
the impression formed by the Expert Group is thatdivision between policy-making in the
Commission and implementation by the Agency islisgttdown. In this regard, it is
important to note that the REA only obtained fult@omy in the summer of 2009, more
than two years into FP7.

3.2.1 Conclusions onPeople specific programme

The Expert Group concludes that ®eopleprogramme seems to have been successful so far.
The Marie Curie actions are well structured andciibe¢d, and have a reasonable amount of
flexibility to respond to societal demand. Instruttseare broad and inclusive, supporting
diverse categories of applicants — not least imglusind SMEs. The Expert Group
acknowledges that the Marie Curie Actions set aialale bench-mark for the working
conditions and employment standards of EU-reseeschighe competition for the Initial
Training Networks has been tough, with success rateging from 8.3% in 2007 to 11.9% in
the 2008 call. The low success rate for ITN mapant be explained by the fact that this is a
very broad and open type of instrument, but it addlects its high standing.

The COFUND action was introduced in FP7 and aimsttacture the ERA by aligning
national resources for post-doctoral researchesssueh, COFUND enables Member States
to influence the fellowship programme design, bisbaets standards of employment and
open recruitment for all EU researchers. IRSESsmall sub-programme set up to facilitate
the exchange of research staff between Europe @matries covered by the Neighbourhood
policy or by an S&T agreement. Evidence of thecafficy of COFUND and IRSES is
limited, and the progress of these actions shoelchbnitored closely.

The Expert Group expects the administrative sidePebpleto improve as experience
accumulates, notably inside the Research Execéancy. For the second half of FP7, the
Expert Group would welcome a more coherent andgsiifarward approach withifPeople
streamlining procedures within existing actions amdiding introducing any more novelties.

3.3 Research Infrastructures inCapacities

The specific programme&apacitiescomprises support for SMEs (discussed in sectjaam8

for Research Infrastructures (RIs). The latter \ai@ely recognised as being necessary for
developing an effective research and technologtesysand as a vital underpinning for the
Knowledge Triangle. RIs are defined comprehensivelf~P7 to include major scientific

%2 Third FP7 Monitoring Report., op cit.
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equipment, scientific collections, archives, sus/elCT-based e-infrastructures, and other
research-enabling facilities and resources. Rixasdy and need to be of a sufficient scale if
they are to be viable, so that there is often ap=dimg logic for EU level funding for some
of the more costly infrastructures.

An important development at EU level was the cogain 2002 of the European Strategy
Forum for Research Infrastructures (ESFRI) andintpact has been felt through the
‘roadmaps’ it has since developed to guide investnre RIs as part of the push to achieve
ERA goals. ESFRI has also encouraged the estaldishof RIs of pan-European interest,
which have the potential to become global. FP7deen a key instrument for implementing
the roadmaps and it is clear from ‘Commitment 5’tiie Commission communication on
Innovation Union that further enhancement of RIsséen as an important ingredient in
stepping-up innovation in the EU. The European Res$elnfrastructure Consortium (ERIC)
was established as a legal framework to enablgotheestablishment and operation of RIs
involving at least three Member States, and has beportant in facilitating the engagement
of Member States in the ESFRI process.

From limited resources in the Second Framework farage, funding for RIs has grown
rapidly, doubling between FP5 and FP6, while spemdh the first four years of FP7 is set to
be more than double that of the whole of FP6. Thdgbkt for RIs within FP7 was set at
€1,715 million for 2007-2013 and the average nundbdr| projects funded up to July 2010
was 229, of which 137 are managed by DG RTD andb®2DG INFSO, notably e-
Infrastructures such as the GEANT research netvaowk the research-Grids infrastructure
which connects over 40 million researchers in 3dopean counties and links to many other
countries worldwide.

For industry, RIs have a threefold benefit. Fitegy offer market opportunities for industry
as a supplier, often with the complementary benefitproviding a testing-ground for
innovative products and services. The report byt&oBotakis, a supporting expert to this
evaluatiorf® quotes as evidence on this latter aspect thatynéap out of three companies
have reported that they have been able to moveneto markets due to their activities as
product suppliers to RIs’. Second, there has besresncrease in FP7, albeit from a very low
base in FP6, in industry making use of Rls, wiiliahdata showing that 7% of RI users were
from industry. Third, industry can itself providefrastructure from which others benefit, an
example being the European Strategic Wind Tunmajrdved Research Potential project,
which is an Integrated Infrastructure Initiativ&)(| The Expert Group considers that these
different industry-RI links are an important, if ggibly under-exploited channel for
integrating industry into the FP. In particulareyhcan offer a means of enhancing demand-
driven innovatior’”

RlIs have a significant role in the production oflivikained researchers, which is seen as
highly important, especially by industry. A relateenefit of RIs is to provide opportunities to
train younger researchers and to offer more expes researchers and research personnel in
industry access to facilities that would not otheenbe affordable. According to RI users in
FP6 projects, approximately 90% of researchers dvaol have been able to carry out their
work without RI support. This is a classic exampie¢he public goods rationale for research
funding. The Expert Group observes that although sheer numbers of scientists taking
advantage of Rls is large and growing, more coelddne to integrate the human capital and

% Fotakis, C. (2010): Analyses of FP7 supportedastfucture initiatives in the context of the Eurape
Research Area (Expert analysis in support of theriim Evaluation of FP7).

% For more details see: Fotakis (2010), op.cit.

32



infrastructure strands of funding. Quite simplygaists money for researchers to travel to RiIs
and, in some cases, to pay for access.

An important aspect of RIs is openness to tranemalt use, as this is crucial to their
European added value, and evidence from FP6 shHwtshe supported infrastructures were
used by researchers from all Member StitéEhe budget for trans-national access did not
increase between FP6 and FP7 and this appearvearitabited the use of Rls. As a result,
potential enhancements of human capital may falitshcomplementary funding to facilitate
access is not available. The scope for third cgumationals to make use of Rls is subject to
similar constraints, and may also be reduced bgsrujoverning access. However, e-
Infrastructures have a different logic that canrowme this constraint. They provide remote
access to scientific resources — from telescopdslan experiments to supercomputers and
databases — and enable global collaborations,giée to virtual research communities.

3.3.1 Conclusions on Research Infrastructures

Although all the main themes of FP research havared funding for RIs, the current level
of funding may be inadequate for the full explogatof RIs by European scientists. Despite
the efforts to create an enabling legal framewhbrkugh ERIC, there are continuing obstacles
to exploitation of the significant investments madeRIs. Moreover, national and European
investments have to be coordinated and optimisebdedenefit of infrastructures. These are,
largely, problems of coherence in research poliny af flexibility in administration, both of
which ought to be capable of resolution. The Exggmbup therefore concludes that there
should be a concerted effort to find viable solusioand thus to boost the impact of RIs.

Plainly, though, it will not be easy to fund alktprojects in the ESFRI roadmap, especially in
the current economic situation, so that it is inb@ot for FP7 funding (including the RSFF —
see section 4.2) to work with other funding sourdesr example, resources from the
Structural Funds that have been allocated to relsaafrastructures could be a significant
factor at local and regional level, in particularthe New Member States. More emphasis on
regional RIs for pooling resources and developimigtjstrategies and joint planning could
contribute to resolving major societal and econoch@llenges at regional level.

More generally, the Expert Group concludes that &é&sa good example of added value at
European level, but that they are not yet havingraat an impact on ERA as they could. In
the latter years of FP7, a priority should be todidRIs where possible and to ensure that the
investments already made in them are used to mawieftect. This reasoning also suggests
that more emphasis should be given in FP8 to thation and exploitation of RIs, not least to
foster Innovation Union and Digital Agenda goals.

% Fotakis (2010), op.cit.
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4 Novel measures in FP7

Several novel approaches to funding were introduce&P7 that manifestly change the
topography of EU research funding. The specificgpgonmeldeas with the advent of the
European Research Council, is clearly a signifiesew direction and is highlighted in the
Communication on Innovation Uniamhich calls for reinforcement of the European Redea
Council. Since the earliest Framework Programntes,irivolvement of industry has been a
key feature. While the bulk of industry involvemdras been in collaborative projects now
under the specific programn@operation two new instruments - the Risk Sharing Finance
Facility (underCapacitie$ and the Joint Technology Initiatives (part@doperation help to
strengthen alliances between FP7 and industry.rOtrere sought to forge links and increase
coordination between national financing and the(ERA Net Plus, Article 185 projects and
Joint Programming). This third group of instrumergBects the need for concerted efforts to
address the ‘Grand Challenges’ facing Europearesesj for which improved collaboration
and coordination between different policies, fugdiachemes, instruments, and levels
(national, regional, European) is required.

4.1  European Research Council

The FP7 included for the first time a Europe-widechmnism for funding of frontier research,
through which one of the key weaknesses of the iaao Research Area could be addressed.
Frontier research is regarded as an important dovdong-run growth, so that the ERC
represents an important departure. The specifigraromeldeas operating through the
European Research Council (ERC), has been allod&#dof the FP budget and is open to
any ideas put forward by researchers in a bottorpropedure. The mandate for the ERC is
ambitious, with a mission to ‘reinforce excellendgnamism and creativity [...] and improve
the attractiveness of Europe for the best invetgirgdriven research projects’.

One very important feature of the new ERC is thatepresents a new interpretation of
‘European added value’ and the ‘subsidiarity’ piphe, supporting research projects carried
out by individual teams, which are proposed by researchersubjects of their choice
covering thewhole field of knowledgancluding social sciences and humanities. A sdcon
important feature relates to implementation. TheCHRudget = €7.5 billion for 2007-2013)
is made up of an independent scientific councipoesible for academic standards and the
European Research Council Executive Agency actimieuthe Commission’s control, but
scientifically and operationally autonomous from résponsible for implementation. The
condition requiring the research work to be undenmain Europe also provides opportunities
to attract world class non-EU researchers as welpraviding a magnet for world-class
European researchers working in the US and els@tberome back.

The first six calls, three each for ‘starting gsanffor recently qualified researchers) and
‘advanced grants’ (for senior staff) attracted P@Q,&pplications. Four of these calls have
been completed, resulting in decisions to fund 1,@vojects out of 15,420 applications
received in these calls, an overall success ra&a%>° The low success rate stems partly
from the fact that the first starting grants call2007 attracted 8,794 valid applications from
which the budget allowed only some 300 to be fundesduccess rate of just 3.3%. Success
rates have risen in subsequent calls and are mgrkigther for the advanced grants. It seems
clear that the ERC is attracting applications ghhguality, as some 56% of the total number

% SeeldeasProgrammes (ERC): Early Signs of Wide-Ranging lchpBrussels, June 2010.
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of applications was evaluated as above the thrdskel by the evaluation criteffa.An
important feature of the funded projects is thatre¢ly high concentration geographically,
with UK, France, and Germany being by a good maagintop (and obtaining 50% of all
grants between them), and Switzerland, Netherlatdk;, Spain and Israel as a second
group. There are also signs that researchers laasedaller institutions in these countries are
highly competitive. Another feature, according toamalysis by the ERC Executive Agency,
is that a significant share of all applicants haeen working in the US, indicating that the
programme is having an effect on attracting topaeshers back to Europ&There is a also a
training element in ERC advanced grants, with prelary analysis of the financial reports
revealing that advanced grant teams typically cirefi two doctoral students and two post-
docs in addition to the principal investigator.

The available evidence supports the contentionttfelleasprogramme is a very successful
initiative. In the NCP survey, 68.2% of respondemated the ERC as generally well or very
well designed and 61.6% of the respondents reptiadthe ERC has been generally well or
very well implemented. Moreover, the tone of comtsein both the NCP survey and the
stakeholder consultation tended to stress ttatERC is a major breakthrough, stimulating
ground-breaking research.

There is also some evideritao suggest that the ERC is leveraging differerseagch
strengths through its competitive funding and israating and retaining outstanding
researchers to Europe. Some of the responses tstalkeholder consultation and other
anecdotal evidence suggest that a level of compiytieven calibration) has developed
between the ERC and national research councilbeatatter increasingly ‘accept’ the ERC
evaluation results as a basis for awarding gramtsighly-rated researchers who fail to be
funded by ERC.

There are, plainly, dangers from the low succetssria response to ERC calls in deterring
applicants and de-motivating reviewers when so ntagly quality projects remain unfunded,
suggesting that the budget available, though sieeahould be increased. However, there is
already a substantial increase in funding in theelpie for the ERC in the remaining period
of FP7? and therefore reviewing the funding share shoelddnsidered for FP8.

The Expert group commends the success of the EREhwias rapidly gained recognition

from the research community, as well as policy makiéroughout Europe. There is,

nevertheless, a need to maintain the balance beti@éom-up and top-down instruments as
defined in the FP7 legal basis. The Expert Grougesidhat, in 2009, the ERC Scientific

Council established a Working Group on Relationthvindustry. The Working Group has

already consulted with several stakeholders in gheate sector, including the European
Industrial Research Management Association (EIRMA)prder to explore the scope for

increased participation of private sector reseasch€his sort of initiative could be taken

further to ensure that important ideas and sciertiieakthroughs supported through the ERC
are accommodated and disseminated.

%" ERC has also had the accolade of researchersdibydie winning the 2010 Nobel prize for physics.

% However, the ERC programme does not appear to &iérseted many researchers from the BRICS cowsntrie
to Europe.

% |deasProgramme (ERC): Early Signs of Wide-Ranging Intpagp. cit.

9 Due to the significant budgetary increase aft@&®oth the ERC Advanced Grant 2009 call and ¢bently
concluded ERC Starting Grant call of 2010 had @essg rate of around15%.
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4.2 Risk Sharing Finance Facility

Launched at the beginning of FP7 (2007), the Riskriig Finance Facility (RSFF) is a loan-
based instrument to complement more traditionahtgsahemes at European level. Through
the RSFF, which is supported by FP7 budget reseyrtgeto €1 billion) as well as the EIB's
own resources (up to €1 billion) to cover potentiesses, the EIB and its financial
intermediaries will be able to provide higher-rislan finance of up to €10 billion for RDI
investments during the period 2007-2010. Projeatsiéd by the RSFF must meet the quality
criteria stipulated by the EIB, including creditwluness, financial viability and techno-
economic risks. As of September 2010, projects lwarttotal of €8.1 billion have been
approved, and include participants in 18 MembeteStand 2 associated countries.

In compliance with the requirements of the £Rihd of its specific programm&ooperation
andCapacitie§? (both contributing to the RSFF budget), the RSkRfdementation has been
subject to an Interim Evaluation conducted by aigrof independent experts. This evaluation
concludes that it has been a success, both initptarg and qualitative terms, notably having
reached 65% of its targets at mid-term insteachef eéxpected 50%. It is an innovative,
demand-driven instrument which has dramaticallyaexed European financing for RTDI
and also helped firms hit by the credit squeeztheflast two years. Furthermore, the RSFF
demonstrates the value of collaboration betweemrenside, an organisation with technical
and sectorial expertise and risk management catyaband on the other one (the
Commission) able to bring together interested RPpRtties in the context of European
Technology Platforms and Joint Technology Initieiy and also in the context of the
Strategic Energy Technology plan. According to R&FF evaluation, the EIB has shown its
ability to adapt and refine the instrument in tloeirse of its first three years by developing
new financing products to meet the requirementoefalled ‘pathfinder’ projects.

The evaluation also praises the efficient impleraton of the RSFF. The Expert Group
welcomes these findings and supports the pledgeldéase the second tranche of FP7 funding
to the RSFF. However, it notes that it can be hardemonstrate that the funding allocated to
large companies genuinely leads to additional aapacilding over and above what large
companies would finance anyway, and the Group éallsareful examination of whether the
RSFF results in higher investment. The Expert Gralgp notes that loan funding could
potentially be problematic for non-profit researgstganisations (notably universities and
RTOSs) that cannot generate the surpluses needsernta@e loans. For SMESs, too, it is not
obvious that the RSFF offers much, and to the éxtext large and mid-cap companies obtain
access to cheaper loans, competitive imperativegdiasuggest that SMEs — where investing
in research is a more pressing concern — shoulaffbeed similar access to such conditions.
This could imply a need for a parallel SME lendiagility.

4.3  Joint Technology Initiatives

Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs) are public-@ig partnerships at European level in the
field of industrial research. JTIs were introduce@P7 as a means to implement the Strategic
Research Agendas (SRAS) of a selected number afpEan Technology Platforms (ETPS)
for which the scale and scope of the objectivesninttat more intensive co-ordination was
needed. The five JTIs introduced in FP7 were IntiegaMedicine Initiative (IMI) in

“! Decision 1982/2006/EC of the European Parliamadtaf the Council, 18 December 2006, Annex 1.
“2 Decision 2006/974/EC of the Council, 19 Decemt¥&2 Annex IlI.

43 Mid-term evaluation of the Risk-Sharing Finandtalcility (RSFF). Final Draft of the Group of Indepkent
Experts (2010).
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pharmaceutical development, Clean Sky in the aetasaindustry, ARTEMIS in embedded
systems, ENIAC in Nanoelectronics, and the Hydrogiedh Fuel Cells Initiative (FCH). The
JTIs were designed to go beyond traditional R&Dding and include measures to build an
innovation ‘eco-system’ in each of its technologifialds, including standards promotion,
identification of future skill requirements etdowever, the JTIs are not a homogenous set of
instruments. On the contrary, the Commission stdigswhen preparing the JTls, ‘it has not
followed a "one size fits all* approach becausetha varied nature of the technological
challenges, the different type of stakeholder refest and the need for tailored financial
engineering arrangementé’Around 10% of the specific programr@@operationbudget has
been allocated to JTIs.

At present only two of the five JTIs, ARTEMIS andNEAC, have been independently
evaluated” In addition, the JTI Sherpa report from Januari®@akes stock of the first
overall experiences with setting up Joint Technpldjtiatives’® Based on the evidence
presented in the evaluation of ARTEMIS and ENIA@d ahe Sherpa report, as well as
findings from the stakeholder consultations, the&tkgroup finds that the JTlIs:

» Have been challenging and resource-intensive tagebut have managed to establish
themselves as autonomous bodies capable of enghanmplementation of considerable
amounts of funding for R&D;

* Have focused and aligned key actors in their raspe@reas, serving as a support to
develop coherent sectorial strategies. In the cB8&RTEMIS and ENIAC, these aligning
processes have involved new actors, including SMBshave previously not taken part
in strategic discussions at European level;

» Have attracted wide-spread criticism of the comipyeaf rules and regulations adopted,
with each separate initiative introducing its owgdl and administrative framework;

* Must ensure competitive funding rates and sufficialtowance for overhead costs to
attract excellence;

* In the future must be built on a genuine partngréigitween the public and private actors,
based on mutual trust and confidence.

