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1. ABSTRACT

Aim:
This deliverable aims to submit to the Management Board of JPI Oceans a proposal fo r the design, selection and 
management of jo in t actions. It aims at paving the way fo r supporting the JPI Oceans' Management Board, the national 
administrations and relevant stakeholders in the design and implementation of jo in t actions.

Methodology:
JPI Oceans (www.ipi-oceans.eu) is addressing societal challenges and therefore complex systems in terms of topics, 
participants and jo in t actions. No single set of procedures nor any single instrument can fu lfill the diverse needs. 
Consequently, different typologies of actions can be proposed to tackle societal challenges and it is difficult to predict all 
combination of them fo r a possible large diversity of applications. For this reason, most actions will be planned and 
prepared on a case-by-case basis, allowing fo r variable geometry and promoting an inclusive and integrated approach to 
reach the ten objectives defined in the vision document of JPI Oceans. In this sense, the appropriateness of the 
instruments/procedures has to be carefully analyzed, permitting the process to reduce the complexity adopting flexible and 
feasible actions but maintaining coherency w ith the vision and guaranteeing impact.
The support fo r design and implementation of jo in t actions is mainly based on the so-called Framework Conditions which 
were proposed by ERAC-GPC (Groupe de haut niveau pour la Programmation Conjoint) to facilitate jo in t cross-border 
funding of research cooperative projects and on the results of the FP7 project JPI to co-Work 
(http://www.ip is2cowork.eu/). We analyzed the results of other networks, platforms, initiatives and projects (NETWATCH, 
ERA-LEARN, JOREP, BONUS, EUREKA, Set-Plan EERA, ESF), some ERANETs (Concert-Japan, Seasera), other JPIs (Cultural 
Heritage, Urban Europe, FACCE) and the "JPIs to CO-WORK" project in order to provide elements to facilitate the 
decisions/management on the options to implement the different typologies of actions which JPI Oceans could adopt. 
Experiences and best practices from  research funding and performing organizations have been analyzed to support the 
understanding, selecting and implementing of jo in t actions. Pros and cons for procedures to implement different typologies 
of jo in t actions are described and many documents have been collected and adapted to facilitate the process.

Excutive summary:
This document introduces an innovative approach to the Joint Programming Cycle, suggesting a comprehensive framework 
fo r addressing complex systems but also many operational procedures and instruments to be adopted in order to step from 
theory to facts. Other different typologies of actions has been also introduced, as an example the jo in t public procurement, 
the networking of bilateral agreements, the procedures for emerging issues, the sharing of infrastructures which rarely are 
taken into account as possible solutions to reduce the fragmentation at European level and the timescales for intervention 
as well increase the socio-economical impact.
This document is not covering all the aspects that will be addressed fo r jo in t actions (as an example the Intellectual 
Property Rights, the dissemination strategy and the evaluation system). Indeed, all the aspects will be included in a too lkit 
to support the JPI Oceans' process which will be provided before the end of 2015.
This document consists o f different parts:
the first section describes the innovative approach to the Framework Conditions and has been tabled to the Management 
Board of JPI Oceans who endorsed it during its meeting in Bruxelles in November 2013; the second addresses the different 
typologies of actions which can be adopted. This section aims at describing the best practices, the pros and cons and 
appropriateness of the ir adoption. It aims at facilitating the governance to take the decisions and at giving the stakeholders 
a general vision of the JPIs for the aspects related to the actions. Some additional analysis are also provided in the annexes 
to this document; finally, having in mind that the implementation of the actions will require operational procedures, 
practical documents (as "neutralized" templates fo r peer review, calls, MoU etc.) are provided. They have been built using 
the past experience at European and national level (see the list of the supporting documents in section C) and are aimed to 
provide the experts/staff a base fo r building the most appropriate fit-to-purpose solution.
The procedures for design and management of jo in t actions w ill consist of guidelines (this deliverable) w ith practical 
tools/documents to support different typologies of jo in t actions (as "neutralized" templates as possible examples to be 
used) and additional analysis and documents to help the understanding of the process and taking the decisions (see 
references and annexes).

http://www.ipi-oceans.eu
http://www.ipis2cowork.eu/


2. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ACTIONS ON A VARIABLE GEOMETRY: THE APPROACH

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Joint Program ming In itia tive  Healthy and Productive Seas and Oceans (JPI Oceans) deals w ith  a 
com plex system in te rm s o f topics, partic ipants and jo in t actions. No single set o f procedures nor any 
single ins trum ent can fu lfill th e  diverse needs. Consequently, d iffe re n t typologies o f actions can be 
proposed to  tackle societal challenges and it is d ifficu lt to  p red ict all com bina tion  o f them  fo r  a 
possible large d ivers ity  o f applications. For th is  reason, m ost actions w ill be planned and prepared on 
a case-by-case basis, a llow ing fo r  variab le geom etry and p rom oting  an inclusive and in tegrated 
approach to  reach th e  ten  objectives defined in the  vision docum ent o f JPI Oceans. Table 2.1.1 gives 
an exam ple fo r  th is  approach, by show ing a num ber o f steps a nd /o r actions which could be identified  
to  reach a certa in  objective.

Objective
Im prove understanding o f m arine ecosystems and th e ir  processes w ith  
particu la r reference to  ecosystem services and impacts o f human activ ities

M apping and 
analyzing

Result o f the  analysis: Existing m athem atical models o f m arine ecosystems 
do no t represent or evaluate changes in b iod ivers ity

Strategic Research 
and Innovation 
Agenda

Develop m athem atical models o f m arine ecosystems including impacts o f 
overfishing and clim ate  change on b iod iversity

Im plem entation  Plan

1. Iden tify  in te rest o f countries, a nd /o r ins titu tions  w ith in  countries
2. Iden tify  best researchers /  research groups fo r  co llabora tive  projects

a. sign M oU 's between institu tions
b. fund ing  fo r  trave l and workshops

3. C om petition  among team s: Jo int fund ing  (JPI jo in t call, Horizon 2020,...)
4. Increase in frastructu re  sharing (e.g. com puta tiona l power, data access)
5. Organize workshops (JPI secretariat)
6. Plan and fund  new Phd and post-doctora l projects a nd /o r courses (MoU 

betw een fund ing  organizations, Horizon 2020)

M easurable im pact
•  Generate m ore accurate predictions
•  Targeted, m easurable policy advice fo r  fisheries

Table 2.1.1: An example o f steps a nd /o r actions w hich could be iden tified  to  reach such an objective.

W arning: Having in m ind th a t th is  deliverable w ill m ostly guide th e  deve lopm ent o f a to o lk it to  
fac ilita te  th e  process o f JPI Oceans, some paragraphs can conta in duplications in o rder to  pe rm it the  
understanding o f the  concepts when th e  te x t is extracted independently  from  the  rest.
For sake o f completeness, w e rem ark th a t the  aspects o f IPR and E va lua tion /M on ito ring  have no t 
been included since th e ir  associate deliverables w ill be ready successively. Nevertheless, some 
aspects o f the  evaluation are addressed also in th e  paragraph on qua lity  contro l.



2.2  THE APPROACH FOR FRAMEWORK CONDITIONS

Joint program m ing is addressing com plex systems, also in te rm s o f procedures and structu ring  o f 
stakeholders: Fram ework Conditions (FC) to  fac ilita te  the  process can be provided.
In the  past years, jo in t program m ing has been m ainly iden tified  w ith  jo in t fund ing  (Nedeva e t al., 
Lepori e t al. 2011). In line w ith  th is  approach, th e  European Commission recently funded a p ro ject in 
FP7, named JOREP, whose aim was to  support the  deve lopm ent o f an in frastructu re  su itab le fo r  
systematic and long-term  data co llection on open and jo in t program m ing in Europe (including 
defin itions, typologies and classifications as w ell as procedures fo r  data co llection). In th is  pro ject, 
p ro ject fund ing  identifies resources d irectly  allocated by a fund ing  agency to  a research group or an 
ind ividual fo r  research activ ities lim ited  in tim e  and scope (Lepori e t al. 2007) and jo in t program m es, 
in the  de fin ition  adopted by JOREP, are a subset o f p ro ject fund ing. Jo int program m es are indeed 
defined as public research fund ing  program m es fo r  w hich at least one o f the  key functions (mission, 
submission and selection, fund ing  decisions, contracts) is shared among m ore than  one country. 
Accordingly, o the r fo rm s o f in te rna tiona liza tion  o f research fund ing, like jo in t research 
in frastructu res and cooperation at th e  level o f perform ers are no t considered.
Also in 2010 th e  High Level Group fo r  Joint Programming (ERAC-GPC - Groupe de haut niveau pour la 
Program m ation Conjointe) proposed, as vo luntary, six FC and m ost o f them  are inspired to  fac ilita te  
jo in t cross-border fund ing  o f research cooperative  projects. Indeed, as previously said, JPI w ill adopt 
many typologies o f actions, and FC should fac ilita te  the  process in th e ir  d iffe ren t aspects.
The need to  include many typologies o f actions and no t to  lim it the  process o f jo in t program m ing to  
some aspects has been also debated at the  JPI Conference in Dublin (M arch, 1st 2013) and in another 
FP7 pro ject, JPI to  Co-Work, whose aim is to  provide a fo ru m  to  discuss, exchange o f experiences and 
best practices on th e  FC amongst on-going and fu tu re  JPIs. The six vo lun tary  FC (foresight, peer 
review , IPR, cross-border fund ing, evaluation, d issem ination) have been proposed to  be enlarged, at 
least in num ber, including the  "governance" and th e  "innova tion " as im p o rta n t issues to  be 
addressed w hen developing the  process o f jo in t program m ing. Governance is in troduced to  
understand/deve lop  th e  mechanisms and organizational fo rm s o f b e tte r adapta tion  o f th e  decision­
making process in o rder to  tackle the  societal challenges. Innovation has come up beside IPR to  
include technologica l transfer, innovation  and close to  m arket aspects w hich can arise from  cross- 
border cooperation. M oreover, JPI to  co-W ork perform ed a review  o f th e  typologies o f activities 
w hich JPIs in tend to  develop. They have been p re lim ina rily  fram ed in a sort o f classification as in 
Table 2.2.1.

Actions Instrum ent

Joint research actions
Joint research projects (calls)
Foresight
Research Alliances

Cross border m ob ility  and tra in ing  o f 
human resources

M o b ility  o f researchers
PhD schools

Knowledge sharing Sharing Knowledge p la tfo rm
M apping activ ities and research needs identifica tion

N etw orking activ ities Knowledge hubs
Stakeholder invo lvem ent plan

Joint research in frastructures
A lignm ent o f policies and program m es
Inte rnationa l outreach activ ities

Table 2.2.1: Pre lim inary classification o f actions and instrum ents adopted /p lanned  by JPIs as 
reported  w ith in  the  FP7 p ro ject JPI to  co-W ork.



W e do believe th a t the  progress perform ed w ith in  JPI to  co-W ork is valuable and suggests to  
approach th e  FC issues as a com plex system too .

Our aim is to  step from  a "logical fram ew ork  approach" (usually described as a tem pora l sequence o f 
actions) m ainly focused on jo in t fund ing, to  a "dynam ic planning cycle" including many typologies o f 
actions. W e th e re fo re  expand the  concepts em bedded in the  six vo lun ta ry  FC to  a set o f six 
argum ents/aspects w hich we list as: m o tiva tion /d rive r, v is ion /strategy, structure /system ,
m anagem ent/im p lem enta tion , outputs, adapta tion. These six "a rgum ents" are fram ed in a dynam ic 
planning cycle (see figure  2.2.1), th a t is, each o f them  is linked to  the  others and have to  be taken 
in to  account w hen designing, planning, adopting and im p lem enting  the  actions.
The proposed "en la rgem ent" o f the  concept o f FC is jus tified  by the  fact th a t many actions could 
need a support and procedures w hich are no t perfectly  in line w ith  those addressed by ERAC-GPC. As 
an example, dealing w ith  emergency procedures o r policy drivers, the  procedures to  a llocate funds 
can be revised (tha t is, the  calls, th e ir  evaluation and peer review  aspects etc.).

Dynamic planning cycle fo r jo int programming

VISION/STRATEGY

Objectives SRIA Ex-ante evaluation Indicators

É
/DRIVERS

[SRIAj
Emergency

Policy
Stakeholders

Foresight

f t  f t
Time frames

Fvaluation

Interventions

ADAPTATION

Dissemination 
Communication 
Access Policy 
Tech trnnsf/IPR  

OUTPUTS

Monitoring Funding/ IP R / Peer review /
Spending Innovation Quality control 
(allocation/ 
appropriation)

MANAGEMENT/IMPLEMENTATION

STRUCTURE/
SYSTEM

Governance

Mapping/Hunting

Funding/Spending

Feasibility/
Implementation
Plan

Selection/
Commitment

Figure 2.2.1: The dynam ic planning cycle fo r  th e  Joint Program ming process. Fram ework Conditions 
are now  fram ed in six "a rgum ents" (m o tiva tion /d rive r, v is ion /strategy, structure /system , 
m anagem ent/im p lem enta tion , outputs, adaptation), w here  the  d iffe ren t aspects o f an action are 
linked each o the r and should be taken in to  account w hen im p lem enting  each o f them . The six 
vo lun ta ry  FC from  ERAC-GPC are a sub-set o f these aspects and are underlined in th is  scheme. The 
com plexity  o f the  process is in tim e  (which is clockwise in th is  figure), in th e  essential relationships 
betw een the  research organizations and the  fund ing  organizations, in th e  relationships between 
researchers and stakeholders.
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Figure 2.2.2: A m atrix  describing th e  Fram ework Conditions (columns) and typologies o f actions 
(rows). The FC from  ERAC-GPC are m ainly focused on the  aspects o f cross-border fund ing: o the r 
typologies o f actions could need a d iffe ren t support and procedures to  be im plem ented. The FC are 
in th is  approach w idened and described as main argum ents (m o tiva tion /d rive r, v is ion/strategy, 
s tructure /system , m anagem ent/im p lem enta tion , outputs, adapta tion), w here  d iffe ren t aspects have 
to  be addressed. The six vo lun ta ry  FC from  ERAC-GPC are a sub-set o f these aspects.

This deliverable w ill th e re fo re  provide th is  new approach, w hich includes the  vo lun tary  six FC 
proposed by ERAC-GPC. It w ill focus on th e  FC specifically addressed to  the  tasks o f WP2, including 
th e  results from  D7.2 on fo res igh t and the  p re lim inary  inputs from  D4.3 on IPR. It also aims at 
supporting  th e  D1.7, w here a JPI Oceans operational Too lk it w ill be provided as a co llection o f 
opera tiona l procedures and guidelines w hich supplem ents th e  Terms o f Reference.

It is no t possible to  p redict all the  aspects which w ill and can be addressed in a set o f actions to  
achieve the  goals o f JPI Oceans. These w ill be deta iled on a case by case study. The fact th a t a f i t  to  
purpose approach w ill be adopted can be anyway fac ilita ted  provid ing the  staffs w hich w ill take care 
o f the  im p lem en ta tion  o f the  process w ith  d iffe ren t options (as an example, fo r  M oU fo r jo in t calls, 
research alliances, sharing in frastructures, emergency issues) supported by a descrip tion o f th e  past 
experiences and "h o t top ics" to  be care fu lly analyzed.
These options w ill be adapted to  th e  specific purposes o f the  adopted action.
So, w e propose procedures fo r  design and m anagem ent o f jo in t actions w ith  guidelines w ith  practical 
too ls /docum en ts  to  support d iffe ren t typologies o f jo in t actions (see "neu tra lized " docum ents and 
tem pla tes) and add itiona l analysis and docum ents to  help understanding th e  process and taking the  
decisions (see references and annexes).



The guidelines provided in th is  deliverable, described in chapter 7, fo llo w  some sections (from  
chapter 2 to  6) w here  the  d iffe ren t typologies o f actions are addressed and analyzed.
The d iffe ren t typologies o f actions are grouped as fo llow s:
- Research and Innovation, th a t is, those actions aimed to  fund  projects or products w here  research 
activ ities are fundam enta l. They are d istincted in tw o  categories: one w here  a com petition  is planned 
(tha t is, im plying a call and m oney allocated to  externals to  the  funders), another w here  cooperation 
in m ainly involved (where investm ents from  partners is m ainly prvided as an in-kind con tribu tion ). 
-Connectivity, th a t is, those actions m ainly increasing th e  com m unication  and coord ination  between 
th e  stakeholders. These actions can also have a specific deliverable, bu t the  main activ ities are 
associated to  make people o r organizations to  cooperate.
- Capacity building, th a t is, those action aimed to  support human resources and in frastructures.
- Supporting actions, th a t is, those activ ities m eant as p re lim inary  (or w ith  a short duration) and 
w hose aim is m ainly to  fac ilita te  the  decisions to  adopt a nd /o r to  pave th e  w ay o f the  
im p lem en ta tion  o f the  actions.



3. RESEARCH AND INNOVATION

The JPI approach based on variable geom etry includes d iffe ren t typologies o f actions th a t could be 
adopted.
W ith in  th e  perspective o f in troducing  long te rm  and strategic co llabora tion  among JPI's partners, 
w h ile  provid ing flex ib le  mechanisms, th e  EC is also proposing new tools: the  Fram ework Partnership 
Agreem ent (FPA) and Specific G rant Agreem ent (SGA), w hich fo llo w  th is  approach. In line w ith  the  JPI 
ra tiona le, these agreements can be adopted w hen the  parties share com m on objectives and m utual 
interests, the  actions are jo in tly  defined and the re  is an on-going and fo rm alised plan to  im p lem ent 
po ten tia l actions.
The d iffe rence between the  tw o  arrangem ents focuses on the  level o f invo lvem ent and the  financia l 
com m itm en t requ irem ent, requiring the  Specific Grant Agreem ent specific budget appropria tions, 
no t required in the  Fram ework Partnership Agreem ent.
These kind o f agreements, w hich cannot be associated nor to  tende r o r to  ERANET schemes, can be 
taken in to  account by JPI Oceans as examples fo r  th e  s im p lifica tion  o f th e  m anagem ent and 
procedures, w h ile  a llow ing fo r  long te rm  and strategic planning. A t the  m om ent th e  details fo r  FPA 
and SGA are no t known yet.
The fo llo w in g  paragraphs describe d iffe ren t typologies o f actions on the  basis o f the  tw o  main 
concepts o f fund ing  and spending. Funding refers to  the  m odalities under which th e  actors provide 
m oney fo r  specific in itia tives, w h ile  spending is intended as the  a llocation o f m oney among d iffe ren t 
activ ities or tasks. In th is  docum ent we focus, as fund ing, in jo in t calls, public p rocurem ent and 
s tructura l funds, w h ile  in spending concept w e include th e  research alliances.

3.1  PROJECT/PRODUCT FUNDING

3 .1 .1  DESIGN AND M A N A G E M E N T  OF JO INT CALLS 

INTRO DUCTIO N

JPI Oceans covers an extraord inarily  broad fie ld  in te rm s o f candidate topics fo r  jo in t calls, possible 
partic ipants and types o f actions. Consequently, no single set o f rules w ill fu lfil th e  diverse needs 
required by jo in t fund ing  actions w ith in  JPI Oceans. M ost actions w ill be planned and prepared on a 
case-by-case basis, a llow ing fo r  variable geom etry and procedural fle x ib ility . Joint calls, though not 
th e  prim ary aim o f JPI Oceans, w ill fo rm  one o f th e  standard instrum ents fo r  im p lem enting  aspects o f 
th e  strategic research agenda o f JPI Oceans.
Jo int calls are procedures w hereby bo ttom -up  proposed pro jects are selected th rough  com petition  
a fte r peer review  and funded cooperative ly  by partners w ith in  JPI Oceans. All m em ber countries o f 
JPI Oceans are fa m ilia r w ith  these procedures th rough  national and in te rna tiona l program m es such 
as ERC, ERANET, ERANET Plus and art. 185 activities. A com plete  too lbox  fo r  designing and 
im p lem enting  jo in t calls can be found  on the  w eb at ne tw a tch .irc .ec .europa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing - 
p la tfo rm /to o lb o x .
This deliverable aims at suggesting a basic set o f viable procedures fo r  the  im p lem enta tion  o f jo in t 
calls. Figure 3.1.1.1 shows a schem atic representation o f th e  main items covered in th is  docum ent. 
Some issues have already been discussed in D2.1, and some w ill be taken up and fu rth e r developed



in D2.4. The Appendix contains a num ber o f generalized tem p lates required fo r  im p lem enting  the  
proposed procedure. These tem p la tes have been tested in a transnationa l fund ing  action carried ou t 
by Germ any (BMBF/PTJ) and The Netherlands (NWO).

Strategy

Objective

Funding model

C om m itm ent
(M oU)

Call Im ple­
m enta tion

Lead Agency

Call
Documents

E lig ib ility

Selection

Peer Review

Evaluation
Panel

C onflic t o f 
Interest

M on ito ring

Progress
M on ito ring

Evaluation

Com m uni­
cation

Figure 3.1.1.1: Schematic representation o f a th e  com ponents o f D2.3.

COLLABORATION AND GOVERNANCE

Joint calls require  th e  partic ipa tion  o f a m in im um  o f tw o  countries represented in JPI Oceans. They 
agree to  jo in tly  fund  a call fo r  proposals and act as fund ing  partners. There is no upper lim it to  the  
num ber o f countries w ho can act as fund ing  partners o f a jo in t call.
To keep overhead costs and handling tim e  at a m in im um , lead agency procedures are th e  pre ferred 
m ode fo r  im p lem enting  jo in t calls. Lead agency approaches im ply th a t one o f th e  national bodies 
(usually a fund ing  agency o r m in is try) takes th e  responsib ility  fo r  im p lem en tting  the  jo in t call. All 
fund ing  partners m andate the  lead agency to  carry ou t th e  jo in t call on behalf o f them selves. The 
lead agency approach seems especially appropria te  fo r  jo in t calls w ith in  JPIs as it ensures effic iency 
and allows fo r  a high degree o f fle x ib ility  required by the  princip le  o f variable geom etry. Flowever, 
lead agency approaches require a certa in degree o f consistency in th e  procedures and fund ing 
philosophies o f the  fund ing  partners and they  rely on m utual tru s t and confidence among 
co llaborating partners. M axim ally transparen t agreements between fund ing  partners greatly 
fac ilita te  th e  successful im p lem en ta tion  o f lead agency procedures.
The fund ing  partners may define the  princip les o f th e ir  co llabora tion  by signing a m em orandum  o f 
understanding (M oU) in w hich th ey  specify all im p o rta n t issues perta in ing to  th e  jo in t call, including 
th e  princip les o f co llabora tion  and governance, im p lem en ta tion  and m anagem ent, m on ito ring  and 
evaluation, and a descrip tion o f the  fund ing  m odel. The Appendix contains a generalized te m p la te  fo r 
such a docum ent w hich can be adjusted to  f i t  specific jo in t calls.
To ensure an e ffic ien t governance o f the  jo in t call, the  fund ing  partners should nom inate  a 
m anagem ent com m ittee  consisting o f representatives o f all fund ing  partners, w hich acts as 
tem pora ry  governing body o f the  jo in t call. The m anagem ent com m ittee  assumes fu ll responsib ility  
fo r  the  call, overseas all procedures and takes all fo rm a l decisions, including fund ing  decisions. The 
fund ing  partners delegate these tasks and responsibilities to  the  m anagem ent com m ittee . The 
m anagem ent com m ittee  remains in place until the  jo in t call has been evaluated. The call w hich takes 
place w ith in  a predefined period a fte r the  last p ro ject has ended.
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Call Secretariat
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Figure 3.1.1.2: Schematic representa tion o f a possible governance s tructure  fo r  th e  im p lem en ta tion  
o f jo in t calls.

IM PLE M E N TA TIO N  AND M A N A G E M E N T

Before publishing th e  jo in t call, th e  fund ing  partners develop a jo in t vision on the  topic(s) fo r  th e  call 
and define th e  s tructure  o f e lig ib le  projects. The m anagem ent com m ittee  may install a call 
p repara tion  com m ittee, consisting o f experts in the  broader fie ld  o f the  jo in t call, w hich advises on 
th e  con ten t o f the  call. The call fo r  proposals, specifying th e  content, procedures and tim e line  o f the  
jo in t call has to  be approved by the  m anagem ent com m ittee  before  being published by JPI Oceans, 
th e  lead agency and all fund ing  partners on th e ir  respective websites. All applications are d irectly  
subm itted  to  the  lead agency. Each o f the  fund ing  partners provides in fo rm a tion  and assistance fo r 
applicants in th e ir  respective countries. Depending on the  aims and main subjects o f the  call, the  
procedure may o r may no t include a pre-proposal stage.
Each elig ib le  applications w ill be peer-review ed by a pre-defined num ber o f independent, 
in te rna tiona l experts (peer reviewers). The lead agency carries ou t th e  review  procedure and sends 
th e  anonym ous referee reports  to  the  applicants w ho are given the  o p p o rtu n ity  to  respond to  the  
reports  by means o f a brief, w ritte n  rebutta l.
The proposals, referee reports  and rebutta ls  w ill be evaluated, com pared and ranked by an 
independent evaluation panel installed by the  m anagem ent com m ittee . The evaluation panel assigns 
unique rankings to  the  ind ividual proposals. This ranking is fo rw a rded  to  th e  m anagem ent com m ittee  
which w ill take a fo rm a l fund ing  decision on th e  basis o f the  advice from  the  evaluation panel and 
taking in to  account the  available budget. The pro jects s ta rt w ith in  a predefined period a fte r taking 
th e  fund ing  decision.
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Figure 3.1.1.3: Schematic representa tion  o f th e  call im p lem en ta tion  process. The submission, 
evaluation and selection o f pre-proposals may precede th e  stages represented in th is  diagram.