ARTEMIS and ENIAC are based on a tripartite fundmgdel, involving the Commission,
Member States and industry. For this model to Bectve, it is absolutely essential that
Member States accept and fulfil the requirementhefCouncil Regulations establishing the
JTIs#" If the JTIs are to become attractive funding imstents, it is fundamental that Member
States agree to multi-annual, binding budgetaryrodments. The evaluation of ARTEMIS
and ENIAC shows that the European strategic oljestcriteria of these JTIs were, at times,
set aside, allowing national interests and priesitito dominate. The Expert Group
recommends that all JTIs are monitored closelyhengecond half of FP7 to make sure that
they adhere properly to the agreed principles.

44 About the JTIs sedtttp://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/jtis/about-jti_en.html

“> First Interim Evaluation of the ARTEMIS and ENIADInt Technology Initiatives. Evaluation Panel Repo
July 2010.

6 JTI Sherpas Group (2010): Designing together itheal house’ for public-private partnerships in @ean
research. January 2010.

4" Council Regulation No. 72/2008 establishes the ANWoint Undertaking, and Council Regulation No.
74/2008 of 20 December 2007 establishes the ARTEMIf& Undertaking.
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4.4  Coordination of public R&D investments in ERA

Several novel measures have been introduced tdebdlse coordination of EU level and
national research efforts. With the developmenE&BRfA from 2000, and its reinforcement
through the Ljubljana process in 2008, coordinatioin national R&D spending and
programmes came on the agenda. Despite the prodjectease in spending in the latter years
of FP7, national budgets will be the main sourcéuatling for the foreseeable future. Hence
a better coordination of national programmes asdurces could have a great impact on the
overall efficacy of European R&D efforts.

4.4.1 ERA-NETs and ERA-NET Plus

FP6 initiated ERA-NETs as an instrument to stimailbétter coordination among funding
institutions within a number of thematic fields, bgking national research programmes.
Many of these were also international, aiming airdmating national efforts of cooperation
vis-a-vis key international partners such as Chiffae scheme continued in FP7, and the
number of ERA-NETS is now approaching 120, witloglt public funding commitment of
about €2 billion. While ERA-NETs in some cases hawatributed to the creation of Joint
Programming Initiatives (JPIs), these two shoult e mixed up, as ERA-NETs are an FP
instrument and Joint Programming is a Member S¢at@rocess.

To complement ERA-NETS, there was the introductotdra new mechanism in FP7, the
ERA-NET Plus. In contrast to ERA-NETSs for which #ing is limited to coordination costs

and to Article 185 Initiatives, which involve a fuhtegration of national programmes, ERA-
NET Plus facilitates joint calls through topping the joint national funding with FP7 funds

(33% of the joint call). Hence the ERA-NET Plusnegents a significant incentive to develop
trans-national funding initiatives that attract aideshal FP funds available for this purpose.
Nine ERA-NET Plus proposals have been approvealvimg 140 funding partners, with a

total trans-national budget of €232 million andrRadentribution of €67.5 milliof®

The main reason for using ERA-NET Plus is to alloational funding agencies to work
together to support research of mutual interestlewdvoiding unnecessary duplication. The
evidence show that ERA-NETSs play a significant faléacilitating the research planning that
led to the development of individual ERA-NET Plugtiens. The implementation of this

scheme has encountered teething problems relatedonmtract negotiation and related
procedures. These are being addressed in thedfgiie implementation of the first ERA-

NET Plus actions. However, some complexity remaiitk regard to the funding process and
this can slow the payment schedule for researgleqiso

Evaluation of ERA-NET Plus finds that it is contuting to pooling national resources,
succeeding in bringing together efforts to meattjchallenges, and it has acted in some cases
as a bridging mechanism between ERA-NETs and Arti85 initiatives. It has been met with
interest by the research community, with 6000 tedmsing declared an interest in
participating and 2000 research groups invitecutmst detailed proposals. Nevertheless, the
role of the ERA-NET Plus is not to build long-testrategic networks; rather its potential
effectiveness lies in providing a relatively easyuse tool to support already mature networks
in implementing and funding their strategic reshargenda$’

The Expert Group concludes that the ERA-NET Pltriment has the potential to have a
positive impact on ERA and the coordination of owadl efforts and it could play an enhanced
role in the future in the context of the Joint RFeEegming Initiatives.

“8 ERA-NETS on stage 2010: Final Report. Annual ERBINEvent, 23-24 March 2010.
49 ERA-NET Plus Review 2010. Final Report of the RewPanel, June 2010.
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4.4.2 Article 185

Article 185 of the Treaty on the functioning of tkaropean Union (TFEU), provides a legal
basis for the Union to participate in research dadelopment programmes of the Member
States, to help the coordination of R&D in Europ®l asupport a more coherent use of
resources. Despite its similarities to ERA-NET Pliisis more limited in numbers and,
crucially, not implemented through FP7 calls, althio it may build on ERA-NETSs or ERA-
NETs Plus, based on specific criteria.

Rather than responding to calls for proposals, ratiaiive for such measures is formally
submitted by the European Commission for a decisiothe Council of Ministers and the
European Parliament, thus demanding a clear palittandate and sufficient scope for its
implementation. Four have been adopted so far Ui/

* Ambient Assisted Living (AAL) to enhance the qualdf life of elderly and strengthen
the industrial base for related industries throtighuse of ICT

* European Metrology Research Programme (EMRP)
 BONUS Baltic Sea, supporting the European Strategiarine and Maritime Research

» Eurostars, for development projects in any fieldthwspecific attention to research-
intensive SMEs.

An Interim Evaluation of the AAL concludes thahis made progress towards its objectives
and that its overall direction is widely seen asifie. The evaluation report adds that it is a
remarkable achievement that, in just a few yeang ¢ountries supporting the AAL
programme have engaged in such close cooperatimnstrong evidence of their interest that
they have increased their financial contributiolgmisicantly beyond the minimum required.
It has also achieved a high level of SME particgratat about 40% compared with less than
20% in the first call of the FP7 ICT & Ageing Pragnme. The programme should achieve its
short-term objectives, provided a number of shoniogs are addressed. For instance, the
evaluation finds that the virtual common pot applogaken in AAL is inflexible from the
perspective of the research teams when it comegot&ing with partners whose national
funding is exhausted. Moreover, the evaluation sithat it is a problem in AAL that some
types of participants are seen as ineligible fardfog in certain countries and eligible in
others>® As with the JTIs in the ICT field, the future sass of the Article 185 Initiatives will
depend heavily on Member State commitment.

Although the experience to date is limited, a teweaconclusion is that Article 185’s
potential can be reinforced by putting in place pamentary measures to address key
barriers to exploitation, such as interoperabibityd standards, financing for innovation,
market fragmentation, user acceptance, ethicsalsaed business innovation and impact. The
Expert Group stresses the importance of employkagleence criteria similar to those applied
throughout FP7 for Article 185 proposal selections.

4.4.3 Joint Programming

The above measures aimed at stimulating the caatidmof research in Europe are closely
related to the ERA initiative referred to as Jéinbgramming. To enhance the response to the
‘Grand Challenges’ of our time, the European Cduwnti March 2008 called upon the
Commission and the Member States to explore thengiat of joint programming. The
Commission made proposals to launch such a pracdsgy 2008 in a Communication called

* |nterim Evaluation of the Ambient Assisted Livintpint Programme. Independent Panel Draft Report,
September 2010.
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‘Towards Joint Programming in Research: Workingetbgr to tackle common challenges
more effectively’ (COM (2008) 468). While Joint Bramming is not an FP7 instrument, the
Expert Group sees it as key to the success anegemte of coordination measures in FP7 such
as ERA-NETs and ERA-NET Plus. A High Level GroupJmint Programming (‘Groupe de
Programmation Conjointe’ or GPC) consisting of esgntatives of Member States and of the
European Commission, and assisted by the Councie&eiat, has been set-up to implement
the Joint Programming Process by identifying JPéntes and developing voluntary
guidelines for Framework Conditions. Before the kvof the GPC started the Member States
agreed on a pilot JPI dealing with Neurodegenezdiiseases (including Alzheimer’s).

Taking account of priorities set by the Councifjrat wave of some 20 themes for JPIs was
put forward by 10 countries and three were adopteflpril 2010 by the Commission, and
have since been approved, addressing:

e Agriculture, Food Security and Climate Change,;

* A Healthy Diet for a Healthy Life;

* Cultural Heritage and Global Change- a new Chadleéiog Europe.

Six new themes for a second wave of JPIs are ipiffedine:

* The microbial challenge - An emerging threat to harhealth;

e Connecting Climate Knowledge for Europe (Clik'EV);

* More Years, Better Lives - The Potential and Cimgless of Demographic Change;
* Urban Europe - Global Challenges, Local Solutions;

» Water Challenges for a Changing World;

» Healthy and Productive Seas and Oceans.

It is far too early to judge whether the JPIs wilnge the European landscape in their field
of research or if JPIs make it possible to addgrasd societal challenges efficiently. The
success of those already launched will largely depme the commitment of the participating
countries as well as an adequate governance steughich generates trust, a shared common
vision and a strategic research agenda. It is, exyelear that Member States have shown a
considerable interest in participating in the vasidPls, but what that will mean in terms of
financial commitment remains to be seen. Even thotige starting-point for Joint
Programming is cooperation between Member States)itks to various initiatives under
FP7 (such as ERA-NETs, ERA-NET Plus, Article 18®meration, and the forthcoming
Innovation Partnerships) need to be clarified. Witk adoption of the Lisbon Treaty, new
competences have been given to the Union, whicludeccarrying out actions on Joint
Programming (Articles 181, 182.5 and 292). Thewefathe enhanced role of the EU
institutions on this matter is now defined by thedties. An implication is that, in the rest of
FP7, as well as in FP8 (especially in the lightlmhovation Union’ imperatives), the role of
the Commission may have to be revisited.

4.4.4 Conclusions on coordinating instruments

The proliferation of instruments has increased t@mplexity of developing and
implementing the ERA, but it also provides a soit¢ools that can be used in a strategic way
to advance the vision of ERA. The Expert Group @srs that efforts should be made to
reduce the complexity of the current landscapeoofdaination measures and to improve their
design in order to allow for the optimisation amdl €xploitation of their potential synergies.
Equally, it is important to stress that increasedperation between the Member State and EU
levels, with pooling of resources, should not repldhe existing Community efforts and
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funding in the area of JPIs. Research within theshBuld be a complement to national
research activities and should concentrate on giojbat cannot be implemented at a national
level, supplementing the common pot funding ofaradi programmes.

The Expert Group also fears that teahplificationmeasures implemented in the ‘FP7 core’
will be of limited value if additional instrumentgach with their own specific rules and
regulations, keep being introduced. In view of FP@re could be a one-to-one-principle by
which a new measure can be launched only if anvatgnt one is removed from the
portfolio.

Caution is also needed if and when administratigdids to manage new instruments or
programmes are set up. Experience suggests thatngentirely novel structures and rules
for each new instrument or sub-instrument entadgtiag intricate and lengthy processes. In
FP7, this proved to be problematic in the casé®flilIs and Article 185 Initiatives, and there
Is concern among the stakeholders that the firstodPNeurodegenerative diseases will
develop in a similar way. Outsourcing implementatim an existing and already well-
functioning body, such as Eureka in the case ob&ars or EIB in the case of RSFF, appears
to be a better solution, at least in the short-term

The Expert Group notes with interest that a pitwtdvation Partnership on ‘healthy ageing’ is
on the agenda for endorsement by the European @atiits December 2010 meeting. It will

present an opportunity to ascertain if it is pagstb build on existing common efforts — such
as the Joint Programming for Neurodegenerative d3is& or the Ambient Assisted Living
initiative — to create an Innovation Partnershigétlevel.
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5 Participation patterns and implementation

A programme as vast and complex as FP7 inevitabhly to contend with a variety of
challenges, whether affecting different goals orepuadministrative in nature. This section
of the report scrutinises a range of cross-cutiiiqgcs considered by the Expert Group to be
germane to an appraisal of the implementation efRlamework Programme, highlighting
aspects that deserve attention.

Respondents to the self-assessment are reasonabitjvg about the efficiency of the
programme, scoring the FP at three out of fourthier systems and procedures and giving it
top marks for clarity and transparency. Most clénat the programme has been able to adapt
to changing needs and none ticked the box for ‘ghais too difficult’. There has been
progress on gender equality compared with FP6tHeubverall message is that this remains a
problem. From the perspective of the ERA, a lesstbaing response is that the benefits of
FP7 research are only expected to continue in anyrof cases without further EU funding.

5.1 Universities and Research and Technology Organisains

Universities and Research and Technology OrganisatiRTOs) have long been the

principal beneficiaries of FP funding. Their pasitihas, if anything, been reinforced by the

advent of the ERC, nearly all the grants from wigchto scientists attached to these bodies.
Moreover, there can be little doubt that FP7 at$réoce top EU researchers from universities
and RTOs. The list of organisations that have oethithe largest amounts of funding from

FP7 (see Appendix 1, Table 1) can be read\@$a's Whoof European research quality.

Figure 4 Distribution by country of top 50 recipierts of FP7 funding®*

IT NO
EL 50, 2% 2% UK

Source: Commission data

Note: the label ‘SUP’ refers to organisations véthan-European remit

*! In some cases, a leading recipient, such as taecRrCNRS is an umbrella organisation that coverasa
range of geographically separate research units.
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But as Figure 4 shows, the leading recipients ased in a relatively small number of
Member States and associated countries, promptingstigns about whether this
concentration is in the interests of Europe and sistent with ERA objectives.
Conspicuously, there are no organisations basetlit? Member States in the top 50 list.

Together, the top 50 recipients secured arouncageuof FP funding, the corollary of which
is that three quarters is spread among the morelih®00 other recipient organisations. This
suggests that research funding is distributedpredictable statistical way, but also mutes the
often heard assertion that FP funding is exclugif@ the big names.

The self-assessments by the Commission servicgpnsble for different components of
FP7 provide an overview of the quality of reseamiaking that clear that the Framework
Programme is attractive to leading researchersineusities and RTOs. Even allowing for
some understandable inclination to accentuate dtisdiye, these assessments reveal that the
great bulk of funded research is world-leading enelxpected to have a significant scientific
impact. Most of the objectives in specific prograesmare being met, but the median answer
is that both the total funding and its distributiane such that not all areas have been
developed in a satisfactory manner. Three quarbérshe respondents state that their
programmes have attracted top researchers anceth@ning quarter report good coverage
with only a few imbalances.

Anecdotal evidence provided by scientists themseblsd the responses to the stakeholder
consultation also signal that the research fundedr®7 attracts the best researchers. This
positive verdict flows from observations acrossideawariety of disciplines, in both pure and
applied sciences, as well as in a broad spectruafP@fprogrammes.

However, there is manifestly disquiet among resegverformers about the level and
modalities of research funding. Respondents tostAkeholder consultation are evenly split
between those who believe that total FP7 fundinguficient and those who disagree.
Universities and RTOs are, however, adamant thafut economic cost of research is not
met by FP funding even though the arrangementsruffelé have undoubtedly shifted in their
favour compared with earlier Framework Programne&RTO, the body that represents
RTOs, states that ‘the full economic cost profildsRTOs, universities, large enterprises,
SMEs etc., vary considerably — within as well asMeen those categoridésConsequently a
single formula cannot fit all performers of reséatzecause they face differing costs for,
especially, equipment and facilities, with a ranfge RTOs from 60% to over 200%.
Overhead rates for JTIs are a particular concecause they fall well short of the real costs
of the research performers.

Because of the intensity of the competition fordung, not all applications from excellent
researchers are funded, an outcome that will ridcodiraging future proposals. It is
reassuring that the research funded by FP7 camdmessful, since it is effectively a good
way to attract future researchers. But what remaissrong motivation for universities and
RTOs is the scale of funding they can receive withicollaborative project (which implies
more overall funding is needed) and also the freedesearchers may have to change plans if
the results are not exactly as expected (whichs dalt some flexibility, as well as risk
acceptance). Another necessity in order to nurauré sustain high quality research is a
certain amount of continuity in funding for resdarthat proves valuable, provided that it
continues to satisfy excellence criteria and secapproval in peer reviews.

%2 EARTO response to the Commission Communicationsiomplifying the implementation of the research
framework programmes. Brussels, 2010.
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5.2 Gender issues and female participation rates

In 1999, the Commission adopted a Communicatievhich included a coherent approach
towards promoting women in research. The objectives to achieve at least 40%
representation of women in Marie Curie fellowshigdyisory groups and other entities. This
was later extended to include projects funded ftoenFP. The 40% target remained in place
for FP6 and now for FP7. Bearing in mind that therall percentage of women researchers
in Europe is no more than 30%, the target set énGommunication cannot plausibly be
reached unless the Member States take action tease the number of female researchers.
The base of female researchers is, however, eypkl®a new generation enters the labour
market. Recent data suggest that 45% of PhD gresliat2006 were womefi,so that the
flow of women into research positions will gradyahcrease the stock of female researchers,
provided that Member States provide sufficient supp

The Expert Group notes the Commission's effortER7, as in previous FPs, to promote a
better gender balance in FP7. The Group stressesrhortance of continuing with these

initiatives, but also stresses that without rolpdicies at the Member State level to promote
female researchers, the FP alone cannot succeedGidup also notes that reporting on
female participation is one of the indicators ubgdhe Commission in its revised system of
annual monitoring of FP implementation which begathe start of FP7.

5.2.1 Female participation in expert groups and committee

There has been a significant development in ferpalticipation since the launch of the
Communication and the start of FP5The most noticeable improvement has been for those
target entities where the Commission itself hasrang influence: there has been a steady
increase in female participation in evaluation pgnexpert databases, advisory groups and
Programme Committees, typically increasing from 1i@%P4 (in the case of experts) to 25
to 35% in FP7 (2009). The ERC Scientific Councidh27% women in 2009. Female
representation in the top scientific functions ¢JREAB/ERAB has now increased to more
than 40%6° In 2008 the number of advisory groups managed ByRO'D was reduced, and
the membership renewed, with the result that 3&5#e new members were wome&n.