A jo in t call can also be im p lem ented as tw o -s tep  process a llow ing fo r  the  submission o f pre ­
proposals a nd /o r le tters o f in te rest (see Figure 3.1.1.4). In th is  case, th e  evaluation process w ill also 
have tw o  stages, one dealing w ith  th e  pre-proposals and one devoted to  the  fu ll proposals. A tw o - 
step procedure is recom m ended if (1) a large num ber o f applications can be expected and (2) if the  
feas ib ility  o f pro jects should be dem onstrated before  subm itting  a fu ll proposal. Complex calls, incl. 
calls w ith  in-kind con tribu tions, may be m ore likely to  ask fo r  tw o -s tep  procedures than regular 
research fund ing  calls.
In general, tw o -s tep  procedures reduce the  overall w ork-load fo r  applicants, as fe w e r fu ll proposals 
have to  be w ritte n . On th e  o the r hand, tw o -s tep  procedures can sign ificantly pro long the  tim e  from  
firs t submission to  g ranting decision.

i
i
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V

•  Eligibility •  Peer review  
stage 1

•  Peer review  
stage 2

•  Assessment •  Final 
decision

•  Rebuttal •  Re-assessment

Figure 3.1.1.4: Schematic representa tion o f the  call fo r  proposals using a tw o -s tep  im p lem enta tion  
process.
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M O N ITO R IN G  AND EVALUATION

Funded pro jects are adm in istra ted  by national organizations (usually fund ing  agencies) o f th e  fund ing  
partners. Applicants are supposed to  repo rt yearly to  th e ir  national agencies w hich fo rw a rd  the  
reports  to  th e  lead agency. The call procedure as w ell as the  research pro jects w ill be evaluated. The 
m anagem ent com m ittee  is responsible fo r  these evaluation and can nom inate  an evaluation 
com m ittee. The m anagem ent com m ittee  may organize symposia to  bring toge the r representatives 
and researchers from  funded projects. The fund ing  partners jo in tly  cover th e  costs o f such meetings. 
W ith in  th e  perspective o f in troducing  fle x ib ility  w h ile  ensuring e ffic iency and effectiveness o f results, 
th e  Parties can jo in tly  decide to  in troduce an in te rim  negotia tion  o f the  projects, in o rder to  discuss 
and define budget d is tribu tion  and m inor activ ities m od ifica tion. W ith  th e  purpose o f reaching the  
best results and in the  m ore e ffic ien t ways, a re -negotia tion  procedure can a llow  JPI Parties to  re- 
discuss and re -o rien t funded projects, w ith o u t in troducing  contractua l am endm ents. A t th is  purpose, 
in th e  MoU, the  Parties can add a specific clause in troducing  th e  above m entioned op tion  and how to  
im p lem en t it. A t th is  purpose a panel responsible fo r  the  negotia tion  procedure shall be established. 
It should include representatives o f both  th e  fund ing  organisations and experts.

FUNDING  MODELS

D iffe ren t fund ing  models can be adopted fo r  the  im p lem enta tion  o f jo in t calls. The ERA-LEARN 
to o lb ox  and th e  JOREP report o ffe r an overview  and descrip tion o f d iffe ren t possibilities. W hen 
barriers to  cross-border fund ing  are high, partic ipants tend  to  op t fo r  d iffe ren t v irtua l com m on pot 
models. In th e  absence o f barriers fo r  transnationa l fund ing, tru e  com m on po t models are to  be 
pre ferred  above a lterna tive  models. EC rules w ill have to  be fo llow ed  if the  jo in t call makes use o f EC 
fund ing  instrum ents. A t present, v irtua l com m on po t models w ith  com m on evaluation and selection 
procedures seem the  m ost appropria te  fund ing  m odel to  im p lem ent jo in t calls by MS/AS. This 
fund ing  m odel is used in all tem p la tes given in the  Annex.

Funding Partner 1 Funding Partner 2 Funding Partner 3 Funding Partner 4

Budget fo r Jo int Call

Funded Projects

Figure 3.1.1.5: Schematic representation o f a (virtua l) com m on pot m odel w ith  fo u r fund ing  partners.
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Virtua l com m on po t models may suffer from  th e  fac t th a t one o r m ore fund ing  partners run o u t o f 
budget before all h ighly-ranked pro jects have been funded. This results in delays and an ine ffic ien t 
use o f resources. Only real com m on pot models can tru ly  overcom e th is  problem . However, 
in te rm ed ia te  solutions to  th is  issue may be applied to  jo in t calls. The fund ing  partners may jo in tly  
decide to  use a certa in percentage o f th e ir  cash contribu tions  fo r  resolving such "fund ing  
imbalances". This requires the  legal possib ility  and the  agreem ent o f fund ing  partners to  spend a 
lim ited  am ount o f th e ir  budget on jo in t research projects carried o u t outside th e ir  countries.
If EC-instruments w ith  EC to p -up  funds are used, th e  above-m entioned procedure can largely 
overcom e fund ing  imbalances if a certa in percentage o f the  to p -up  fund ing  is used fo r  fillin g  up 
"fund ing  gaps" caused by a lack o f funds available to  national fund ing  agencies. Such a balancing pot 
w ill ensure th a t as many pro jects as possible can be funded fo llo w in g  th e  ranking list resulting from  
th e  peer review  process. The rem aining po rtion  o f th e  EC funds can be d is tribu ted  p ropo rtiona lly  
among th e  fund ing  agencies based on the  respective contribu tions, including in-kind con tribu tions.
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Figure 3.1.1.6: Schematic representa tion  o f fund ing  ties in a v irtua l com m on po t model. In panel A 
(sim ple com m on po t m odel) on ly fo u r projects can be funded w ith o u t extra budget o r negotiations. 
This s ituation  can partly  be avoided by dedicating parts o f th e  com m on budget (grey are in panel B) 
fo r  resolving fund ing  ties.

An add itiona l set o f rules may be required if the  call a llows fo r, o r requires, in-kind contribu tions  by 
fund ing  partners. In the  sim plest case, in-kind contribu tions  are part o f each proposal, ind icating the  
com m itm en t o f applying ins titu tions  and countries to  support to  the  aims o f the  jo in t call. In-kind 
con tribu tions can be seen as a means to  align research p rio rities  using ins titu tiona lized  budgets.
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In m ore e laborate  models, In-kind contribu tions  are no t part o f proposals, bu t represent non­
com petitive  con tribu tions by fund ing  partners. This la tte r op tion  is no t usually im p lem ented in 
com petitive  calls and w ill th e re fo re  be trea ted  in m ore deta il in deliverable D2.4.

THE IN -K IN D  C O NTRIBUTIO N AN D  TO P-UP D ISTRIBUTIO N IN THE ERANET SCHEM E/ART. 
185

The EC fund ing  tow ards jo in t research actions from  M em ber States was usually channelled th rough  
th e  ERANET, ERANET Plus and art. 185 w ith  th e  aim to  create leverage e ffect on th e  national funds to  
be coordinated. Horizon 2020 w ill have a m ore com prehensive and flexib le  ins trum ent fo r  
coord inating  national program m es w hich w ill merge the  ERANET, ERANET Plus in the  so called "ERA- 
NET co fund". The national con tribu tion  requested to  access the  EC con tribu tion  (the so called to p - 
up) has been m ostly com m itted  in te rm s o f fresh money, bu t the re  are some exceptions.
Art.185 BONUS and EMRP consider in-kind con tribu tions elig ib le as national con tribu tions and 
consequently they  count tow ards th e  to ta l investm ent required to  access th e  EC top-up . BONUS, fo r 
example, foresees th a t up to  25% o f th e  national con tribu tions may be provided as in-kind provision 
(free o f charge use) o f in frastructu re  w ith in  th e  BONUS projects. This national provision is then 
m atched equally w ith  fund ing  from  th e  EU retroactive ly. However, certa in reporting  obligations m ust 
be m et to  dem onstra te  the  correct value o f th e  in frastructu re  provided, confirm ing  its actual use 
w ith in  a BONUS pro ject and provide the  EU w ith  aud it rights to  check th a t provision is adm in istered 
co rrectly  as reported. The use o f in fras truc tu re  as in-kind con tribu tion  reduces the  p ropo rtion  o f the  
national cash contribu tions  in the  next call accordingly. If in frastructu res cannot be provided free  o f 
charge, projects have to  apply fo r  as d irect costs w hich results in lim iting  the  available budget fo r 
research fo r  th e  w ho le  consortium
In some MS/AC, th is  com plicated procedure can also generate d ifficu lties  in reaching a com prom ise 
o r delays in th e  decision process. Considering both  cash and in-kind con tribu tions fo r  jo in t fund ing  
pro jects implies and prom otes close links between research fund ing  organizations (RFOs) and 
research perform ing  organizations (RPOs). Both RFOs and RPOs can th e re fo re  have a fundam enta l 
role in supporting and realizing jo in t actions. A scaling ratio  betw een the  cash and in-kind 
con tribu tion , th a t is th e  percentage o f the  value o f th e  in-kind co n tribu tion  w hich is considered 
com parable to  a cash con tribu tion , can be adopted to  balance d iffe ren t national con tribu tions. For 
example in BONUS, a m axim um  o f 25% o f in-kind con tribu tion  can be included and EC contribu tes up 
to  a m axim um  33% o f the  to ta l budget, im plying th a t th e  in-kind con tribu tion  is considered as scaled 
to  60% o f a cash-contribution.

In v iew  o f the  next ERANET scheme (ERA-NET cofund) w hich should a llow  a m ore flex ib le  use o f the  
top -up  from  EC, we th e re fo re  propose the  fo llow ing  approach fo r  th e  agreem ent betw een partners 
w ith  EC to  be adopted w hen dealing as an example also fo r  A rt. 185.

Proposed text to be inserted in the Annexes of ERA-NET cofund or Art. 185 agreements for the in- 
kind contribution recognition and top-up distribution

M ost pro jects require  the  a llocation o f hum an resources, in frastructures, specific supplies and funds. 
In many cases funds are intended and used to  in tegra te  existing capacities and activ ities w ith in  
pro jects and program m es o r to  d irec tly  fund  research activ ities th rough  the  re im bursem ent o f 
personnel costs and acquisition or use o f equ ipm ent and in frastructu re . W hen personnel costs or 
in frastructu res are no t d irec tly  reim bursed, these issues are usually referred to  as "in -k ind  
con tribu tions". The in-kind co n tribu tion  is typ ica lly  considered as a co-funding.
In-kind co n tribu tion  can be m ost re levant fo r  reaching a certa in critica l mass and collecting 
competences in o rder to  develop e ffic ien t actions. This is, especially tru e  fo r  MS/AC whose



ava ilab ility  o f funds and d iffe re n t types o f in-kind contribu tions  (in frastructure , data, personnel) can 
largely d iffe r. In-kind con tribu tions  a llow  to  make maximal use o f com p lem en ta rity  and synergy 
betw een co llaborating partners.
In-kind con tribu tions  should no t be disregarded w hen designing and negotia ting jo in t program m ing 
and actions. They may a llow  access to  o therw ise  inaccessible resources consisting o f in frastructu re , 
knowledge, data and others. In-kind con tribu tions should be valued as equa lly -im portan t 
co n tribu tion  to  jo in t calls as m onetary funds.

For these reasons, in-kind co n tribu tion  and the  EC top -up  co n tribu tion  w ill fo llo w  the  fo llow ing  
guidelines fo r  th e ir  recognition and d is tribu tion :

In-kind contribution

A Í)  Partners can be considered as funders and involved in th e  agreem ent if they  com m it financia l 
resources or open access to  national in frastructures.
A2) In-kind co n tribu tion  as access to  in frastructu res or personnel is recognized w hen th e ir  necessity 
is clearly dem onstrated in te rm s o f th e ir  strategic roles in achieving th e  objectives. These roles and 
th e  percentage o f th e  value o f the  in-kind co n tribu tion  w hich is considered com parable to  a cash 
co n tribu tion  have to  be defined in the  call te x t (scaling ratio).
A3) The in-kind co n tribu tion  has to  be registered, accounted and accessible betw een the  
partic ipants. EC rules are used fo r  the  calculation o f the  costs o f personnel and use o f in frastructures. 
A4) F lexibility in th e  use o f the  scaling ratio  should be adopted in case o f strategic invo lvem ent o f 
some partners (especially when dealing w ith  geographical coverage o f data and infrastructures).
A5) The m axim um  to ta l in-kind co n tribu tion  should no t exceed to ta lly  #% o f the  w ho le  budget from  
M em ber States and Associated Countries. This upper lim it has to  be published in the  call tex t.

Top-up in case of adopting the mixed mode model as financing system

B Í) The jus t re tou r approach should be lim ited, w henever possible, in o rder to  agree upon
reasonable arrangem ents on funds and capacities to  optim ise  th e  results.

B2) In princip le, in case o f the  adopting m ixed m ode m odel as financing system, no na tiona l/reg iona l
fund ing  w ill cross the  borders. The m ixed m ode -  w hich was the  m ost used m odel fo r  ERANET Plus 
calls, helps to  ensure th a t selection decisions can fo llo w  th e  com m on ranking list o f the  evaluated 
proposals (which was an ERANET Plus requ irem ent) and th a t th e  partic ipa ting  fund ing 
countries/benefic ia ries m aintain th e ir  in itia l com m itm ents. The fina l decision on w hich pro jects are 
to  be funded in jo in t calls w ill de te rm ine  the  am ount o f budgets to  be spent by the  funders, and th is 
w ill influence also the  EC con tribu tion . The fina l EC co n tribu tion  is open to  varia tions and w ill, in 
princip le, be determ ined at the  end o f th e  activ ities funded w ith in  the  calls as the  costs claimed by 
and granted to  th e  pro jects can vary in th e ir  running tim e.

B3) To ensure th a t as many ranked pro jects as possible fo llo w in g  th e  ranking list can be funded, up to  
#% o f the  available EC con tribu tion  w ill be used as a "balancing po t" fo r  fillin g  up the  fund ing  gaps 
caused by a lack o f funds available to  na tiona l/reg iona l fund ing  agencies and accordingly to  the  
crite ria  fo r  selection defined by the  adopted peer review  (selection) process. The rem aining portion  
o f the  EC funds w ill be d is tribu ted  p ropo rtiona lly  among the  fund ing  agencies based on the  actual 
respective nationa l/reg iona l con tribu tions, tak ing  in to  account the  in-kind con tribu tion  as previously 
described.



To summ arize the  principles fo r  d is tribu ting  the  funding:
1. EC and national regulations fo r  fund ing  are applied
2. Funding fo llow s ranking lis t as defined by th e  adopted selection process
3. A mixed m ode fund ing  m odel is applied
4. No na tiona l/reg iona l fund ing  w ill cross the  borders
5. Up to  % o f the  EC top -up  is used as a balancing po t and the  rem aining po rtion  w ill be

p ropo rtiona lly  d is tribu ted  based on th e  actual na tiona l/reg iona l con tribu tions.

The fina l d is tribu tion  o f the  EC co n tribu tion  w ill be defined a fte r the  ranking list has been approved 
and the  in-kind con tribu tion  from  th e  beneficiaries o f th e  funded pro jects has been calculated.

RECOMMENDATIONS

-  JPI Oceans call fo r  proposals may or may no t use EC fund ing  instrum ents. EC fund ing  rules w ill 
apply in th e  la tte r case.

-  JPI Oceans calls fo r  proposals should make use o f a lead agency procedure in o rder to  avoid 
unnecessary dup lica tion  and increase efficiency.

-  Funding partners o f JPI Oceans calls fo r  proposals should sign a MoU before em barking on jo in t 
calls. The MoU defines th e  jo in t call and the  tasks and responsib ilities o f the  fund ing  partners and 
all call im p lem en ta tion  bodies.

-  Depending on call com plexity  and the  envisaged tim e  fram e, JPI Oceans calls fo r  proposals can be 
im p lem ented  as one-step (only fu ll proposals) or tw o -s tep  (pre- and fu ll proposals) procedures.

-  JPI Oceans calls fo r  proposals should a llow  fo r  the  use o f in-kind con tribu tions, e ithe r w ith in  
ind ividual projects or as overall con tribu tion  to  a call (the la tte r w ill fu rth e r be deta iled in D2.4).

-  JPI Oceans calls fo r  proposals (w ith o u t EC partic ipa tion ) are m ost likely to  use a v irtua l com m on 
po t m odel fo r  fund ing. M ixed com m on pot m odels can be used if EC-instruments such as EraNet+ 
are used.

-  JPI Oceans calls fo r  proposals should make use o f a balancing po t o f pre-defined size to  avoid 
fund ing  imbalances w hich can result from  m ismatches betw een national fund ing  possibilities and 
national representation in h ighly-ranked proposals.

3 .1 .2  THE JOINT PUBLIC PROCUREMENT 

THE RATIONALE

Over o f th e  next decade EU actions w ill m ost likely be focused on delivering social progress, tackling 
societal challenges and boosting g row th , and a global perspective and cooperation  is necessary to  
address e ffective ly  them .
Despite the  global scenario, a regional context and cooperation on issues o f com m on in terest should 
be an appropria te  approach, having in m ind th a t the  specific ities/cu ltures o f the  te rr ito rie s  are 
in te rlinked  in th e  evo lu tion  o f th e  ensemble. The Smart Specialization Strategy aims, th rough  
ta rgeted  use o f S tructural Fund investm ents in R&l, to  support the  econom ic deve lopm ent o f the  
te rrito ries , developing a vision, iden tify ing  com petitive  advantage, setting  strategic p rio rities  and 
making use o f sm art policies to  m axim ize the  knowledge-based deve lopm ent potentia l o f any region. 
A European Common Strategic Fram ework prom otes th e  synergies betw een research funds allocated 
in Horizon 2020 and those allocated in the  S tructura l Funds in o rder to  reach th e  critica l mass, also in 
te rm s o f financia l resources, to  address the  challenges properly. There is th e re fo re  a de fin itive  need 
fo r  aligning regional, national and European program m ing to  reach com m on visions and goals:



synergies between Structura l Funds (SF), Florizon 2020 and investm ents at National and Regional 
levels are crucial to  have a positive im pact on socio-econom ic activities. JPI Oceans, as well as the  
o the r Jo int Program ming In itiatives, can and w ill partic ipa te  to  th is  process o f create synergies. 
Nevertheless, the  step from  w ords to  facts im plies th e  design, selection, adoption  o f appropria te  
instrum ents to  fac ilita te  the  im p lem en ta tion  o f th e  strategies.

Jo int Public Procurem ent (JPP) is a financia l ins trum ent w hich can be considered an o pp o rtu n ity  to  be 
evaluated w hen addressing solutions fo r  societal challenges, and no t only.

W e w ill describe th e  standard use and procedures o f adopting  JPP and analyze pros and cons in 
d iffe re n t conditions. The aim is to  provide also an operational to o lk it to  fac ilita te  and guide the  
public au thorities  and policy-m akers in the  use o f JPP (see also Di Bello et al. 2013 and supporting 
docum ents in Section C).

The com plexity  o f th e  process in te rm s o f typologies o f actions and stakeholders w ith  d iffe re n t levels 
o f responsib ilities and competences, o ften  reduce the  m otiva tion  to  adopt JPP. Nevertheless, JPP can 
take advantage o f the  experiences o f trans-na tional cooperation in o the r in itia tives w here many 
instrum ents are provided to  fac ilita te  th e  process o f jo in t program m ing and fund ing  (see figure  
3.1.2.1). In the  case o f JPP, simple and accessible guidelines supporting th e  process are lacking too .

Demand driven (society/ market)

o
Jointprogrammingand funding

Public-public partnerships Public-private partnership! Joint public-procurement

o  o  o
Mainly public consortia Mainly private consortia Product/solution oriented 

as beneficiaries as beneficiaries Society as end-user

Figure 3.1.2.1: A sim plified  sketch describing d iffe ren t processes using jo in t program m ing and 
fund ing  to  fu lf ill m arket or society demand. Public-public and Public-private partnerships have a long 
european tra d itio n  also in te rm s o f fac ilita ting  instrum ents (respectively, as an exam ple th rough 
ERANETs and JTIs).

Added values o f JPP can be summ arized as fo llow s:
•  JPP's approach is problem  orien ted  and so lu tion focused.
•  JPP can be a key too l to  support th e  "In te rna l M arke t" and the  free  m ovem ent o f services.
•  JPP can be a pow erfu l too l to  achieve Europe 2020 Strategy.
•  JPP can deliver tang ib le  results so as to  fo s te r w ide r pub lic-private  acceptance.
•  JPP can address products/services iden tified  as im pacting on tackling societal challenges.
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•  JPP can be an a lte rna tive  approach to  Public Private Partnerships.
•  JPP can boost jo b  creation.
•  JPP avoids dup lica tion  and reduce fragm enta tion .
•  JPP increases th e  e ffic iency and effectiveness o f the  use o f resources.
•  JPP increases th e  connectiv ity  and fac ilita te  th e  de fin ition  o f com m on strategies.
•  JPP facilita tes th e  quick response to  u rgen t/em ergen t issues.
•  JPP relates to  an innovative cohesion approach: it assures the  im pact on te rr ito ry  th rough  the  

usab ility  o f th e  product/service , no t excluding the  invo lvem ent o f o the r te rr ito ries  fo r  the  
provision o f th e  p roduct/service.

THE EUROPEAN LEGAL FRAM EW O RK FOR JO IN T PROCUREMENT

Fostering jo in t procurem ents is part o f th e  Europe 2020 key in itia tives1.
Europe 2020 objectives can be b e tte r a tta ined  if the  public procurers jo in  th e ir  e ffo rts . By
aggregating th e ir  resources, public procurers increase th e ir  buyer pow er and may hence obta in 
b e tte r contractua l conditions, reach m ore easily im portan t m arket th resho ld  values and have at th e ir  
disposal a stronger ins trum ent fo r  o rien ting  the  m arket. Therefore, jo in t public p rocurem ent can 
increase the  effectiveness o f the  public p rocurem ent procedure and at the  same tim e  share the  risk 
linked to  th e  p rocurem ent notab ly o f innovative solutions.

Innovation Union -  C om m itm ent 172: The Commission w ill o ffe r guidance on im p lem enting  jo in t 
p rocurem ents betw een contracting  en tities  under th e  cu rren t public p rocurem ent d irectives and use 
th e  ongoing general evaluation o f th e  cu rren t directives to  exam ine the  o p p o rtu n ity  to  in troduce 
add itiona l rules to  make cross border jo in t procurem ents easier

The cu rren t European public p rocurem ent legal fram ew ork  is open to  jo in t public p rocurem ent e ithe r 
at national o r cross-border level. However, very litt le  deta il is given concerning th e  app lica tion o f 
jo in t public p rocurem ent in practice. Therefore  th e  EC launched a review  o f the  cu rren t public 
p rocurem ent legal fram ew ork  (in particu la r D irectives 2004/17/EC and 2004/18/EC) to  provide 
add itiona l rules fac ilita ting  cross-border procurem ents. The European Commission proposal fo r  the  
revision o f the  Public P rocurem ent D irectives3 was published in December 2011.

The proposed D irective on public p rocurem ent emphasizes th e  im portance o f public procurem ents
as an ins trum ent to  con tribu te  to  the  achievem ent o f th e  Europe 2020 strategic goals by using the  
purchasing pow er o f contracting  au thorities  to  procure goods and services th a t fos te r innovation. EC 
proposal includes specific provisions to  fac ilita te  cross-border jo in t p rocurem ent w hich is described 
as an im p o rta n t ins trum ent fo r  innovative  purchasing.

Stakeholders responding to  the  EC consu lta tion on the  Green Paper on th e  m odernization o f EU 
public p rocurem ent policy h ighlighted the  issue o f th e  lack o f rules concerning the  app lica tion o f jo in t 
public p rocurem ent in practice, and in particu lar, on the  applicable p rocurem ent law and the  court 
th a t w ill have ju risd ic tion  fo r  th e  perform ance o f th e  contract.4
The EC acknowledges th a t " jo in t awarding o f public contracts by contracting au thorities  from  
d iffe re n t M em ber States cu rren tly  encounters specific legal d ifficu lties, w ith  special reference to

1 http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en. cfm?pg=action-points.
2 Europe 2020 Flagship Initiative - Innovation Union, COM(2010)546 final.
3 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on Public Procurement, Brussels, 
COM(2011) 896 final.
4 Green Paper on the modernization of EU public procurement policy, COM(2011) 15 final.
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conflic ts o f national laws. Contracting au thorities  from  d iffe re n t M em ber States may be in terested in 
cooperating and in jo in tly  award ing public contracts in o rder to  derive m axim um  bene fit from  the  
po ten tia l o f the  in terna l m arket in te rm s o f econom ies o f scale and risk-benefit sharing, no t least fo r 
innovative  pro jects involving a greater am ount o f risk than  reasonably bearable by a single 
contracting  au thority . Therefore  new rules on cross-border jo in t p rocurem ent designating the  
applicable law should be established in o rder to  fac ilita te  cooperation between contracting  
au thorities  across th e  Single M arke t."
The Artic le  38s o f th e  d irective  proposal represents a firs t a tte m p t to  provide concrete means fo r 
contracting  au thorities  from  d iffe ren t M em ber States to  develop jo in t procurem ents:
•  Several contracting au thorities  may purchase works, supplies a n d /o r services from  or th rough  a 
central purchasing body6 located in ano the r M em ber State. In th a t case, the  p rocurem ent procedure 
shall be conducted in accordance w ith  th e  national provisions o f the  M em ber State w here th e  central 
purchasing body is located.
•  Several contracting  au thorities  from  d iffe ren t M em ber States may jo in tly  award a public contract. 
In th a t case, the  partic ipa ting  contracting  au thorities  shall conclude an agreem ent th a t determ ines:
- w hich national provisions shall apply to  the  p rocurem ent procedure;
- th e  in terna l organization o f th e  p rocurem ent procedure.
•  W here several contracting  au thorities  from  d iffe re n t M em ber States have set up a jo in t legal en tity  
(e.g. European Groupings o f te rr ito r ia l cooperation) the  applicable national p rocurem ent rules may 
be o f one o f the  fo llow ing  M em ber States:
- the  national provisions o f th e  M em ber State w here  the  jo in t legal e n tity  has its registered office;
- th e  national provisions o f th e  M em ber State w here the  jo in t legal e n tity  is carrying o u t its activities.

The possible changes to  the  legal fram ew ork  fo r  p rocurem ent are still qu ite  d is tan t as the  firs t 
transposition  o f th e  d irective  in M em ber States legal fram ew ork  is foreseen at th e  earliest fo r 
2015-2016. Therefore, the  EC and M em ber States should begin to  act now  to  p rom ote  cross-border 
jo in t public procurem ents as a key to o l fo r  tackling societal challenges.

STRATEGY, SELECTION CRITERIA AND IM PLEM EN TATIO N

The m a jo rity  o f EU countries are still fa r to  e laborate clear guidance, strategy, m ethodo logy and 
crite ria  to  p rom ote  the  sh ift from  trad ition a l p rocurem ent schemes to  Joint Public Procurem ent 
strategies.
The aspects o f th e  deve lopm ent o f JPP strategies should proceed via a m ix o f hard and soft 
measures:

In o rder to  adopt a JPP, JPI Oceans should pre lim inary:
• Iden tify  th e  p rio rity  and product looking at com petitive  advantage.
•  Iden tify  and evaluate benefits/costs (strategy, structure , and im p lem enta tion ), securing 

stakeholder buy-in is key fo r  th e  long-term  success o f jo in t p rocurem ent pro jects (m arket 
in fo rm a tion  included).

5 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on public procurement, COM(2011) 
896 final.
6 A Central Purchasing Body (CPB) is defined in the EC Public Sector Directive as a contracting authority that: 
acquires supplies or services intended for one or more contracting authorities; or awards public contracts for 
works, supplies or services intended for one or more contracting authorities; or concludes framework 
agreements for works, supplies or services intended for one or more contracting authorities. CPB have already 
been developed under the Directive 2004/18 on Public Procurements.
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•  Ex-ante evaluation o f the  feasib ility , dem onstra ting  th a t th e  proposed activ ity  is practical and 
achievable.

•  Define appropria te  com m unication strategies including: existing public au thorities  networks, 
existing public au thorities  associations, d issem ination th rough  na tiona l/reg iona l media channels.
The evaluation o f feas ib ility  should imply:

th e  iden tifica tion  o f the  best practices o f p rocurem ent across m em bers sta tes/pa rtic ipa ting  
countries to  be po ten tia lly  applied as jo in tly  developed;
th e  de fin ition  o f the  governance (single access point, centra liza tion vs decentra liza tion); 
th e  de fin ition  and iden tifica tion  o f the  supporting sta ff (experts/m anagers).