5.2.2 Female participation in research projects

The participation of women researchers in projestiower and falls well below the 40%
target. The data from FP6 showed that 16-17% obthentific coordinators and scientists in
charge were women, and although the correspondiougef so far in FP7 is 25.5%, with a
slightly higher figure for coordinators than forrfieipants (29% versus 24%), it represents
less progress than might have been hoped for gheprominence of the target. However,
there is a considerable variation of female pgréton across programmes and thematic
areas, as seen in the figure below: female researchake up more than a third in areas such
as Science in Society, Support for coherent devedop of research policies and Socio-

3 European Commission (1999): Women and Science:illdioly women to enrich European research. COM
(1999) 76. Brussels, 17.02.1999.

** European Commission (2009): She Figures 2009is6tat and Indicators on Gender Equality in Science
Luxembourg: Publications Office of the Europeandsi2009.

°> European Commission (2008): Gender Equality RefSixth Framework Programme. Brussels.
* Third FP7 Monitoring Report, op. cit.

*" One notable exception (albeit outside FP7) isr¢iently appointed High Level Panel on the Measergrof
Innovation. This panel, supposed to advise the Cissioner and the European Commission on an indicato
measuring Europe's progress towards a more inn@vattonomy, consists of twelve men and only a singl
woman (and hence 7.7% female participation).
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economic sciences, but less than 20% in areas asidtanotech, Security, Euratom, NMP
Energy and Space. There is some evidence that gowamen are more likely to participate,
albeit at a much lower rate than men. For exami®e}% of ERC principal investigators are
women, with a higher number of women selected m s$harting grant category (24%),
compared to advanced grants (15%). In additiondtta show that women researchers are
more present in smaller projects than in largersoiféomen are more likely to take on the
role of general contact person, although this ®la more concerned with administrative
rather than research tasks.

Figure 5 Women in contact person roles
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Source: European Commission, Third FP7 Monitorieg®tt (Monitoring Report 2009)

5.2.3 FP6 outcomes and recommendations

The FP6 Ex post Evaluation recommended the corttoruaf Gender Action Plans (GAPS)
in FP7, but this advice was not followed. The FRepBst Evaluation concluded that there is
a need to ‘substantially increase the participabbfemale researchers in FP projects’, and
further suggested that data should be more rigtyaralected to provide a best possible
basis for policy. This has been followed up, witbllection and monitoring of sex
disaggregated data.
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An important lesson from the FP6 is the indicatbra ‘glass ceiling’ for female researchers,
meaning that with increasing seniority, the shdréemale researchers decreases. The low
number of female grantees selected for the ERCradwhinvestigator grant is an indication
that this inherent selective characteristic is igérg), and the Expert Group sees this as a
systematic weakness in the European research sgstange.

5.2.4 Conclusions on female participation

There has been a steady progress towards a mairecbélparticipation of men and women in
FP. Given the fact that women account for 30% ef tibtal population of researchers, the
40% target in the 1999 Communication may be seesndstious as an immediate goal. A
continuous progress beyond the 30% benchmark \aleha positive impact on women’s

participation in the research community in the wi®A, which the Expert Group sees as
positive. But as the current situation is not $atitory, the Expert Group nevertheless calls
for further efforts by the Commission along theger path, both in project participation and
participation in various expert and governancetiesti However, renewed efforts should be
made to reduce contractual obstacles to femaléjpation throughout the project life cycle,

from issuing Work Programmes and calls to finatigimojects.

In the context of ERA, the situation described s treport reflects the situation in the

Member States, where in many cases the share alldamsearchers (in particular in leading
positions) is very low. The Expert Group urges khember States to make sure that female
researchers have better career prospects in nhaties@arch systems, and that the ERA
initiative on research careers addresses this.issygovements in the national systems can
be expected to have direct impact on female ppdimn in the FP.

5.3 New Member States

The statistics on FP7 suggest that the ‘perforniaotenost of the new Member States
(EU12) falls short of that of the old Member Sta{édJ15). There are manifestly many
possible explanations and it is important to aralygy the shortfall has occurred. The
Commission monitoring report refers, for example, national research landscapes with
specific problems, to the lack of a competitiveemsh environment at national level and to
problems encountered by smaller countries that atabe expected to be competitive in all
thematic fields of the FP.

Two types of problems can be identified with thelRparticipation in FP7 so far. First, the
overall share of EU12 participants in all projeistfow. This probably stems from the smaller
number of world-class research institutions in ¢hesuntries than in the EU15, but can be
seen as a ‘chicken and egg problem. Second, tinelirfig of successful projects per
participant to EU12 countries is lower than for BUdountries® For example, in Food,
Agriculture and Fisheries, and Biotechnology, 8%aitners are from EU12, but they receive
only 5% of the budget. Lower cost levels can actéemsome of the difference, but not all of
it.

However, different statistics can tell differentré¢s. The overall success rates of EU12 per
participant are not very different from those of E3Jcountries, but projects with a
coordinator from EU12 countries are very rare. féothe pattern uniform: the success rates
for applicants from EE, LV and CZ are comparativieigh (and better than for PT, LU or IT
among the EU15), but those for several of the oBw¢t2 Member States are disappointingly
low. To try to put the information in perspectivieigure 6 shows the EU contributions
obtained by each Member State in ‘retained’ prejenbrmalised in two ways: relative to

*8 Third FP7 Monitoring Report, op. cit.
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population and relative to the GDP of the respectiountries. Because nominal GDP per
capita of the EU12 is markedly lower in most of PUthe GDP statistic systematically gives
a more favourable ratio than the population ratiddw income countries. The chart shows:

* That Finland and Estonia are the Member States téspectively, score highest on the
per head of population and per unit of GDP ratios;

» The striking preponderance of central and eastemnogean Member States at the lower
end of the scale.

Figure 6 EU contribution to retained projects

EU contribution to retained projects

Index, EU-27=100 (average, 2007-2009)
300

250

200

150

100 A

50

0\7‘6‘6/@36‘@"«5’6&&@9‘ Y F SRS FE LS

OPer head B % of GDP

Source: Calculations by the Expert Group

The Expert Group is of the opinion that the readongow participation rate and, even more
specifically, lower financing for EU12 participangtiould be the topic of further thorough
analysis. It is important to stress that there asamtomatic presumption — especially in a
programme shaped by excellence criteria - thatethsrould be an even geographical
distribution of success in FP applications andeed the principles of FP funding would be
compromised if guste retourapproach were followed. In order to use the fullential of
new Member States in increasing EU competitiverme®s other regions of the world it is
important to design additional tools to improvetggration of EU12 in FP projects, at the
same time avoiding quotas or other direct formpasitive discrimination. Since spreading
excellence is an objective, the low success rdt&mania, Poland and Slovakia, especially,
invite considered policy responses.

Nevertheless, a sensitive policy question is bdran from the EU12. Evidence shows that
researchers initially trained in many of these ¢oes tend to gravitate to the favoured
Member States in north-west Euroflén the one hand, this could be interpreted as thieat

ERA is supposed to promote, with the best reseescbeming together in the strongest
research institutions. On the other, it could bensas aggravating an imbalance which will
inhibit future knowledge creation. The Expert Grangues that during the remaining years

% Inzelt, Annaméria (2010): Analysis of researchemsbility in the context of the European ResearakaA
(Expert analysis in support of the Interim Evalaatof FP7).
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of FP7 and certainly in FP8, enough attention need® paid to creating research capacity —
in terms of both human and physical capital — olet$avoured regions.

Opportunities for mobilising research potential datmerefore their participation success)
could be boosted by using other EU support schelkesthe Structural Funds which could

offset the lower financing through FP7. Howevethaligh this funding helps considerably to
improve research infrastructures, the use of theseurces to develop human capital in the
EU12 is very limited and hence the Structural Fumdsnot substitute fully resources

available in FP7. Moreover, the use of Structunahds is usually decided by the Member
States themselves and, in some of them, reseactlinaavation are not at the top of their

priority lists.

More generally it is important to recall that th&uropean added value’ of financing research
and innovation through FP7 includes long-run enbarent of research capacity. Too narrow
a focus on ‘research excellence’ can overshadowb#mefits of full-scale involvement of
EU12 in the FP and this should not be neglected.

5.4  Industry

FP7 aims to bundle together all research-related iBltiatives to boost growth,
competitiveness, and employment. Innovations aee Kby elements to achieve these
ambitious goals. As a consequence the Frameworgr&rone has to cover the whole
innovation process from basic research to demdosstaCompanies are the major drivers in
bridging the gap between research results and atimyv Yet, despite the acknowledged
importance of both large companies and SMEs inrthles industry participation, whether as
a share of funding or number of participants, hasnbdeclining continuously for fifteen
years. As figure 7 shows, it fell from 39% in FR431% in FP6 and currently accounts for
only 25% in FP7. The decline may be somewhat catdf because some of the industry
participation is expected to come through JTIs Whiave been slow to develop and for
which there are, as yet, insufficient statisticewbindustry participation, so that an exact
comparison with previous FPs cannot be provided.

Companies are faced with burdensome and expensiveegses for participation, with
complex instruments, post-project auditing prastieghich result in unexpected financial
penalties, and financial rules that are too oftardtto understan®. These reasons, among
others, deter companies from participation and nmaan that Europe’s capabilities for
innovation are not fully exploited. As a resultetgoals of FP7 will be very difficult to
achieve.

Despite these barriers, many significant reseaeelildrs among European companies are
engaged in FP7. A table of the companies receitiadargest grants (Appendix 1) shows the
top 50 industrial recipients of FP7 funding. Betweabhem, the top 50 were allocated some
€530 million from 2007-09, representing just oveés 8f the total investment by the EU over
the period. The top 50 is dominated by companiesedan Germany (14), Italy (9) and
France (8) and is notable for the absence of corapdrom any of the EU12 Member States.
However, the table also suggests that ‘big indugrgot receiving particularly large amounts
from the Framework Programme (as is sometimes edmOf the top ten recipients, only
one consortium — DANTE, the industrial groupingttheanages the GEANT infrastructure
project - receives more than €25 million. In angesathe amounts obtained by some of
Europe’s largest and most research intensive comepame a drop in the ocean of research
budgets that are measured in billions of euro.skerace, the cash is not the main reason for

% |Interim Evaluation of the ICT Research in the $ghderamework Programme, op. cit.

48



large enterprises to participate in FP projectsh&atheir motivations are primarily to gain
access to trans-national R&D-networks, knowledgeation, idea generation, and strategic
partnering for long term cooperation and pre—staefidation. The engagement of large
companies in research provides a valuable bridgen fipre-competitive research to
innovation.

Figure 7 Participation by stakeholders

100%

20%

80%

70%
Other

60%
Research and Technology
50% Organisations (RTOs)
40% = Higher Education
30% m [ndustry
20%
10%
0% ‘
FP4 FP5 FP6 FP7

7o

Source: European Commission, Second FP7 MonitdRegprt, October 2009.

5.4.1 Involvement of SMEs

SMEs comprise 99% of all companies in Europe artiga share of total employment,
estimated at around 65 million, and are generakyprimary source of net job creation. They
are both performers of research, especially in somée leading-edge ‘new’ economy
sectors, and consumers of it. These two aspectsairdy provided for in, respectively, the
engagement of SMEs iBooperationwhere there is a target that at least 15% of oia t
funding should be devoted to SMEs; and in the $iggmiogrammeCapacitiesin which there

Is a sub-programme of research for the benefitMES The latter comprises out-sourcing to
researchers in universities and RTOs and, in thel 20all, provision for demonstration
activities, as well as some support for internatlaollaboration and dissemination.

The Expert Group notes (and is somewhat uneasyt @fydbat the officially recognised EU
definition of an SME, stemming from a Council Dears (2003), is one which embraces
‘more’ than the conventional notion of a small Imesis driven by an entrepreneur with a
bright idea®® It includes certain not-for-profit organisationshish appear to have the
character of non-governmental organisations, rathan businesses. The latest internal
monitoring information from the Commission suggestat the participation of SMEs in
Cooperationhas been edging upwards in successive years ofstefi,that the 15% target is
close to being met and may well attain the dedizedl over the lifetime of FPZ.SMEs are
most prominent in the nanotechnologies and new nadgeand the security sub-themes of
Cooperation and provisional data suggest that SMEs will edctlee 15% target for
participation in JTIs. The average success rat8ME applicants is 17%, compared to 20%

®1 A test of whether an entity is an SME, availafithe Commission web-site asks, as its first qoestivhether
the entity is a company, a non-profit organizat@nsomeone self-employed, and all three are dedmdxt
variants on SMEs.

%2 Mid Term Report on SMEs' Participation in the RRD Framework Programme, op. cit.
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for all applicants, pointing to a higher rate ofstexd effort by SMEs which could be a
deterrent to their engageméit.

In other areas of FP7, SMEs unsurprisingly, do wvielICapacitiesthrough the funding
targeted explicitly at them, but have a relativiely share ofPeople(9.5%) and are virtually
absent fromdeas There are, however, very different rates of SMigipipation in different
segments of specific programmes. For example, antomdMarie Curie actions iReople
while individual fellowships rarely involve SMEsMEs participate actively in the Initial
Training Networks (9% of all participants, and méinan 50% of businesses participating in
this action). Moreover, SMEs make up 25% of alltipgrants in Industry-Academia
Partnerships and Pathways and their budget sh&&486 of the total for this Actiorhat
said, it is important to note that the participatiamte does not reflect the exploitation of
results nor the global competitiveness of SMEs.ddohately, there are no data available
about the innovation power of SMEs that have taBart in FP7, nor the extent to which
projects in FP7 have resulted in the creation @f hgh-tech firms.

5.4.2 Conclusions on industry in FP7

Despite the above shortcomings, FP7 plays (angriéslecessor programmes played) an
important role in creating knowledge, stimulatingavation and, to some extent, in aligning
national R&D programmes. It is clear, however, tinalustry is deterred to a greater degree
than other research performers by the weight oédugratic burdens and, on occasion, by a
perception of insufficient flexibility in Work Pragmmes. More effort should be devoted to
achieving greater impact regarding innovation timglating the participation of industry and
SMEs, and in focusing on the whole innovation pssc&Vithout addressing these challenges
rapidly, future Framework Programmes are unlikelyulfil expectations of their contribution
to innovation in Europe.

Competitiveness and impact

To strengthen the competitiveness of European tngushe Commission should gear
research and innovation policy towards underpinrsaogtainable economic growth, as is
presaged in the Innovation Union flagship initiativn particular, emphasis should be given
to ‘Grand Challenges’ which promise sustainableagfno A transparent process for priority
setting which is in line with future market demartuss to be implemented. Industry and
Research bodies should be deeply involved in ttasgss. Concentration of resources around
fewer topics with critical mass is necessary tal@gh world-class research excellence in
areas of importance for the European economy. thtiad, all stages of the innovation
process from basic research, applied research tkemeelevant demonstrators have to be
considered. Multi-disciplinarity in the innovatioand development process has to be
increased to meet market requirements.

To ensure the balance of FP7 between consensud-Ba#E and more disruptive R&D,
resources have to be allocated to a judicious coation of R&D topics which promise
radical innovations, and should embrace both aobwtip and a top-down approach. To
respond to the challenges of a global market ther@igsion should make the best use of
global partnerships and should continue to extdms global reach of the Framework
Programmes without neglecting the participationan-EU national R&D programmes.

% Third FP7 Monitoring report, op. cit.
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Participation of industry and SMEs

Industrial participation in FP7 is clearly much mantensive in some thematic areas than
others, but the overall downward trend is a conléthis important to underline successes
such as in NMP, Transport, Security and Energy #semnderCooperationwhich are
achieving success in bringing-in SMEs. But it alsas to be pointed out that industry
participation in other themes, notably Health, &otdd and Biotech (which might have been
expected to see substantial industry interesguiprisingly low. The Expert Group therefore
calls on the Commission to investigate these distreies and to explore how what works in
one theme could be transferred to others.

It may be that the 15% target for SMEs (as alreeuijcated in the FP6 evaluation) is
unhelpful, although an alternative perspectivehist even though the target is arbitrityt
may push the Commission services to be far morepte® to SMEs becoming engaged in
projects and thus proactive in encouraging themeithat a key motivation for involving
SMEs is to provide means of translating researt¢h innovation, some of the resources
targeted at non-RTD performing SMEs should be ocexgjint. More attention should be paid to
the quality and constructive engagement of SME participatadhar than just widening it. In
this way, the key role of SMEs as the bridge frora-gompetitive research to innovation
could be enhanced.

To increase the participation of industry and SMBe Commission must reduce the
administrative burden significantly and the arbitrass of auditing practices. The
Commission should create a flexible, lightweightl avell-defined form of sub-contracting or
associate partnership for SMBdoreover, the Commission has to switch from a loskr
low-trust attitude to a more trust-based and ridkraant approach.

To reduce the current massive waste of effort intimg good-quality but nevertheless
fruitless proposals, the Commission should testomensophisticated two-stage application
process (like in ERA-NET), especially for calls kvia broader thematic approach. Proposals
proceeding into the second stage ought to have=3®chance of acceptance.

Thereis no doubt abouhe strategic importance for Europe of the esthbient, growth and
development of research-based firms. It is adves#iitht the European Commission collects
accurate statistical and survey-based data regaitie@ impact of FP7 in this particular
dimension.

Instruments

Although industry shares many of the concerns bé€oEP participants about how several of
the instruments function in FP7, its reservatiobsua those in which it is expected to
participate most extensively are especially releveor example, given the criticism of the
administrative structures of JTIs, with each of tiesv initiatives creating its own legal and
administrative framework, a view from industry isat radical steps should be taken to
streamline procedures.

Industry also has a distinctive perspective on howbuild a European Research Area that
combines the needs and assets of national and é&amgprogrammes, and would like the
Commission to clarify how the portfolio of instrunte at its disposal is intended to support

% A point stressed by the ERT FP 8 Reflection Grang brought out in interviews with stakeholderislalso
congruent with the findings of the Interim Evaleati of the ICT Research in the Seventh Framework
Programme, op. cit..

%5 AVEDAS AG., et al. (2010): Impact assessment ef plrticipation of SMEs in the Thematic Programwies
the Fifth and Sixth Framework Programme for RThaFiReport, March 2010.
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both FP7 Programme and ERA goals. Specificallyusty representatives call on the
Commission, with the Member States, address issiuggal management, separate reporting,
barriers to the mobility of researchers and lackamirdination.