In o rder to  set up a JP activ ity, in princip le  at least tw o  au thorities  should be involved: in the  case o f 
JPI Oceans th e  adoption  w ill fo llo w  th e  general rules fo r  Joint Actions (at the  m om en t requiring fo u r 
partic ipants to  be involved).
Partic ipating au thorities  w ill need to  fo rm alize  th e ir  co llabora tion  th rough  a Partnership Agreem ent 
o r M oU including:
• the  reasons and objectives o f th e  jo in t activ ity,
• the  name o f th e  partic ipa ting  authorities,
• the  area(s), product(s), service(s) to  be purchased,
• the  procedure to  be undertaken.

According to  th e  d e fin ition  given in Lena Tsipori 2013 (EC Policy b rie f n.2, Public P rocurem ent o f 
Innovation), we can distinguish betw een Public Procurem ent o f Innovation and Pre-Commercial 
Procurem ent, the  firs t being a dem and-side policy ins trum ent in fluencing innovation. They also 
clearly pin dow n the  concept o f "d ire c t" p rocurem ent (i.e., w here  th e  procuring organization is also 
th e  end-user o f the  product) and the  "ca ta ly tic " p rocurem ent (where th e  role o f th e  procuring 
organization consists o f coord inating  and provid ing techn ical support w h ile  th e  bene fit is m ostly fo r  
o the r end-users).
A good example o f process fo r  JPP has been adopted by T ren to  RISE and described in Di Bello e t al. 
2013.

In the  case o f JPI Oceans, the  d is tinc tion  between the  concept o f "d ire c t vs. ca ta ly tic" p rocurem ent is 
no t fundam enta l, since the  focus w ill be on th e  im pact o f th e  use o f the  jo in t public p rocurem ent on 
addressing societal challenges, th a t is, an in trins ic  ind irec t/ca ta ly tic  characteristic and can influence 
radical innovation  no t lim ited  to  regional or national contexts. Nevertheless, a "tende ring" procedure 
and a "pub lic -p rocurem ent" one can be useful to  be explained as fo llow s.

EU Tendering Procedures
The EC Directives distinguish five  d iffe ren t procedures fo r  public procurem ent.
In open procedures, any interested econom ic ope ra to r may subm it an o ffe r in response to  the  
pub lica tion  o f the  notice placed in th e  O fficial Journal o f th e  European Union (OJEU). Contracting 
au thorities  m ust then  provide add itiona l in fo rm a tion  to  th e  in terested suppliers at least 6 days 
before  th e  fina l date o f rece ip t o f o ffe rs7.
This kind o f procedure best suits w hen Contracting au thorities  are expecting only a small num ber o f 
suppliers to  answer to  the  pub lica tion o f th e  notice.
In restricted procedure the re  are tw o  stages: once a notice  is placed in the  OJEU (TED database), in 
37 days, econom ic operators may request to  partic ipa te  and then, only those selected by the  
Contracting au th o rity  w ill be invited to  subm it a tender. The deadline fo r  the  receipt o f tenders is at 
least 40 days a fte r sending th e  inv ita tion . Candidate's selection is based on objective  criteria

7 Article 39, Directive 2004/18/EC 31.03.2004
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(financial standing, technical capability, etc.). The tim e  lim it runs from  th e  date on w hich the  Contract 
notice  was sent in open procedures (52 days), and from  th e  date on w hich th e  inv ita tion  to  o ffe r was 
sent in restricted procedures (37 days). W hen a large num ber o f suppliers are available on the  
m arket and the  services required are very complex, Contract A u thorities  may pre fer to  privilege 
qua lity  in choosing th e  candidates. Restricted procedure then  w ill be preferred.
Due to  urgency, a restricted procedure may be accelerated, substitu ting  fo r  the  lim it o f 37 days a 
lim it o f no t less than 15 days from  the  date o f despatch o f th e  Contract notice, and 10 days in case 
th e  Contracting a u th o rity  has tran sm itted  th e  Contract notice by e lectron ic means8. Considering th a t 
th is  accelerated restricted procedure may lim it com petition  betw een candidates, it m ust be 
in te rp re ted  restrictive ly, and the  existence o f ob jective  circumstances m ust be proved9.
Both in open and restricted procedures, th e  award crite ria  fo r  tenders are th e  low est price and the  
econom ically m ost advantageous, (best value fo r  m oney) plus several ob jective  crite ria  such as 
qua lity, technical assistance and service, delivery period, e tc .10 
The crite ria  m ust be non-d iscrim inatory and non-pre jud ic ia l to  fa ir  com petition .
W hen th e  use o f open o r restricted procedure w ill no t a llow  th e  award o f the  Contract, Contracting 
Au thorities , especially in the  case o f particu la rly  com plex Contracts, may consider th e  use o f the  
C om petitive  Dialogue w ith  candidates selected, in o rder to  iden tify  and define th e  best so lu tion or 
solutions able to  satisfy th e ir  needs. During th e  dialogue, all aspects o f th e  Contract w ill be discussed, 
and equality  o f tre a tm e n t m ust be ensured among all candidates11. The procedure may take place in 
m ore stages: pre-dialogue activ ities (pro ject set up, p lanning and preparation), d ialogue and post­
d ialogue phase (submission o f fina l o ffers and bid evaluation). In th e  Com petitive  Dialogue 
procedure, costs are probably higher than in o the r negotia ted procedures, both fo r  Contracting 
au thorities  and fo r  candidates, as th ey  w ill be asked to  partic ipa te  in several discussions and to  
subm it deta iled bids. On the  o the r side, a deta iled planning w ill ensure e ffective  p rocurem ent o f 
in fra s truc tu re 12.
In negotia ted procedure. Contracting au thorities  consult the  econom ic operators o f th e ir  choice and 
in respect o f rules o f good adm in istra tion, negotia te w ith  one o r m ore o f them  th e  technical, 
adm in istra tive  and financia l cond itions o f the  Contract.
The negotia tion  process is com plex and Contracting au thorities  can use th is  procedure only in 
exceptional cases, all listed by D irective 2004/18/EC 31.03.2004, w he ther the  p rio r pub lica tion o f a 
Contract notice  is required o r n o t13.
According to  the  D irective 2004/18 above m entioned, Design Contest are those procedures which 
enable the  Contracting A u th o rity  to  acquire a plan o r design selected by a ju ry  a fte r being pu t o u t to  
com petition , w ith  o r w ith o u t the  award o f prizes14. These procedures are used m ainly in th e  fie lds o f 
to w n  and coun try  planning, a rch itectu re  and engineering o r data processing. As expressly provided 
by th e  same Directive, the  Contr
acting A u th o rity  m ust foresee clear non-d iscrim inatory admission crite ria  (te rr ito r ia l lim ita tions, 
lim ita tion  to  natura l o r legal persons only). Participants subm it th e ir  pro jects to  the  ju ry  
anonym ously, and the  ju ry  delibera te  independently, autonom ously, and considering only the  criteria  
foresee in th e  design contest notice.

8 EU Guide v. 2c, March 2012, "The EU Directives on Public Procurement", University of Cambridge, Finance Division 
Procurement Services, p. 2.
9 See Articles 38 (4), Directive 2004/18/EC 31.03.2004.
10 Heijboer Govert & Jan Telgen, 2002. "Choosing the open or the restricted procedure: a big deal or a big 
deal?" Journal of Public Procurement, vol. 2, issue 2, p. 187-216.
11 Burnett Michael, EIPASCOPE 2009/2, "Using Competitive Dialogue in EU Public 
Procurement ".(www.eipa.eu), p. 17-23.
12 See Michael Burnett, Op. cit.
13 See Articles 30 and 31, Directive 2004/18/EC 31.03.2004.
14 Article 1 (11 e), Directive 2004/18/EC 31.03.2004.
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Pre-Commercial Procurem ent
Pre-Commercial P rocurem ent (PCP) is a particu la r approach o f procuring Research and Developm ent 
services only, in w hich risk benefit sharing at m arket cond ition  is applied, bu t does no t constitu te  
State aid. The PCP process, according to  EU Com m unication 14.12.200715 and the  Commission Staff 
W ork ing  D ocu m e n tl6  should be organized in th re e  phases (and eventual sub-phases): a so lution 
exp lora tion  phase, p ro to typ ing, and the  original deve lopm ent o f a firs t batch o f products validated 
th rough  fie ld  tests.
The aim is to  help public au thorities  to  im prove qua lity  and effic iency o f public services, and to  use 
research results to  obta in  b e tte r value fo r  m oney m ore quickly, by converting them  in to  new 
products and jobs.
Some examples o f on-going EC funded PCP pro jects doing jo in t cross-border PCP procurem ents are: 
SILVER (Robotics so lutions fo r  e lderly  care), CHARM (Traffic m anagem ent), V-CON (V irtual 
Construction /  M odelling  o f Roads), SMART@FIRE (Integra ted ICTs fo r  Smart Personal Protective 
Equipm ent fo r Fire Fighters and First Responders), DECIPHER (applications based on D istributed EC 
Individual Personal Health Records), PRACE 3IP (high energy e ffic ien t high perform ance com puting). 
New PCP pro jects recently started in 2013: C4E (Cloud com puting), ENIGMA (lighting so lutions fo r 
cities), 5 m ore pro jects to  s ta rt soon in e-health, e-learning and d ig ita l preservation. For m ore 
in fo rm a tion  about EU funded cross border PCP projects: 
h ttp ://co rd is .eu rop a .eu /fp 7 /ic t/pcp /p ro je c ts_ en .h tm l
Examples o f Pre-commercial Procurem ent done by procurers in countries around Europe w ith o u t EU 
support: see h ttp ://co rd is .eu rop a .eu /fp 7 /ic t/pcp /m s in itia tive s_e n .h tm l
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3 .1 .3 . STRUCTURAL FUNDS

PREAMBLE

Research activ ities require  the  invo lvem ent o f researchers firs t bu t also th e  perfo rm ing  and fund ing  
organizations. This is w ha t usually is re fe rred  as th e  com plex in teraction  between research spaces 
and research fie lds (Nedeva 2013) w hich in tu rn  requires a d ifficu lt m atching o f tim escales (as an 
example very d iffe ren t fo r  bu ild ing in frastructu res o r running projects) and instrum ents fo r  fund ing  
(to  guarantee sustainable long-term  objectives).
In th is  context, to  increase the  im pact and e ffic iency o f fund ing, synergies betw een d iffe ren t 
program m es and instrum ents is encouraged and recently a large emphasis has been devoted to  a 
com m on strategic fram ew ork  fo r  s tructura l funds to  be aligned/synchronized w ith  Horizon 2020 (see 
th e  Specific Programme and Rules o f Participation, in particu la r the  articles on W idening 
Partic ipation, co-funding, Access to  risk finance).
S tructura l Funds address a large budget in the  European Union and largely no t hom ogeneously 
d is tribu ted  geographically. Part o f th is  budget can be considered as focused on research. The 
activ ities fo r  th e ir  spending d iffe r betw een European regions w hich can have d iffe re n t p rio rities. We 
have indeed to  d istinguish betw een the  strategic synergies and the  synchronization o f national, 
regional, European funds and the  synergies or b e tte r th e  coord ination  between M em ber States or 
regions (trans-national cooperation). In fact, access to  S tructural Funds does no t im p ly trans-na tiona l 
cooperation w h ile  m ost o f the  o the r EU research fund ing  program m es require.
Regions are considered th e  engines o f innovation  and despite few  examples o f 
ins trum ents /in itia tives  to  coord inate  th e  regional research funds, the  p rio ritiza tion  and a llocation o f 
funds at regional level could no t involve a European context and are m anly absent from  the  
coord ination  o f national research program m es (see figure  3.1.3.1). The Smart Specialization process 
is a huge step fo rw ard  th e  aim o f strategica lly fram e the  regional program m ing at EU level, bu t it is in 
a early stage o f im p lem en ta tion  and w ill p robably need tim e  to  be developed everywhere 
successfully.

■  Budget ■  NL o f participations

Figure 3.1.3.1: Partic ipation to  European jo in t program m es (from  200 to  2009) by types o f agencies 
(num ber and vo lum e o f fund ing) indicates th a t regional agencies play only a m arginal role. Courtesy 
o f th e  JOREP project.
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This section w ill th e re fo re  address the  issue o f th e  use o f S tructural Funds fo r  synergies and strategic 
a lignm ent w ith  actions adopted by JPI Oceans, having in m ind th a t the  governance o f JPI Oceans 
(term s o f reference) does no t consider Regions as representatives at th e  decision Boards o r involve 
them  o ffic ia lly  in th e  consu lta tion process.

STRUCTURAL FUNDS AND R&D

JPI m em ber states, in o rder to  encourage research and innovation, can benefit from  a p le thora  o f 
national and European funds. Studies and reports underline th a t many key drivers o f research and 
innovation  are m ost e ffective ly  addressed at the  regional level17, due to  the  geographical proxim ity , 
com m on cu ltura l context th a t fac ilita te  the  creation o f partnerships and clusters, the  in teg ra tion  o f 
local actors th a t enhances th e  acceptance o f po litica l strategies. Regional au thorities  are thus playing 
a substantia l role in defin ing strategies and managing financia l resources, including in R&D. In the  JPI 
Oceans th e  regions are no t s tructu ra lly  involved in te rm s o f partic ipa tion  or dialogue, nor have been 
included in th e  JPI Governance structure.

W ith in  EU funds, the  Cohesion Policy Instrum ents represent toge ther, in te rm s o f available budget, 
th e  m ost im p orta n t fund ing  mechanism fo r  research and innovation  at regional level, w ith  an even 
increasing role. It is estim ated th a t during th e  financia l program m ing period 2000-2006 around 29.5 
b illion  Euros w ere spent on research, technologica l deve lopm ent and innovation, w h ile  € 86.5 
allocated in th e  cu rren t period 2007-2013, o f w hich € 65 b illion  from  the  European Regional 
Developm ent Fund (ERDF)18. In th e  new financia l period 2014-2020, assuming the  same ratio  
betw een the  funds from  ERDF and th e  to ta l fo r  R&l, the  am ount dedicated at research and 
innovation  is estim ated to  be w ith in  the  range o f 90-100 b illion  Euros. This am oun t is the  resu lt o f an 
estim ate based on the  to ta l a llocation fo r  th e  Cohesion Policy and th e  required a llocation percentage 
o f th e  European Regional Developm ent Fund budget on measures supporting innovation  and R&D, 
th e  d ig ita l agenda, th e  com petitiveness o f SMEs and the  sh ift tow ards a low  carbon econom y. The 
Regulation foreseen d iffe ren t percentages fo r  categories o f regions, in details at least 60% o f the  
ERFD budget fo r  Research and Innovation and SMEs (plus at least 20% fo r  energy) fo r  m ore 
developed and trans ition  regions, and at least 44% fo r  least developed regions (plus at least 6% fo r 
energy).

Total estimated allocations and ERDF concentration in R&l and SMEs priorities 2014-2010

Allocations19 
Cohesion 

policy in billion 
€

ERDF (max 
%)

ERDF (max in 
billion €)

% ERDF to 
R&l & SMEs

Amount 
ERDF to R&l 
& SMEs (in 
billion €)

More developed 
Regions

49,3 48% 23,7 60% 14,2

Transition
regions

31,5 60% 18,9 60% 11,3

17 The European Commission considers that "Innovation is most effectively addressed at regional level, as 
physical proximity fosters the partnerships between actors in both public and private sectors". Commission of 
the European Communities (2007b), Competitive European Regions through Research and Innovation. A 
contribution to more growth and more and better jobs.
18 European Commission, DG employment, social affairs and equal opportunities, DG Regional policy, Cohesion 
Policy 2007-2013: Research and Innovation.
19 Updated data as of July 2013.
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Less developed 
regions

163,7 75% 122,8 44% 54

Sub-total 244,5 165,4 80*

* This am oun t only refers to  the  estim ated allocations to  R&l and SMEs o f the  ERDF. Cohesion funds 
dedicated at R&l and SMEs is estim ated at approxim ate ly  90-100 b illion  euros.

Table 3.1.3.1: Total estim ated allocations and ERDF concentra tion  in R&l and SMEs fo r  th e  2014-2020 
financia l period.

Follow ing th e  Commission "N ew  Partnership fo r  g row th  and jobs", th e  p rom otion  o f research and 
innovation  became a main p rio r ity  in th e  Cohesion policy's fo r  the  2007-2013 period. This includes 
p rom oting  sustainable deve lopm ent and strengthening com petitiveness as essential to  concentra te  
resources on research and innovation, entrepreneursh ip, in fo rm a tion  society and tra in ing , and 
focusing th e  scope o f the  European Regional D eve lopm ent Fund (ERDF) and o f th e  European Social 
Fund (ESF) on investm ent d irectly  re levant to  innovation.
The Structura l funds finance productive  investm ents in European regions in o rder to  con tribu te  to  
th e  harm onious deve lopm ent o f the  EU by reducing d isparities among regions and sustaining 
regional g row th  and competiveness. As the  Research and deve lopm ent investm ents fu lfill these 
objectives, th e  S tructura l funds unlock g row th  potentia l investing in fo u r key com ponents: Research 
and Developm ent and innovation; entrepreneursh ip ; ICT take-up and human capital deve lopm ent. 
The Structura l funds con tribu te  to  p rom ote  and advance R&D supporting  several measures th a t 
include: public and private  research in frastructures; R&D equ ipm ent and ins trum enta tion ; 
estab lishm ent o f public and private  centres and ins titu tions; support o f public and private 
partnership; tra in ing  o f research personnel; support fo r  techno logy trans fe r mechanisms, p ro tection  
and m anagem ent o f in te llec tua lly  p rope rty  rights, exp lo ita tion  and m arketing; support to  regional 
research and innovation  strategies, including regional fo res igh t and in terregiona l cooperation; 
deve lopm ent o f risk capital m arket.
In te rm s o f fund ing  instrum ents, the  cu rren t Cohesion policy supports the  regional and social policy 
th rough  th e  European Regional Developm ent Fund, the  Cohesion Fund20, m ainly devoted at financing 
in frastructures, bu t no t fo r  RTDI, and the  European Social Fund, dedicated at human capital. Three 
are th e  objectives: Convergence, Regional Competiveness and Em ploym ent, Territo ria l Cooperation.

20 The Cohesion Fund is devoted to European countries and regions with Gross National Income (GNI) lower 
than 90% of the EU average. It finances actions in the field of trans-European transport networks and the 
environment.



Structural fund« 2007-2013 
convergence and regional competitiveness 

and employment objective« 
by NUTS 2 region« [NUTS 2O03|

I C onvergence regone  

I Ph«eng-om regone 
I P h a s n g -n  regions

I C om petitiveness and  em ploym ent regions

Figure 3.1.3.2: Eligible areas in the  Convergence Objective and th e  Competiveness and Em ploym ent 
Objective, under the  Cohesion Policy 2007-2013. Convergence regions are those having per capita 
GDP th a t is less than 75% o f th e  EU average. Phasing-out regions are those th a t w h ile  previously 
e lig ib le  fo r  th e  Convergence objective, as a consequence o f th e  fa llen o f the  EU average GDP a fte r 
th e  enlargem ent to  12 new m em ber states in 2004 and 2007, w ere  s lightly above th e  75% thresho ld . 
Phasing-in regions are regions fo rm e rly  having th e  equ iva len t status o f convergence regions and 
w here  GDP exceeds 75% o f the  EU-15 average.

Focusing on the  d iffe re n t funds, th e  European Regional Developm ent Fund, a im ing at strengthening 
econom ic and social cohesion o f EU regions by correcting imbalances betw een them  and in tervening 
in th e  th ree  objectives o f the  regional policy, finances in frastructu res to  research and innovation  as 
w ell as technical assistance measures. Going in to  the  details o f each objective, under the  
convergence objective  th e  ERDF concentrates on m odernizing and d iversify ing econom ic structures, 
safeguarding and creating sustainable jobs in th e  Research and technologica l deve lopm ent. Under 
th e  Regional com petitiveness and em p loym en t objective  the  fund  supports in itia tives aimed at 
strengthening regional capacities fo r  research and technologica l deve lopm ent. Finally, w ith in  the
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European Territo ria l Cooperation objective  th e  ERDF focuses on the  deve lopm ent o f econom ic and 
social cross-border activities, the  estab lishm ent o f transnationa l cooperation, including b ila tera l 
cooperation betw een m aritim e  regions, and increasing th e  effic iency o f regional policy th rough  
in terreg iona l p rom otion  and cooperation, ne tw ork ing  and exchange o f experiences.
The European Social Fund aims at s trengthening com petitiveness and em p loym ent by helping 
countries and regions to  adapt th e  w orkfo rce , th e ir  enterprises and entrepreneurs w ith  a view  to  
im proving th e  antic ipa tion  and positive m anagem ent o f econom ic change th rough  innovation  and 
p rom otion  o f th e  knowledge society, and investing in human resources.

In o rder to  define the  expend iture  and allocations to  research, technologica l deve lopm ent and 
innovation, the  DG Regio considers, fo r  the  period 2007-2013 th e  fo llow ing  expend iture  categories21:

R&TD activ ities in research centres 
-■i R&TD in fras truc tu re  and centres o f com petence in a specific technology 
■Si Technology trans fe r and im provem ent o f cooperation netw orks

Assistance to  R&TD, particu la rly  in SMEs (includ ing access to  R&TD services in research 
centres)
Investm ent in firm s d irectly  linked to  research and innovation 

■Si O ther measures to  s tim ula te  research and innovation  and en trepreneursh ip  in SMEs 
3 i In fo rm ation  and com m unication technologies
3 i In fo rm ation  and com m unication technologies (TEN-ICT)

Services and applications fo r  citizens (e-health, e-governm ent)
Services and applications fo r  SMEs (e-commerce, education and tra in ing , netw orking, etc.) 
O ther measures fo r  im proving access to  and e ffic ien t use o f ICTs by SMEs

3 i Developing human potentia l in th e  fie ld  o f research and innovation, in particu la r th rough
post-graduate
studies and tra in ing  o f researchers, and ne tw ork ing  activ ities betw een universities, research 
centres and businesses

Plus "S upport to  firm s and o the r investm ents no t d irec tly  re lating to  RTDI", fo llow ing  under the  
categories of:

Advanced support services fo r  firm s and groups o f firm s 
O ther investm ent in firm s22.

The statistics on the  EU Cohesion policy instrum ents dedicated to  research and innovation  projects, 
including the  m ainstream ing o f innovative  actions and experim enta tion , account a to ta l budget o f
86.5 b illion  Euros, corresponding to  a lm ost 25% o f to ta l EU investm ents in R&D. In details, 50.5 
b illion  Euros (alm ost 60% o f the  abovem entioned budget) is devoted to  Research and D evelopm ent 
and innovation  in the  s tric t sense, including € 10.2 b illion  to  RTD infrastructu res and centres o f 
com petence, € 9 b illion  fo r  investm ents in companies d irec tly  linked to  research, € 5.8 fo r  RTD 
activ ities in research centres, € 5.7 b illion  fo r  assistance in RTD, in particu la r in SMEs, € 5.6 b illion  fo r 
technology trans fe r and the  netw orks cooperation, € 4.9 b illion  in developing human capital in the  
R&D fie ld , € 2.6 b illion  to  assist SMEs in p rom oting  env ironm enta lly -friend ly  products and processes. 
The rem ain ing am ount is dedicated to  human capital (€ 14.5 b illion), including tra in ing  and services,

21 The categories used in the financial period 2000-2006 were different, but comparable to the ones adopted in 
the current period.
22 Other studies consider different categories, not including in particular categories related to the general 
diffusion of ICT's and other generic ICT support. See Cohesion Policy and Regional Research and Innovation 
Potential, An analysis of the effects of Structural Funds support for Research, Technological Development and 
Innovation 2000-2010.



life-long learning systems and strategies, design and dissem ination o f innovative  and productive  
ways o f organizing w ork; in fo rm a tion  and com m unication technologies (€ 13.2 b illion), in particu la r 
to  advance services and applications fo r  citizens like e-governm ent, e-health, e-inclusion, and fo r 
SMEs, like e-comm erce, education and tra in ing , netw ork ing; to  en trepreneursh ip  (€ 8.3 billion), 
m ainly fo r  advanced support services fo r  firm s and se lf-em ploym ent and business start-ups.
M ore  than  €2 b illion  or 27% o f th e  to ta l available budget fo r  te rr ito r ia l cooperation go in to  research 
and innovation  related activities.

Regarding th e  objective  o f the  EU cohesion policy, the  Convergence objective  counts fo r  th e  highest 
budget fo r  th e  seven years period (€ 281.3 b illion) o f w hich 21.8% represents the  innovation 
percentage (€ 61.4 b illion); th e  objective  Regional com petitiveness and em p loym ent counts fo r  € 55 
b illion  w ith  an innovation  percentage o f 39.6% (€ 21.8 b illion); the  European Territo ria l Cooperation 
objective  counts € 7.8 b illion  w ith  26.5% o f innovation (€ 2 b illion). Considering th e  fo u r spending 
categories (RTDI, entrepreneursh ip, Innovative ICT and human capital) and going in to  th e  details o f 
each innovation percentage, RTDI represents the  20,6% o f the  Innovation percentage w ith in  the  
Regional com petitiveness objective, th e  52,1% com pared to  the  to ta l am ount dedicated to  
innovation  under th is  objective ; the  15,9% w ith in  the  Territo ria l cooperation, corresponding to  60.2% 
o f the  to ta l am ount under th is  objective ; and the  13,2% w ith in  the  Convergence objective, o r the  
60.3% o f the  am ount devoted to  innovation.
In o rder to  analyse m ore specifically the  available data, a d istinctions betw een R&D and innovation is 
reported  in many studies and reports. This d is tinc tion  is based on th e  de fin ition  adopted in the  OECD 
Oslo Manual, th a t includes in innovation activ ities all scientific, technologica l, organizational, 
financia l and com m ercial steps leading o intended to  lead, to  the  im p lem enta tion  o f innovations23. 
To d iffe ren tia te  R&D from  innovation  the  la tte r comprises a num ber o f activ ities no t included in 
R&D, such as la ter phases o f deve lopm ent fo r  p reproduction , production  and d is tribu tion , 
deve lopm ent activ ities w ith  a lesser degree o f novelty, support activ ities such as tra in ing  and m arket 
prepara tion , and deve lopm ent and im p lem en ta tion  activ ities fo r innovation, i.e. new m arketing 
m ethods o r new organizational m ethods. As a consequence th e  in terventions are d iffe ren tia ted  
fo llo w in g  the  concept o f "core  RTDI" and "business innova tion", focusing th e  la tte r on ind irect 
support measures.
Follow ing th is  classification, in the  cu rren t financia l period 2007-2013 "core  RTDI" includes, as fie lds 
o f in te rven tion , R&TD activ ities in research centres; R&TD in frastructu re  and centres o f com petence 
in a specific technology; technology trans fe r and im provem ent o f cooperation netw orks; assistance 
to  R&TD, particu la rly  in SMEs (including access to  R&TD services in research centres); developing 
human poten tia l in the  fie ld  o f research and innovation, in particu la r th rough  postgraduate studies. 
"Business innova tion" includes: advanced support services fo r  firm s and groups o f firm s; assistance 
to  SMEs fo r  the  p rom otion  o f env ironm enta lly -friend ly  products and p roduction  processes; 
investm ent in firm s d irectly  linked to  research and innovation ; o the r investm ent in firm s; o the r 
measures to  stim ula te  research and innovation  and en trepreneursh ip  in SMEs; services and 
applications fo r  SMEs (e-commerce, education and tra in ing , netw ork ing, etc.).
Each o f the  "core  RTDI" categories represents about 2% o f to ta l S tructura l funds allocations fo r  2007- 
2013 period, w ith  the  exception o f R&TD infrastructu res and centres o f com petence in a specific 
technology, th a t accounts fo r  3%. Comparing the  data w ith  the  financia l period 2000-2006, 
technology trans fe r and im provem ent cooperation netw orks show the  same percentage share o f 
to ta l S tructural Funds bu t its absolute am oun t increased from  3.2 b illion  Euros to  € 5.5. The relative 
and absolute allocations to  R&TD in frastructu res increased from  2% to  3% and from  € 2.8 b illion  to  € 
9.6 b illion  in 2007-2013.

23 OECD 2005.



Considering the  a llocation among the  them atic  categories, the  main category is R&TD in frastructu re  
and centres o f com petence in a specific technology, w ith  31% o f to ta l a llocations to  "core  RTDI", 
fo llow ed  by R&TD activ ities in research centres and assistance to  R&TD particu la rly  in SMEs (both 
w ith  18% each), techno logy trans fe r and im provem ent o f cooperation netw orks (17%), and 
developing th e  human potentia l in th e  fie ld  o f research and innovation  in particu la r th rough  post­
graduate studies (16%). The a llocation d is tribu tions w ith in  p rio rities  do no t d iffe r from  2000-2006 
period, w ith  th e  only exception o f R&TD infrastructu re .
Focusing on the  S tructura l Funds budget a llocation to  "business innova tion", in the  2007-2013 it has 
doubled com pared to  the  2000-2006 period, to  reach the  11% o f th e  to ta l S tructural Funds budget in 
th e  cu rren t period24. The leading prio rities  are o the r investm ents in firm s, w ith  36% o f all a llocations; 
investm ent in firm s d irectly  linked to  research and innovation  w ith  23%, and o the r measure to  
stim u la te  research and innovation  and entrepreneursh ip  in SMEs w ith  16%. These data represent the  
increasing a tte n tio n  o f EU fund ing  to  support SMEs, th e ir  com petitiveness and innovation.

Since the  financia l period 2000-2006 Structural Funds, no tab ly  the  European Regional D evelopm ent 
Fund, have become a key ins trum ent fo r  foste ring  and supporting  research, technologica l 
deve lopm ent and innovation  in Europe. This is confirm ed by the  considerable g row th  o f Structural 
Funds spending betw een the  cu rren t and previous period. As already reported, in the  period 2000- 
2006 5% o f to ta l S tructural funds expenditures w ere invested fo r  research, technologica l 
deve lopm ent and innovation, o f w hich one th ird  was pu t in the  "core RTDI" measures, m ainly 
technology transfe r, RTDI in frastructu res and research projects, w h ile  tw o  th irds  w ere  invested in 
in itia tives supporting business innovation. In th e  cu rren t financia l period 2007-2013 th e  percentage 
o f S tructura l funds expenditures dedicated to  RTDI measures consistently increased, w ith  most 
s ign ificant sh ift between the  previous period occurred in te rm s o f a llocation in RTD infrastructures.

A key d iffe rence in te rm s o f strategic o rien ta tions in th e  allocations fo r  the  2007-2013 period, 
com pared to  th e  2000-2006 period, is th e  greater them atic  d iffe ren tia tion . Indeed reports  show a 
m ore balanced d is tribu tion  betw een d iffe ren t fie lds o f expenditures in the  2007-2013 period. The 
analysis o f regional S tructural funds expenditures and allocations at the  level o f ind ividual fie lds o f 
expenditures reveals d iffe ring  im portance given to  categories o f expenditures by d iffe re n t regions. 
For instance in the  cu rren t period regions in France, Finland, Belgium, Luxembourg, Poland, Slovakia, 
th e  Czech Republic and Lithuania focus m ainly on the  R&TD infrastructures, w h ile  regions in the  
Netherlands and Portugal focused on technology transfe r. Regions in Romania, Hungary and Greece 
focused the  m ost on human po ten tia l in th e  fie ld  o f research and innovation, whereas assistance to  
R&TD fo r  SMEs was th e  main p rio r ity  fo r  regions in Spain, Bulgaria and Austria. S im ilarly d iffe ren t 
approaches exist in various areas o f business innovation fund ing. In general, th e  evidence suggests 
th a t w h ile  Convergence regions25 tend  to  use S tructural funds support as a com prehensive fund ing  
source encompassing research, innovation and en trepreneursh ip  policies, the  Com petitiveness 
regions tend  to  focus re la tive ly  m ore on ta rgeted  support to  business innovation.
Such trends in addressing and devoting S tructura l funds fo r  research and technologica l deve lopm ent 
re flec t an increasing d iffe ren tia tion  in strategies and approaches to  the  use o f Cohesion Policy 
Instrum ents by regions. In adopting d is tinc t paths in spending the  Cohesion policy financia l 
resources, regions adapt the  available instrum ents and th e ir  them atic  scope to  th e ir  specific need 
and existing regional and national policy com bination. As a decentra lized EU instrum ent, the  
Cohesion policy mechanisms a llow  countries and regions to  d irect th e  financia l support according to

24 OECD data. DG Region official statistics uses a broader concept of RTDI activities.
25 Convergence regions are the regions having per capita gross domestic product (GDP) less than 75% of the 
average GDP of the EU. For a detailed list of regions eligible for funding from the Structural Funds under the 
Convergence objective see ec.europa.eu/regional_policy.
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th e ir  po litica l and strategic objectives. Focusing on the  macro level, the  Cohesion policy mechanisms 
are fundam enta l ins trum ent to  fos te r com petitiveness, cohesion and research excellence. A 
sign ificant share o f structura l funds spending has increasingly been devoted to  research policies and 
in itia tives, notab ly research in frastructu res and fund ing  research projects.
The effects o f th e  Cohesion policy instrum ents on im proving research and innovation  perform ance 
go beyond th e  question o f th e  patterns o f d irect expenditure  on research and deve lopm ent and 
innovation  projects, im plying an analysis o f the  connections betw een RTDI expenditure  and regional 
socio-econom ic perform ance. Oughton, Landabaso and M organ analysed th e  so called "regional 
innovation  paradox", nam ely the  "appa ren t contrad ic tion  betw een th e  com parative ly greater need 
to  spend on innovation  in lagging regions and th e ir  re la tive ly  low er capacity to  absorb public funds 
earm arked fo r  the  p rom otion  o f innovation  and to  invest in innovation  re la tive  activities, compared 
to  m ore advanced reg ions"26. The authors based th e ir  conclusions on an em pirical analysis revealing 
strong com p lem entarities among business, education and governm ent spending on research and 
deve lopm ent, and techno logy /innova tion  policy and industria l policies tend ing  to  move in opposite  
d irections. In o rder to  solve th is  paradox they  suggest in particu la r to  adopt: policies able to  increase 
th e  innovation  capacity o f regions by w ork ing  both  on the  demand and th e  supply side o f the  system 
to  increase private and public sectors investm ents in innovation; policies th a t in tegra te  technology 
and industria l policies by foste ring  expend iture  on innovation  activ ity  w ith in  m ainstream  industria l 
policy program m es.

Regarding the  innovation, the  Barca Report27 considers th a t innovation  is a core p rio rity  w ith in  "a 
place-based" approach to  EU cohesion. The repo rt indeed advocates fo r  "a place-based" 
in terven tions, as com plem entary measures to  develop th e  European Research Area, by selecting in 
each region a lim ited  num ber o f sectors in w hich innovation can m ost readily occur and a knowledge 
base b u ilt up, in line w ith  the  "sm art specialization" concept.

INTERREG IVC
W ith in  the  te rr ito r ia l cooperation objective, the  INTERREG IVC program m e pays particu la r a tten tion  
to  research and innova tion28. Financed th rough  th e  European Regional Developm ent Fund, it aims at 
im proving the  effectiveness o f regional policies and instrum ents w hile  con tribu ting  to  
com petitiveness and econom ic g row th  and m odernisation. W ith  and ERDF budget o f 321 m illion  
Euros fo r  th e  w ho le  period 2007-2013, 55% o f it is allocated to  "innovation  and knowledge 
econom y"29, being one o f the  tw o  prio rities  o f th e  program m e30. The program m e focuses in 
particu la r on foste ring  innovation, research and technologica l deve lopm ent by supporting research 
and innovation  in frastructures, supporting  activ ities and actors involved in the  abovem entioned 
fie lds, increasing the  proactive in teraction  in the  knowledge-businesses-public sector triangle , boost 
eco-innovation and th e  use and uptake o f environm enta l fr ien d ly  technologies and approaches, in 
particu la r th e  green public procurem ent, im proving the  capacity o f regions in te rm s o f research and 
innovation, helping to  p rom p tly  bringing innovative  ideas to  the  m arket, helping to  restructure

26 C. Oughton, M. Landabaso, K. Morgan, The Regional Innovation Paradox: Innovation Policy and Industrial 
Policy, in The Journal of Technology Transfer, January 2002, Volume 27, Number 1.
27 The European Commission invest the Italian economist Fabrizio Barca of realising, in collaboration with 
academic professors and experts, an independent analysis of the European Cohesion policy. The Barca report 
was published on April 2009. The public consultation started in 2007 after the publication of the Fourth report 
on social, economic and territorial cohesion, represent the starting point for discussing the future of the 
Cohesion policy. See also European Commission, Fifth Report on Social, Economic and Territorial Cohesion,
28 The programme follows the INTERREG MIC programme that run for the period 2002-2006.
29 39% are allocated to the second priority, environment and risk prevention, while 6% are devoted to technical 
assistance.
30 The second priority focuses on environment and risk prevention.
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regions highly dependent on trad ition a l industries. Furtherm ore th e  program m e supports 
in fo rm a tion  society in itia tives, en trepreneursh ip  and SMEs, em p loym ent and human capital, 
including th e  im provem ent o f qua lifica tions fo r  innovation, capacity build ing and know ledge transfer. 
W ith  th e  overall goal o f supporting regional and local au thorities  to  im prove th e ir  policies, m ethods 
and capacities in te rm s o f innovation  and know ledge econom y, the  program m e finances exchange o f 
experiences projects. The INTERREG IVC finances tw o  types projects: Regional In itia tive  Projects, 
w here  partners co llaborate and jo in tly  w o rk  to  exchange experiences in policies fie lds o f interest; 
Capitalisation Projects in w hich partners trans fe r good practices in to  m ainstream  programmes, th is 
requiring th e  deve lopm ent o f action plans and the  invo lvem ent o f re levant policy makers.

During th e  cu rren t financia l period fo u r call fo r  proposals have been organised. O f 204 projects, 119 
fe ll in the  p rio r ity  innovation and know ledge econom y, representing th e  58% o f the  to ta l projects. 
Concerning th e  sub-them es, m ore than  37% focused on innovation, research and technologica l 
deve lopm ent, m ore than  44% to  entrepreneursh ip  and SMEs, 20% to  in fo rm a tion  society and around 
18% to  em ploym ent, human capital and education.

THE COHESION POLICY AND STRUCTURAL FUNDS FOR THE 2 0 1 4 -2 0 2 0  PERIOD

The DG Region statistics re lating to  the  cu rren t financia l period (2007-2013), show th a t th e  w hole  
am ount provided by th e  EU Cohesion policy instrum ents to  Research and Developm ent and 
Innovation, tr ip led  com pared to  the  previous period, represents the  m ajor EU financia l con tribu tion  
to  th is  area, exceeding th e  budget o f th e  7th Fram ework Programme and o f th e  Com petitiveness and 
Innovation Programme (CIP). In the  fo rthcom ing  financia l period th is  am oun t w ill be fu rth e r 
increased and "ra tiona lized " under the  general perspective o f delivering th e  Europe 2020 strategy 
objective  o f sm art, sustainable and inclusive g row th.
In the  M ultiannua l Financial Fram ework 2014-2020 a to ta l budget o f m ore than  € 322 b illion31 w ill be 
devoted to  S tructura l funds instrum ents, w ith  around 254 concentra ted in th e  ERDF. The a llocation 
fo r  research and technologica l deve lopm ent is required to  be in m ore developed regions and 
trans ition  regions a t least 60% fo r  th e  prio rities  Research and Innovation and SMEs, w h ile  in less 
developed regions at least 44%.

31 The Total Cohesion policy counts for 376 billion Euros, including the European Territorial Cooperation (€ 11.7 
billion), the Cohesion Fund (€ 68 billion), Connecting EU Facility (€ 40 billion), the European Social Fund (€ 84 
billion).
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Jj J C rû «gfi(*HT.Ai«i- JSOT in w id-nnjr# suiIitm REGIONS

Figure 3.1.3.3: Classification o f regions fo r  th e  ERDF and the  ESF fo r  the  period 2014-2020. The 
regions are classified in th ree  categories: Less developed regions, w ith  GDP per capita less than  75% 
o f th e  EU average; Transition regions, w ith  GDP per capita betw een 75% and 90% o f th e  EU average; 
M ore  developed regions w ith  GDP per capita above 90% o f the  EU average.

On th e  basis o f th e  European Commission proposal fo r  th e  M u ltiannua l Financial Fram ework 2014- 
2 0 2032, the  new Cohesion policy and structura l instrum ents focused on th e  concepts o f s im p lifica tion  
o f policy delivery, m axim isation o f results and synergies, and increased use o f cond itiona lity33. The 
Commission focuses on linking a llocation o f funds to  th e  Europe 2020 objectives, concentra ting 
resources fo rm  the  structura l funds and national budgets on a small num ber o f them atic  p rio rities  
and m oving to  a m ore resu lts-oriented approach. In particular, the  ERDF investm ents w ill 
concentra te  on research and innovation, energy e ffic iency and renew able energy, com petitiveness o f 
SMEs.
In th e  de fin ition  o f th e  com m on provisions regulating th e  S tructural funds (ERDF, ESF, th e  Cohesion 
Fund, th e  European Agricu ltura l Fund fo r  Rural D eve lopm ent EAFRD and the  European M aritim e  and 
Fisheries Fund EMFF34) and o f th e  them atic  objectives to  be supported by each Fund35, the

32 COM(2011)500 final, 29 June 2011.
33 The European Commission adopted the legislative proposals for cohesion policy for 2014-2020 in October 
2011. COM(2011)615 final.
34 Together referred as "CSF Funds".
35 The Commission foreseen that the thematic objectives be translated into priorities specific to each CSF Fund 
and set out in the Fund-specific rules.
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Commission iden tity  "s trengthen ing  research, technologica l deve lopm ent and innova tion". This 
objective  has been closely linked to  th e  Europe 2020 ta rge t o f "im prov ing  the  cond itions fo r  research 
and deve lopm ent, in particu la r w ith  the  aim o f bringing com bined public and private  investm ents 
levels in th is  sector to  3% o f GDP"36. In the  Innovation Union docum ent o f 2010, th e  Commission 
recom m ended a com prehensive European innovation  strategy based on th e  ab ility  to  drive 
innovation  in products, services, business and social processes and models, to  recover from  the  
econom ic d ow n tu rn 37. In the  European Commission proposal the  new Cohesion policy w ill s tric tly  
depend on the  capability  o f M em ber States national and regional au thorities  to  draw  up research 
and innovation strategies fo r  sm art specialisation, in o rder to  make Structura l Funds m ore e ffic ien t. 
The sm art specialisation strategies, based on "a m ore e ffective  spending o f public resources, 
concentra ted on certa in domains o f know ledge and expertise "38, have been adopted at European 
level as a mean fo r  increasing th e  e ffic iency in research and innovation  investm ents, by in tegra ting  at 
th e  same tim e  policy and geographic areas. The concept im plies the  iden tifica tion  o f unique 
characteristics and assets o f each coun try  and region, h ighlighting each region's com petitive  
advantages, as w ell as strengthening regional innovation  systems, m axim ising know ledge flow s and 
spreading th e  benefits o f innovation th rough  th e  region.
The Cohesion policy fo r  the  2014-2020 financia l period w h ile  strongly focusing on research and 
innovation  as driv ing fo rce  fo r  keeping th e  EU com petitive , chose th e  Smart specialisation as a p re ­
cond ition , also called ex-ante evaluation, fo r  using the  European Regional Developm ent Fund to  
support th e  innovation investm ents and activities. This approach reflects th e  increasing a tte n tio n  on 
th e  d iversifica tion o f th e  regions, on regional policy as "p lace-based", w here  regional strategies are 
d is tinctive  and should be founded on exp lo iting  local assets and existing strengths.
This implies th a t M em ber States and regions develop strategy "in  place", and in particu la r iden tify  
th e  knowledge specialisations th a t best f i t  th e ir  innovation  potentia l, based on th e ir  assets and 
capabilities.

The Commission identifies as key actions fo r  th e  European Regional D evelopm ent Fund:
enhancing capacity-build ing fo r  research and innovation  excellence and technologica l 
change, by investing in innovative  so lutions and research in frastructu res and equ ipm ent, 
including supporting  fo r  nationa l/reg iona l research facilities and technology centres, th rough 
re inforced cooperation w ith  industry to  leverage private R&l investm ents; 
p rom oting  business R&l investm ents, including th e  adoption and d iffus ion  o f new 
technologies, th rough  th e  co llabora tion  w ith  actors in th e  fie ld  o f research, education, 
technology transfe r, to  help companies develop innovative  products, processes and services 
and d ivers ify  th e  na tiona l/reg iona l econom y th rough  new h igh-grow th  activities; 
supporting  capacity build ing fo r  the  sw ift econom ic exp lo ita tion  o f new ideas stem m ing from  
research and innovation, including support fo r  clusters, cooperative  partnership  between 
research, education and innovation  actors, business R&l in frastructures, p rom otion  o f R&l 
advisory services.

The m ajor focus on th e  new Cohesion policy and Structura l Funds instrum ents is the re fo re  to  address 
bottlenecks to  innovation and increase investm ent in research and deve lopm ent, th rough  close 
co llabora tion  betw een public and private actors.

36 COM(2011) 615 final/2 and SWD(2012) 61 final.
37 COM(2010) 564 final, Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the 
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions, "Europe 2020 Flagship Initiative -  Innovation 
Union".
38 OECD.



In line w ith  th e  princip les o f s im p lifica tion  and m ore e ffic ien t organisation o f fund ing  mechanisms, 
th e  new Cohesion policy recomm ends to  strengthen synergies and com plem entarities w ith  Horizon 
2020, avoiding at the  same tim e  overlapping betw een th e  tw o  instrum ents. The Common Strategic 
Fram ework underline  th a t "In o rder to  strengthen these synergies in practice, it is essential th a t the  
sm art specialisation strategies be e laborated by national a nd /o r regional managing au thorities  fo r 
Cohesion Policy funds in close co llabora tion  w ith  the  au thorities  responsible fo r  research and 
innovation  m ost d irec tly  concerned by Horizon 2020 and involving stakeholders such as universities 
and higher education ins titu tions, local industry and social pa rtne rs"39. Follow ing th is  approach, 
upstream  actions to  prepare regional research and innovation  actors to  partic ipa te  in Horizon 2020 
pro jects should be developed th rough  capacity build ing under th e  CSF Funds, nam ely th e  ERDF, w hile  
Horizon 2020 is no t intended to  sustain capacity-build ing and taking in to  account th e  geographic 
specificities in financing projects. The upstream measures can enta il enhancing research and 
innovation  in frastructu res and equ ipm en t o f EU scope bu t even sm aller research fac ilities o f regional 
in te rest upgrading in to  research excellence, the  m odernisation o f universities and research 
organisations. Downstream  actions should o ffe r the  necessary means to  exp lo it and p rom p tly  d iffuse 
research and innovation  results stem m ing from  Horizon 2020 in to  the  m arket. The CSF Funds can 
then  be used to  dep loy business services, finance incubators, dedicated networks, ad develop 
pro jects in universities to  support regional SMEs to  accede fo r  the  firs t t im e  to  EU programmes.
A t th e  same tim e  the  measure proposed by th e  Commission under th e  Horizon 2020 societal 
challenge "Inclusive Innovative and secure societies", in particu la r under the  "Closing the  innovation 
d iv ide" are considered to  be instrum enta l in creating synergies w ith  the  new Cohesion policy.
In th e  fo llo w in g  years the  issue o f coord inating  and in troducing  e ffective  synergies among d iffe ren t 
fund ing  sources managed at EU level and at nationa l/reg iona l level w ill require  innovative  answers 
and concrete and e ffective  im p lem enta tion .

JPI OCEANS R O AD M AP FOR THE USE OF STRUCTURAL FUNDS FOR M A R IN E -M A R IT IM E  
INFRASTRUCTURES

In th e  M anagem ent Board M eeting, held on 20th March in Copenhagen, the  goal o f com bin ing funds 
in the  next financia l period (2014-2020) was discussed. M em bers w ere  urged to  look in to  the  issue at 
national level, keeping in m ind th a t the  regions are preparing the  Smart Specialisation Strategies and 
th e  negotia tion  o f the  program m ing docum ents betw een M em ber States and DG Regio is now  close 
to  be concluded and at th e  period o f the  m eeting, in progress.
Finland agreed w ith  the  secretaria t to  w o rk  on preparing suggestions fo r  actions.

Synergies between Structural Funds, Horizon 2020 and Joint Programming Initiatives
There is de fin itive  need fo r  aligning national and European program m ing to  reach com m on visions 
and goals: synergies between Structura l Funds (SF), Horizon 2020 and investm ents at National and 
Regional levels are crucial to  have a positive im pact on socio-econom ic activities.
Differences in tim ing, tim e  scales and planning cycles betw een the  fund ing  Programmes cause non 
synchronized and vu lnerable  actions, especially fo r  large scale actions which need a complex 
business plan.

Human Capacity Building and In frastructures are fundam enta l aspects to  build th e  European 
Research Area and to  support th e  te rr ito r ia l deve lopm ent. O ften these tw o  aspects are strongly 
linked toge the r bu t suffe r d iffe ren t fund ing  challenges. In frastructures are costly no t on ly in te rm s o f

39 The Commission further suggest to use the Smart Specialisation Platform, established by the Commission 
itself, to support the development of these synergies.
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construction  bu t aiso fo r  m aintenance, updating o f technologies and refresher courses fo r  personnel. 
M ob ility , tra in ing  and education fo r  a new generation o f operators, researchers and technicians 
probably cost less than  large in fras truc tu re  bu t are necessary fo r  a long-term  e ffic ien t and innovative 
use o f infrastructures.

Developing th e  regional Smart Specialization as w ell as supporting the  European d im ension o f the  
te rr ito rie s  should become m andatory to  solve th e  Grand Challenges. However, many strategies (at 
p ro ject, regional, national, m acro-regional and EU level) are proposed bu t the  im p lem en ta tion  is not 
m atching the  expectations th rough  the  d iffe ren t levels.
M ore  coord ination  and in tegra tion  is needed at all geographical levels o f planning, as also well 
described in th e  Ostende Declaration. This way w e w ill able to  avoid overlapping activ ities (including 
stakeholder events) and allocate su ffic ien t am ount o f resources on focused actions and 
in frastructures, w hich are in line w ith  th e  existing strategies.

The vision o f JPI Oceans can provide the  guidelines tow ard  in teg ra tion  at EU level and th e  variable 
geom etry approach fac ilita te  cooperation at m acro-regional and regional level, especially concerning 
th e  deve lopm ent o f in frastructu res to  support an integra ted data and in fo rm a tion  base enabling 
industria l deve lopm ent and supporting  m aritim e  governance.

The role of JPI Oceans
JPI Oceans w ill define its Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda and w ill im p lem en t actions on a 
variable geom etry. Indeed, it is im p o rta n t to  define as soon the  strategy to  coord inate  spending SF 
and national investm ents to  increase th e  impact.

To fac ilita te  th e  coord ination  and in tegra tion , d iffe ren t types o f in te rven tion  can be developed:
1) dissemination/promotion to  national au thorities /reg ions o f the  m arine& m aritim e  issues and 
opportun ities  in o rder to  enhance th e ir  know ledge and increase the  im pact on te rr ito ry ; authorities 
w hich are responsible fo r im p lem en ta tion  o f In tegrated M aritim e  Policy and M arine Strategy 
Fram ework D irective should be also contacted.
2) support/lobby the coordination o f use o f structura l funds (through th e  national managing 
authorities, or to  DG Regio fo r  INTERREG program m e, o r to  ERANETs consortia), w here  th e  outcom e 
o f th e  pro jects contribu tes to  th e  region's ind ividual strategy.
3) design dedicated long-term proposals to  subm it to  EC/regions to  p rom ote  coord ination, 
iden tify ing  th e  European added-value and the  evident te rr ito r ia l socio-econom ic im pact. The 
evaluation o f th e  socio-econom ic im pact is a challenge and should be considered care fu lly to  
stream line th e  structura l funds to  o the r fund ing  program m es. To date, the  only ins trum ent to  
fac ilita te  the  cross-border coord ination  o f spending SF is th e  INTERREG, which despite fund ing 
activ ities usually no t covered by SF, has a defined list o f them es fo r  the  7 years period.

If we w an t to  pursue the  types o f in te rven tion  described above, each w ill require  th e  fo llow ing  
actions to  support them :
a) Selection o f those in frastructu res/actions w hich show gaps and can take advantage by using SF. 
Evaluate th e ir  feas ib ility  and appealing fo r  regions (gliders could no t be so 'v is ib le  and appealing' fo r  
local au thorities  in com parison to  radars fo r  wave-forecasting, rescue etc.)
b) Collection and d issem ination o f best practices and lessons learned related to  structura l funds, 
e ithe r in te rm s o f th e ir  use fo r  m arine& m aritim e  issues e ithe r in te rm s o f adm in istra tive  procedures.
c) Analysis o f th e  ind irect socio-econom ic im pact and bene fit o f re levant in frastructu res (i.e. tourism  
industry, fishery etc.).
d) M on ito ring  o f in fo rm a tion  to  iden tify  Regions' specialisation in those issues considered close to  JPI 
Oceans objectives.



e) In teracting w ith  th e  S3 Platform  to  dissem inate proposals from  regions o r JPis fo r  com m itm ents  to  
coord inated projects, w here  S tructura l Funds can be considered a tile  o f a coherent mosaic o f 
fund ing  instrum ents. A sort o f "Synergy Grant fo r  Regions" could be launched fo r proposals to  S3+JPI 
Oceans w hich take care o f d issem ination, co llection o f expression o f interests, organizing brokerage 
events in o rder to  plan, synchronize and m on ito r th e  d iffe ren t actions from  d iffe ren t regions which 
can also use SF to  support m arine in frastructures and activ ities fo r  those purposes in line w ith  the  
cohesion policy.