5.5 Promotion of cross-disciplinary research

There are no particular references to the promotibreross-disciplinary research in the
overall objectives of FP7, but such an objectiveléarly stated in the annex of the decision
for theCooperationprogrammée®

‘Special attention will be paid to ensuring theseeffective coordination between the
thematic areas and to priority scientific areasolwlgut across themes, such as forestry
research, cultural heritage, marine sciences arhtdogies.

Multi-disciplinarity will be encouraged by joint @ss-thematic approaches to research
and technology subjects relevant to more than been¢, with joint calls being an
important inter-thematic form of cooperation’.

5.5.1 Achievements

The overall policy-driven nature of FP7 seems tovjatle a general support for cross-
disciplinary research. It does not call for progebased on single disciplines and even the
Ideas programme, which aims at funding ‘frontier resbarsolely based on scientific
excellence can sustain inter-disciplinary work. Heaeral problem orientation of FP7 comes
through in the way the different specific progransna@d thematic areas of t@@operation
programme develop Work Programmes and calls fopgwals that are targeted at certain
challenges or application areas for research.rttbas be stated that the FP7 in an implicit
and generic way promotes cross-disciplinary reseaiithis is supported by the self-
assessments provided by Commission representatiwelsether the various programmes and
thematic areas are achieving expectations of asesplinarity. On a scale from 1 to 6 (6
being ‘fully achieving expectations’), virtuallylaive scores of 5 or 6.

However, there are several points to note. Firsisszdisciplinarity has different meanings in
different parts of the FP7. In some thematic aineas defined narrowly, mostly through

specialised sub-fields of a given technologicahame others it includes scientific disciplines
spanning natural sciences and social sciences amdariities. Hence Commission
representatives also attach different meanings wiesponding on the issue. This great
variation in the understanding of cross-disciplityamakes it correspondingly difficult to

assess the real achievements.

Second, the concept of cross-disciplinarity seaseta rather loose expression of a variety
of ways in which different forms of knowledge andgertise are combined in projects. There
is a great difference between interactions of gdierdisciplines in frontier research funded
through the specific programnhgeasand the combination of expertise in applied indaky
related projects. In the latter case, industriah$, research institutes and/or universities take
part in the projects not necessarily with differententific disciplines, but with expertise
linked to research versus practical applicatiorgouser-producer relations in industrial value
chains. It seems, for example, evident that SMEstty promoted as a horizontal issue in the
FP7, take part in projects with very different ol@he recent impact assessment of SMEs
from FP5 and FP6 as well as earlier studies ofoseconomic research confirms this. The
project consortium, being groups of at least thpadicipants, is the key vehicle to ensure a
combination of scientific knowledge and experti&gain this is different across the specific
programmesCooperationbeing the main promoter whil€apacitiesmostly does so more

%6 0J L 412, 30.12.2006, P. 007.
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indirectly. In People more than 60% of the budget goes to collaborateasortium-based
projects. As the FP6 Marie Curie Impact Assessrshotvs, Marie Curie Actions are about
exchanging knowledge and gaining new experienca® fnetwork cooperation, as well as
mobility.

Third, cross-disciplinarity is inherently promott#dtough the Work Programmes and the calls
for proposals. For example, the ‘Oceans of Tomo'rrealls in 2009 and 2010 (for work
programs 2010 and 2011) were launched with corttabs from the thematic areas Food,
Agriculture and Fisheries, and Biotechnology, Egerdgnvironment, and Transport. In the
recovery package launched to counter the recenhoewc crisis, three public-private
partnerships were initiatedfactories of the FutureEnergy-efficient Buildingsand Green
Cars These initiatives were based on participationmfrine thematic areas of NMP, ICT,
Transport, Environment and Energy. Thus, when @alisdirected at explicit challenges that
are broadly defined, the cross-disciplinarity sedmbe effectively promoted. This is also
reflected in the high scores given by Commissiditials. It should also be noted that the
Commission has recently launched a dedicated sy&tefivionitoring the FP7 Contribution
to the renewed EU Sustainable Development Stratéldye Expert Group commends this
development, as it creates a highly useful basiageessing how the FP7 contributes to a key
global challenge.

5.5.2 Conclusions on cross-disciplinarity

Overall, the FP7 seems to contain appropriate nmsms to ensure adaptability vis-a-vis
changing needs and emerging policy concerns. §takearly the case with the cross-thematic
calls. With the increasing focus on grand or satiehallenges driving research priorities in
the FP7, such cross-disciplinarity could be eveth&r promoted and enhanced. There could
also be a better common understanding of this igstiee Commission itself, including the
scientific officers conducting negotiations andjpob monitoring. This could contribute to a
better balance of scientific and expert knowledgthe design of consortia.

There should be a greater appreciation of the itapoe of the more generic combination of
knowledge, expertise and project roles in consodsa this is the ‘every-day’ cross-
disciplinarity of many projects developed for pglior application purposes. With the
increasing attention to the importance of innowatithis will be all the more important.
Lastly, the panel notes that both tReople and Capacities specific programmes could
develop ways to enhance the capabilities for manage of inter-disciplinary projects and
complex projects more generally. This is of paftacumportance in less developed regions
and Member States which will need to develop theiman capital in this particular area to
meet demands for innovation and cooperation.

5.6 International cooperation

With the launch of FP7, a partly new approach terimational cooperation was introduced.
Dedicated budgets have largely been abandonedhanel has been an ambition to integrate
the international dimension in each of the themareas of the specific programme
Cooperation To this end, an instrument called Specific Indégiomal Coordination Actions
(SICA) was launched in FP7. SICAs are aimed at ptorg the participation of non-EU
Member States or Associated Countries in FP7, tiroagollaborative projects within
particular thematic areas, as part of the spepiitgrammeCooperation The INCO part of
the specific programm€apacitieshas been developed and expanded, introducing adever
new instruments (such as INCO-NETS). In parallag of the key objectives of the ERC was
to attract world-class excellence to Europe, angpatriate European researchers.
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As in FP6, low- and middle-income states, so-call€®C (International Cooperation
Countries) can participate and receive funding RY len the same terms as Member States
and associated countries. Certain thematic theraes &lso allowed industrialised countries
to be funded through the FP. More significantly, iee first time in FP7 a whole thematic
area has been reciprocally opened between the U&E(NIH /Health in FP7). For FP7, the
scope of the associated countries is wider tham bg#re, now encompassing all of the
Western Balkan States. In addition to the 13 caéemiturrently on the list, Russia, Ukraine
and Moldova have formally requested to be assatigd® far in FP7, the 13 associated
countries have received 8.8% of the EC contribution

Up to March 2010, countries outside the MembereStand associated states provided 5.18%
of all participations. In budgetary terms, theserntdes have received in total €214m (1.68%)
of the EC contribution to FP7, out of which €17883%) comes from their participation in
the thematic priorities inCooperation About €31m comes from the INCO budget.
Participants outside Member States and associatautrées still coordinate very few projects
(0.86% of all FP7 projects).

Table 4 European Union contributions to top 16 FPparticipants
outside the EU/associated countrié8
Country Nb of Nb of EC contribution |Country Nb of Nb of EC contribution
coordinators |participations [(million €) coordinators |participations |(million €)
Russia 7 237 28,69 Kenya 1 25 4,63
India 10 145 17,37 Tunisia 2 27 4,11
China 4 144 16,01 Mexico 2 37 4,03
United 1 289 14,73 Tanzania 22 3,54
States (United
Republic of)
South Africa 2 91 12,44 Viet Nam 25 3,35
Brazil 2 78 11,40 Australia 1 84 3,29
Ukraine 5 85 7,53 Uganda 20 3,18
Argentina 4 58 7,03 Other third 17 703 67,49
countries
Morocco 1 41 4,63 Total 59 2111 213,45

As for the ERC, preliminary statistics indicatettlbaly a small proportion of grant-holders
were ‘third country’ nationals and half of themginated from the US. In the first four ERC
calls, 33 investigators resident abroad were fun@dsdwere 46 non-EU citizens already
resident — together just under 8% of awardees (pR@er on ‘Early signs of wide-ranging
impacts’).

The specific programmBeoplecontains some of the most international instrusémt~=P7,
with 25% of funds dedicated annually to Internatio@ooperation projects. Introduced in
FP7, the International Research Staff Exchange r8eh@élRSES) fosters international
cooperation with key partnership countries. Acaogdio the recently published Monitoring
Report, some 179 institutions from 75% of all édlgi Third Countries applie¥.In addition,
countries other than Member States and associatadtrees were among the signatory

67 Switzerland, Israel, Norway, Turkey, Croatia, $&rdceland, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM), Montenegro, Bosnia — Herzegovina, Lieclstemn, Albania, Faroe Islands.

% Figure by Expert Group based on data from enf¥é &éntil March 2010.
% Third FP7 Monitoring Report, op. cit.
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partners in the 2008 ITN (Marie Curie Initial Treag Networks) and IAPP (Marie Curie
Industry-Academia Partnerships and Pathways) fupdeects.

With the introduction of SICAs, it appears that sorasearchers from ‘Third Countries’ have
steered their participation away from geneCaloperationcalls towards targeted openings.
Although it is too early to assess the consequemdethis development, it should be
monitored closely. The Expert Group also questwhsther enough attention is paid to the
strongest research countries, notably the US.

5.6.1 Conclusions on international cooperation

The Expert Group concludes that during its firsteéh years of implementation, several
instruments of FP7 have actively promoted inteomati collaboration. The general opening
of the FP7 to international cooperation is of gnestie. However, evidence indicates that not
much progress has been made compared to FP6 aadditeble statistics do not indicate any
major change in ‘Third Country’ participation. Tiparticipation in FP7 of the strategically
important BRIC countries is still weak, despiteoet$ to increase collaboration and raise
awareness about FP7 in these counffidis development gives cause for concern, since it
is important that collaborative projects are cote@do the emerging economies and their
global knowledge and innovation networks. Thera rseed for a wide-ranging review of the
international dimension of the FP, with the aimeokuring that international participation is
integrated in all sub-programmes rather than bséemn as a separate activity.

The Expert Group notes that Marie Curie is suceepth engaging internationally and initial
indications are that the ERC is helping to attvaotld-class researchers from outside the EU,
even though they are still a relatively small pndjom of investigators. The Expert Group
welcomes the setting-up by the ERC Scientific Cdumica working group to recruit more
researchers from third countries. The recent recgdropening of NIH and FP7 Health is an
interesting development, but it is too early toeasswhat this will imply for EU-US
collaboration within life science research. Hent® Expert Group concludes that the
Commission and Member States should follow and tootinis pilot closely, so that it may
be reproduced and expanded to other areas.

Despite these piecemeal successes, the Expert Gomgludes that the ‘mainstreaming’ of

international cooperation is not living sufficigntlp to expectations and is an aspect that
needs attention. In general, the focus of the matiwnal dimension of the FP7 should

increasingly be on engaging with partners from ¢oes outside Europe on equal terms and
in programmes and activities of high mutual interesd for FP8 there should be an

intensification of international cooperation.

Established in 2009 as a partnership initiativavieen Member States and the Commission,
the Strategic Forum for International S&T Co-operat SFIC) was given the task to identify
common priorities which could lead to coordinateédaint activities, and to further develop
international dimension of the ERA. The Expert Grosupports a coherent strategic
development for international cooperation.

" The total budgetary contribution to all particifgim the BRICs countries in FP7 so far is aroug8 #illion,
which can be compared to the universities of Ox{&@7 million) and Cambridge (€98 million).
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6 Simplification

One of the most frequently heard complaints abdi k5 that it is overly and needlessly
bureaucratic, and it became increasingly cleahéoBxpert Group as its work progressed that
this is the issue that warrants most attention.ddweer, the final evaluation of FP6 set out a
range of proposals for improvements on which thes@nt Expert Group was explicitly
invited to report. This chapter therefore bringgetner various dimensions of simplification.

6.1 Taking-stock of simplification

At an operational level, FP7 has done the gred diWhat was expected of it. Themes have
been developed, calls have been issued, propoaats lieen peer reviewed and evaluated
without obvious difficulties, and decisions on @aj funding made, all more or less on

schedule and with few apparent objections fromrészarch community. Although redress

procedures have been called upon, the outcomessugtat the whole process has been
efficient and fair. Problems arise, neverthelesshe subsequent stages of project negotiation
and management.

There are many explanations for the complexityhefadministration of FP programmes, and
FP7 in particular. Clearly, theinancial Regulationmposes constraints and has led to rules
that have to be enforced, however vexatious thghtrappear to those who have to abide by
them. Yet there can often be an impression thatptioation is introduced without good
cause and that the ‘machine’ is better at gengyatithan simplifying it. According to a
submission to the Interim Evaluation Expert Grétiphere are 700 new rules in FP7, and
even if there is some exaggeration in this figutres hard to square with a simplification
agenda.

6.1.1 What has been done...

Several of the changes that were implemented far ke been welcomed by the research
community and have undoubtedly been successeshlndtze unique registration facility
(URF), the EPSS submission tool and less demandungjt requirements. The self-
assessments by officials responsible for diffeeretas of FP7 are reasonably positive about
the efficiency of the programme, scoring the FRhate out of four for the systems and
procedures and giving it top marks for clarity atrdnsparency. Most claim that the
programme has been able to adapt to changing reeedaone ticked the box for ‘change is
too difficult’. A survey conducted in the spring 2010 of NCPs suggests that there have been
improvements relative to FP6, especially in findinfprmation, in application procedures
and IT tools. Analysis of the stakeholder consigdtatarried out for the Interim Evaluation
reveal that 55.7% of the 537 respondents consi@grtie simplification measures have been
partially successful and a further 11.7% say ‘nyosticcessful’, while 15.1% think they have
been unsuccessful.

It is important not to lose sight of these advane@sl to recognise that transitional problems
associated with the creation of new executive agsno administer specific programmes
were to be expected, while the roll-out of new Bols would inevitably require some
familiarisation on all sides. It should also betermted that the Research Executive Agency
responsible for thePeople and parts of theCapacities programme only became fully
autonomous in 2009.

1 State Secretariat for Education and Research, F[B344ss Confederation. Bern, 25.06.2010.
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6.1.2 ...and what has not

However, the lack of progress on many known proBlesndisappointing and the Expert
Group notes that what seems to be tolerated bgtmemission is seen by other stakeholders
as increasingly puzzling and unsatisfactory. Thmiops elicited from the survey of NCPs
are least positive about grant negotiations, theoua facets of project management and
communication with the Commission. The evidenceEkpert Group has heard and recent
contributiond? draw attention tanter alia, the following:

* Excessive time to contract and unexplained vanatimetween different themes

« Sitill overly demanding reporting obligations, inding what appears to be needless
duplication of reporting where there is co-funding

* Inconsistency in the application of rules or imp&mation of procedures. This can arise
not only between instruments or themes, but in saases as a result of differing
interpretations being offered by the scientific afimancial officers responsible for a
single project.

A recently completed study for the European Pasianby Deloitte Consulting® similarly,
identifies the culprits and possible ways forwatdhighlights as its main conclusion that
‘only a small number of rules are criticised ashsby beneficiaries, and thédte manner in
which the rules are implemented is more problemttan the rules themselves’ [emphasis
added]. The study nevertheless cites as requiritemtaon the poor alignment of various
issues with the realities research organisationge la face, notably in relation to pre-
financing, calculation of eligible costs and céctifion procedure§’ Problems are also
identified in the timely communication of rules andhe approach to auditing.

6.2 Time to grant

The disparities in time to grant (TTG) are espégialarming and constitute a considerable
barrier to the engagement of SMEs, and there deecie that even within DG RTD of the
Commission, there is not a common approach to t&fgeéHowever, better software and
experience are helping, and several of the seisassents indicate that TTG has fallen since
the first calls.

The Expert Group finds it hard to explain why sonm@rojects take so long to start, and is
concerned that this reveals a lack of urgency onroagment to find solutions. Delays can
even undermine the case for support: for exampgearch for the benefit of SMEs under the
Capacitiesspecific programme has a mean TTG of 456 dayserGilat the nature of small
business is inherently fast-moving, this is a dlshg statistic and also one which reinforces
the complaints of small business about delays. WitBooperation the TTG in the

2 For example: Deloitte Consulting (2010): Financiales in the research framework programmes —
streamlining rules for participation in EU reseapogrammes (Study for the DG for Internal Policigéshe
European Parliament, Policy Department D - Budgefsffairs), Diegem, May 2010; European Commission
(2010): Simplifying the implementation of the ResdaFramework Programmes, COM (2010) 187, Brussels,
29.04.2010.

"3 Financial rules in the research framework prograsm streamlining rules for participation in EUeasch
programmes, op. cit.

" Also sharply criticised in the 2010 NCP surveyvinich only a quarter of the respondents rated the
effectiveness of certification of methodology highvery high, whereas 32% considered it as lowery Jow
and 19% had no opinion.

’® Time to grant (TTG) indicators are also measuredifferent ways by different services, judging the self
assessments, with some referring to 75% achievetothers to 50% .
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(substantial) sub-themes of environment, transpod security (in order of time taken) is
around double those of the sub-theme of ICT. ThpeBExGroup has been unable to obtain
convincing explanations for these disparities. Salifiecult cases are inevitable, but not to
this extent.

6.3  Scope for further improvements

Further changes are on the table following theme€ammission Communicatiéhand there

is already a move to stress the imperative of &rrgimplification following a meeting of
Research Ministers held on ®&uly 2010. As a result, the Council agreed a sed
initiatives at the end of August 2010. The Beldgrresidency announced that simplification is
one of its priorities for the current semester, letdlso seeking to rebalance procedures to
facilitate greater risk-taking and a focus on resstdther than costs. However, it is important
to recognise that a possible danger in a ‘restdtsis is that it would favour safe projects.