STRUCTURAL FUNDS AND M A R IT IM E  RESEARCH

Focusing on m aritim e  research, the  repo rt o f th e  Policy Research C orporation, gives a detailed 
overview  o f EU budget spent on m aritim e-re la ted  projects. This analysis is based on th e  database on 
EU funded pro jects in M aritim e  regions in the  financia l period 2000-2006 and in the  firs t years o f the  
cu rren t program m ing 2007-201340. Even if the  available data are no t updated, they can be useful fo r 
analyzing th e  trends in fund ing  th e  m aritim e  sector and make some conclusions.
The study analyses in fo rm a tion  on a lm ost 74.000 projects, corresponding to  an EU budget o f a lm ost 
15 b illion  Euros. In o rder to  classify and m on ito r th e  pro jects it to o k  in to  consideration the  fo llow ing  
m aritim e  sectors: Inland navigation, M arine equ ipm ent, M aritim e  services, M aritim e  works, Navy 
and coastguard, O ffshore supply, Recreational boating, Seaports, Shipbuilding, Shipping, M arine 
aggregates, Q uality o f life, Coastal tourism , Cruise tourism , Coastal p ro tection  and Fisheries, Inland 
logistics, Inland w aterw ay tourism , Oceanography. The analysis mapped all fund ing  ins trum ent fo r 
th e  financia l period 2000-2006 and th e  firs t year o f th e  cu rren t period, including EU funds d irectly  
managed by th e  European Commission, and the  EU funds managed th rough  na tiona l/reg iona l 
au thorities . Relevant fo r  m aritim e-re la ted  p ro ject result th e  fo llow ing  funds: a) Programs d irectly  
managed by th e  EC, nam ely the  Fram ework Programme fo r  Research, LIFE and LIFE+, TEN-E and TEN- 
T, Marco Polo, EUSF, Leonardo da Vinci II and Leonardo da Vinci w ith in  the  Lifelong Learning 
Programme, CIP-IEE, CIP-ICT-PSP; Grants provided by th e  DG/JRC/EUROSTAT; b) Funds managed 
th rough  national or regional authorities, like EBF, ERF, S tructural Funds including the  C om m unity 
In itiatives, th e  Cohesion Fund, ISPA, SAPARD, EARDF and EFF.
The budget spent during th e  period 2000-2006 on m aritim e-re la ted  pro jects th rough  th e  d iffe ren t 
available fund ing  instrum ents was 13.1 b illion  Euros, w h ile  in th e  f irs t year (2007-2008) o f the  
cu rren t period th e  am ount was 1.7 b illion  Euros. A firs t rem ark concerns th e  funds m ainly provid ing 
resources fo r  m aritim e-re la ted  projects, th a t are fo r  the  main part the  fund ing  instrum ents managed 
th rough  national o r regional authorities. In th e  financia l period 2000-2006 m aritim e-re la ted  pro ject 
w ere  m ainly funded by the  S tructural Funds (€ 9.054,6 M il to ta lly ), p rim arily  th e  European Regional 
D evelopm ent Fund (4.160,9 M il Euros), the  Financial Instrum ent fo r Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) (€ 
3.534,8 M il), fo llow ed  by the  European Social Fund (€ 176 M il) and the  European Agricu ltura l 
Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) (€ 84,6 M il), w ith  th e  rem aining am ount coming from  
unknow n fund  (€ 1.098,3 M il). The abovem entioned am oun t include the  budget managed th rough 
na tiona l/reg iona l au thorities  as w ell ad C om m unity in itia tives, nam ely In terreg and Urban 
program m es (am ount included in th e  ERDF), Equal (w ith in  th e  ESF), and Leader + (w ith in  the  EAGGF). 
The Cohesion Fund devoted to  m aritim e  related pro jects € 1.903 M il, w h ile  com m un ity  program m es 
d irec tly  managed by the  European Commission provided a to ta l am oun t o f 1.925,4 M il Euros. In 
details, the  highest am ount was financed th rough  the  Fram ework Programmes on Research, m ainly

40 The study executed by Policy Research Corporation, was conducted on behalf of the European Commission, 
Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries. Policy research Corporation, Final Report "Database on 
EU funded projects in maritime regions", Framework contract FISH/2004/04, Specific Contract N.4, December 
2009.
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th e  Sixth Fram ework Programme (€ 953,8 M il), plus the  FP5 (€ 204 M il), fo llow ed  by th e  TEN-T (€
380,5 M il), LIFE III p rogram m e (€ 280,2 M il) and TEN-E (54,5 M il Euros). Regarding the  Grants 
provided by a specific D irectora te  General o f the  European Commission, the  fo rm e r D irectora te  fo r 
tran spo rt and Energy (DG TREN) acted as a leader, w ith  106,8 M il Euros devoted on a to ta l am ount o f 
€ 128,9 M il.
The firs t year (2007-2008) o f the  cu rren t period reveals a s im ilar trend  on th e  d is tribu tion  among 
d iffe re n t EU fund ing  instrum ents o f th e  resources provided to  m aritim e-re la ted  projects. W ith in  a 
to ta l fund ing  o f € 1.815,7 b illion  fo r  m aritim e-re la ted  projects, the  S tructural Funds and Cohesion 
Fund provide th e  greatest am oun t (€ 1.205,9 M il). Also in th is  case the  ERDF (including In terreg IV 
and the  Cohesion Fund) plays th e  leading role, devoting € 910,2 m il, w h ile  th e  ESF accounts fo r  m ore 
than  50 m il Euros. The European Fisheries Fund (EFF), replacing in th e  cu rren t period the  FIFG and 
included in th e  Agricu ltura l, Rural Developm ent and Fisheries policy, devoted € 153 M il. The Seventh 
fram ew ork  program m e provided € 162,6 M il, m ore than  53% o f th e  to ta l budget o f C om m unity 
program m es addressed to  m aritim e  projects. Marco Polo II increm ented the  budget dedicated to  
m aritim e-re la ted  projects, provid ing in one year m ore than  th e  w ho le  previous period budget (€ 54,4 
M il, compared to  37 M il o f th e  2000-2006 period), w h ile  th e  TEN-T still provide a significant am ount 
(€ 53,2 M il), fo llow ed  by the  Com petitiveness and Innovation Programme, In te lligen t Energy Europe 
CIP-IEE w ith  22 M il Euros. The o the r C om m unity program m es dedicating resources to  m aritim e- 
re lated p ro ject are th e  TEN-E (€ 7,1 M il), LIFE+ (€ 3 M il) and th e  Lifelong Learning Programme (€ 2,6 
M il). Finally, th e  DG TREN grants th e  g reat m a jo rity  o f th e  fund ing  (€ 49,6 M il on a to ta l DG's grants 
o f 74,7 M il Euros) show ing a decreasing role compared to  the  to ta l DG's con tribu tions  (66% instead 
o f the  previous 83%), fo llow ed  by the  DG Mare, th a t by contrast assumes a m ore relevant role 
com paring to  the  previous period (€ 11,6 M il compared to  € 2,3 M il o f 2000-2006 period).
W ith in  the  JPI approach o f defin ing, on a variable geom etry, th e  m ore e ffective  in itia tives and 
in terventions, an overview  o f fund ing  instrum ents a llocation per m aritim e  sector can o ffe r fu rth e r 
inpu t fo r  driv ing JPI decisions. The Structural Funds, including C om m unity In itiatives, as m ajor 
fund ing  source fo r  m aritim e-re la ted  projects, m ainly focus on the  sectors o f M aritim e  works, 
M aritim e  services, Shipbuilding, Fisheries, Coastal tourism , Inland navigation, Inland logistics, Q uality 
o f life  and Seaports; w h ile  the  Cohesion Fund focused on M aritim e  works, Inland logistics &  Seaports 
(in frastructu ra l works associated w ith  m aritim e  affairs). As fa r a C om m unity Programmes are 
concerned, the  Fram ework Programmes on Research address pro jects on M aritim e  services, Q uality 
o f life  &  Fisheries; w h ile  LIFE III and LIFE+ address environm enta l projects w ith  a m arine com ponent 
in th e  Q uality o f life  area. The grants com ing d irec tly  to  the  DGs relate, fo r  the  DG TREN to  transpo rt 
pro jects associated w ith  m aritim e  affairs, fo r  the  DG ENV to  Q uality o f Life.
A t the  aggregate level o f the  to ta l EU budget spent on m aritim e-re la ted  pro jects in th e  w hole  
analysed period 2000-2008 o f 15 b illion  Euros, th e  62% o f it relates to  five  sectors: M aritim e  works, 
M aritim e  services, Fisheries, Shipbuilding and Q uality  o f Life. In te rm s o f EU budget con tribu tion , 
M aritim e  works is th e  sector receiving 20% o f the  w ho le  am ount (3 b illion  Euros), fo llow ed  by 
M aritim e  services, Fisheries and Shipbuilding, receiving from  2 to  1.5 b illion  Euros. But looking at the  
num ber o f projects the  bulk o f EU budget goes to  M aritim e  services sector, w ith  m ore than  25.000 
projects, fo llow ed  by Shipbuilding sector w ith  m ore than  20.000 projects, Fisheries w ith  around 
15.000 pro jects and M aritim e  works, w ith  around 4.000 projects, ra ther small bu t costly due to  the  
high p ropo rtion  o f in frastructu re  works.
Considering jus t th e  sea basins, the  analysis shows th a t 25% o f the  budget o f a lm ost 10 b illion  Euros 
is a llocated to  M aritim e  works sector, w ith  a sign ificant part o f th e  budget spent in Coastal tourism , 
Seaports, Inland logistics, Fisheries, M aritim e  services, Shipbuilding and Q uality  o f life.



■  EU c o n t r i b u t io n  (C Bil.)

■  N u m b e r o f  p ro jec ts

Figure 3.1.1.4: EU budget spent on m aritim e-re la ted  pro jects by m aritim e  sector in th e  period 2000- 
2006 and 2007-2013, considering in th e  la tte r th e  pro jects approved until th e  31st December 2008. 
The graphic includes th e  scaled num ber o f projects. Source Policy Research C orporation based on 
database on EU funded pro jects in m aritim e  regions.
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3.2  RESEARCH ALLIANCES

Research Alliances have been o ften  adopted in th e  past as a fram ew ork  fo r  cooperation  between 
research perform ing  organizations w ith  com m on objectives or them atic  areas. These fo rm s o f 
cooperation have been m ainly developed at b ila tera l level and usually consist o f a general agreem ent 
fo llow ed  by specific opera tiona l plans.
In a period o f scarcity o f resources bu t also w hen dealing w ith  actions whose main actors are the  
perfo rm ing  organization (as an exam ple w hen sharing or access to  in frastructures, s ta ff exchanging, 
technology transfe rring), alliances can increase the  im pact o f actions, reduce costs avoiding 
unnecessary dup lica tions and create critica l mass.
In general, a research alliance is a program m atic  agreem ent, th a t is, a stable process to  share and 

in tegra te  activ ities to  achieve com m on goals w hich are, case by case, addressed th rough  specific 
actions. The activ ities can require  fund ing  bu t it is usually dedicated to  support researchers or 
managers fo r  th e ir  trave l costs, m eetings and lim ited  research equ ipm ent. That is, any larger 
investm ent is m ainly refe rred  to  external fund ing  agencies, using the  alliance itse lf as a added value 
to  build a com petitive  consortium  to  partic ipa te  to  open calls fo r  proposals. M any alliances are 
present in th e  European scenario and m ostly based at b ila tera l level.
One o f the  w ell organized and func tion ing  m u ltila te ra l European Research Alliances can be identified  
in the  European Energy Research A lliance (see annex 1): we address its Jo int Programmes as 
tem p la tes fo r  m u lti-la te ra l operative  actions ta ilo red  to  tackle the  JPI Oceans objectives. A 
structu ring  o f the  in teraction  betw een the  JPI Oceans and th e  Research Alliance could be adopted as 
described in figure  3.2.1.
The u ltim a te  goal is to  build a stable, strategic and program m atic  process w ith in  RPOs, involving also 
th e ir  high level decision makers, fo r  a continuous "s tru c tu re d " link w ith  JPI Oceans M anagem ent 
board and fast response fo r  the  adoption o f specific actions. This process im plies th a t the  activ ities 
are no t lim ited  to  th e  co llabora tion  betw een researchers fo r  specific deliverables bu t to  an a lignm ent 
o f RPO's program m es and a m ulti-na tiona l knowledge-based support to  policy.
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Figure 3.2.1: A sketch o f the  in teraction  w ith in  th e  Research A lliance and w ith  JPI Oceans' Boards. 
Objectives and endorsem ent fo r  th e  Alliance are provided and suggested by JPI Oceans. The Parties 
o f the  Alliance organize and im p lem ent jo in t activities. Support, reporting  and discussion w ith  JPI 
Oceans are fac ilita ted  th rough  th e  Secretariats.
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4. CONNECTIVITY

This section analyses th e  types o f actions having as an underlying screenplay th a t o f creating 
connectiv ity : Networks o f Excellence, Knowledge Hubs and b ila tera l agreements. A t th e  level o f th e ir  
governance and structuring, they  m ainly involve researchers, researchers and fund ing  organizations, 
decision-m akers (at level o f research o r policy) respectively.
The main characteristic o f these actions is indeed the  underneath princip le  o f increasing relations 
and creating netw orks among th e  actors. W hile  adopting d iffe ren t procedures fo r  th e ir  
im p lem enta tion , they  are driven by the  com m on purpose o f bringing to ge th e r the  excellence, and 
create connections among stakeholders. They can have a long-term  objective  of, fo r  instance, 
developing a com m on research or com m on solutions on a specific issue, bu t in some cases th ey  are 
no t specifically intended to  d irectly  generate projects o r products. Having d iffe ren t procedures and 
goals, they aim at com bin ing and in tegra ting  research capacities o f partic ipants, achieving a critica l 
mass o f resources and expertise, reducing th e  fragm en ta tion  o f research and m oving tow ards 
consistency betw een research activities.
As instrum ents fo r  im proving co llabora tion  and setting up relations, the  b ila tera l agreements at firs t, 
and then  the  ne tw ork  o f excellence, are those practices and schemes o f co llabora tion  th a t are 
tra d itio n a lly  and com m only adopted. The fo rm e r at th e  level o f research fund ing  or perform ing  
organizations, th e  la tte r m ore o ften  at th e  level o f research groups. The N etw ork o f Excellence, 
m ainly characterised by a b o ttom -up  approach, seems to  be less e ffective  in creating durable 
in teg ra tion  and ins titu tiona lised  partnership.
M oreover, since b ila tera l agreements are m ostly independent each o the r bu t o ften  s im ilar in th e ir  
objectives o r activities, the  lack o f coord ination  among countries and research organisations does not 
a llow  to  harmonize th e  activ ities themselves, eventua lly resulting in th e ir  dup lication.
The Knowledge Hub is a new mechanism, recently in troduced by JPis, w ith  a procedure w hich m ix a 
bo ttom -up  and top -dow n  approach: they  d e fin ite ly  pe rm it the  self-organization o f researchers to  
build a ne tw o rk  o f excellence bu t selected and focused to  address objectives defined by policy needs. 
For th is  characteristic o f in tegra ted approach, it is firs t described in th is  section.

4.1  KNOWLEDGE HUBS

INTRODUCTIO N

This analysis is based on Knowledge Hubs (KH) developed in th e  fram ew ork  o f tw o  Joint 
Program ming In itiatives, Agricu lture, Food Security and C limate Change (FACCE) and A Healthy Diet 
fo r  a Healthy Life (HDHL). FACCE41 set up th e  Knowledge Hub MACSUR, M odelling  European 
Agricu lture  w ith  Climate Change fo r  Food Security, by launching a p ilo t call on "A  deta iled clim ate 
change risk assessment fo r  European agricu lture  and food  security, in co llabora tion  w ith  
in te rna tiona l p ro jects"42, w h ile  HDHL43 - -adopted th e  Knowledge Hub on the  D eterm inants o f Diet

41 The Joint Programming Initiative on Agriculture, Food Security and Climate Change was launched on October 
2010 by the European Council. The FACCE JPI brings together 21 countries. See www.facceipi.com.
42 The call opened on July 2011. The text o f the call is available at www.faccejpi.com.
43 Council of the European Union, 8 June 2010, 10795/10, Draft Council Conclusions on the launching of joint 
programming initiatives on "Agriculture, food security and climate change", "Cultural Heritage and Global
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and Physical A ctiv ity  -  DEDIPAC. From a purely quan tita tive  perspective, Macsur KH consists o f 73 
research groups from  17 JPI partners, w ith  a to ta l estim ated cost o f 15 m illion  euros fo r  3 years, 
w h ile  DEDIPAC selected 56 applications, involving 160 researchers from  12 partic ipa ting  countries. 
On th e  basis o f the  survey carried ou t by th e  JPI to  CO WORK44, o the r JPis have been evaluating and 
planning know ledge sharing and ne tw o rk  activ ities, including th e  know ledge hub ins trum ent. Both 
abovem entioned experiences are p re tty  recent (the FACCE KH call opening on July 2011 and the  
HDHL KH opening on Novem ber 2012) bu t they  represent a p re lim inary  understanding o f the  
Knowledge Flub as a new instrum ent fo r  im proving connectiv ity  and netw orking.

M O T IV A T IO N  AND OBJECIVES

On th e  basis o f th e  JPI decision flow , the  de fin ition  o f the  Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda 
delineates research p rio rities  and identifies po ten tia l jo in t actions to  be im p lem ented  on short, 
m edium  and long te rm  perspective, including th e  decision to  adopt the  know ledge hub among the  
instrum ents necessary to  a tta in  the  J Pi's goals.
Follow ing a m ix between to p  dow n and bo ttom -up  approach, the  in itia tive  o f setting  up a knowledge 
hubs is based, on th e  above m entioned experiences, on the  idea o f defin ing innovative  and best ways 
to  co llaborate, in o rder to  boost research excellence to  w ork  toge ther, going beyond the  com petition  
among teams.
In th is  context, th e  knowledge hub is described as an early ins trum ent fo r  the  a lignm ent o f the  
national research in itia tives, aim ing at foste ring  and increasing the  in te rna tiona l cooperation, 
co llabora tion  and com m unication among excellent researchers and research ins titu tions. The 
strategic objective  is to  create a coord inated and visible European ne tw o rk  bringing to ge th e r the  
m ajor European research groups to  jo in  forces and u ltim ate ly , to  respond in a concerted w ay to  
scientific  questions defined in the  Strategic Research Agenda in o rder to  tackle the  challenges 
addressed by th e  Joint Programme In itia tive  and to  increase its v is ib ility  and impact.

In a w ide r perspective, th e  added value o f th e  know ledge hub ins trum ent and its expected impacts 
can be summarized as fo llow s:

Increase the  scientific and technologica l excellence;
Facilitate in tegra ting  and trans fe r o f knowledge;
Establish a critica l mass in a given them atic  area via ne tw ork ing  o f excellent researchers w ith  
com plem entary expertise, research fac ilities sharing, capacity build ing and tra in ing  o f new 
researchers as w ell as novel professional profiles deve lopm ent;
Make com m on research e ffo rts  and provide financia l support over a longer period o f tim e, 
a llow ing fo r  m ore sign ificant results;
Facilitate data access and data sharing;
Facilitate proactive studies, sharing standardized and innovative  measures in specific 
disciplines;
A llow ing long lasting and large base research, too ls and m ethods fo r  capita lizing results; 
Enhance com m unication and v is ib ility  at European and in te rna tiona l level;
Deliver know ledge fo r  policy making, an tic ipa te  scientific and technologica l needs and 
provide e ffic ien t scientific support fo r  strategic and politica l decision-m aking in the  specific 
fie ld .

Change: a new challenge for Europe" and "A Healthy Diet for a Healthy Life". Available at 
www.healthydietforhealthylife.eu.
44 Susanne Meyer, Michael Dinges, Summary Paper for the Workshop on Funding Modalities and Peer Review 
for Joint Programming Initiatives, Vienna, 14-15 March 2013.
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This last aspect is the  "p rod uc t" o f th e  HB, th a t is, they  usually have a specific deliverable to  provide.

STRUCTURE AND SELECTION PROCEDURE 

PARTICIPANTS

The knowledge hub is a ne tw ork  consisting o f selected research groups and th e ir  scientists from  JPI 
m em ber countries w ith in  a defined area o f research. This ins trum ent is developed to  con tribu te  to  
optim iz ing  research outcom es by fac ilita ting  th e  exchange o f in fo rm a tion  among the  actors, creating 
critica l mass and avoiding duplications. Each partic ipa ting  coun try  is responsible fo r  deciding w hich o f 
its national scientists are elig ib le to  jo in  the  know ledge hub and th e  fund ing  it makes available to  its 
selected m embers. Based on a selection process, th e  know ledge hub ins trum ent aim at producing a 
well-ba lanced ne tw ork  o f m em bers p rovid ing all th e  expertise required to  reach the  defined goals.

Participants in th e  Knowledge Hub are research groups, represented by th e ir  respective 
organizations. W ith in  th e  Knowledge Hub, one o r several research organizations fo rm  each country 
partic ipa ting  in th e  KH call may jo in , w h ile  from  each research organization one o r m ore research 
groups may partic ipa te  in the  KH. Each research group is subjected to  th e  rules and regulations o f its 
respective national fund ing  organization.
Key e lem ents the  research groups shall m eet are the  "excellence" and "capacity bu ild ing" criteria . In 
details, it is required th a t research groups represent the  very best expertise in the  them atic  area in 
question ("excellence") and have fu ll ins titu tiona l support by th e ir  organizations to  en te r in the  
them atic  fie ld , in o rder to  develop skills and partic ipa te  in an in te rna tiona l cooperation ("capacity 
build ing").
The pecu lia rity  o f the  know ledge hub ins trum ent is th e  association o f th ree  com plem entary 
d im ensions: research, ne tw ork ing  and capacity building. For partic ipa ting  research groups, the  hub in 
particu la r supports:
- research: to  perform  excellent jo in t research in o rder to  respond to  questions arising from  the  JPI 
Strategic Research Agenda;
- networking: to  build a progressive long-lasting ne tw ork  in o rder to  increase and fac ilita te  
transnationa l cooperation and coord ination  betw een excellent researcher, researchers' groups and 
research organisations;
- capacity building: to  prove the  o pp o rtu n ity  to  develop research capacity, to  jo in  learning and 
tra in ing  activ ities (e.g. m ob ility ) and share research infrastructures.

The hub allows in particu la r researcher to  jo in  forces, to  co llaborate  and to  share expertise, results 
and data, in frastructu res and develop research capacity. The ne tw ork  o f researcher groups, once 
selected, is en titled  to  develop a jo in t research plan and to  carry ou t jo in t in tegrating and m ultila te ra l 
activities. An in itia l p ivota l task fo r  th e  KH m em bers is indeed to  develop a program m e o f activities, 
including educational, tra in ing, research and in tegra ting  activities.

GOVERNANCE AND M A N A G E M E N T  STRUCTURE

The procedure fo r  establishing a Knowledge Hub is based on th e  call fo r  proposals fo rm u la . The 
bodies usually involved in th is process are th e  fo llow ing :



a) Secretariat/Call Office45
Responsible fo r  the  im p lem en ta tion  o f the  ca ll/in v ita tio n  to  partic ipate, is in charge o f 
managing and adm in istra ting  th e  call procedure (proposal submission, delivery call 
docum ents, evaluation, selection, etc.) under th e  supervision o f th e  Steering C om m ittee and 
th e  support o f the  National Contact Points at national level. It also acts as p rim ary contact 
p o in t fo r  in terested research groups fo r  general in fo rm a tion  on the  call.

b) Steering Committee
Composed o f representatives o f fund ing  organisations46, is responsible fo r  making the  fina l 
fund ing  recom m endation to  th e  na tiona l/reg iona l fund ing  organisations on th e  fu ll proposal 
and partic ipa ting  research groups to  be funded (on th e  basis o f the  assessment and final 
conclusions o f th e  Evaluation Panel/Evaluation Com m ittee); making all decisions concerning 
th e  call procedures and th e ir  im p lem enta tion .

c) Evaluation Committee/Evaluation Panel
Consisting o f in te rna tiona lly  recognized experts in the  them atic  area o f the  call47, as w ell as in 
ne tw ork ing  a nd /o r m anagem ent issues, it is in charge o f th e  evaluation process, w ith  the  
support o f th e  Secretariat/Call O ffice and under th e  supervision o f th e  Steering Com m ittee.

SUBM ISSIO N AND SELECTION PROCEDURE

Based on th e  top ic  a nd /o r core them es iden tified  in the  Strategic Research Agenda, research groups 
are invited to  partic ipa te  in the  Knowledge Hub th rough  a specific call fo r  proposal, published on the  
w eb-site  o f the  JPI. The procedure foreseen tw o  stages: at fis t, submission o f le tte r o f 
In tent/expression  o f in terest by research groups; secondly, submission o f one Knowledge Hub fu ll 
proposal by elig ib le research groups selected and invited to  partic ipa te  and to  w ork  toge the r to  
subm it one proposal.

In th e  fist stage, research groups are asked to  express th e ir  in terest in jo in ing  the  Knowledge Hub by 
subm itting  a Letter o f In ten t (Lol) o r an Expression o f In terest (Eol)48 to  the  call o ffice  or secretariat, 
via an online submission system. In th is  docum ents, research groups shall underline  th e ir  
com petence, th e ir  con tribu tion  to  JPI goals and th e ir  potentia l activ ities in the  hub in te rm s o f 
research excellence and capacity building, bu t also th e ir  potentia l readiness to  take th e  responsibility  
as coord ina to r o f the  Hub o r o f specific sub-them es or them atic  areas, when foreseen.

The selection o f research groups and th e ir  appo in tm ent to  become m em ber o f th e  Knowledge hub is 
based on a national selection process and should com ply w ith  general com m on selection criteria  
defined in th e  call. The national selection process is perform ed by th e  respective national fund ing 
organisations, w h ile  th e  fina l list o f elig ib le research groups is then  approved and va lidated by a 
Steering Com m ittee, composed o f representatives o f fund ing  organisations, on the  basis on national

45 The partners of the call agree on the organization acting as secretariat. In the FACCE KH the Call Office was 
set up at the Research Centre Juelich/Project Management Group (JULICH), Germany, while in the HDHL KH 
Joint Action Secretariat was set up at the Project Management Agency in the German Aerospace Centre (PT- 
DLR).
46 In the two experiences analyzed the number of representatives of funding organizations foreseen is 
maximum 2 per country.
47 Under the DEDIPAC KH the members of the Evaluation Panel are at first proposed by the funding 
organizations of each member state of the KH, (maximum 3 experts per member state) then voted and 
nominated by the Steering Committee (5 or 7). Funding organizations are entitled to send representatives to 
panel meetings as observers of the evaluation process.
48 Examples of Letter of Intent and Expression of Interest are available at www.submission-facceipi.com and 
www.healthvdietforhealthvlife.eu/JointActionl.
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evaluation results. The con ten t and th e  overall qua lity  o f the  Lol/Eol is checked fo r  the  coherence 
w ith  both the  general Knowledge Hub crite ria  and th e  specific national e lig ib ility  rules.