The NCP survey carried out in spring 2010 revegeldrised opinions on simplification.
24.6% of the respondents (most of whom might besetqul to have a broad experience of
FP7) disagreed or strongly disagreed that FP7 tsingesimpler to use in terms of
administrative and financial procedures, compacegrévious FPs, whereas 28.9% agree or
strongly agree, although it is noteworthy that theestion elicited non-responses from half
those completing the survey. The survey and othatyaes of ‘complexity’ bring out the
following aspects of FP7 procedures that are haathgerse effects on the quality of research
and inhibiting the implementation of FP7:

e Confusion due to differences in rules (dependingoorgrammes/schemes) and also in
‘interpretation of rules’ (by auditors, by projafficers)

» Late publication of Work Programmes, lack of infation prior to publication of calls
» Long time to contract/ grant, uncertainty aboutsteting date of the project

» The focus is stronger on financial issues than xpplogation of research results; ‘too
much management and not enough research’

e Too high level of detail is required for audit ¢eechtes and the upshot is a ‘zero-trust’
policy
e There is uncoordinated audit management

« Difficulties still arise in project management dieeheavy reporting procedures and big
size of consortia

* There are still too many problems with IT toolsdapoorly harmonised application,
negotiation and reporting tools among the DGs axecktive Agencies involved in the
Framework Programme. The current use of differgsitesns is confusing and complex.

The self-assessments by Commission services makenber of relevant points about TTG.
For example, one observes that the procedures fiegotiation to contract signature are at
present very linear and sequential. The scopedwinky parallel procedures to quicken time to
contract would be worth investigating. Evidentlysdens can be learned from the huge
disparities between TTGs in different areas ofRRe It is hard to escape the conclusion that
decisive management would sort out many of the nastencies. The Expert Group

® European Commission Communication 'Simplifying timeplementation of the Research Framework
Programmes', op. cit.
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recognises that the establishment of new execat@ncies may have been a factor, but it is
not an excuse.

6.4  Conclusions on simplification

The Expert Group is conscious of the tensions bstwadequate financial control and

flexibility, but is of the opinion that there isresk aversion culture in the administration of

FP7 which is ultimately against the interests dfstéhkeholders. Research is an inherently
risky business with uncertain outcomes and it wdandgreferable if risk were managed rather
than avoided at all costs. Certainly, there shdndcho equivocation about punishing fraud,

but an appropriate level of unauthorised initiatth®uld be tolerated if it is in the interests of
the effective running of projects.

The Group has been made aware of possible solutiosisplification issues which could be
envisaged without compromising financial integritmany of which — as the ‘Trust
Researchers’ campaign stresses — turn on thedatt#dopted to risk and trust in researchers.
Better risk management would lighten the administeaburden on beneficiaries and the
Commission services alike. It would also suppodiimate of trust and risk-taking which is
favourable to innovation and creativity. To giverebexamples:

« The ESA makes a distinction in risk tolerance betwenore applied research and basic
research. Financing basic research is not curpamding, but investment. The higher the
risk, the higher the possible return, so that if B%he risk threshold, the investment is
unlikely to yield very high returns.

* For many purposes lump sum payments would be @atgiein the interests of efficiency,
even though greater financial risks might ensue.

* It may be that ‘one size does not fit all’, for exale in the context of indirect cost
calculations for universities and SMEs, and thatrandiscretion could be vested in
scientific and financial officers in finding suif@bcompromises.

A lesson that can be learned from FP7 with implicet for FP8 is that many of the problems
that occur in the first two years of a Framewor&gPamme are caused by the procedures not
being ready. When extensive changes are envisdgey gshould be agreed early and
incorporated in any administrative arrangement®rieetalls are issued. Examples include
Rules of Participation, Model Grant Agreements,orépg/auditing guidelines and the
submission system, as well as the associated k€rags The clear implication is that greater
continuity should be encouraged.

The simplification issue has been on the tableséolong and has proved so difficult to solve
that the Expert Group has struggled to identify twhare to propose, other than the obvious
advice of taking decisive action to deal with theown shortcomings. Indeed, the Council
Conclusions of 31.08.2010 provide a clear overviwvhat is needed. There is an open
question about the role of the Commission and wdrethore of the administrative burden
should be out-sourced to executive agencies. Sdrtteeaonstraints come from outside the
immediate domain of research administration, ngtabbse emanating from thenancial
Regulation but the latter should not be used as a pretexhéztion.

59



7 Outcomes and impacts

The outcomes and impact of FP7 cannot credibly basored after three years, because even
where projects have been completed, the inevitalgie between research and publication of
results or in the translation of findings into pglior societal impact mean that any tally
would be a severe under-estimate. This is even rmaee concerning economic impact in
terms of, for example, business results generabed fechnical innovation.

7.1  Scientific outcomes and impacts

Plainly, FP7 is attaining many of its core aimseefively and successfully. It attracts high
quality researchers across the board andtjeas has increased the participation of the best
European researchers engaged in leading-edge c¢ls&ath inCooperationand inPeople
there is evidence of strong competition for fundamgl robust application of project selection
procedures, ensuring that in these specific prograsy as well akleas excellence is to the
fore.”” This reaffirms the finding of the FP6 evaluatioattEU funding is not just for the B-
team, but attracts A-team members. It is also Bggmt that the FP has become a stable
feature in the European research landscape, weéh reere universities treating it as a vital
resource and adapting research strategies and isthatine capacities to participate in it.

The goal of excellence has many sides to it anchaaeasily be encapsulated in a simple
definition. It entails attracting the best researshand rewarding the best proposals, with peer
review by leading scientists as the mechanismdaraghat excellence. Relevant watchwords
include leading-edge, originality and ground-bregkipossibly leading to a tension about
what weight to give to other attributes such a®rudisciplinarity, inclusiveness or even
creativity. To ensure that excellence is enduriegearchers need sufficient incentives in the
form of acceptable success rates, but the doorltsin@ously has to be open to new entrants
and ideas, thereby ensuring that dominant paradagrdsactors are open to challenge. Hence,
there is a need to foster future excellence by eupy the development of promising
researchers or those outside established netwbnkse can be difficult aims to reconcile in a
single approach.

Excellence is easiest to demonstrate for the ERIChngrides itself on the very high status of
the members of its evaluation panels. In effecrdfore, it has a clear sense that ‘excellence
is what is recognised as such by reviewers who hlagmselves demonstrated their own
excellence’, and ought to be self-propagating. dedlaborative projects, excellence could be
tempered by the need for a consortium, but thesteisce on a high threshold for scientific
excellence is a safeguard and the Expert Grougaissured by the evidence it has seen on the
high scientific quality standards @fooperationprojects. Nevertheless, the overall weight of
just a third given to the scientific criterion inaduation can mean that proposals that score
highly on the other two sets of criteria may truthp scientifically best. The Expert Group
recognises that this is a difficult balance tokstri

The key findings from the self-assessments by Casiom services clearly show that,
regarding scientific quality, ‘62% of services stdhat independent review or other similar
evidence indicate that a majority or nearly alleash is world-leading in terms of its
originality, significance and rigor’. Similarly, irthe stakeholder consultation, the great

" This should not be read as a criticism — by orissi of the specific programn@apacitiesgiven that its
primary mission is to build capacity rather thanduesearch.
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majority of respondents expect FP7 to have endunmgacts, 17% saying that such impacts
are ‘highly likely,” and 66% saying that they ali&ely’.

This is no real surprise since, on the one hand, gélection criteria for funding are
demanding and include a focus on impacts, and timathe other, FP7 attracts the best and
most appropriate researchers and research organsalt is also instructive to note that the
stakeholder consultation highlights the diversitymays in which impact occurs and should,
thus, be appraised. It arisaster alia, from networking and collaboration, through levgra
effects and as a result of raising the bar foraegegenerally. Findings from a study done for
the UK governmerif show that it is important in assessing scientifigcomes to look
beyond the direct scientific outputs of projectbeTstudy finds that ‘the FP has had a big
impact on the nature and extent of UK researchaetsinational relationships and networks,
as well as on their knowledge base and scientdpabilities’, and it is reasonable to infer that
similar outcomes will have occurred elsewhere.

It may also have a structuring effect on nationalovation and research systems, notably in
Member States where they are less developed. Bobrisolidate these gains and to make
impacts enduring, researchers have to be ablettonotepeat funding. This suggests that for
excellent scientific outcomes and/or impacts tocheitalised, continuity in FPs must be

ensured, while avoiding giving ‘insiders’ too easkide.

The interface between research outputs and inrmvais crucial. According to the
Technopolis report for the UK government, ‘the F&s hyielded important commercial
benefits. UK business participants had made oreghiaccess to new or significantly
improved tools or methodologies and other formsnidllectual property. Participation had
contributed to the development of new products pratesses and increased income and
market share’.

7.2 Leverage effects on overall EU research and innovan efforts

The FP7 is being implemented in a period when Eeaopand global research and innovation
systems are changing significantly. Recent trendgabalisation represent shifts in networks
and allocation of resources, and new players grafgiantly influencing the overall research
and innovation landscape, such as China and Iitie.business community has embraced a
more open approach to innovation in which knowletdgeourced and accessed where it is
being produced. New nodes and centres of aggloieratfluence the structure of research
and innovation systems and their attractivenesgrfancial resources and talent.

There are few hard facts available to assess thésHRpact on Europe’s research and
innovation efforts in a systematic way. But there several indications that such effects are
indeed present. The Expert Group argues that eveagh the FP7 is defined as a pre-
competitive research and development programmabast some key components that are
underpinning innovation processes and capacitiespdrticular, these include the ways
through which entities from different countries aadross different sectors collaborate,
making up a distinctive feature of dynamic innoeatisystems. It is also striking that

participants from industry, research and highercatan collaborate with a high degree of
inter-disciplinarity and application orientation.ally national evaluations of participation in

FP6 and FP7 point to the importance of network oeffeand long term impacts which

reinforce the overall economic specialisation dfareal economies and research systems.

The self-assessments by the Commission servicessafgyest that there is a substantial and
varied impact. For example, the ERC suggests th@bmal research councils or agencies are

8 Technopolis (2010): The impact of the EU RTD Framek Programme on the UK. Brighton, May 2010.
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adopting similar funding schemes to the ERC modey ERC grantees are often offered
improved conditions by their host institutions, I@hERC applicants are offered national
funding. Some FP7 specific programmes have also diactturing effects on national
research. One example of ERA articulation i$?gople with the active participation in the
‘European Partnership for Researchers’ and the eCofd conduct for the recruitment of
researchers’, promoting mobility and better caréarsesearchers in Europe. The Science in
Society programme has also had some remarkableging effects on ERA in the field of
participatory technology assessment, capacity-lmgldf civil society organizations, and
promoting open science in academic journ@kspacitiesis reported to promote direct impact.
Assessments dfooperationsuggest that collaborative projects are at the odrERA. The
FP7 is assessed to fill in important gaps betwestiomal research activities, thus gaining
critical mass in many areas and ensuring addecyakithe assessments suggest that the FP7
activities are not likely to have been implemenigithout EU level funding.

It is also likely that some of the new instrumeims-P7 are reinforcing the effects on EU
research and innovation efforts. In five cases Bpean Technology Platforms have led to
Joint Technology Initiatives (Innovative Medicindsmnbedded Computing systems, Clean
Sky, ENIAC (nanoeletronics), and Fuel Cells and tdgen). ERA-NETs have had a
noticeable impact on coordination of national reseaunding, and initiatives under the
Treaty’s Article 185 are expected to have subsabitipact. Such initiatives are set up at the
European level to address strategic areas where R&By to European competitiveness, and
represent flexible means to boost leverage from. HiRé prime example is EUROSTARS.
Article 185 initiatives, as well as ERA-NETs and &RIET Plus are all potentially useful
FP7 means of supporting a better coordination tbnal research efforts. However, it is hard
to judge whether the overall effect will live up éxpectations and some of the criticism
surrounding JTIs, in particular, suggests groundstepticism.

FP7 supported infrastructure initiatives are comi®d to have been successful in supporting
ERA. FP7 has contributed to networking of a largenher of national infrastructures and
opening them to European scientists via the conoépfransnational Access’. FP7 has
provided a vision for the future of European RIs Harmonising actions among Member
States through the ESFRI procedures and in paatictile roadmap for RIls. National
roadmaps have been developed and many Member Statesceptive to hosting European or
regional RIs and/or participating in others. Jafforts to find suitable administrative and
legal models and frameworks for research infrattines will also speed up the engagement
of Member States in the ESFRI process. In additibe, RSFF has helped to leverage-in
funding for projects.

In sum, the Expert Group finds that FP7 has hadgjiltéen leverage effects and exhibits

European added value, including complementing gegations of the business community in

the European internal market. However, there aliebstacles to be removed and challenges
to meet. They include cross-border funding for f§gmojects or programmes arising out of

ERA-NET initiatives. In many cases, there are legaistraints in generating funding pools

for joint programmes that may enhance leverage #&Mm activities.

The complexity of FP7 procedures and rules hasaiiting impact on the participation of
industry, in particular the prolonged time horizainprojects. A recent impact assessment of
SMEs in FP5 and FP6 suggests that SMEs see the &R @pportunity to explore promising
applications or to enhance their R&D knowledge ashml networking. However, FP
involvement does little to improve business resuiecause of the lack of opportunities to
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exploit the research results as they are stillp@competitive to be commercially viabfe.
Lessons from national evaluations also point tortked to engage more large companies in
the FP7, as these also have key roles as nodestional innovative networks. An overall
implication for the role of the FP is to reinforite funding with a view to support leverage
and added value e.g. in co-funding Joint Progrargmmtiatives, mobility and research
infrastructures.

7.3  Outreach, dissemination and communication to citizes

In general terms, dissemination refers to the agdeansfer and commercialisation of the
knowledge produced by the public research basbusiness and policy-makers. Many of the
channels for dissemination of FP7 are open, bu anlimited amount of material will be
flowing into them until more research is complet@dthough it is too early to assess the
dissemination, communication and policy-related aestpof FP7, it is worth noting that most
of the specific programmes seem to have devoterkased attention to these types of
activities. The little evidence available regardidigsemination of knowledge seems to be
positive. In the field of ICT, expectations for kmedge and technology exploitation are
relatively high. More than 75% of participants ietJTIs have such expectations. However,
the high industrial participation in ICT programmasd the industry-led nature of JTIs is
probably behind this result. Other programmes \e#s industrial participation are likely to
have lower ratios.

Communication to potential applicants is done tgiothe Europa and Cordis portals. The

participant portal of ‘Europa’ was created in 2C08 is integrating a series of pre-existing

applications like the unique registration facililynese are valuable means of communication,
but it is unclear why the two web-portals are kepparate. The CORDIS site should be
improved to make it easier for first-time usersthwio prior knowledge of the FP7 structure,

to find what they are looking for. National contgoints are important as channels providing
information to potential applicants through infotioa days and small seminars. Meetings of
national contact point coordinators were also oiggghannually. All these activities seem to

be well balanced and appropriate.

Communication of results is improving compared wgitevious FPs in terms of putting
efforts to present result of research in final-pobjconferences, involve stakeholders and
potential users in the final phases of projectsl Bnsome cases, the production of policy
briefs. It is worth noting the efforts to creatagtical guides for researchers to help them with
communication and societal outreach. Another nguslthe move to create open access via
an online repository of peer reviewed papers, \pitbts in selected areas @fooperation
While the Expert Group recognises the value of saichapproach, it should be carefully
monitored to make sure that it does not createlicofetween authors and leading journals
or put at risk researchers’ ability to publishap journals.

7.4  Conclusions on impact

The Expert Group acknowledges the efforts by then@assion to promote effective
dissemination and exploitation of FP project resahd to ensure that they lead to improved
innovation and strengthening of the outcomes cgdaesh. Despite some successes, however,
the overall impression is that this is a missionclttould be reinforced.

" Impact assessment of the participation of SMEsthia Thematic Programmes of the Fifth and Sixth
Framework Programme for RTD, op. cit.
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Plainly, the challenge of ensuring full and effeetexploitation of publicly funded research is
not unique to the FP and confronts the participamte&nd managers of, all publicly funded
research programmes. In the history of FPs, thasébben a succession of attempts to instil in
participants an awareness of the need for sounmhiplg and exploitation, right from the very
start of the research projéft.Examples of the devices used include the techiwibg
implementation plans (TIP) under FP4 and FP5, hadtan for the use and dissemination of
knowledge (PUDK) under FP6. There is also a heanghasis on the detailed specification
of deliverables in the planning of research pragject

On the side of the participants, the picture is smime success combined with lost
opportunities. In particular, in the realm of FRojpcts there appears as yet no standard
approach to how the internet is being used as a&&dor promotion and dissemination. In
short while most projects have a website, thistils ot mandatory and although some
Directorates-General such as DG INFSO, have gueéelfor the formats to be used, others
do not, compromising efficiency and accessibflityt would also be helpful if it were more
transparent who in the Commission is in overallrghaof the dissemination of FP7 research
results. The operational units managing the diffeparts of the FP each play a part, but at
present it appears the efforts are down to theviddal initiatives of the Directors, Heads of
Unit and individual project officers to organisastiivork. The Expert Group concludes that
DGs need to establish a clearer strategy and fimesponsibility for effective dissemination
of FP research results. More imagination and criéatneeds to be brought to the task of
branding and promoting the FP and its researchept®j But the Expert Group also stresses
that there has to be sufficient attention to paatminpact when setting objectives of calls for
proposals.

8 W. Polt has shown the importance of clearly defirexploitation plans as a prerequisite for effextiv
innovation in FP projects.

8 The use of the internet was examined in a studytHfe FP6 Ex post Evaluation, highlighting the ader
suboptimal position.
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8 Conclusions and Recommendations

The Seventh Framework Programme is a major invegtimethe future of the EU and a
significant component of the drive to boost itsestific performance, competitiveness and
socio-economic development. There can be no ddalbtitt is contributing to the realisation
of the European Research Area and it has a pivokalto play in fostering an ‘Innovation
Union’ consistent with the aims of the Europe 2G@2tegy. The Expert Group has been
impressed by the breadth and ambition of FP7,rtegrity with which it is administered and
the generally excellent quality of the research thaupports. A vast amount of research
funded by FP7 is in progress, and it can configebd expected to yield outputs and have
impacts that will have enduring effects on Europe.

Nevertheless, a balanced evaluation also has o altantion to shortcomings and to point to
solutions that can improve the effectiveness ofpfeggramme in its latter years, during which
more than half the money allocated to researciénBU’s 2007-13 Multi-annual Financial
Framework remains to be spent. It is also salidmrat tmany of the procedural and
administrative changes adopted for FP7 have takentb be implemented and have scope to
be enhanced quickly. It is, therefore incumbentrenExpert Group to put forward proposals
for improvements for the final years of FP7, aslvaslto inform the debate on a successor
programme beyond 2013. This section of the rep@vs together the key conclusions from
earlier sections. The Expert Group has concludatlttitere are a number of broad areas in
which FP7 could be improved and these are the subjethe ten key recommendations of
this evaluation.

8.1 Main conclusions

The relationship between the FP and ERA is crucahe success of EU research policy.

Because FP7 has such a pivotal role to play inradig the European Research Area, it is
essential that there should be clarity in whatRhemework Programme is, and is not, meant
to encompass, even if it is unsurprising in so @astogramme that there is some fuzziness in
objectives.

8.1.1 ERA
Among the ERA objectives, the Expert Group findstth

* Excellence seems to have been at the heart ofdla¢ lgulk of FP7 funded projects.

e The cross-border coordination of research prograsnamel priorities has become better,
but still faces significant obstacles.

» Europe’s standing in world research and opennegs been partly addressed and have
benefited from the greater weight given to leadige research by the specific
programmeddeas

* Overall, the impact of FP7 on ERA is positive, lnutmany respects under-developed,
especially in coordination other than explicit Iddnogramming Initiatives.

8.1.2 The mix of sub-programmes and funding measures

FP7 has several objectives and it is bound to fiewt in so vast a programme to arrive at
an optimal mix. On the whole, the Expert Group atseand strongly applauds, the evidence
that FP7 has succeeded in its goal of promotinglexwe. Yet there is an obvious concern
that many proposals adjudged to be excellent aréumoled and that this, coupled with the
substantial effort needed to prepare a proposa, deter some of the best researchers from
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applying. In this context, the Expert Group notest texploratory work has been undertaken
on complementary financial support to FP7 through EU Regional Policy for Research
Infrastructures and Research Potential projectstiormd in the EC Communication
‘Regional Policy contributing to smart growth infBpe 2020%?

When considering the balance of resources and aredee FP7 a conclusion of this
evaluation is that research infrastructures andares training deserve more attention and
resources, especially to ensure excellence for ffmma) the coming generations of European
researchers and to enhance a wider human resocapesity building across all Member
States and regions of the EU. As an illustratioha# such a rebalancing might be achieved,
there is a case for shifting funding from somehaf less popular actions to the Initial Training
Networks within the Marie Curie Actions, since ted3Ns have experienced considerable
excess demand, pointing to an uncovered need viitllyaEuropean added value.

There is always a delicate balance to be strucldest persevering with procedures and
funding modes that have become familiar to all eoned and the development of novel
approaches. Although some of the new instrumenpeapto be very successful and have
been implemented with few frictions, others havieiteld criticisms, some of which go
beyond mere teething troubles to suggest more fuedtal flaws. The proliferation of
instruments and programmes has, too, increased ctmplexity of the Framework
Programme from the point of view of the researammnity, especially industry and SMEs.
The Expert Group finds that:

* The specific programmeSooperationand Peopleare, broadly, achieving their goals, but
where there are criticisms, it is important forrthe adapt.

 The ERC appears to be successful in reaching jeciies of excellence and attracting
top researchers and can be adjudged to be a valaddltion to the FP portfolio. Its mix
of starting and advanced grants is appropriatethmre are reasons to be concerned about
the low success rates.

 The RSFF is making a valuable contribution to redeaapacity, not least by achieving
significant leverage of funding from other sourcgaking into account the high level of
demand, the second phase of RSFF (2011-2013) shbel@fore be implemented
according to plan. The second tranche of the E@ribotion to the RSFF (€500 million),
earmarked in FP7, should be released. MonitoringhefRSFF implementation should
ensure that sufficient additionality (in the setis&# projects supported add to what would
have been done in the absence of the supporthiewad.

» Concerning the JTIs, ERA-NET Plus and Article 188asures, evidence is still scattered.
Criticisms have been expressed about the admitn&raurden, legal difficulties and low
reimbursement rates of the JTIs and the fact #yadrate rules and procedures have been
adopted for different initiatives.

« Difficulties have been identified in taking forwardifferent types of cooperation
initiatives. Cross-border-funding of initiativesathbuild on ERA-NETs has encountered
problems. In Joint Programming Initiatives, managein decision-making procedures
and assembling funding pools have all proved tchéel, and need more imaginative
approaches. The Expert Group concludes that thesgghtoto amenable to fairly
straightforward solutions, provided the politicalllws there. The tying together of

8 European Commission (2010): Regional Policy cbnting to smart growth in Europe 2020, COM (2010)
553, 6.10.2010, P.10.
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national and EU level funding is especially impattan enhancing the leverage effects of
FP funding.

e The introduction of many novel funding measures inaseased the complexity of FP7,
certainly as seen by research performers, and lded&xpert Group to conclude that
great caution should be exercised in proposing farther new measures for FP8 until
those currently in place have been convincinglyeatad.

8.1.3 Implementation

Most of the basic procedures connected to the dpwednt of research themes and the
selection of projects (elaboration of calls, cortdarnd probity of peer review, monitoring of

gender balance, oversight of ethics) work as welicauld be expected. Some thought is
needed about the governance of research and allmihev there would be advantages in
having a sharper division between strategic deassend implementation. The Commission,
working with the Council and the European Parliatr&hould be in the lead on the major
political and policy decisions.

However, more of the routine administration and rawimg of projects and implementation

could be undertaken by agencies such as the ERGEAa REA. It is easily overlooked that

the REA and the ERCEA were set up during the egbrs of FP7. In these circumstances,
there were inevitably going to be teething-troulded the potential for difficulties stemming

from a lack of experience on the part of agencif.stdhe Expert Group considers that the
emerging division of labour is now functioning reaably well and that there is scope for
further efficiency gains as the significant investits in improved IT come on stream,
although more could be done to streamline IT system

The advantages of stability in procedures meanttiet should, at most, be tweaked rather
than radically altered. Otherwise, there is a n$Kurther disruption from the need for all
sides to ‘learn-by-doing’.

8.1.4 Participation

There has been progress on increasing the pattapaf women in FP7 and the pressure to
include women in different roles has been instruiaem raising the salience of female
participation rates, but the conclusion of the Ek@oup is that more needs to be done. The
Commission could do more to push for a greaterusioh of women in the FP and should
exercise leadership in this regard.

The success rates of researchers from some Mentdites &ire systematically lower than for
others, raising questions about whether the agpitaof the excellence criterion allow
sufficient scope for developing the undoubted pidéof researchers from these countries.
The relative success of a comparatively small nurobkeading RTOs and (to a lesser extent)
major universities raises awkward question aboutentration versus spread and scope for
new entrants, but the Expert Group has no easyeaassw

Overall, while there has been progress, FP7 doeappear to be a sufficient instrument for
attracting talent from third countries or for swémening Europe’s international linkages.
New strategies for different kinds of partner coigst need to be developed.

8.1.5 Industry and Innovation

Even though the FP7 should be seen as primariigragwork for pre-competitive research, it
undoubtedly has many significant innovation relatsmmponents that bear directly on
competitiveness. These include collaborative ptejdetween industry and science in the
specific programmeéooperationand new instruments addressing key knowledge dozas
industry, such as Joint Technology Initiatives. #&ddition, the Competitiveness and
Innovation Framework Programme (CIP) managed by Bx@erprise and DG Energy is
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aimed at stimulating innovation, but it has a leditbudget, a rather narrow focus and its
connections to FP7 are not well articulated. Thedfx Group stresses the need for a better
integration between the research and innovatioredsions in light of the new research and
innovation strategy being developed by the Commigsbut also recalls that education
constitutes a third arm of the Knowledge Trianghel &hould not be neglected. While it is
vital to connect FP7 and its successor to the lation Union flagship initiative of Europe
2020, other key parts of Europe 2020 also nee@ @mcbommodated.

The Commission should support consistently allesagf the innovation processes from basic
research, through applied research to market neled@monstrators. A crucial point is that
research is necessary, but not always sufficient aithieving economically significant
innovations. Multi-disciplinarity in the innovatiomnd development process has to be
increased, and be suitably attuned to market reopgnts. The involvement of empirical
social sciences, business economists, and sceeffit@n different technical disciplines is
required. Some shifts towards such integration mamnvisaged in the latter stages of FP7,
and a drive for greater coherence should certdalgn imperative for FP 8.

The Expert Group finds that the involvement of isidly, especially SMEs, in FP7 is far from
optimal and manifestly needs some fresh thinkingm@anies are faced with burdensome and
expensive processes for participation, with complestruments, aggravated by rules and
practices that are often hard to understand. SMEsapidly developing science-based
industries need to be able to react quickly to miadpportunities and developments and are
deterred by the lengthy procedures in the FrameWwoogramme, and can struggle to finance
cash-flow needs when payments for research are #iasy too, difficult for SMESs to take an
effective lead in developing research projects.

Framework Programmes require both flexibility anter-disciplinarity if they are to support
dynamic and radical innovation in Europe. They #thobave a good balance between
consensus-based R&D and longer-term, more diseiR&D. In addition, programmes need
to be strongly aligned with current worldwide R&Diqgities and reflect technology and
market trends globally.

There are already many well explained options fakimg FP7 more straightforward for
industry. The Expert Group also argues that thatime of a flexible, lightweight and well-
defined form of sub-contracting or associate pastmp would be of benefit to industry.

8.1.6 Simplification

The issue most frequently mentioned in the evidahee Expert Group has examined is

simplification, and the inescapable conclusiorhat,tdespite the efforts that have been made
in FP7 to deal with known problems, the positiomais unsatisfactory. Instead, the Expert
Group finds that ‘complication’ continues to det@and exasperate) researchers and,
especially, can be a daunting obstacle to effedtigiastry participation.

Lessons appear to have been learned from diffesultientified in the Ex post Evaluation of
FP6, and have resulted in several initiatives aiesimplification of procedures. Some of
the innovations in FP7 have been undoubted sucgeastably: the Unique Registration
Facility, the reduction in the requirement to progluaudit certificates, fewer financial
capacity checks and the introduction of the Paiots Guarantee Fund, and more sensible
project reporting requirements.

Equally, there are aspects of the implementatiah®framework Programme that the Expert
Group believes should be rapidly improved in theetayears of FP7, as well as to pave the
way for an effective continuation of EU researcldumg in subsequent Framework
Programmes.
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While recognising that some of the complaints fal take account of the inevitable
constraints associated with the legal framework &ndncial control, the Expert Group
considers that a more radical approach has to kentaather than the welcome, but still
rather limited incremental improvements that haeerbenacted so far. Three distinctive
explanations for shortcomings in simplification daa distinguished: the constraints imposed
by the EU’sFinancial Regulationand the limitations it imposes on flexibility; thethat
derive from the design of FP7; and choices madeobynanagement guidelines issued to,
operational staff by the Directorates in the Consinis (and agencies) responsible for day-to-
day administration. Certainly, the evidence of drgges between sub-programmes or themes
in, for example, TTG points to the third area as with substantial potential for immediate
improvement.

The Expert Group therefore echoes and reinforcesétis from the Council, the European
Parliament and so many other sources for a comtdrtee to accentuate simplification. The
Group has identified several dimensions of simgdifion that are adjudged to be
unsatisfactory and require attention:

» Altering the risk/trust balancetoo many of the procedures appear to be desigmed
ensure a very low risk of delinquent behaviour bangrholders and thus not to trust them
in any way. The effect has been to introduce rigidiand excessive control mechanisms.

* Further reductions in administrative burdertbere are many further steps that could be
taken, many of them identified in the April 2010 @mission communication and in
studies for the European Parliament. Among thoaettie Expert Group concludes could
be most rapidly dealt with are avoidance of dupioca in reporting where there are
separate funding streams, the issue of interept@payments and simpler reporting.

* Consistency in implementatiorthe Expert Group has found many examples of
inconsistencies in the application of rules, botthin and between specific programmes,
and there is anecdotal evidence of scientific andntial officers interpreting rules
differently and giving conflicting advice to invegtors.

» Time to grantaises questions that need answering. The re&soascessively long times
to grant in some areas need to be sought and remalind that result in a sharp fall in
these times in the worst performing areas. The Ex@eoup recognises that sufficient
time is needed for ‘due process’ to be carried but,the systematic differences in TTG
between different parts of tli@operationprogramme and the wide range of times taken
suggests that there are shortcomings in managesygstgms and practice that could be
remedied.

8.1.7 Impact

While it is too soon to ascertain whether FP7\gg up to expectations in terms of outputs
and impacts, the evidence provided by two of thppsetting experts for this evaluation
(Adams and Coatrieux) underscores how Europeamazibas been boosted by previous
Framework Programmé&3.In spite of the growing attention to disseminatierploitation of
results and communication to potential applicatite, Expert Group finds that there are
important aspects that deserve further attentiomalticular, the commercial exploitation of
research results for innovative activities contsxt@ be inadequate, notably in areas where
there might be opportunities for enhancing Europerglustrial competitiveness.
Consequently, more attention should be paid todm&nnels through which commercial

8 See also Technopolis (2010), op. cit.
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exploitation of research could be enhanced. Intamidithe means by which research results
feed into wider societal goals and the policiesgiesd to advance them could be improved.

Before the end of FP7 and in good time for FP8,Gbenmission should undertake a radical
rethink of the means for collecting and dissemimatinformation on project results and
notably the use of Commission internet portalgpimmoting FP7 and its results. Open access
to scientific publications is a welcome developménit needs to be monitored, not least to
ensure that it does not result in sub-optimal dmssation in secondary journals and that
standards of refereeing prior to making findingaikable remain robust.

8.2  Specific recommendations

The overview of findings and conclusions set outthie previous section provides broad
orientations for recasting FP7 from 2011-2013, e/hilso paving the way for the transition to
a new FP after 2013. In this section, we set omtkiey recommendations, distinguishing
between those with shorter and longer timeframes.

1. To advance ERA and Innovation Union objectives, irggrating the research basdy
overcoming fragmentation in research is vital, etsimultaneously achieving a sharper
division of labour between what is done at EU leaetl what is undertaken in national
programmes. European research and innovation gffioust concentrate on themes where
critical mass is vital for success and where bieakighs require cross-border solutions,
while also allocating sufficient resources to R&Dpics which promise radical
innovations. Addressing the ‘Grand Challenges’ oamting the European Union should
increasingly be at the heart of EU research pobtarting in the last three years of FP7,
but more emphatically so in a successor programirhes process could be structured
according to who sets the research agenda anddaatxount of the ‘smart, sustainable,
inclusive’ leitmotif for Europe 2020, although they will need to worgdther to address
the ‘Grand Challenges’ as follows:

» Science for science — the researchers set the agend
» Science for competitiveness — industry sets thadeaye
» Science for society — civil society actors setajenda

2. To develop and implement high quality research infastructures. Research
infrastructures (RIs) are pivotal for the Knowledbeangle, and as such are a pillar for
implementing the ERA, but there needs to be colver&etween what is funded by FP7
under the heading dZapacities the ESFRI and capacity building undertaken as qfar
Cohesion policy and what is being considered inctin@ext of Joint Programming. More
effort should be made to boost RIs during the dlatiages of FP7, especially the
Integrated Infrastructure Initiatives (I13) that leathe greatest scope for added value at
European level. In addition there should be a foounspromoting their impact by
establishing synergies between training instrumeans utilisation of RIs and by
stimulating industrial and third country access.

3. The level of funding should, at least, be maintairte Although the straitened budgetary
conditions following the severe economic crisislwikan tough choices have to be made
in public spending, the competitive challenges ttted EU faces require sufficient
investment in long-term economic development aretethshould be no reduction in
funding for FP7 in its latter stages. There is mpelling case for continued substantial
funding of research in the Eighth Framework Progremnot least as one of the key tools
to achieve the Europe 2020 goals. A reasonabld @vieinding per year could be that
reached in the last year of FP7. In relative termis, would mean that the percentage of
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the total EU budget that FP7 will have when it estleuld be regarded as a minimum.
Funding at this rate would help to overcome thébjgnm that many individual proposals
adjudged to be excellent are not funded which, Balipith the substantial effort needed
to prepare a proposal, may deter some of the bssarchers from applying.

. A well-articulated innovation strategy needs to ensure that instruments andit@so
encourage participation from a broad spectrum dllsamd large enterprises, universities
and research and technology organisations. Thangsand innovation strategy also has
to take into account the need to support Europetar@ises’ efforts to integrate in global
innovation networks. The open, international chi@maof the FP7 could therefore be
expanded. Specific actions should be taken in tmext of the evolving financial crisis
to channel financial support for research and iation to areas of crucial importance for
European competitiveness. An increased emphasisomitoring progress in FP7 projects
is needed if the intended impact is to be achielretbvation also requires more attention
to the distinctive needs of industry, among whietiuctions in administrative burdens are
vital.

. Simplification needs a quantum leap and the Expert Group calls for all Directorates-
General and agencies rapidly to implement the dleam simplification measures
recently put forward in a communication by the Cassion and to ensure that they are
applied rigorously from 2011-13. Coherence of pduces and approaches between
Commission DGs and the Executive Agencies respln$dr administering FP7 is of
crucial importance. The Expert Group proposes i@ Commission consider the
upcoming revision of the Financial Regulations apportunity to create more flexible
conditions for research in subsequent FPs. In iaddithe Group pleads for the
Commission to switch from its present low-risk/Iomust attitude to a more trust based
and risk-tolerant approach.

. The mix of funding measuresn FP7 and successor programmes should strikiéfeseit
balance between bottom-up and a top-down approdchesearch, with greater emphasis
in the specific programme€ooperationduring 2011-2013 on more open calls. It is also
important to ensure that education does not bedbméorgotten side of the Knowledge
Triangle and thus that the linkages between rebeard innovation are adequately
complemented by research training.

. A moratorium on new instrumentsshould be considered until the existing ones have
been sufficiently developed and adequately evalljaed care should be taken to avoid a
confusing proliferation of instruments.

. Further steps to increase female participation in P7 should be taken in its
remaining years;in particular:

* Measures to boost female participation should &aeed throughout project life-
cycles, paying particular attention to overcomingnder-specific obstacles which
women face.

« The Commission should reinvigorate its approacprtomoting female scientists and
should aim to galvanise Member States to addresslegegaps, especially where
female researchers face specific obstacles, whiereng that it redoubles its efforts
to achieve gender balance with a specific strategyhe remainder of FP7. It should
accept its responsibilities in a leadership rolghwhe support of the Member States,
to use positive measures for the training of fensalientists, including a dedicated
scheme under the Marie Curie actions.
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 The 40% target for female participation in Prograanamd Advisory Committees
should be sensitively but rigorously implemented.