In th e  second stage, th e  representatives o f elig ib le research groups are b rought to ge th e r in a 
"ne tw o rk ing  m eeting", in o rder to  w ork  on the  prepara tion  o f the  Knowledge Hub fu ll proposal. A t 
th is  stage, on ly selected research groups are a llowed to  apply, by a pre-defined tim e line  and re­
opening o f th e  on-line  submission system. Depending on na tiona l/reg iona l rules, some applicants 
can be asked to  subm it a copy o f th e  proposal and add itiona l in fo rm a tion  d irectly  to  th e ir  national 
fund ing  organization.
The assessment o f th e  fu ll proposal is made on the  basis o f a peer review  process. The fu ll proposal is 
evaluated by a panel o f expert (Evaluation C om m ittee or Evaluation Panel) and selected fo r  fund ing 
by the  Steering Com m ittee. On the  basis o f the  panel o f experts evaluation, the  Steering C om m ittee 
can decide to  finance th e  Knowledge Hub, no t finance it o r negotia te fo r  changes.
In line w ith  th e  know ledge hubs approach, in both  stages o f the  evaluation th e  main selection criteria  
is the  excellence o f th e  research. Criteria fo r  selecting th e  fu ll proposal are defined in th e  Call fo r 
proposal te x t or in the  annex, w h ile  the  national rules shall in general com ply w ith  excellence and 
high qua lity  crite ria  (o f planned activ ities, o f running and funded research pro jects o f applicants, 
etc.), driv ing the  Knowledge Hub approach.

All selected research groups and th e ir  corresponding organizations are supposed to  fina lly  sign a 
consortium  agreem ent, regulating at least th e  governance structure , th e  decision making processes, 
duties and responsibilities, in te llectua l p rope rty  rights, scientific  reporting  and m on ito ring49.

49 See FACCE Macsur Consortium Agreement, available on web www.macsur.eu/index.php/downloads.
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Figure 4.1.1: Sketch o f the  procedure fo r  th e  im p lem enta tion  o f Knowledge Hubs (as developed by 
JPI FACCE and JPI HDHL).

KNOW LEDGE HUB STRUCTURE

The Knowledge Hub governance structu re  Includes:
a) Coordinator50
Based In one o f th e  countries partic ipa ting  In th e  call, it is appointed by Knowledge Hub 
m em bers51, fo llow ing  th e  crite ria  Identified  in th e  call Annex52. It has the  overall responsib ility  
and accountab ility  fo r  the  know ledge hub general affa irs and fo r  p rovid ing its scientific  and 
strategic leadership.

b) Thematic Areas Coordinators/Leaders53
Organized on th e  basis o f defined sub-them es or w o rk  packages, they  are responsible fo r 
coord inating  the  activ ities In each sub-them e/w o rk  package, provid ing Inputs and reports to  the  
C oord inator in these areas.

50 Main Coordinator (MC) in the FACCE KH, Hub Coordinator (HC) in the DEDIPAC KH.
51 In the DEDIPACH KH the coordinator, to be elected, have to receive more than 50% of all votes, and the
results o f the election has to be confirmed by the Steering Committee. Annex A JPI HDHL Knowledge Hub call.
52 Annex A of FACCE KH call and o f JPI HDHL Knowledge Hub call.
53 Theme Coordinators (TC) in the FACCE KH, Thematic Area/Work Package Leaders (TAL/WPLs) in the DEDIPAC
KH.
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Follow ing th is  s tructure , the  partic ipants in th e  Knowledge Hub call are then  expected to  fo rm u la te  
th e  overall s tructu re  w ith in  the  Knowledge Hub and betw een the  C oord inator and the  Them atic 
Areas Coordinators/Leaders in th e ir  proposal.

FUNDING

The com m itm en t o f fund ing  is done before the  launch o f the  call.
W hile  the  Knowledge Hub proposal is subm itted  jo in tly  by research groups from  d iffe re n t countries, 
ind ividual research groups and th e  scheduled research activ ities o f each group are funded by th e ir  
national fund ing  organizations, according to  th e ir  own national rules and e lig ib ility  criteria , and up­
fro n t an in itia l b inding fund ing  com m itm ent. Funding organizations can finance new research 
activ ities and /o r red irect existing fund ing/capacities, fo r  instance an in-kind co n tribu tion , tow ards 
th e  need o f the  Knowledge Hub. Each partic ipa ting  coun try  is responsible fo r  defin ing th e  nature  o f 
fund ing  (in cash fund ing " or in-kind fund ing) and th e  level o f fund ing  available to  its selected 
m embers. Add itiona lly , partners fund ing  organizations taking part in th e  Knowledge Hub can agree 
to  con tribu te  via v irtua l com m on pot model to  com m on "coord ina tion  costs"54. The nature  o f 
fund ing  provided by each fund ing  organization is explained in th e  "N ationa l R equirem ent" docum ent, 
a ttached to  KH call55.
As national rules apply, elig ib le costs may vary from  coun try  to  country, according to  the  
corresponding fund ing  organization 's rules. These costs can include personnel costs, trave l expenses, 
consumables, coord ination  costs, tra in ing  and capacity build ing (seminars, workshops, sum m er 
schools, etc.), com m unication and d issem ination costs, ind irect costs.
National regulations specifying e lig ib ility  and fund ing  rules are included, as annex56, in the  Knowledge 
Hub call, to ge th e r w ith  th e  details o f National Contact Points.

CHALLENGES

W hen com paring Knowledge Hubs w ith  ne tw o rk  o f excellences o r research alliances, they  can be 
particu la r e ffective  w hen the  top ics or objectives are lim ited  and precisely defined in th e ir  scope so 
th a t th e  countries and partic ipants is restric ted  to  a small num ber. In practice, the  com plexity  o f the  
process has to  be reduced in o rder to  guarantee effic iency and qua lity. A high num ber o f possible 
involved research groups w hich can be reduced during the  national selection w ill no t ensure the  level 
o f "excellence" o f the  consortium  achieved at the  fina l stage, reducing th e  level o f possible 
com binations and undoing th e  benefits o f the  com petition . The fle x ib ility  o f KH and the  feas ib ility  o f 
th e  proposal could be im proved if in the  ne tw ork ing  m eeting also the  fund ing  organizations could 
partic ipa te  to  th e  debate, p e rm itting  the  com m itm en t o f fund ing  to  be adapted on purpose.

REFERENCES

FACCE JPI Strategic Research Agenda, on web at www.facceipi.com/facceipi/FACCE-JPI-Home/FACCE- 
JPI-News/SRA-press-release

FACCE JPI P ilot action call fo r  the  "FACCE Knowledge Hub" on "A  deta iled c lim ate change risk 
assessment fo r European agricu lture  and food  security, in co llabora tion  w ith  in te rna tiona l pro jects",

54 Both Knowledge hubs, Macsur and DEDIPACH, include this option.
55 National Requirements, Annex B of FACCE and HDHL KH calls.
56 See Annex B of FACCE KH and HDHL DEDIPAC calls.
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on web Knowledge Hub fu ll proposal -  M odelling  European Agricu lture  w ith  Climate Change fo r 
Food Security, on w eb w w w .m acsur.eu /index.php /dow nloads

Council o f the  European Union, 8 June 2010, 10795/10, D raft Council Conclusions on th e  launching o f 
jo in t program m ing in itia tives on "Agricu ltu re , food  security and clim ate  change", "C u ltural Heritage 
and Global Change: a new challenge fo r  Europe" and "A  Healthy Diet fo r  a Healthy Life", on web 
w w w .hea lthvd ie tfo rhea lthy life .eu

Joint Program ming In itia tive  A Healthy D iet fo r  a Healthy Life, Strategic Research Agenda 2012-2020 
and beyond, on w eb at w w w .hea lthvd ie tfo rhea lthv life .eu /index.php /abou t-hdh l/s tra teg ic -resea rch - 
agenda

Joint Action o f the  Joint Program ming In itia tive  on "A  Healthy D iet fo r  a Healthy Life", The JPI HDHL 
Knowledge Hub on "D e term inants o f D iet and Physical A c tiv ity " (DEDIPAC KH)", DEDIPAC Terms o f 
Reference, docum ent on web at w w w .ip ihdh l.eu /?q= con ten t/io in t-ac tions-0

Susanne M eyer, M ichael Dinges, Summary Paper fo r  th e  W orkshop on Funding M odalities and Peer 
Review fo r  Joint Program ming In itiatives, Vienna, 14-15 March 2013, JPis to  Co WORK

FACCE Macsur Consortium  Agreem ent, available on w eb at w w w .m acsur.eu /index.php /dow nloads

4.2  NETWORKS OF PEOPLE

A "V IR TU A L CENTRE OF EXCELLENCE"

C onnectivity and strong re lations among research institu tes can be sustained by a N etw ork o f 
Excellence. Introduced w ith  the  Sixth Fram ework Programme and cu rren tly  one o f the  fund ing 
schemes o f th e  Seventh Fram ework Programme, a N etw ork o f Excellence (NoE) is defined as "an 
ins trum ent fo r  strengthening excellence by tackling the  fragm en ta tion  o f European research".
The N etw ork o f Excellence is intended to  build up scientific  excellence on a specific research top ic 
th rough  a progressive and durable structu ring  and in teg ra tion  o f th e  research capacities o f 
partic ipants. Participants are research en tities  a im ing at com bin ing and func tiona lly  in tegra ting  a 
considerable part o f th e ir  activ ities and capacities in a given fie ld , w ith  a view  to  creating in th is  fie ld  
a European "virtual centre of research". It is required th a t th e  N etw ork o f Excellence involves 
research managers at th e  higher level o f responsibility, in o rder to  make the  necessary decisions in 
te rm s o f staff, research policies, equ ipm ent to  im p lem ent th e  planned activities. Regarding the  
partic ipants in th e  Network, "research en titie s " are intended to  include research centres, research 
and technology organisations, universities, bu t also enterprises. O ther organisations, representing 
po ten tia l users and o the r stakeholders in the  fie ld  o f research, or organisations having specific 
com petence can also jo in  the  N etw ork w hen th e ir  invo lvem ent is re levant to  achieve the  NoE goals. 
The suggested means fo r  overcom ing th e  fragm en ta tion  o f European research are in tegra ting  the  
critica l mass o f resources and gathering th e  expertise needed to  provide European leadership. The 
se tting  up o f a v irtua l centre  o f excellence is a firs t answer to  th e  scattering o f research capacities 
and a w ay fo r  ensuring consistency between research program s and op tim isa tion  o f human 
resources.

http://www.macsur.eu/index.php/downloads
http://www.healthvdietforhealthylife.eu
http://www.healthvdietforhealthvlife.eu/index.php/about-hdhl/strategic-research-
http://www.macsur.eu/index.php/downloads


OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES

The goals o f the  N etw ork o f Excellence should be achieved th rough  the  adoption  and 
Im plem entation  o f a Joint Programme o f Activ ities (JPA), consisting o f a coherent set o f activ ities th a t 
partic ipants jo in tly  undertake, going beyond th e  cooperation In single projects In te rm s o f range o f 
objectives and o f activities, num ber o f researchers Involved, In tensity and dura tion  o f the  
cooperation. A im ing at com bin ing and In tegrating the  research capacities o f NoE partic ipants, the  JPA 
usually contains a va rie ty  o f In tegrating activ ities and how  to  carry ou t research on th e  considered 
top ic ; a program m e o f jo in tly  executed research to  support the  objectives o f the  ne tw ork; a set o f 
activ ities designed to  spread excellence, Including tra in ing  fo r  researchers and key staff. These 
activ ities may Include exchange o f researcher, managers and technicians, opening o f positions to  
researchers from  o the r m em bers o f the  ne tw ork  and sta ff m ob ility ; jo in t use and m utual access to  
research In frastructures, equipm ents, m ateria ls and data; sharing com m on research too ls and 
p la tfo rm s; Integrated m anagem ent o f know ledge and In te llectua l p roperty ; coord inated 
program m ing and adapta tion  o f partic ipants ' activ ities In research to  strengthen th e ir  
com p lem en tarity  and develop m utual specialisation; re in fo rcem ent o f e lectron ic In fo rm ation  and 
com m unication netw orks to  support In teractive w ork ing  betw een the  teams.
In te rm s o f num ber o f partic ipants and vo lum e o f resources, the  NoE are expected to  have am bitious 
objectives, especially In provid ing European leadership, and they  should assemble the  critica l mass o f 
resources and expertise necessary to  reach these goals. Nevertheless, th is  strongly depends on a 
case by case. As an example, In FP7 the  num ber o f partic ipants (research organizations) Is suggested 
to  range between tree  to  seven57. The enlargem ent o f th e  In itia l partnership  Is usually foreseen and 
th e  experience shows the  effectiveness o f broad N etworks58. Also In th e  perspective o f achieving a 
long lasting In tegration, the  duration  o f a N etw ork o f Excellence m ust be long enough fo r  Its Joint 
Programme o f Activ ities to  be sign ificantly advanced, usually up to  five-seven years. As a m a tte r o f 
fact, NoE are a sort o f w ha t recently Is addressed as Research Alliances w here research organizations 
are cooperating to  address com m on objectives and whose researchers w ork  toge the r to  develop 
jo in t activities.

FUNDING

Concerning th e  financia l regim e o f the  N etw ork o f Excellence, European Commission financia l 
co n tribu tion  Is based on elig ib le costs, fo llow ing  m axim um  rates o f re im bursem ent fo r  d iffe ren t 
types o f activ ities w ith in  the  Joint Programme o f Activ ities, and paid according to  an assessment o f 
th e  progressive Im plem entation  o f the  JPA59.
Starting from  th e  ¡dea o f supporting in teg ra tion  by overcom ing organizational and human barriers, 
th e  6th Fram ework Programme introduced a regime fo r  financia l support based on th ree  principles: 

fixed am oun t o f g rant fo r in tegra tion , to  support the  jo in t program m e o f activities; 
g rant to  be calculated taking in to  account the  degree o f in tegra tion  proposed in the  
consortium , th e  num ber o f researchers to  be in tegra ted; th e  specific characteristics o f the  
research fie ld  and th e  jo in t program m e o f activities;
re im bursem ent in annual installm ents, on th e  basis o f the  ne tw ork  progress60.

57 FP7, Guide for Applicants funding scheme Network o f Excellence.
58 See The European Rail Network of Excellence EURNEX.
59 Maximum 100% of total eligible costs for management of other activities, reimbursement of indirect costs 
based on a flat rate.
60 Provisions for Implementing Network of Excellence, background document, available at 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/fp6/instruments_en.html
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Furtherm ore, the  driv ing princip le  was to  lim it th e  EC support to  the  s ta rting  phase o f the  NoE w hile  
giving th e  partic ipants th e  responsib ility  fo r  th e ir  long te rm  m anagem ent and im p lem en ta tion  o f 
activities.

NETW ORK OF EXCELLENCE IM PACT ASSESSMENT

A study conducted by the  Court o f A ud ito rs61, on the  basis o f in terv iew s carried ou t th rough  N etwork 
o f Excellence partic ipants, shows th a t NoE w ere  found  to  be particu la rly  successful by public research 
centres and universities, w h ile  private  actors, including small and m edium  enterprises (SME) 
considered the  co llabora tion  less fru it fu l62. The survey w h ile  assessing th e  exten t to  w hich the  
Networks o f Excellence achieved th e ir  specific aim o f p rom oting  durable in tegra tion  o f research 
activ ities among the  partners, reports  a good success in p rom oting  research co llabora tion  and 
pro jects reasonable qua lity, bu t a poor achievem ent o f th e  abovem entioned specific objective. A 
large num ber o f NoE achieved a lasting in tegra tion  among partners and a lm ost tw o  th irds  achieved 
fu ll res tructu ring  o f activities. Nevertheless, the  Court considers th a t m ost partic ipants allocated a 
re la tive ly  small p ropo rtion  o f th e ir  research capacities to  th e  ne tw ork  and only a m in o rity  o f NoE 
have moved convincingly tow ards self sustained in tegra tion  w ith  prospects fo r  longer-te rm  survival 
beyond the  ending o f EU fund ing. The NoE hardly succeeded in reaching contro l over resources made 
available and in ensuring th e  adequate coord ination  o f p ro ject activ ities. The in terview s showed in 
particu la r th a t partic ipants organisations did no t accept th a t th e  NoE structures decide how 
netw orked resources should be used. Furtherm ore, NoE seem to  o ften  pu t in place trad ition a l fo rm s 
o f research co llabora tion  on ind ividual actions, instead o f coherent and long-te rm  jo in t activ ities and 
partnership. The experts fina lly  underline  tw o  aspects: the  need to  in troduce a new approach to  
research co llaboration, in o rder to  setting  up a new kind o f intra-European ne tw ork; th e  problem  
encountered by many actors, in particu la r Public Research Centres, in in tegra ting  among each o the r 
due to  th e ir  ins titu tiona l s tructu re  and budgetary constraints.
As previously m entioned, N etw ork o f Excellence can be com pared to  Research Alliances. Research 
Alliances in troduce a w ell s tructu red  governance involving d iffe re n t levels o f responsib ilities and 
competences. This governance, based on vo lun ta ry  com m itm en t and w h ile  m ainta in ing fle x ib ility , 
a llows to  create a m ore com plex system w hich can indeed develop long te rm  strategic in terven tions 
and actions and le t members rely on a stable partnership.

REFERENCES

Provisions fo r  im p lem enting  Networks o f excellence in th e  Sixth Fram ework Programme, European 
Commission background docum ent, FP6 Instrum ent Task Force, European Commission, Edition 2003 
available on w eb at h ttp ://co rd is .eu ropa .eu /docum ents /docum en tlib ra rv /66621951E N 6.pd f

Seventh Fram ework program m e, Guide fo r  applicants, fund ing  scheme N etw ork o f Excellence (NoE), 
available on w eb h ttp ://co rd is .eu rop a .eu /fp 7

61 European Court of Auditors, "Networks of Excellence" and "Integrated Projects" in Community Research 
Policy: did they achieve their objectives?, Special Report n. 8, 2009.
62 Survey conducted by the Court of Auditor. The interviews were conducted on Coordinators and participants 
of NoE on their perception of project effectiveness in terms of: promotion of high-quality research 
collaboration between project participants; network of participants; coordinating the strategic planning of the 
participants' research activities; transfer of knowledge between participants; promotion of the mobility of 
research staff between participants.
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Sixth Fram ework Programme, Report, Evaluation o f the  effectiveness o f th e  New Instrum ents o f 
Fram ework Programme VI, 21 June 2004, Report o f a High Level Expert Panel chaired by Professor 
Ramon M arim on

European Court o f A udito r, Special Report N. 8, 2009, "N etw orks o f Excellence" and "In tegra ted  
Projects" in C om m unity Research Policy: did they  achieved th e ir  objectives?

CESPRI -  Bocconi University, Evaluation o f progress tow ards a European Research Area fo r 
In fo rm ation  Society Technologies, 2006

Hum anist V irtua l Centre o f Excellence, w w w .hum anis t-vce .eu /

Eurnex, European Rail Research N etw ork o f Excellence, w w w .eu rn ex .ne t/

Nearctis NoE, w w w .nearc tis .o rg /

Websites
h ttp ://co rd is .e u ro p a .e u /fp 6 /in s tr noe.htm

4.3  NETWORK OF BILATERAL AGREEMENTS

APPROACH

M em ber States have long experience in cooperation. This cooperation is related to  h istorical, 
geographical and econom ic reasons and has been m ainly developed on a b ila tera l approach. Tackling 
societal challenges im plies a reg iona l/m u ltila te ra l approach. In defin ing the  geographic scope or 
opera tiona l area, th e  best approach should be to  define th e  objectives and gals to  be achieved jo in tly  
w ith  the  area to  be addressed fo r  the  im p lem en ta tion  o f th e  activities.
The b ila tera l approach as developed w ith in  the  Scientific and Technology (S&T) Agreements is also 
typ ica lly  and m ainly adopted by the  research fu nd ing /p e rfo rm in g  organizations (RFO/RPO).
W e m ention, ju s t as an example, th a t Spanish CSIC, German DFG and Ita lian CNR have S&T Bilateral 
Agreem ents w hich re fe r to  th e  same 10 organizations from  non-EU countries (CONICET-Argentina, 
CNPq-Brasil, CAS-China, ASRT-Egypt, JSPS-Japan, CNRST-Morocco, CONACYT-Mexico, CONCYTEC- 
Peru, RAS-Russia, NSC-Taiwan). M any o thers betw een organizations from  EU Countries.
Though m ost o f the  objectives o f the  agreements can be considered o f com m on in te rest fo r  m ore 
than  tw o  partners, the  actions related to  these S&T Bilateral Agreem ents are no t synchronized and 
system atically in terlinked.
W hen the  im p lem enta tion  o f some actions o f JPI Oceans requires the  invo lvem ent o f the  RPO/RFO, 
as highly probable, a m u lti-la te ra l and integrated approach is largely required. The netw ork ing  
betw een th e  b ila tera l agreements, decided at th e  highest level, can the re fo re  largely increase the  
effic iency and avoid unnecessary duplications. The b ila tera l agreements are o ften  very vague in the  
d e fin ition  o f th e  top ics to  be addressed. These are indeed defined successively and on a tem pora lly  
cadence during th e  im p lem enta tion  phase. In practice, b ila tera l agreements can be considered as 
" lim ite d " Research Alliances w ith o u t a specific product to  be delivered.
A possible in te rven tion  by JPI Oceans can be to  sta rt a d ialogue w ith in  th e  b ila tera l agreements fo r 
com m on issues and p rom ote  th e  synchronization and coord ination  o f th e ir  activities.

http://www.humanist-vce.eu/
http://www.eurnex.net/
http://www.nearctis.org/
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The ¡dea is no t to  burden w ith  add itiona l load fo r  changing te x t o r practice in existing bila tera l 
agreem ents bu t to  bring the  actors involved in th e ir  im p lem enta tion  phase to  define and manage the  
activ ities in o rder to  create a v irtua l m u lti-la te ra l program m e (see figure  4.3.1).
The ne tw ork ing  betw een the  b ila tera l agreements can be considered as a firs t action tow ards the  
a lignm ent o f policies and program m es at th e  level o f RFO/RPO. A proposal fo r  the  procedure to  act in 
described in Table 4.3.1.1.

Creating
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j p i
O C F * » M 5 ¡
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-  P r o je c t  B 4.

Figure 4.3.1: Sketch o f a procedure fo r  JPI Oceans to  support th e  ne tw ork ing  betw een the  bila tera l 
agreem ents in o rder to  avoid dup lica tions and create synergies though  the  adoption  o f com m on 
objectives, evaluation panels and supporting bridging activ ities betw een pro jects and partic ipants 
independently  funded at national level.

As an example, s tarting  from  the  fac t th a t d iffe re n t RFO/RPO signed d iffe re n t agreements, the  JPI 
Oceans shall map the  re levant organizations, the  b ila tera l agreements concluded and th e ir  possible 
links w ith  the  JPI's goals, as w ell as th e  ava ilab ility  to  co llaborate  o f these organizations. The parties 
o f each agreem ent, fo llow ing  th e  usual practice, b ila tera lly  define the  type  o f cooperation and the  
activ ities they  agree to  im p lem ent. The JPI Oceans, a fte r analyzing procedures o f the  agreem ent, can 
in tervene in encouraging the  exchange o f in fo rm a tion  among d iffe ren t RFO/RPO, foste ring  the  
adoption  o f com m on o r com plem entary issues, a com m on evaluation panel fo r  th e  pro jects to  be. If 
a com m on evaluation is agreed among th e  RFO/RPO, the  risk o f dup lica tion  o f activ ities w ill be 
reduced.
JPI Oceans, w ith  th e  purpose o f creating synergies, can also recom m end to  add "reservo ir" funds 
devoted to  partic ipa ting  in ne tw ork ing  events, workshops or m eetings fo r  sharing experiences and 
practices, and fo r  connecting th e  activ ities th e  parties have planned to  im p lem ent. On the  basis o f 
th e  procedure com m only agreed by th e  parties o f each b ila tera l agreem ent, a num ber o f pro jects is 
selected and funded by each RFO/RPO. In th is  case, th e  JPI Oceans' approach is to  create connections 
among the  projects on th e  same issue or top ic, fo r  instance in th e  figure, on "Coastal m anagem ent".
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The JPI Oceans can act to  encourage the  flo w  and m anagem ent o f In fo rm ation  among these projects 
and JPI Oceans itself, in o rder to  capitalize the  results o f th e  pro jects them selves and th e  people 
involved.

What Who
M apping th e  re levant organizations. Secretariat/M B/CSA
M apping the  b ila tera l agreements and th e ir  possible link w ith  JPI 
Oceans' objectives.

Secretariat/M B/CSA

Contacting the  responsible persons fo r  the  im p lem en ta tion  o f the  
b ila tera l agreements fo r  in fo rm a tion  gathering and ava ilab ility  o f 
cooperation.

Secretariat

Analyzing th e  activ ities and procedures fo r  the  im p lem en ta tion  (for 
feas ib ility  o f com m on o r com plem entary issues and synchronized 
evaluation).

Secretariat

Defining specific top ics to  be proposed to  b ila tera l agreements, the  
impacts and ind icators fo r  the  process.

StAB/MB

Sending a proposal fo r  ne tw ork ing  on specific topics to  the  legal 
responsible persons o f the  b ila tera l agreements, including the  
financia l aspects fo r  fund ing  th e  bridging o f activ ities and fo r  the  
flo w ch a rt o f in fo rm ation .

ExCom

M anagem ent o f in fo rm a tion  from  the  im p lem enta tion  o f the  
activities.

Secretariat

If agreed, selection o f panel o f experts (accordingly to  a standard 
procedure as in deliverable D2.3 o r to  be negotia ted w ith  the  
partners o f th e  b ila tera l agreements)

Secretaria t/M B/S tAB

If necessary, com m itm en t o f funds fo r  bridging activities. MB
If agreed, com m on evaluation o f projects Secretaria t/panel o f experts
If agreed, w orkshop fo r  netw ork ing  activities. Secretariat
Evaluation o f results and process MB/StAB

Table 4.3.1.1: procedure fo r  supporting th e  ne tw ork ing  o f b ila tera l agreements in o rder to  avoid 
dup lica tions and to  create synergies though  th e  adoption  o f com m on objectives, evaluation panels 
and supporting bridging activ ities betw een pro jects and partic ipants independently  funded at 
national level. The same procedure could be adopted to  p rom ote  ne tw ork ing  between ERANETS.