9. To pave the way for increased participation from Menber States that are under-
represented greater prominence should be given to improvecheotions between the
Structural Funds and the FP. Moreover, within tiig Bhe importance of thBeople
programme for developing the potential for scigatisom EU12 should be stressed, as
should the scope for using infrastructures.

10.0Opening of the FP7 to international cooperationis of great value. As other regions
rapidly strengthen their research and innovatigmactaies (with Asia perhaps being the
most notable example), but also as the urgencyddoeas global challenges grows, the
ability of European research and innovation to link with other regions, markets and
research and innovation agendas and to meet gted®als for innovative solutions to
grand challenges becomes increasingly importanteiew based upon a thorough
analysis of the current strategy towards intermaiocooperation is needed. The
international perspective must be integrated ifitpragrammes and instruments.
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9 Implications for the goals and implementation of P8

The Expert Group, having reviewed the evidence Bnh + even though it is too early to reach
any sort of definitive verdict on several key issuehas been struck by the many positive
achievements to date. There can be little doulitttteaFramework Programme is making a
significant contribution to European science arel dievelopment of the European Research
Area. Consideration of all the evidence presentetuding exchanges with participants and
stakeholders leads to a number of observationsaggestions for FP8.

9.1 The likely strategic demands on the FP

A first crucial question is what the underlying dimds on a future FP will be. According to
the recent Commission Communication on the Innowatinion, Framework Programme 8
(FP8) is expected to support the Europe 2020 gyatdhich has a range of very ambitious
objectives embodied both in the Flagship Initiagivihe headline targets and the governance
approach. To do so FPS8, in turn, can expect to havielfii more (and more ambitious)
objectives than those addressed by previous Frarkerogrammes. In particular, it is clear
that a much greater emphasis than in previous RPsevplaced in drawing in industry and
achieving improved linkages between research amalvation.

The Expert Group believes that the next FramewadgiRmme has the potential to be a
powerful catalyst for societal change and econaewal in Europe and, if structured and
funded appropriately, will be strategic in realgsithe Europe 2020 objectives. Some of the
challenges it faces can, nevertheless, be expdotediffer from those that were most
prominent in FP7 and previous FPs. In particulag, tresearch and innovation effort in FP8
looks set to be much more focused on the ‘Grandi€iges’ that confront Europeans — such
as climate change, an ageing population, new aedsifying competitive pressures in global
markets, a secure and sustainable energy supply, sagial cohesion. Research and
innovation is widely recognised as having a vitalerto play in long-term societal
transformations, as well as in supporting necessaty more short-term socio-economic
developments.

9.1.1 International cooperation

Europe, as has been emphasised in this evaluai®mohbe open to influences, competition
and the scope for collaboration with other partsttg world. It is anticipated that the
international dimension of the FP will have develd@ new momentum following a strategic
reorientation in line with the new global markeiemce and technology paradigm
corresponding to the emergence of the BRIC ecormie

Equally, it should be stressed that European usities, research institutes, and companies
can develop into knowledge and innovation hubsetittg the most talented researchers from
all over the world. This could be achieved, in ptrtough increased and centralised funding
which will further support more international cditaative and mutually rewarding research

with key strategic foreign partners. The EU shos&kk stronger links to the emerging

economies which are becoming increasingly activglobal research and in global innovation

networks.

9.1.2 Coherence and coordination with Member State reseah policies

The anticipated demands on Europe’s systems adngsand innovation will call for a better
reconciliation and optimisation of the three poliayeas within the Knowledge Triangle
(research, education, innovation). Joined-up peai@king is will be needed to achieve
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effective linkages between research and innovatitmreby shaping productivity,
competitiveness and employment. The research migaiand education dimensions should be
strengthened so as to ensure that scientific eetumd and innovative capacity are durably
reinforced. In pursuit of these goals, the synerdietween EU instruments supporting
innovation (CIP, ERDF and FP) need to be more leanderstood and practical options
implemented to improve their effectiveness and bthasr impact.

There is a widespread recognition that only thro&ghrwide R&D policies can an open,
integrated and competitive ERA be developed. Matlife improved co-ordination of
research funding between the Member State and &) ie needed. The potential for new
European Innovation Partnerships to become efedindies for policy coordination and to
spark further development of mixed-funding schesigsh as Joint Programming Initiatives
and Article 185 Initiatives should be explored. RI8 also see a strengthened impetus for
participation from the Member States which accddetie EU in 2004 and 2007 and this will
have to be factored into how collaboration pattetegelop. This suggests that inclusiveness
should be an important watchword for FP8. In tloatext, it is important to emphasise the
leverage effect through which FP support can ma&dilunds from public and private actors in
the Member States. This development should begitrened in FP8.

9.2 The research agenda and priorities

It is always hazardous to try to map out a reseagamnda for a programme that will only start
after 2013, but some issues are bound to be oragbeda. They are summarised in the
following sub-sections.

9.2.1 Excellence
* Frontier research is an important driver for loegat growth.

* A strengthened role for the ERC is an importantrumeent for increasing the science base
needed for addressing innovation and societal ehgds.

e High-calibre research must allow for risk and, @acasion, the prospect of failure, so that
the balance between risk and the scope for higinguative results should be tilted more
towards riskier projects

9.2.2 Competitiveness

« Emerging from the global financial crisis, ‘smasystainable and inclusive growth’ in
Europe has to move from being rhetoric to reality

e To induce more and ‘new’ companies to participate=P8, the programme should be
designed in a way that is sufficiently attractive them in terms of their own strategic
development, taking note of the differing intereat&l expectations of large companies
and SMEs.

« Similarly, Private-Public Partnerships are likely become an integral part of the
European research landscape, and will require adecand sustained funding from all
partners involved, including — where appropriatae-Member States.

* The ‘open innovation’ paradigm deserves to be tdkeher in FP8, subject to safeguards
for the researchers who generate the intellectagdguty

» Strengthening Europe's competitiveness will requeentinued and strengthened
investments in research and innovation. For trasag, the budget for FP8 should remain
at least, as a proportion of the EU budget, atdhel reached during the final year of FP7.
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9.2.3 Societal objectives

By the time FP8 is launched, there will be visitdgamples of how the research
achievements of FP7 have been translated into ishat benefit society at large and
these should be a starting-point for more ambitieffsrts to connect research with
societal change.

* Many of the ‘Grand Challenges’ and their conseqasrare of immediate importance and
interest to citizens who, as taxpayers and ultinfatelers of FP8, have a legitimate
interest in how the Framework Programme as a wisolermulated and structured. The
efforts of the EU Framework Programme in addrestiiegn can only become better and
more widely understood if dissemination activitee® directed more explicitly towards
citizens.

* The dissemination and exploitation of researchltgessia crucial aspect of successive FPs
which needs to be strengthened considerably. Ituldhde incumbent upon the
Commission to ensure a substantially improved digsation strategy, encompassing
easy and open access to the results of publicyddrituropean research.

9.3 Design and administration of the new programme

The Expert Group considers that the four componeinésresearch system represented by the
four specific programmes in FP7 will remain impaottan any successor programme.
However, the present balance in which collaboragpinggects account for close to two-thirds
of the resources will need to be reviewed. Basedtosuccess to date, an increase in the
share of the ERC looks to be warranted and moruress are likely to be needed to enhance
research infrastructures. For the latter, whetlhés means direct funding by the FP, an
elaboration of the loan funding approach introduicgdhe RSFF or pushing for the Structural
Funds to contribute more in this regard is an apsstion.

The alignment of the FP with the EU’s budgetingleyitas been a positive development in
FP7. It remains uncertain what the duration of Hubsequent Multi-annual Financial

Framework will be, although the Commission commatian on the budget review appears
to favour a five+five formula. Such a duration abwdlso facilitate greater continuity in

research funding, while also allowing for a stoakihg at mid-point of a new FP.

9.3.1 Instruments and measures

The Expert Group has recommended that a limitateimmposed on the introduction of new
instruments. For FP8, a possible solution couldobadopt a one-for-one principle in which

new instrument can only be introduced if an old @&bandoned. Alternatively, a process for
merging different instruments or, if need be, digowing some of them should be set up.

Collaborative projects, currently funded throu@looperation have been successful in
stimulating cross-border networks between actommfrindustry, academia, research
institutes, and the public sector. Such projectsukhcontinue to be prominent in FP8, but
might be more focused on Europe 2020 objectivespamnticularly the ‘Innovation Union’,
albeit with more openness in Work Programmes agckater scope for bottom-up definition
of projects.

To ensure that the education leg of the Knowledgangle is given sufficient attention, it
will be important to boost the connections betwesat is now advanced under Marie Curie
actions with much closer connections to collabweatesearch projects and to use of research
infrastructures. In parallel, the ESFRI roadmapusth@ontinue to guide the implementation
of infrastructure investment.
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9.3.2 Participation

The focus on innovation will need to be accommadidiy a rebalancing of participation in
favour of industry. In a proportionate way, FP8Iwlilerefore have to reflect the pragmatic
needs of researchers and companies and at thetsaenéulfil the (to be agreed) essential
needs of those responsible for financial and legatsight.

9.3.3 Programme administration

The pressures to advance the simplification agameauch that many improvements should
already be in place before the start of FP8. Theenumngenial research and funding
environment induced by such reforms should be imately evident to potential FP8
participants and it is also to be hoped, even depethat the current risk-averse culture will
have begun to abate. In addition, the Expert Glmiggves that the Commission should try to
ensure that the new Financial Regulations provideenfiexible conditions for research and
innovation in FP8.

Executive Agencies are likely to be the way forwBmdmuch of the basic running of future
FPs and the evidence from the present evaluatiggests that there should be a steady
increase in the proportion of day-to-day businésd s done in such agencies. Equally, the
need for sufficient transparency in both policy elepment and agency decision-making is
important. To ensure that administrative procedage account of the diverse needs and
expectations of researchers, the FP8 must creates fim which the lessons from the setting-
up and operation of the agencies are constanttijlelisinto good practice and are regularly
monitored.

9.4 Unfinished business

It is the fond hope of the Expert Group that, amahg key recommendations of this

evaluation, those on simplification will already bebstantially adopted before the start of
FP8. This means that credible plans for achievimgugh more streamlined implementation

of the FP can be put in place without delay. Irtipalar, the Expert Group stresses that early
agreement of many of the basics of the administnadind implementation can be expected to
avert many subsequent problems. Thus, if new task$o be delegated to the equivalent of
today’'s Research Executive Agency, sufficient leade should be allowed, rather than

repeating what happened under FP7 where the Agemigyattained autonomy two and half

years after the Framework Programme was launched.

There is a compelling case for much more pro-acmaroaches to a better gender balance in
the FP. A target has value, but both as a trendrsmtd source of funding, the FP can provide
a more decisive lead by identifying pathways tchbeigfemale participation andy extremis
imposing conditions on recipients of funding. Instmegard, there are two audiences to
address: the research community itself, but alsoMember States more generally. Many of
the policy choices that could lead to higher fenyeicipation in FP research have to flow
from decisions made by Member States about cateectwres, funding of training and
conditions of employment.

While excellence is, correctly, the crucial prideifor funding research, it is also important to
foster the development and spread of excellencainifig and mobility of researchers
manifestly provide important support for capacityilting and research infrastructures can
help to enhance research performance. But it i®itapt also to consider ‘next stages’ once
some of the basic capacity is in place, suggestimat countering deficiencies in
infrastructures at the regional level should beaarprominent objective in FP8. Similarly,
the tensions between the natural desire of resear¢h want to be associated with the best
and most productive research performers have tedanciled with countering the adverse
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effects on home regions of excessive brain draie Expert Group recognises that there are
few easy answers to these dilemmas, but highliifesimportance of confronting them in
FP8.

One of the biggest challenges for FP8 as parttirapean Research Area will be to optimise
the coordination of Member State and EU-level rasefunding in order to meet the Grand

Societal Challenges. This evaluation has highlighteoth the achievements and the
shortcomings of the current approaches, and iteigr¢hat there remains considerable room
for improvement. Political commitment in the implentation of agreed targets and actions is
often difficult to obtain, but it is also incumbeon the FP, especially, to provide leadership
and to shape the agenda.
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APPENDIX 1 Top 50 participants in FP7

Table 1 Top 50 participant organisations in FP7 (nbincluding JTI funding)
Rank Organisation Name Country | Participations | EU
Contribution
(EM)
1 | CENTRE NATIONAL DE LA RECHERCHE SCIENTIFIQUE FR 501 231,0
2 | FRAUNHOFER-GESELLSCHAFT ZUR FOERDERUNG DER DE 331 153,1
ANGEWANDTEN FORSCHUNG E.V
3 | COMMISSARIAT A L' ENERGIE ATOMIQUE FR 234 118,7
4 | MAX PLANCK GESELLSCHAFT ZUR FOERDERUNG DER DE 238 115,4
WISSENSCHAFTEN E.V.
5 | THE CHANCELLOR, MASTERS AND SCHOLARS OF THE UNIVERBY | UK 215 97,8
OF CAMBRIDGE
6 | ECOLE POLYTECHNIQUE FEDERALE DE LAUSANNE CH 165 97,4
7 | THE CHANCELLOR, MASTERS AND SCHOLARS OF THE UNIVERBY UK 176 96,7
OF OXFORD
8 | FONDATION EUROPEENNE DE LA SCIENCE SUP 9 93,5
9 | EIDGENOESSISCHE TECHNISCHE HOCHSCHULE ZUERICH CH 170 91,7
10 | IMPERIAL COLLEGE OF SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND MEDICIN UK 175 86,9
11 | UNIVERSITY COLLEGE LONDON UK 163 81,9
12 | CONSIGLIO NAZIONALE DELLE RICERCHE IT 240 78,6
13 | VALTION TEKNILLINEN TUTKIMUSKESKUS Fl 148 73,0
14 | KATHOLIEKE UNIVERSITEIT LEUVEN BE 163 72,1
15 | DEUTSCHES ZENTRUM FUER LUFT - UND RAUMFAHRT EV DE 138 67,9
16 | KAROLINSKA INSTITUTET SW 120 67,0
17 | INSTITUT NATIONAL DE LA SANTE ET DE LA RECHERCHE FR 139 66,8
MEDICALE (INSERM)
18 | DELIVERY OF ADVANCED NETWORK TECHNOLOGY TO EUROPE SUP 4 61,4
LIMITED
19 | AGENCIA ESTATAL CONSEJO SUPERIOR DE INVESTIGACIONES ES 210 60,8
CIENTIFICAS
20 | THE UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH UK 116 59,3
21 | EUROPEAN SPACE AGENCY SUP 10 51,2
22 | NEDERLANDSE ORGANISATIE VOOR TOEGEPAST NL 115 50,7
NATUURWETENSCHAPPELIJK ONDERZOEK - TNO
23 | LUNDS UNIVERSITET SW 110 49,5
24 | WEIZMANN INSTITUTE OF SCIENCE IL 74 48,1
25 | KOBENHAVNS UNIVERSITET DK 115 47,3
26 | THE UNIVERSITY OF MANCHESTER UK 118 46,5
27 | TECHNISCHE UNIVERSITAET MUENCHEN DE 66 46,2
28 | DANMARKS TEKNISKE UNIVERSITET DK 126 45,6
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29 | KUNGLIGA TEKNISKA HOEGSKOLAN SwW 95 45,4
30 | INTERUNIVERSITAIR MICRO-ELECTRONICA CENTRUM VZW BE 81 45,0
31 | JRC —JOINT RESEARCH CENTRE- EUROPEAN COMMISSION SUP 118 42,5
32 | TECHNISCHE UNIVERSITEIT DELFT NL 97 42,5
33 | CHALMERS TEKNISKA HOEGSKOLA AB SwW 90 41,0
34 | VERENIGING VOOR CHRISTELIJK HOGER ONDERWIJS NL 83 40,6
WETENSCHAPPELIJK ONDERZOEK EN PATIENTENZORG
35 | UNIVERSITAET ZUERICH CH 78 40,5
36 | THE HEBREW UNIVERSITY OF JERUSALEM. IL 77 39,8
37 | UNIVERSITEIT UTRECHT NL 89 39,6
38 | UNIVERSITE DE GENEVE CH 75 39,4
39 | HELSINGIN YLIOPISTO Fl 84 39,0
40 | STICHTING KATHOLIEKE UNIVERSITEIT NL 65 38,3
41 | EUROPEAN MOLECULAR BIOLOGY LABORATORY SUP 50 37,9
42 | INSTITUT NATIONAL DE RECHERCHE EN INFORMATIQUE ET H FR 82 37,1
AUTOMATIQUE
43 | ORGANISATION EUROPEENNE POUR LA RECHERCHE NUCLEAIRE | SUP 34 36,1
EUROPEAN ORGANIZATION FOR NUCLEAR RESEARCH
44 | UNIVERSITY OF BRISTOL UK 73 354
45 | TECHNISCHE UNIVERSITEIT EINDHOVEN NL 72 354
46 | THE UNIVERSITY OF SHEFFIELD UK 82 34,8
47 | STIFTELSEN SINTEF NO 59 34,4
48 | FOUNDATION FOR RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY HELLAS EL 111 34,0
49 | LUDWIG-MAXIMILIANS-UNIVERSITAET MUENCHEN DE 68 33,5
50 | KARLSRUHER INSTITUT FUER TECHNOLOGIE DE 94 32,7
TOP 50 TOTAL 3101,0
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Table 2

Top 50 industry participants in FP7 (not irtluding JTI funding)