M O T IV A T IO N  AND IN IT IA T IO N

European fu nd ing /p e rfo rm in g  organizations have so fa r set up num erous b ila tera l agreements, w ith  
o the r European RFO/RPO and non-EU countries. Despite in many EU countries b ila tera l cooperation 
represents a long lasting practice, its in itia tion  and im p lem en ta tion  rarely fo llo w  institu tiona lized  and 
com m on procedures. Especially in te rm s o f m otiva tion  fo r  fo rm a liz ing  a new agreem ent and o f 
circumstances driving fo r  its stepping up. In te rm s o f m otiva tion , examples pu t in to  practice include 
com m on challenges, com m on vision and interests, po litica l and strategic objectives, as w ell as the  
"co llabora tive " a ttitu d e  o f researchers, w h ile  in te rm s o f circumstances examples are the  stable and 
"h is to rica l" co llaborations among countries and institu tions, o ffic ia l and unoffic ia l m eetings between 
RFO/RPO representatives, conferences and seminars. The signature o f the  agreem ent is made by the  
presidents o f both  organizations, and it is made in both o ffic ia l languages o f the  organizations and in 
English.
Despite th e  lack o f ins titu tiona lized  procedures fo r  in itia ting  a b ila tera l agreem ent, each research 
fu nd ing /p e rfo rm in g  organization usually fo llo w  a standardized in terna l procedure fo r  concluding



b ila tera l agreements and managing the  foreseen actions. Some com m on features can be observed in 
many experiences.
Each RFO/RPO includes in its organizational s tructu re  a specific o ffice  in charge o f in te rna tiona l 
re lations a nd /o r cooperation, responsible fo r  starting, fo rm a liz ing  and managing agreem ents w ith  
European and Non-European RFO/RPO, w ith  a D irector and several o fficers responsible fo r  the  
agreem ents management.
The firs t contact or the  in itia tive  to  s ta rt a co llabora tion  is o ften  made at the  to p  level, w ith  the  
RFO/RPO President encouraging new alliances or new fie lds o f cooperation, usually fo llow ing  p re ­
defined interests and p riorities. The prio rities  and th e  issues asking fo r  a co llabora tion  are defined at 
strategic level and at depa rtm en ts /un its ' level. The co llaborations in itia tives and the  actions both 
parties agree to  develop are freq ue n tly  them atica lly  restricted to  research fie lds and issues o f 
im portance to  both  countries involved.
The fo llow ing  steps o f the  procedure are d irectly  managed by the  Office, com m unicating w ith  the  
corresponding RFO/RPO by te lephone, videoconference, email o r during m eeting organized in one o f 
th e  Countries involved.
A t firs t, th e  RFO/RPO taking th e  in itia tive  and calling fo r  a co llabora tion , usually subm it a d ra ft 
agreem ent (based on its own "fo rm a t")  to  th e  o the r organization, as a basis fo r  fu rth e r discussions 
and adjustm ents. The de fin ition  o f the  means fo r  co llaborating, the  actions to  be im p lem ented, the  
financia l aspects, th e  tim e tab le , etc. and the  fina l d ra ft o f th e  agreem ent are jo in tly  discussed and 
defined. In some cases, one organization acts as a leader in subm itting  the  d ra ft and the  final 
proposal. The actions to  be included are then  defined on the  basis o f the  available funding.

BILATERAL AG REEM ENTS' STRUCTURE

A sort o f "com m on s truc tu re " is usually fo llow ed  by each organization. It is possible to  underline 
some com m on aspects th a t many b ila tera l agreements include.
A firs t d is tinc tion  could be made on the  basis o f the  "leve l" o f co llabora tion  defined in the  
agreem ent. Sometimes th e  co llabora tion  itse lf foresees d iffe re n t steps, s tarting from  a ligh te r kind o f 
cooperation to  a deeper one.
The agreem ent starts w ith  a pream ble, in troducing  the  parties involved and a general s ta tem ent on 

th e  m otiva tions fo r  co llaborating. This could be m ore deta iled ind icating previous agreements signed 
by th e  parties or a "long tra d itio n  o f co llabora tion", a n d /o r the  com m on vision and interests.
This in troduction  is fo llow ed  by the  de fin ition  o f the  purpose o f th e  agreem ent and o f th e  specific 
actions and in itia tives the  parties agree to  develop. Concerning th e  purpose, in general it focuses on 
th e  establishm ent, o r in case o f long standing co llabora tion , th e  deve lopm ent and strengthening o f 
th e  existing co llabora tion  by extending areas and fo rm s o f cooperation. In specifying the  in itia tives 
and th e  actions th e  parties agree to  im p lem ent, the  docum ent can be m ore o r less deta iled. These 
can include: develop m utual understanding o f projects in w hich th e  parties are involved; exchange 
in fo rm a tion  on scientific policies, strategies and activ ities; define pro jects on to p ic  o f com m on 
interest; p rom ote  jo in t cooperative  actions; p rom ote  th e  scientific co llabora tion  among researchers 
and th e ir  m ob ility ; organize jo in t seminars, workshops and meetings; support jo in t scientific projects. 
New o r recent agreements can foreseen to  im p lem ent the  actions fo llow ing  d iffe ren t levels o f 
cooperation, s ta rting  from  a general exchange o f in fo rm a tion  on the  scientific policy and activ ities o f 
th e  parties, to  move in a second phase to  com m on research projects and exchange o f researchers. 
The agreem ent can specify the  te rm s and m odalities o f co llaboration, including th e  setting  up o f a 
specific bodies and com m ittees. A recent agreem ent betw een th e  Italian CNR and French CNRS63 
in troduced the  establishm ent, by exchange o f le tters, o f a Steering C om m ittee, consisting o f an equal 
num ber o f m em bers o f each party. The jo in t body is in particu la r in charge o f review ing the  ongoing

63 The bilateral agreement, replacing the previous agreements, was signed on March 2013.
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cooperative  actions, setting up the  p rio r ity  scientific fie lds o f cooperation, se tting  th e  principles, rules 
and guidelines fo r  the  jo in t call fo r  proposals, fac ilita ting  and m on ito ring  th e  im p lem enta tion  o f the  
A greem ent and review  th e  In te llectua l Property issues.
In case o f jo in t cooperation projects, the  procedure includes th e  pub lica tion o f a call by each party  
(usually th rough  e lectron ic system), by a jo in tly  defined deadline, and the  submission by partner 
research team s from  both  countries o f jo in t research proposals, to  th e ir  respective organization. The 
rule o f independent evaluation by each party, fo llow ed  by a jo in t decision applies.
The agreem ent specifies, in general te rm s or in details, th e  fund ing  provisions, in some cases 
ind icating in th e  agreem ent th e  hole am oun t o f funds provided by each party. As general s ta tem ent, 
in b ila tera l agreem ents each party  covers the  costs o f th e  partic ipants from  its own coun try  and 
laboratories, w h ile  in jo in t research activ ities research expenses (excluding th e  m ob ility  o f 
researchers) are paid by the  organization w here the  research is carried out. The expenses usually 
covered fo r m ob ility  o f researchers are the  trave l costs, daily allowance and accom m odation, w hile  
are typ ica lly  up th e  hosting Country the  logistic expenses fo r  organizing seminars and workshops.
The financia l co n tribu tion  o f each party  is defined and agreed usually on a yearly or b i-annual base, 
w h ile  the  details o f re im bursem ent can be fu rth e r specified in the  agreem ent or in its addendum, 
when foreseen.
Rules fo r  regulating In te llectual P roperty Rights, when applicable, and co n fiden tia lity  are usually 
included.
Finally, provisions regulating the  agreem ent va lid ity, am endm ent and duration  te rm ina tes the  
agreem ent. Bilateral agreem ent foreseen a lim ited  duration, usually o f tw o , tree  years, and are open 
to  fu rth e r renewal, ta c it o r explic it.
As previously m entioned some agreements are m ore concise w h ile  o the r define in much m ore 
details the  specific aspects o f the  co llabora tion , the  procedures fo r  im p lem enting  it and the  financial 
rules. Am ong th e  la tte r, some b ila tera l agreements are com plem ented by an addendum. This 
docum ent can include in fo rm a tion  on the  tim e tab le  o f the  announcem ents fo r  jo in t research 
projects, th e  crite ria  fo r  selecting th e  projects, the  procedure o f scientists exchange and the  
d e fin ition  o f th e  financia l tre a tm e n t o f researchers.
This is defin ing th e  "opera tiona l leve l" w hich should be synchronized and aligned w ith  those o f o the r 
agreements.

AG REEM ENTS' IM PLEM EN TATIO N

The im p lem en ta tion  o f the  actions included in th e  agreem ent is defined in general te rm  in the  
agreem ent and can be fu rth e r deta iled in the  addendum , in particu la r regarding the  financia l aspects, 
th e  pub lica tion o f th e  call fo r  proposals and its tim e tab le , th e  procedure fo r  evaluating and fund ing  
research projects.
Jo int research pro jects and th e  exchange o f researchers are im p lem ented  th rough  th e  pub lica tion o f 
specific call fo r  proposals. The tim in g  and th e  am ount o f fund ing  dedicated to  each call depend on 
th e  con ten t o f the  co llabora tion  agreement.
The pub lica tion and th e  m anagem ent o f th e  call is handled by th e  O ffice responsible fo r  the  bila tera l 
agreements. The period and th e  date o f th e  call pub lica tion is jo in tly  defined and agreed by the  
parties, and is usually sim ultaneous, especially fo r  the  deadline fo r  subm itting  th e  candidatures. 
Some addendum  indicate th e  m axim um  num ber o f pro jects to  be supported, the  m on th /m on ths  
during w hich th e  call has to  be published by the  parties, how  o ften  (every year, every tw o /th re e  
years etc.), the  s ta rting  date fo r  financed projects.
The procedure fo r  receiving and managing th e  proposals norm ally  foreseen th a t each party  is 
responsible fo r  announcing and publishing the  call fo r  proposals and fo r  gathering all the  app lication 
from  th e ir  respective sides. Researchers from  both countries m ust subm it sim ultaneously jo in t 
research proposals to  th e ir  respective organization. The proposals are evaluated separately by the



respective scientific com m ittees, one per country, w hich m em bers are defined on a case by case 
depending on in terna l rules and the  specific issues covered in th e  proposals subm itted . Follow ing the  
ranking list fo rm ed by each scientific  com m ittee  and by exchanging these prioritized  lists o f projects, 
both  countries jo in tly  decide and agree on w hich proposals are to  be funded. Each party 
com m unicate  th e  results to  respective researcher independently, w h ile  the  com plete  list o f jo in t 
research projects m utua lly  approved become then  an annex to  the  cooperation agreem ent. Each 
organization defines its own evaluation scores (num erical, a lphabetic, etc.) and thresholds. The 
crite ria  fo r  selecting th e  proposals can be in general defined in th e  agreem ent o r in th e  addendum  
and fo llo w  th e  princip le  o f scientific  qua lity  o f th e  research. Add itiona l criteria  are th e  in tensity  o f 
m ob ility  o f researchers, th e  added value o f the  cooperation, the  expected results and impacts.
As previously m entioned, fo r  successful projects, each coun try  is responsible fo r  fund ing  its own 
researchers.
The abovem entioned O ffice is fina lly  in charge fo r trans fe r o f th e  agreed funds to  the  researchers, 
and fo r  receiving and checking the  researchers financia l reporting  and relations.
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4 .4  SYNERGIES BETWEEN ERANETS AND OTHER INITIATIVES

Joint Programming In itia tives are aimed to  align national research program m es.
The a lignm ent o f national research program m es are m ainly fram ed in th e  art. 185 o f th e  Treaty o f 
Functioning o f th e  European Union.
The European Commission (EC) fac ilita ted  th is  process th rough  ERANETs since the  Sixth Fram ework 
Programme (in Horizon 2020 evolved in the  ERANET co-fund).
Though jo in t calls are no t the  only w ay to  align research program m es and ERANETs m ainly involve 
th is  aspect as a p rio r ity  in th e ir  activities, they  could be a very useful instrum ent.
In th e  Com m unication o f EC "Partnering in Research and Innovation" COM(2011) 572 fina l, it is 
clearly m entioned th a t w here  the  areas being addressed by JPis f i t  w ith  th e  p rio rities  o f EC 
fram ew ork  programmes, EC instrum ents may be used to  support J Pis. In general, JPI jo in t actions w ill 
be evaluated by EC on a case-by-case basis to  assess w he the r the  EU value-added justifies  fund ing  via 
the
ERA-NET scheme o r co-funding via th em atic  research calls. M oreover, in th e  same C om m unication, it 
is reported  th a t the  EC w ill on ly consider making a proposal fo r  an A rtic le  185 In itia tive  w here a JPI 
has dem onstrated in its Strategic Research Agenda th a t it has the  capacity fo r  significant 
co llabora tion  and the  necessary scale and scope to  support fu ll in teg ra tion  o f national program m es. 
M any ERANETs in m arine and m aritim e  issues have been im plem ented, others are running and 
o thers w ill be launched, probably also no t in th e  fram ew ork  o f JPI Oceans.
M oreover, no t all the  EU M em ber States and Associated Countries partic ipate  JPI Oceans, w h ile  
some could be involved in ERANETs. Vice versa some stakeholders w hich are elig ib le  as partners in

http://www.cnr.it/sitocnr/Englishversion/CNR/Activities/lntActivitv/AgreeList.html
http://www.cnrs.fr/derci/?lang=fr
http://www.snf.ch/E/international/worldwide/bilateral-programmes-brics-countries/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.forskningsradet.no/en


ERANETs consortia are no t d irec tly  involved in th e  JPI Oceans process (regions, program m e owners 
etc.).

The experience o f ERANETs' consortia in managing and im p lem enting  jo in t calls has also to  be 
considered an added value. Furtherm ore it is im p orta n t to  align th e  use o f the  budgets o f fund ing  
organizations, recalling th a t in certa in  cases they  JPI and the  ERANETs are funded th rough  th e  same 
institu tions, budgets and programs. Thus cooperation ra ther than  com petition  should be stim ulated. 
For these reasons, the  in te raction  w ith  ERANETs and o the r in itia tives to  p rom ote  coord ination  and 
synergies is crucial to  increase im pact and efficiency, also fo r  fund ing  jo in t calls 
In th is  context, JPI Oceans already started a process o f period ic m eetings and discussion w ith  
ERANETs (MARTEC, Seasera, COFASP) and A rt. 185 BONUS.
A structu red  dialogue between JPI Oceans (Ex Com plus secretariat) w ith  th e  EC and fund ing  
organizations is scheduled, in o rder to  provide a p la tfo rm  fo r  cross cu tting  dialog across ERANETs and 
jo in tly  conduct fo resighting.



5. CAPACITY BUILDING

5.1  HUM AN CAPACITY BUILDING

INTRODUCTIO N

Human Capacity Building (HCB) feed the  com plex w eb w here  education, innovation, g row th  and 
em p loym ent are closely in terlinked. In a knowledge-based econom y, increasing people know ledge in 
re la tion  w ith  th e  surrounding env ironm ent no t only brings to  th e  achievem ent o f new research 
results bu t also to  the  enhancem ent o f innovation  po ten tia l and creation o f new jobs. This makes 
HCB a standing aspect o f cohesion and cooperation policy, as exem plified by the  s tric t link between 
th e  deve lopm ent o f human capital th rough  transnationa l access to  Research In frastructures (Rl) and 
in te rna tiona l cooperation policy.
The capacity build ing c ircu it entails 'new  know ledge arising from  research to  be fed back in to  
appropria te  levels o f the  education, tra in ing  and human resource deve lopm ent' (Hopkins e t al., 
2006) as required by the  rapid ly evolving science role in respect to  society. Education and tra in ing  
system is no t on ly a science support mechanism, as it guarantees th e  fu lfilm e n t o f new jobs needs to  
address incom ing societal challenges. Research and technology play the  fundam enta l role o f bridging 
th is  system w ith  the  econom ic one. Strong im plica tions result a t te rr ito ry  level, in line w ith  Smart 
Specialisation Strategies.
Education has a long tra d itio n  in schemes, careers, responsib ilities and com m unities. Nevertheless, 
th e  d iffe ren t aspects o f HCB but custom ary education m ission o f Universities and Schools can rarely 
be associated to  specific and w ell recognized paths and instrum ents. The m ulti-d isc ip lina ry  and cross- 
sectorial aspects o f the  m arine and m aritim e  issues o ften  require  an in tegrated approach and th is 
im plies a d ifficu lty  in getting  a com prehensive and easy-to-access scenario. Indeed, HCB has been 
o ften  associated to  a side activ ity  o f o thers (accessing in frastructures, developing pro jects) and rarely 
addressed as a p rio rity  to  be strategica lly in te rlinked  to  jo in t program m ing. HCB is in fac t a p illa r fo r  
th e  realization o f the  European Research Area and many aspects deserve specific a tten tion .
To con tribu te  to  th e  estab lishm ent o f th e  educational landscape o f m arine science, re in forcing the  
peculiarities o f th e  m arine and m aritim e  sectors in re la tion to  m ore general EU education schemes, a 
p re lim inary  awareness about th e  HCB context is essential. A b rie f overview  o f th is  scenario is 
th e re fo re  provided, before  presenting tw o  practical HCB actions: tra in ing  and m ob ility .

5 .1 .1  SCENARIO

The EU education and research context focused many schemes fo r  fund ing  the  enhancem ent o f 
human potentia l, like M arie Sktodowska-Curie Actions (MSCAs) and ERASMUS +, supporting higher 
education also in co llabora tion  w ith  industry.
Also the  Knowledge and Innovation Com m unities (KICs) o f the  European Institu te  o f Innovation and 
Technology (EIT) develop th e ir  ow n education program m es, th a t fu lly  in tegra te  higher education, 
research and business w ith  th e  specific aim o f ta ilo ring  the  needs o f th e  European innovation  system. 
In add ition  to  these general HCB schemes, single EC research p ro je c ts /jo in t program m es use to  carry 
on many HCB in itia tives, according to  th e ir  scientific objectives and recognized capacity needs. The 
survey carried ou t by SEAS-ERA pro ject and presented in the  repo rt Capacity Building: Identify ing 
needs, specificities, and imbalances h ighlighted th a t HCB actions are o ften  em bedded in FP7 RTD 
projects. Besides th e  usually provided per-se tra in ing  to  ju n io r researchers th rough  contracts and 
scholarships, d iffe ren t approaches are adopted:



>  sum m er schools and tra in ing  actions involving stakeholders and researchers w ho  are not 
pa rtne r o f th e  pro ject;

>  deve lopm ent o f PhD and rec ru itm en t o f young researchers;
>  specific w o rk  packages o f projects dedicated to  HCB or to  tra in ing  and dissem ination;
>  open access to  laboratories and m arine infrastructures.

A t in te rna tiona l level, consortia and in te rna tiona l organizations (e.g. IOC, ICES, BONUS, EuroM arine) 
also con tribu te  w ith  th e ir  experience to  th e  scenario, pursuing high im pact HCB actions according to  
th e ir  core business, as ou tlined  in th e  tab le  below.

Organization Name Scientific Themes Methodology Action[s]
IOC-
Intergovernmental 
Oceanic Commission

Understanding the  
Ocean; C limate change 
and th e  M arine 
Environm ent; Policy 
Support

Long te rm  perspective; 
em pow ering  ne tw ork  o f 
d irectors w ith  leadership skills; 
supporting ne tw ork  o f 
scientists w ith  p roposa l-w riting  
skills; bu ild ing scientific teams 
to  co llaborate  on funded 
projects; tra in ing  in decision 
support systems.

HCB as part 
o f them atic  
programs

ICES - International 
Council for the 
Exploration of the 
Sea

Understanding the  
Ocean; Safe and 
sustainable use o f 
m arine and coastal 
spaces; M aritim e  
Transport; Policy 
Support

Q uality assurance in the  
advisory process; focus on 
h igh-pro file  scientists and 
instructors.

Training
courses

BONUS for the Baltic 
Sea Science

Understanding the  
Ocean; C limate change 
and th e  M arine 
Environm ent; Policy 
Support + Dissemination

In tegration  betw een natural 
and socio-econom ical sciences; 
linking betw een physical and 
biological science; focus on 
early career scientists

Training
courses

EuroMarine Understanding the  
Ocean; C limate change 
and th e  M arine 
Environm ent

In terd iscip linary, com petency 
tra in ing  and capacity build ing

M ob ility
Fellowships
Programme

Table 5.1.1.1: Review o f actions by in te rna tiona l Organizations. Source: SEAS-ERA rep o rt D5.2.1 [11]

The European fram ew ork  is com plem ented  by regional and national in itia tives addressing d iffe ren t 
them es in re la tion w ith  the  specificities o f the  area. M any e ffo rts  are d irected at Basin level tow ards 
th e  inclusion o f HCB as part o f neighbourhood cooperation and interregiona l cohesion policy. W ith  
some differences among countries, th e  a tten tion  in tackling HCB is rising also at national level, w ith  
increased specific program m es dedicated to  build ing capacities in the  m arine sector, as part o f main 
research fund ing  schemes or specific strategy fo r  HCB.
Last bu t no t least, the  dem and o f skilled capacities fo r  te rr ito ry  deve lopm ent encourages local 
stakeholders, like technology d istricts, to  actively partic ipa te  to  the  HCB. O ften in co llabora tion  w ith  
th e  research system, specialized educational paths are created to  match th e  continuously updates o f 
th e  Blue econom y, addressing also non-academ ic tra in ing  fo r  the  needs o f industria l sector (e.g. 
m aritim e  transpo rta tion , tourism , ...).



The a lignm ent o f these perspectives is needed fo r  consolidating a strong HCB strategy fo r  reaching 
JPI Oceans objectives. To th is  end, an o ppo rtun ity , bu t no t exclusively, can d e fin ite ly  be taken 
advantage o f EU instrum ents, like fo r  example th e  COFUND scheme th a t 'o ffe rs add itiona l fund ing  to  
existing or new regional and national fe llow sh ip  program m es fo r  research tra in ing  and career 
deve lopm ent and can also support and strengthen existing and new in te rna tiona l p rogram m es'64. 
Nevertheless the  way is long tow ards th e  creation o f an e ffective  integrated m arine HCB p la tfo rm  as 
ideal fram ew ork  fo r intersecting th e  ou tpu ts  o f d iffe re n t in itia tives, in o rder to  address a 
com prehensive policy in m arine HCB in te rlinked  w ith  jo in t program m ing, th rough  th e  design o f new 
actions.
The fo llow ing  paragraphs illus tra te  tw o  main typologies o f HCB action, tra in ing  and m ob ility , and 
re lated instrum ents to  im p lem ent them . Some ind ications on m anagem ent practices are fina lly  
provided, to  be possibly fo llow ed  as appropria te  te rm s o f reference fo r  th e  im p lem enta tion .

5 .1 .2  TR AIN IN G

Training is about learning and gaining new expertise and skills. D iffe rent schedules and processes can 
bring to  d iffe re n t level o f know -how  achievements. According to  the  previously depicted scenario, 
main instrum ents available fo r  im p lem enting  tra in ing  activ ities and related level o f qua lifica tion  
obta ined are listed.

> Master/PhD courses: com plete  education actions usually (co-)organized w ith  Universities. 
Released tit le : M aste r/D octo ra l degree.

>  Internships: on-fie ld  extended experience usually (co-)organized w ith  a private com pany/ 
association/ NGO. It can foresee access to  research in frastructures, o r practice in a job  o f the  
sea. Released tit le : technical license.

> Short training courses: highly focused sum m er schools, workshops, webinars, e-learning 
module... Released tit le : ce rtifica te  o f a ttendance.

> Mobility grants: see dedicated paragraph 5.3.

General objectives and technical features o f each ins trum ent depend on the  im p lem enta tion  
fram ew ork  o f reference. Training actions can indeed be a segm ent o f a program  e n tire ly  dedicated to  
HCB o r the  capacity bu ild ing coun terpart, generally im plem ented during its life tim e, o f a scientific 
p ro ject o r a jo in t program m e.

For example, at EU level M arie  Curie Actions foste r, th rough  a b o ttom  up approach, excellent and 
innovative  research tra in ing  networks, and Joint and Industria l doctorates, enhancing business- 
academia co llabora tion  and s ta ff exchange; w h ile  EIT identifies 'a robust en trepreneursh ip  education 
and an highly in tegra ted, innovative  learn ing-by-doing curricu la ' as degree qua lity  criteria .
Besides the  scientific driven tra in ing  actions carried ou t by RTD projects, the  EU research fram ew ork  
program m e Horizon2020 strongly supports as part o f R l/e-l pro jects the  tra in ing  o f s ta ff managing 
and opera ting  RIs, th e  exchange o f personnel and best practices betw een facilities, th e  adequate 
supply o f skilled human resources in key disciplines, engaging academia to  prepare curricula and 
courses to  address RIs in te rcu ltu ra l and in terd isc ip linary nature  as vehicle o f in te rna tiona l 
cooperation, e.g. north  tow ards south and w est tow ards east. This is a clear o p p o rtu n ity  fo r  Ocean 
fac ilities to  augm ent th e ir  im pact role also as place fo r  tra in ing  activities.

64 http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/about-mca/actions/cofund/index en.htm
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A t the  interface between science and policy, tra in ing  courses can be the  adequate response to  the  
capacity demand addressed by th e  im p lem en ta tion  o f EU d irectives and strategies, e.g. th e  M arine 
Strategy Fram ework D irective65, th e  In tegrated M aritim e  Policy, o r the  Blue grow th.
W hen looking at the  purpose o f creating new jobs o f the  sea, tra in ing  is also a fundam enta l cohesion 
ins trum ent. In th is  case, specialist jo b  o rien ted  non-educational tra in ing  courses like internships 
usually com bine s tructured  educational program m es w ith  on-the -job  experience. The lacking o f an 
EU structu red  scheme addressing these courses has to  be noticed.

The p o rtfo lio  o f tra in ing  instrum ents and re lated fram ew orks o f im p lem enta tion  is d e fin ite ly  rich. But 
as outlined  in the  chapter Training and careers fo r  th e  next generation o f m arine experts o f the  
M arine Board Position Paper 20 Navigating the  Future IV, to o  fe w  doctora l programs are 'm arine 
science' specifically labelled; m oreover EU schemes have been so fa r to o  lim ited  in scope and 
dura tion ; and th e  invo lvem ent o f m aritim e  industry in p rom oting  courses to  tra in  skilled w orkers 
requested by em erging sectors is no t s tructured  enough. As p rom inen t actor o f m arine and m aritim e  
in te rna tiona l jo in t in itia tives, JPI Oceans can raise th e  vo lum e o f voices asking fo r  an integra ted 
m arine and m aritim e  tra in ing  strategy clustering and b lueprin ting  d iffe ren t education levels.

5 .1 .3  M O BILITY

M o b ility  is m ore about expertise sharing and netw orking.

W ith in  the  five  ERA (European Research Area) p rio rities  identified  in 2012 (European Commission, 
2012), an open labour m arket fo r  researchers is considered fundam enta l and barriers to  m ob ility , 
tra in ing  and a ttrac tive  careers fo r  researchers should be rem oved. Researcher m ob ility  may indeed 
strongly con tribu te  to  the  c ircu la tion  o f excellence but, in a context o f considering the  research also 
as a support to  boost com petitiveness and knowledge-based policy decisions, th e  concept o f m ob ility  
has to  be enlarged to  include the  opportun ities  fo r  all th e  stakeholders. In some way, it can be 
considered an ins trum ent o f tra in ing  and learning w here  the  build ing o f capacities specifically occur 
th rough  th e  m ovem ent o f people.
For its specific ity and undeniable role as capacity bu ild ing to o l, though m ob ility  is usually embedded 
as a support fo r  th e  deve lopm ent o f projects and activities, it deserves a dedicated focus as a 
strategic 'ac tion '.