Rank | Organisation Name Country | Participations | EU
Contribution
(EM)
1 | DELIVERY OF ADVANCED NETWORK TECHNOLOGY TO EUROPE (UK) 4 61,4
LIMITED
2 | SAP AG DE 29 25,7
3 | PHILIPS ELECTRONICS NEDERLAND B.V. NL 40 22,3
4 | TELEFONICA INVESTIGACION Y DESARROLLO SA ES 51 20,4
5 | THALES COMMUNICATIONS SA FR 37 18,6
6 | SIEMENS AG DE 47 15,8
7 | EADS DEUTSCHLAND GMBH DE 40 14,2
8 | AIRBUS OPERATIONS SAS FR 21 13,6
9 | VOLVO TECHNOLOGY AB SW 25 13,2
10 | THALES AVIONICS SA FR 14 13,1
11 | PHILIPS TECHNOLOGIE GMBH DE 13 12,8
12 | STMICROELECTRONICS SRL IT 32 12,6
13 | FRANCE TELECOM SA FR 26 10,6
14 | ROLLS ROYCE PLC UK 20 10,6
15 | ATOS ORIGIN SOCIEDAD ANONIMA ESPANOLA ES 31 10,4
16 | ABENGOA BIOENERGIA NUEVAS TECNOLOGIAS SA ES 3 10,2
17 | ROBERT BOSCH GMBH DE 22 10,0
18 | IBM ISRAEL - SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY LTD IL 16 9,7
19 | SNECMA SA FR 18 9,4
20 | INFINEON TECHNOLOGIES AG DE 21 9,3
21 | BAYER TECHNOLOGY SERVICES GMBH DE 11 8,8
22 | ALCATEL-LUCENT DEUTSCHLAND AG DE 16 8,7
23 | BRITISH TELECOMMUNICATIONS PUBLIC LIMITED COMPANY* UK 17 8,5
24 | VOLKSWAGEN AG DE 18 8,0
25 | NEC EUROPE LTD (UK) 17 7,9
26 | ELSAG DATAMAT S.P.A. IT 23 7,9
27 | CHEMTEX ITALIA SRL IT 4 7,5
28 | ALENIA AERONAUTICA SPA IT 19 7,5
29 | EUROPEAN ROAD TRANSPORT TELEMATICS IMPLEMENTATION (BE) 13 7,4
COORDINATION ORGANISATION S.C.R.L.
30 | ISLENSK ERFDAGREINING EHF IS 12 74
31 | BALTIC ORGANISATIONS NETWORK FOR FUNDING SCIENCE (FI) 1 7,3
32 | ELECTRICITE DE FRANCE S.A. FR 29 7,1
33 | ARTTIC FR 18 7,0
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34 | ACCIONA INFRAESTRUCTURAS S.A. ES 27 6,9
35 | AIRBUS OPERATIONS GMBH DE 13 9,8
36 | DONG ENERGY POWER AS* DK 3 6,8
37 | IBM RESEARCH GMBH DE 14 6,5
38 | SAAB AKTIEBOLAG SW 11 6,4
39 | FORSCHUNGSINSTITUT FUER MOLEKULARE PATHOLOGIE AT 7 6,4
Ges.m.b.H
40 | D'APPOLONIA SPA IT 27 6,3
41 | UPM-KYMMENE OYJ Fl 3 6,3
42 | ERICSSON AB SW 16 6,2
43 | THALES SA FR 19 6,1
44 | ISTITUTO EUROPEO DI ONCOLOGIA SRL IT 13 6,1
45 | TELESPAZIO SPA T 8 6,1
46 | EVONIK DEGUSSA GmbH DE 11 5,8
47 | GREEK RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY NETWORK S.A. EL 15 57
48 | BASF SE DE 21 55
49 | ENGINEERING - INGEGNERIA INFORMATICA SPA IT 13 54
50 | CONTINENTAL AUTOMOTIVE GMBH DE 5 54
TOP 50 INDUSTRY PARTICIPANTS TOTAL 532,6
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APPENDIX 2

List of Interviewees in meetings of thdexpert Group

Name

Organisation / Directorate General

Carmen Mena Abela

DG RTD L4 (scientific culture and gender issues)

Jonathan Adams

Director, Research Evaluation, Evidence, UK

Jerome D’Agruma

Techspace Aero (ELUBSYS project)

Alexandros Arabatzis

Head of Sector DG RTD L6 (Statistics and qualitylafa)

Alain Bravo

Chair of the FP7 ICT programme independent evaloati

expert group

William Cannell

Adviser DG RTD L (formerly with the European Resddr
Council Executive Agency)

Leopold Demiddeleer

President of European Industrial Research Managemen

Association (EIRMA)

Nicholas Deliyanakis

DG RTD G1 (Horizontal aspects and coordination
industrial technologies)

Andrea Erdei

DG RTD T3 (SMES)

Costas Fotakis

Director, Institute of Electronic Structure and eagIESL),
Greece

James Gavigan

DG RTD C1 (European Research Area policy)

Peter Hartwich

DG RTD A6 (Coordination of FP operations)

Sylvia Herrmann

Leibniz University (RUFUS project)

Chris Hull

Secretary General, EARTO

Annamaria Inzelt

Director, IKU Innovation Research Centre, Hungary

Mats Lungqvist

DG ENTR H2

Ciaran Mangan

DG RTD E4 (Agriculture,
Aquaculture)

Forests,

Erika Mann

Chair
independent evaluation expert group

Panayotis Moschopoulos

DG RTD B1 (Coordination of national research prognmes
— Joint programming and major European initiatives)

Joerg Niehoff

DG RTD B1 (Coordination of national research progmes
— Joint programming and major European initiatives)

Theo Papazoglou

European Research Council Executive Agency

Kamila Partyka

DG EAC C3
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Fisheries and

of the Risk Sharing Finance Facility (RSKFF)



Hervé Pero

DG RTD B3 (Research infrastructures)

Wolfgang Polt

Head of Centre for Economic and Ilmatmn Research
Joanneum Research, Austria

Luisa Prista

Head of Unit, DG RTD L4 (scientificlitwe and gende
issues)

Sean O'Reagain

Acting Head of Unit DG RTD B1 (Coordination of ratial
research programmes — joint programming and m
European initiatives)

Bernd Reichert

Head of Unit DG RTD T3 (SMEs)

Rob Smart

Wageningen University (MEDIATION project)

John Smith

Deputy Secretary General, Univers

Association (EUA)

European

Robert-Jan Smits

Designate Director General DG RTD (now Director &)

Luc Soete

Rapporteur of the Risk Sharing Finance Facility KRB
independent evaluation expert group

Graham Stroud

Director, Research Executive Agency (REA)

Pierre Valette

Head of Unit DG RTD L1 (Research in the economicia

sciences and humanities — Prospective)
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APPENDIX 3 Terms of reference for an expert group a the interim
evaluation of the Seventh Framework Programme

1. Introduction & overall objective

These are the Terms of Reference for an Expert iss@i up by DG Research of the
European Commission for the interim evaluationhs Seventh Framework Programme of
the European Community for research, technologwevelopment and demonstration
activities (2007-2013) (FP7).

The overall objective of the Expert Groupis to provide an interim evaluation of FP7
according to the questions set out in section 2.2.

Via a combination otollective andindividual work punctuated by several meetings, the
Group will analyse existing evidence including ridyathe FP7 Progress Report, the annual
FP7 Monitoring reports, evaluation and monitoritigdges on FP7 and previous Framework
Programmes and their Specific Programmes, ad hatyses, statistical information and
relevant policy documents and reviews.

The Group will prepare d&inal report in which it will provide conclusions and
recommendations.

2. Mandate, Deliverables and Timetable
2.1. Context and Rationale

The EC Seventh Framework Programme Decigimvides in article 7(2):No later than
2010, the Commission shall carry out, with the stesice of independent experts, an
evidence-based interim evaluation of this Framewd?kogramme and its specific
programmes building upon the ex post evaluatiohefSixth Framework Programmig.

The present paper relates to the interim evaluatioRP7. The interim evaluation of FP7
should be completed in October 2010.

Specific inter-institutional and Commission requients further frame this evaluation; in
particular those related to the Financial Reguiétamd evaluation standardls.

This interim evaluation covers the years 2007-2C (@eriod during which the European
research landscape has changed significantly imgud

— The size of the EU Budget allocation to FP7 redeactivities is growing
substantially both in real terms and as a propomiocthe overall Budget;

— New initiatives to stimulate the European Resednda have been launched;

1 0J L412, 30.12.2006, P. 001.

2 Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1995/2006 8fClecember 2006 amending Regulation (EC, Euratom)
No 1605/2002 on the Financial Regulation applicabl¢he general budget of the European Commun(@xks
L390, 30.12.2006, p. 001) and Commission Regulation478/2007 of 23 April 2007, amending Commission
Regulation no. 2342/2002 (OJ L111, 28.4.2007, 1) .00

3 SEC (2007) 213, 21.02.2007.
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— For the first time ever a major support mechanism ffontier research at
European level was created with the European Res€&ouncil,

— A range of new activities and implementation schemere introduced in FP7;

— The financial and economic crisis creates a sinatvhere a balanced support to
research programmes and sustainable recovery lesaocomplished;

— Research efforts are expected to meet major glohallenges, e.g. climate
change.

2.2. Questions to be addressed

The approach should take into account the ovetadtegyic context for Community actions
and in particular the partnership for jobs and dghovDf crucial importance is the need for
effective coordination between FP7 and other mawlicies such as those for regional
development and for innovation.

On this basis, the evaluation should address nothblfollowing questions:

How far has FP7 achieved its general objectives, d¢luding those of the specific
programmes?

The evaluation should provide a first look at pesg against objectives differentiated across
the main research lines of FP7, including earlylence of impacts (socio/economic, policy,
environmental, knowledge).

How can the impact of FP7 and future Framework Progammes on shaping the
European Research Area and other major policies bienproved?

— Are FP7 objectives regarding the ERA and/or othajanpolicies — including those of the
Work Programmes- adequately specified and cleartjeustood?

— Are FP7 research activities likely to achieve thaljectives as regards the ERA and other
major policies?

— Is the current level of FP7 funding sufficient aisdthe internal breakdown of funding
adequate in order to achieve its objectives towdhdsERA? Do these objectives need to
be revisited in light of recent developments, sagkhe economic crisis?

— How effective is FP7 in engaging with and leverggipublic and private research
programmes and activities of the Member States?

— Is FP7 effective in supporting the development afidvclass research infrastructures in
Europe?

— Is FP7 effective in terms of knowledge dissemin&tidre the FP7 activities sufficiently
visible to the public?

Does FP7 play an adequate role in positioning Eurapon the global map of science and
technology?
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Does FP7 attract the best and most appropriate asd®eers and research organisations
from all geographical areas of the EU, with an effee balance between the academic,
industrial (including SMESs) and research organisatsectors?

Are the "success rates" in FP7 calls adequate tegaard a sustained participation from
excellent researchers?

What has been done and could further be done tareribat the world's best researchers
are involved in FP7?

Does FP7 adequately stimulate the participatiomvofnen and young researchers?
Does FP7 support and nurture European centres dmsters of research excellence?

Is FP7 perceived as flagship of research excelldncso-called third countries and what
more could be done in this respect?

Does FP7 provide the appropriate tools to fostefT3&ternational Cooperation?

Are the novel measures (such as European Researchoudcil, Joint Technology
Initiatives, Article 169, ERA-NET Plus, Risk Sharing Finance Facility) efficient with
respect to reaching their intended objectives?

Were the objectives of the novel measures clepdgied and have these measures been
implemented according to plan?

What are the main strengths and weaknesses of tiess@itiatives?
What has been the level of demand, take-up andfuke novel measures?
What is the early evidence of their effectiveness?

What can be done to improve their effectiveness?

How can the impact and added value of collaborativeesearch that cuts across scientific
disciplines, industrial sectors and policy fields b further enhanced with a view to better
address large societal challenges?

Has FP7 been effective in supporting truly crossegilinary research and how does it
compare with other major research funding prograrathe

Has sufficient attention been given to large s@tieballenges?

Is the FP7 structure, its FP7 funding instrumemsplementation modalities in particular
joint calls, as well as mechanisms for knowledgeseimination and exploitation well
adapted to supporting cross-disciplinary researétr@ any major changes required?

Has the ERC been effective in supporting crossylisary research?

How adaptable is FP7 to changing research needs pwicty priorities and how are
stakeholders from science, industry and policy Ived in identifying these needs and
shaping the priorities?
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— How effective has FP7 been in ensuring that redeatgcomes support policy initiatives
regarding large societal challenges by communiaatesearch results to stakeholders and
policymakers and by establishing interactions betweesearchers and stakeholders
within research projects?

To what extent have simplification measures beenfettive?

— Is there an adequate understanding of the meanirginaplification including how it can
be measured, is understood by and affects theelffstakeholder groups, notably SMEs?

— What are the barriers to real change and what isl @an be done within the existing
framework and rules to address these and whichié@rcan only be overcome through
adaptation of the framework and rules?

— What are the respective roles of the key actorsluding the Institutions, in securing
change?

— Have the simplification measures taken been efieeti
— Is there overall an adequate balance between gkkg and cost of control?
— Are there different approaches which could delivetter results?

What progress has been made under FP7 concerning eéhmajor issues which were
highlighted in the FP6 evaluation report as needingfurther analysis, notably the
participation, role and achievements of industry (ncluding SMESs) in the Framework
Programme?

This interim evaluation covers all research progreemactivities under FP7. The exercise
should provide substantive answers to the evaluapi@stions listed above and come up with
recommendations for the future implementation of Féearly distinguishing between those
to be realised within the existing legal framewarid those requiring a new framework to be
adopted by codecision procedure.

The FP7 interim evaluation also assesses the fallowand implementation of
recommendations from previous evaluations.

2.3. Deliverables and Timetable

The Group is requested to address to the Commissi@port, of maximum 50 pages plus

Appendices, which includes an analysis of findingsd a set of conclusions and

recommendations on the basis of evidence. The s&aition of the report should be prefaced
by a largely self-contained executive summary, exateeding 5 pages. The report is to be
made publicly available on http://ec.europa.euasd@evaluations.

The Group starts its work in early 2010 and itsaffineport should be addressed to the
Commission by October 2010 at the latest.

Meetings

The Group will meet up to a maximum of seven tinbetyween early 2010 and October 2010.
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Meetings will be held in Brussels and at other tmees in the Member States as decided by
the Group.

3. Operation of the Expert Group
3.1 Number, identification and selection of experts

The Group will comprise up to ten independent etgpét will include the relevant expertise
to ensure informed analysis on all of the arease by FP7 and will also include
acknowledged experts in programme evaluation anthgement.

The independent experts will be appointed on tteshat the following criteria:

— high level of expertise in the fields of researahd atechnological development in
particular, as attested by higher education qealifons of at least doctoral level and/or
proven by having won prizes and awards at natioBatppean and international level
and/or as evidenced by experience and skills wéwelhwidely recognised;

— appropriate range of skills in the different fielms/ered by FP7, combined with the ability
to examine science policy questions and analys@eheral context (legislative, political,
etc.) into which they fall;

— appropriate language skills.

Provided that the above three conditions are sadisfother criteria are also taken into
consideration:

— appropriate balance between academic and indugberiese;

— ability to assess the societal dimension and sfiateelevance of the Framework
Programme and specific programmes;

— afair balance between men and women;
— areasonable balance of geographical origins;
— regular rotation of experts.

Experts are identified from a list, continually @peld by an open-ended call for applications
(OJ C 305 of 14.12.2006), for the constitution gpert groups assisting the Commission’s
services for tasks in connection with the Sevem#tmework Programmeé.

3.2. Working method

The Chairperson of the Expert Group decides orwiisking methods; s(he) is however
requested to ensure that the Group members arslifp®rting expertise are best exploited to
allow for such in-depth analysis in all the areagered by FP7. The Group includes a highly
qualified rapporteur.

The rapporteur wilprepare the final report of this Group, on the $asiall members' written
contributions and of relevant material and evetdéniified by the Group members and/or the

4 https://cordis.europa.eu/emmfp7/index.cfm?fuseactieel.welcome
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Commission. He/She will highlight and exploit maaaints of reports presented by experts,
create PowerPoint presentations and draft summafidse discussions held at meetings. In
conjunction with Commission staff he/she will iritere with the other evaluations of specific
FP7 activities (ERC, JRC, ICT programme, JTI and~RSand ensure the results are well
integrated in the overall FP7 interim evaluation.

The Commission staff responsible for the Expertupravill be in regular contact with the

members of the Group and notably the rapporteensure the smooth running of the Group,
and they will attend the meetings to provide appede information and orientations.

Commission staff will also ensure regular reportmmg the progress of the evaluation to
members of the Interservice RTD Evaluation Netwwtkich will serve as a steering group.
The evaluation will be designed and carried outlime with the relevant Commission

standards for evaluation and subject to the quatisessment criteria.

The rapporteur will take responsibility for prepayi(compiling and editing) the Expert Group
report, in close cooperation with the other memlmdrshe Group. The Commission staff
responsible for the Expert Group will also providgut to the production of the report,
notably through the collection of factual evidence.

Appropriate independent experts can be invitedaui@pate in one or more of the Expert
Group meetings.

3.3. Expert support and evidence-base

The Group will carry out its activities through amdependent, robust, evidence-based
process. This information base is to be made plyldiailable on

http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations.

The Group is assisted by independent supportingrégp in the form of up to 6 evaluation
experts which, on the request of the Group, proindependent information and analysis.

A comprehensive set of studies, encompassing nmrorgteeports, evaluations of previous
Framework Programmes as well as Specific Progranandsontextual and methodological
analysis, is carried out or commissioned by the @a@sion and delivered to the Group
progressively according to the availability of d&tam the various activities. The Group may
appoint an expert from their midst or among suppgréxperts to follow the running studies,
as appropriate. The studies provide the Group avkhowledge base to support its work.

The Commission will provide the Group with all nssary information, in particular:
— The FP7 Progress Report

— Annual FP7 Monitoring Reports

— Reports from the above mentioned evaluation stuahesad hoc analyses;

— Report from the Ex post Evaluation of the Sixthrkeavork Programmes (FP6);

— Relevant policy documents and reviews, includirg Fnamework Programmes, the spring
reports to the European Council, annual reportsresearch activities, S/T indicators,
benchmarking and mapping data;
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— Targeted evaluations and studies carried out bjn&wnaork Programme thematic activities,
including the Ex post Evaluation of the Joint Reske&entre;

— Statistical information on the implementation o #ctivities.

In addition, national authorities may also prove&dence on national evaluation studies and
data, as appropriate. The Commission will orgamsmeeting, in collaboration with the
Member States, involving a range of stakeholdemdltav this information to be presented to
the Expert Group and to support discussions.

The Group is invited to establish contacts withioral experts for the exchange of
information and discussion, and with representativdies across Europe and international
stakeholder groups.

The Commission services may, at the request oGiloeip, convene ad hoc expert meetings
on emerging issues.
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