In 2012, the  Inform al Group o f Research and Technological Developm ent Liaison Offices (IGLO) has 
carried ou t a survey on research stakeholders' views on m ob ility  and collected data from  individual 
experts from  national fund ing  agencies, research perform ing  organizations, universities and public 
au thorities  across Europe. Tw enty experts from  tw e lve  EU M em ber States and associated countries 
reported  on the  s ituation  w ith  regards to  m ob ility  in th e ir  organization. The results w ere presented 
during the  ERA in Action event 2012 o f IGLO.
W ith o u t entering in to  the  details o f th e  findings o f th is  survey and discussion, it has to  be 
distinguished betw een the  aspects o f m ob ility  w hich can be addressed at governm enta l po litical level 
and those at fund ing  and perfo rm ing  organizations, th a t is, closer to  the  capacity and responsib ility  
o f JPI Oceans.

Having in m ind th a t policies and instrum ents should be strategica lly in terlinked, some o f the  
recom m endations w hich JPI Oceans can endorse are th e re fo re  summarized:

65 See ICES courses on MSFD: http://www.ices.dk/news-and-events/Training/Pages/default.aspx.

http://www.ices.dk/news-and-events/Training/Pages/default.aspx


Foster structured mobility, especially in tim es o f econom ic crisis. The European Commission 
already has instrum ents to  do so, bu t the  support could be strengthen, also at national and 
regional level, and also to  increase com m unication on b ila tera l or m u ltila te ra l successful 
in itia tives. In particular, an in tegra ted strategy to  support m ob ility , taking in to  account both 
bottom-up and top-down approaches, should be m anda to rily  adopted to  strengthen the  
tru ly  m u ltina tiona l dim ension and to  e ffic ien tly  solve the  m ajor societal challenges. 
Harmonize short-term and long-term mobility, usually iden tified  as individual and 
institution mobility.

ï i  Better articulate EU, national and regional levels. For example, a lignm ent and rationa liza tion 
o f national tools, coord ination  betw een national calls and EU calls fo r  proposals could be 
im p lem ented  to  fac ilita te  researcher m ob ility . Dedicated R&l strategies encompassing 
m ob ility  at regional level are needed. The in fo rm a tion  role o f the  EURAXESS ne tw ork  could 
be strengthened to  provide a m ore visible resource fo r  advertis ing vacancies. The COFUND 
ins trum ent has proved e ffic ien t to  fos te r th is  a rticu la tion  and could be fu rth e r developed, 
e.g. by using S tructura l Funds.
valorise scientific careers: experience from  abroad is no t enough valued in researcher 
careers; increase v is ib ility  fo r  activ ities o f researchers no t on ly  lim ited  to  publications or 
excellence bu t also to  th e  support to  policy and technology transfer.

-■i increase transparency recruitment-related issues: a lack o f in fo rm a tion  and transparency o f 
rec ru itm en t procedures makes research careers less a ttrac tive  and hampers m ob ility .

3 i increase the  dialogue between researchers, funders and end-users o f the  products o f 
research.

Short and long te rm  m ob ility  actions can be developed in the  fram ew ork  o f dedicated program s at 
in te rna tiona l/na tiona l level or be part o f a research Ins titu te  own policy. According to  th e  objective  
ta rgeted  by th e  action, m ob ility  can stands fo r: capacity trans fe r o f single persons w ork ing  or v isiting 
a place d iffe ren t from  the  one they  belong to  (foreign Institu tes, o the r sectors); o r even the  exchange 
o f en tire  staff, e.g. between research in frastructures. General instrum ents (set o f rules) th a t suit fo r 
these actions are:

>  consolidated fo rm a l schemes, e.g. the  FP7 In te rnationa l Research Staff Exchange Scheme 
among th e  M arie  Curie Actions;

>  fe llow ships/gran ts, e.g. MCAs COFUND, dedicated program m e at national, regional or 
research Ins titu te  level;

ad hoc M em orandum  o f Understandings: short te rm  actions set in the  fram ew ork  o f fo r  example 
B ila tera l/C ooperation Agreements; requ irem en t o f specific HCB action w ith in  a Jo int Call fo r 
p ro jects /Jo in t Programmes.

SUPPORT TO IM PLEM EN TATIO N

Some te rm s o f reference to  im p lem ent HCB actions are provided here below . Tem plates like fo rm a l 
agreem ents or applications fo rm s to  be used as too ls fo r  HCB calls, are also provided.
Landscape analysis. On the  basis o f p re lim inary  needs and gaps evaluation, ou tline  how  the  action 
can con tribu te  to  th e  estab lishm ent o f th e  educational landscape at in te rna tiona l/na tiona l level. 
Database66 check on available actions in the  same fie ld  is recom m ended in o rder to  avoid 
duplications.

66 Examples of HCB actions database: Euromarine training survey:
http://www.euromarineconsortium.eu/content-education/overview-trainings/: Aquat-net Education gate: 
http://aquatnet.diangofoo.com/: ICES Courses and reports: http://www.ices.dk/news-and- 
events/Training/Pages/Previous-reports.aspx.
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Objectives. Iden tifica tion  o f the  planned action aims in re la tion  to  the  im p lem enta tion  fram ew ork: a 
single pro ject, an extended program m e, ... A d iversifica tion between specific (e.g. new resources in a 
high specialized fie ld  are needed) and m ore general (e.g. re in force  transnationa l cooperation) 
objectives is desirable.
Specific targets iden tifica tion , linked to  th e  objectives: p ro file  (e.g. researchers, technologists, 
technicians, operators, managers), sector, discipline, them atic .
Expected impacts are to  be qua lita tive ly  identified . If possible predictable  ou tpu ts  are to  be 
quantified .
General questions to be possibly answered before im p lem enting  the  action can help avoiding 
unexpected delays as w ell as develop it in a m ore s tructured  way. Few examples, including technical 
and theo re tica l argum ents, are reported.

>  Is the  action feasib le w ith in  th e  life tim e  o f a p ro ject/p rogram m e?
>  Are the re  any fram ew ork  barriers th a t could delay th e  starting  or slow dow n the  

im p lem en ta tion  o f th e  action? e.g. adm in istrative , legal, ...
>  A t w hich level is the  released tit le /c e rtif ic a te  recognized in d iffe ren t partic ipa ting  countries?
>  How can th e  ou tpu ts  o f the  HCB action be fed back in to  th e  m arine education landscape? 

Action design in te rm s o f top ics selection and logistics aspects: advertisem ent and dissem ination o f 
th e  call, e lig ib ility  crite ria  including necessary pre-requisites, num ber o f awards, grants availab ility, 
ranking criteria , involved parties and re lated contact point, data policy, m anagem ent issues, tim e  
schedule, budget plan, visa, insurance, access cond itions to  facilities...
Procedure guidelines. The choice o f th e  procedure to  be fo llow ed  is ano ther fundam enta l step o f the  
HCB action im p lem enta tion  process. A linear-few  steps mechanism is to  be pre ferred. For example:

1. Before starting: agree on the  m ost su itab le HCB action and th e  re lated instrum ent;
2. Starting: launch the  call fo r  tra in in g /m o b ility  action or sign the  agreem ent on the  action;
3. Throughout: execution o f th e  action &  m on ito ring  by measuring it th rough  fo r  exam ple a 

m id -te rm  evaluation, num ber o f publications, discussion workshops;
4. Closing: presenta tion o f outcomes.

Funding mechanisms: Direct app lication o f EU schemes (e.g. MCAs); agreements a t EU level fo r 
supporting  HCB in th e  fram ew ork  o f m arine Programs (e.g. MCA-COFUND, see the  attached example 
o f tem p la te ); s ta ff exchange; dedicated lines o f p ro ject funded  th rough  structura l funds (at regional 
level); agreements w ith  o the r stakeholder, e.g. techno logy districts, to  tra in  capacities in specific 
fie lds (e.g. jobs o f th e  sea); pub lic-priva te  co llabora tion ; ind ividual fees.
Checklist of helpful tools: proper channels fo r  dissem inating tra in ing  opportun ities ; experts 
(teachers, evaluators) lists repository; database o f tra in ing  in itia tives; reposito ry o f th e  outcom es o f 
HCB actions; fo rum  to  collect feedbacks (e.g. BONUS Young Scientists Club).
Examples of templates: (i) COFUND & RITMARE Italian Flagship Programme Call fo r  applications fo r  6 
fe llow ships; (ii) EUROFLEETS tra in ing  course application fo rm ; (iii) a M em orandum  o f Understanding 
linked to  a Bilateral Agreem ent in th e  fram ew ork  o f w hich build ing m ob ility  actions between tw o  
Research Institu tes; (iii) ECORD-IODP sum m er school announcem ent: 
h ttp ://w w w .u rb in ossp .it/re g is tra tio n .asp x ; (iv) ICES course reg istra tion fo rm : 
h ttp ://in fo .ice s .d k /ice sw o rk /tra in in g /re g is tra tio n /.
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5.2  INFRASTRUCTURES

INTRODUCTIO N

Research in frastructu res (RIs) play an increasingly im portan t role in th e  advancem ent o f knowledge 
and technology. They are a key ins trum ent in bringing toge the r a w ide  d iversity o f stakeholders to  
look fo r  solutions to  many o f th e  problem s society is facing today, o ffe ring  unique research services 
to  users from  d iffe ren t countries, also a ttrac ting  young people to  science and helping to  shape 
scientific  com m unities.
In th e  fie ld  o f m arine sciences th ey  include research vessels and their underwater equipment (e.g. 
ROV, AUV, m anned subm ersible, USV, tow ed  devices, sea-floor d rilling  and coring equ ipm ent), fixed 
coastal and open sea observatories (e.g. buoys, ballast and o the r type  o f p la tform s, anchored or 
fixed in th e  sea bo ttom , m oorings, sea-floor stations, landers, etc.), mobile observatories (e.g. 
oceanic profilers, gliders, d rifte rs , fe rrybox), relocatable observatories (coastal HF radars), marine 
land-based facilities and in situ testing sites for ocean engineering (e.g. deep wave basins, w a te r 
c ircu la tion  canals, hyperbaric tanks, m ateria l behavior in sea w a te r testing  laboratories, m arine 
sensors ca lib ra tion laboratories, in situ te s t sites fo r  m arine renewable devices), experimental 
facilities for marine biology, biodiversity and ecosystem studies (e.g. m arine genomics facilities, 
aquaculture  experim enta l facilities, mesocosm facilities, ecosystems and b iod ivers ity  observatories). 
Besides th e  infrastructu res above, intended as m ajor scientific m arine equ ipm ent or set o f 
instrum ents and know ledge-based resources such as collections, archives o r s tructu red  scientific

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/index
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/education
http://eit.europa.eu/education/
http://www.marineboard.eu/science-foresight/navigating-the-


in fo rm a tion , w e should consider also ICT-based e-infrastructures (networks, com puting  resources, 
so ftw are  and data repositories, such as sate llite  data processing centers and generally m arine data 
centers, fo r data va lidation, storage and d issem ination th rough  web portals, including access to  high 
com puting  fac ilities &  generic m odeling).
Each class of facility above is peculiar for the services and access offered, and this should be taken 
into account when defining integrated rules for transnational access, sharing, management and 
costs reporting.

5 .2 .1  ACCESSING AN D  SHARING M ARINE INFRASTRUCTURES

Rl are o ften  the  key to  enable excellent researchers to  tackle e ffective ly  com plex o r very 
fundam enta l questions, to  gain new knowledge, to  create innovation or to  play an im p o rta n t role in 
education e.g. in tra in ing  o f young scientists and technologica l personnel. These tasks could no t be 
fu lfille d  w ith o u t access to  these Rl.
M oreover, sharing o f in frastructu res among th e ir  operators, fo r  com m on programs or projects, is 
becom ing a requ irem en t in o rder to  low e r/op tim ize  th e ir  costs. The degree and m ethod o f 
in fras truc tu re  sharing can vary in each coun try  depending on regula tory and com petitive  climate.

A sum m ary overview  o f European p ro jec ts /in itia tives  proposing Trans National Access is provided by 
Seasera (Masset, 2013), including experiences m atured in p rovid ing access.
In the  dom ain o f m arine sciences, 12 research in frastructu re  pro jects are being or have been funded 
under FP6 and FP7 (Figure 5.2.1), p rom oting  Trans National Access, and data and know ledge sharing. 
The EU w ill continue to  support research in frastructu res under Horizon 2020 ensuring Europe has 
w orld -c lass research in frastructu res (including e -in fras truc tu res) accessible to  all researchers in 
Europe and beyond. The activ ities w ill also con tribu te  to  foste ring  the  innovation po ten tia l o f RIs 
w ith  a focus on ins trum enta tion  and th e  partic ipa tion  o f industry, and on re inforcing in te rna tiona l 
cooperation w ith  strategic th ird  coun try  partners.
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Figure 5.2.1: Projects supported under FP6 and FP7 in the  fie ld  o f m arine sciences.

TR AN SN ATIO N AL ACCESS

The so fa r used te rm s "transnationa l access" (TNA) usually means supporting new o pportun ities  fo r 
research team s o r ind ividual researchers to  obta in  access to  specific pan-European, national or 
regional Rl th ey  require  fo r  th e ir  w ork.
Masset (2013) recognizes several types o f TNA form ulas: in the  fram e o f FP7 projects, w ith in  
them atic  jo in t calls between M em ber States, w ith in  the  fram ew ork  o f "p u re " com m on program.
For FP7 funded projects, Rl transnationa l access is one o f the  th re e  m andatory com ponents o f the  
In tegrating Activ ities (lAs). Such in frastructu res m ust be rare in Europe, m ust provide a world-class 
service essential fo r  th e  conduct o f to p  qua lity  research, and m ust typ ica lly  have investm ent or 
opera ting  costs th a t are re la tive ly high in re la tion  to  those costs in th e ir  particu la r fie ld . The 
in frastructu res m ust also be able to  provide adequate scientific, technical and logistic support to  
external, particu la rly  firs t-tim e , users.
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In these projects, provisions fo r  TNA activ ities are defined in Annex III to  the  Grant Agreem ent, which 
sets perform ance obligations and com m itm ents o f th e  in frastructu re  provider as w ell as e lig ib ility  
and selection o f the  user group:
•  Leader + m a jo rity  o f users m ust w o rk  in a M em ber State or Associated State
•  Leader + m a jo rity  o f users m ust w o rk  in coun try  o the r than  th a t o f in frastructu re  ( if several 

insta llations, cond itions apply to  each insta lla tion  except w here  rem ote  access to  d is tribu ted  set 
o f RIs)

The opening is o ffe red  to  any kind o f scientific them es, excellence being the  main m andatory criteria  
fo r  th e  eva lua tion /se lection  o f th e  applicants. The only inconvenient o f th is fo rm u la  are the  
budgetary constrains, w hich lim it its scope to  only few  % o f the  available resources and m oreover 
w h itin  th e  fram ew ork  o f fixed te rm  projects.
As regards ESFRI projects, cu rren tly  the re  is no EU-wide policy fo r  access to  RIs since th is  is o ften  
dependent on specific negotia tions fo r  th e ir  fund ing  and deve lopm ent.
In th e  case o f TNA as im p lem ented  w ith in  them atic  jo in t calls between M em ber States, w ith  or 
w ith o u t the  pop up support o f th e  EC, the  access tim es pooling comes as "In Kind co n tr ibu tion ", in 
add ition  to  the  cash o f a com m on pot. W hen EC also partic ipates, w ith in  an Eranet+ o r an A rtic le  185 
(fo r examples Bonus), it contribu tes to  th e  access costs w ith  dedicated funds up to  30 % to  50. Except 
fo r  certa in adm in istra tive  red tapes w hich could be revised and relieved, th is  fo rm u la  is po ten tia lly  
flex ib le : in particular, we can m ix a com m on pot w ith  " juste  re to u r" fo r  the  cash part o f the  scientific 
pro jects w ith  a com m on real po t fo r  the  In Kind part related to  th e  MRI access. Furtherm ore, fo r  the  
selected applicants, th is  avoids the  p ro ject double evaluation (and its hazards) usually necessary to  
have successively the  budget and the  MRI access.
TNA can also be im p lem ented  w ith in  th e  fram ew ork  o f "p u re " com m on program , i.e. w ith  only the  
existing resources o f th e  research perform ing  organisations. In th is  case, the re  is an agreem ent on a 
m u lti annual program  o f com m on actions, involving a pool o f pre iden tified  MRI to  aim th e ir  use in a 
optim ized way. As typ ica l examples, th e  recurren t at-sea campaign in a regional sea basin fo r  the  
needs o f oceanography (physics, ocean c ircu lation know ledge) and /o r fo r  sea m on ito ring  
(param eters con tribu ting  to  the  good environm enta l status assessment) a nd /o r the  DCF (data 
Collection Fisheries, com m ercial species stocks assessment).

INFRASTRUCTURES SHARING

A particu la r fo rm  o f TNA is in the  fo rm  o f sharing under specific agreements. Sharing an 
in fras truc tu re  among bodies means to  pu t at m utual disposal a p la tfo rm  to  perform  research and 
deve lopm ent activities, th a t hopefu lly  should be o f com m on in terest o f the  involved parties. Since it 
is estim ated th a t 50% o f national budgets fo r  m arine science is required fo r  operating and replacing 
m arine in frastructu res assets, cost-sharing and w iden ing  access are necessary steps tow ards 
in teg ra tion  re flecting  national needs.
OFEG (h ttp ://w w w .o fe g .o rg /), the  Ocean Facilities Exchange Group is an example o f a well 
established barter system, dating 1996, p rovid ing a fo rum  to  consider exchange o f ship tim e  or 
equ ipm en t or instrum ents and co-operation o pportun ities  among parties, at present six European 
ins titu tions  and m in istries (Ifrem er/France, NERC/UK, BMBF/Germany, N IOZ/Netherlands, 
IM R /N orw ay, CSIC-UTM/ Spain). In a long te rm  perspective, OFEG aims at th e  logistic op tim iza tion  o f 
at-sea campaigns o f several countries
O ther examples o f European activ ities aim ing at fos te ring  a m ore synergetic use o f m arine research 
in frastructu res are th e  barte r system o f th e  M arine Facilities T ripa rtite  Group (MFTG) th a t facilita tes 
th e  sharing o f Dutch, French, German, Spanish and UK m arine fac ilities (established 1996) and

http://www.ofeg.org/


EuroGOOS, established to  fu rth e r th e  deve lopm ent o f O perational Oceanography in the  European 
Sea areas and adjacent oceans (funded in 1994)67.
As m arine research in frastructu re  are nationa lly  owned, in o rder to  fos te r the  infrastructu res 
sharing, some conditions should be established and encouraged.
The tab le  below  summarizes th e  main cond itions fo r  the  shared use o f research in frastructures:

Conditions for shared use of European infrastructures (research vessels)

The main cond itions fo r  the  shared use o f fac ilities include:

• M utua l exchange agreements fo r  the  barte r a nd /o r charter o f m arine facilities m ust be set up 
on a global and on a regional scale (e.g. covering th e  M editerranean Sea and the  Baltic Sea);

• M utua l exchange agreements m ust be arranged so th a t they  do no t financia lly  disadvantage 
any o f th e  m em ber organizations;

• Requests fo r  m arine facilities m ust be subm itted  12-18 m onths in advance o f w hen th ey  are 
required due to  the  long-term  planning requirem ents o f m arine facilities programmes. Requests 
at short notice  w ill on ly ever be accom m odated on an opportun is tic  basis;

• The program m ing o f m arine facilities w ill remain th e  sole responsib ility  o f the  owner;

• The cost o f th e  loss replacem ent, a nd /o r damage repair, o f exchanged m arine fac ilities (for 
w hich no opera tiona l support is provided) is the  responsib ility  o f the  user. The main problem s to  
be resolved include:

• Programming tim etab les fo r  m arine fac ilities w ill need to  be aligned if the re  is to  be e ffective  
co -o rd ina tion  o f facilities;

• A system th a t assures equ iva len t values w hen exchanging fac ilities w ill need to  be developed;

• Legal and adm in istra tive  issues regarding trans-boundary m ob ility  o f ships and scientists w ill 
need to  be solved;

• M em ber organizations w ill have to  establish a mechanism th a t provides the  in terna l financia l 

fle x ib ility  to  deal w ith  th e  exchange o f th e ir  m arine facilities in re tu rn  fo r  access to  another 

organization 's facilities.

Table 5.2.1.1: A sketch o f the  cond itions fo r  shared use o f European research vessels (from  Academy 
o f Finland, European Strategy on M arine Research In frastructure, 2003).

5 .2 .2  OPERATIVE PROCEDURES AND AGREEMENTS FOR TN A AND INFRASTRUCTURES 
SHARING

The provision o f access to  o r a sharing o f a research in frastructu re  should be ruled by a 
M em orandum  o f Understanding betw een involved parties (user and in frastructu re  provider). This

67 Academy of Finland, European Strategy on Marine Research Infrastructure, Publication of the Academy of 
Finland 6/03. Available at www.aka.fi/Tiedostot/Tiedostot/Julkaisut/6 03%20European%20Strategy%20on%20 
arine %20Research%20lnfrastructure.pdf.
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agreem ent defines the  te rm s w hereby the  in frastructu re  provider w ill pu t at disposal to  the  user 
pa rtne r a fac ility  as a p la tfo rm  to  carry o u t an experim ent deta iling:

•  The access/sharing conditions, including tim ing , location, quan tity  and restrictions o f the
use o f the  in frastructu re .

•  The user com m itm ents  regarding any obliga tion  in using the  in frastructu re , including
com m itm ents  regarding safety rules.

•  The in frastructu re  provider com m itm ents regarding any obligation tow ards th e  user
partne r (e.g. technical support and tra in ing  to  be provided, applicable safety rules on-site, 
requested insurance policy, etc.).

•  C om m itm ents re lated to  costs sharing (e.g. user access costs, in frastructu re  provider
opera ting  costs o f the  fac ilities in the  period o f access/sharing).

•  The reporting  requirem ents, including evidence o f the  use.
•  O bligation fo r  data delivery.
•  O bligations and rights o f the  involved parties fo r  w ha t concerns: in te llectual p rope rty

rights, con fiden tia lity , liab ility  and o the r legal issues regarding th e  signed agreement.
A deta iled w ork ing  plan should be part o f the  agreem ent presenting the  scope o f the  w ork  and its 
schedule.
The MOU can th e re fo re  include options fo r  both  TNA and in frastructu re  sharing.

5 .2 .3  ACCESS/SHARING COSTS STAND ARD IZATIO N  AND REPORTING PROCEDURES

in o rder to  standardize and reduce th e  com plexity  o f adopting d iffe ren t procedures fo r  recognizing 
and accounting costs o f in frastructu res and th e ir  access, and taking in to  account the  experience 
established w ith in  FP7 projects, th e  proposed approach is m ainly in tune  w ith  th e  EC one. This does 
no t p revent to  in troduce changes w hen the  EC co n tribu tion  is no t involved and m ore fle x ib ility  and 
feas ib ility  is requested by partners.
Access costs de fin ition  in FP7 pro jects is based upon a u n it cost and th e  quan tity  o f access provided 
to  th e  specific activ ity:

Access costs = u n it cost x quan tity  o f access provided 
as a rule, th e  EC financia l con tribu tion  w ill no t exceed 20% o f costs o f provid ing to ta l access to  the  
insta lla tion  over the  duration  o f the  pro ject.
The un it costs is the  costs o f provid ing access to  the  insta lla tion  during the  FP7 p ro ject life -tim e  
d ivided th e  to ta l quan tity  o f access provided during th e  same period. In th e  Grant Agreem ent it is 
provided as an estim ate, bu t it is fina lly  reported  as th e  real one in the  fina l financia l s ta tem ent 
(Form C).
This approach o f calculation o f the  access costs, even if suitable fo r  large scale single site 
in frastructures, can present some problem  fo r  d is tribu ted  in frastructu re , w here  some o f the  costs 
can change sign ificantly w ith  respect to  an averaged reference depending to  th e  specific use. As an 
example, we refe r the  case o f gliders, small autonom ous vehicles used fo r  data acquisition at sea. 
This is a "m o b ile " in frastructures, th a t is deployed in a geographical location or ano ther depending 
on the  needs o f the  user. Some issues could arise concerning the  transpo rt o f the  g lider and the  
trans fe r o f th e  supporting s ta ff to  and from  its base to  th e  e ffective  area/s o f ope ra tion /s  
(Sparnocchia, 2013). This o ften  involves high costs th a t cannot be d irec tly  reim bursed and can result 
underestim ated by th e  p ro ject life -tim e  average reference. M oreover, in case o f a m ixed fo rm  o f 
access to  th e  in frastructu re , w hich a lterna ted  between "in  person" and "re m o te " m odalities (defined 
"p a rtia lly  rem ote" in JERICO and Fix03, fo r  instance), defin ing a u n it cost can be tr icky  because o f 
d iffe re n t references to  define the  to ta l quan tity  o f access provided over the  duration  o f th e  pro ject 
in the  tw o  access m odalities. For such applications, a re im bursem ent based on real cost borne by the  
fa c ility  provider fo r  granting the  access is probably pre ferred.



A standard costs de fin ition  was reported  as a problem  also in th e  last analysis o f ESFRI p ro ject 
im p lem en ta tion  made by the  ESFRI Im plem entation  Group (2012) th a t reports critica lities in fie lds 
such as social sciences and hum anities (SSFH). Access to  d ig ita l data and services itse lf is no t the  
problem  but data processing in many cases needs add itiona l extra expert support w hich is o ften  not 
found  in Rl centres them selves (as they  jus t take care o f th e  technical opera tion). The conclusion o f 
th e  IG is th a t establishing appropria te  costing fo r  all RIs w hich covers the  running costs to  guarantee 
access to  th e ir  services fo r  th e  scientific  com m un ity  is a challenge and th a t the  p rio rity  o f defin ing 
com m on standards and harm onized access rules and conditions fo r  th e  use o f Rl and fo r  continued 
EU support to  transnationa l access activ ities stressed by th e  Com petitiveness Council Conclusions 
from  11 December 2012 seems not being th e  righ t way to  proceed.
An exam ple o f reporting  on in kind, free  o f charge in frastructu re  con tribu tions is provided in a Guide 
o f BONUS (2012). Categories o f national in frastructu re  addressed by th is  guide include research 
ships, fie ld  stations w ith  m ajor experim enta l fac ilities the re in  and advanced com puting facilities. The 
value o f in frastructu re  provided by national au thorities  as in kind, free  o f charge con tribu tions  to  
BONUS projects is calculated on th e  basis o f the  actual costs incurred during the  pro ject. This may 
include capital costs and ind irect costs re lated to  th e  use o f th e  in frastructu re . The usual accounting 
practices are applied, w ith  th e  exclusion o f provisions and p ro fit on th e  basis o f deta iled accounts 
th a t are open fo r  inspection and audit. The value and nature  o f th e  in kind, free  o f charge 
in fras truc tu re  provided to  the  BONUS projects is reported  annually by th e  national in frastructu re  
p rov ide r to  the  BONUS EEIG. Due to  national d ifferences concerning organization o f access to  large 
in frastructures, th e  'in fras truc tu re  p rov ide r' may in th is  context be th e  ow ner o f th e  in frastructu re , 
o r th e  body adm in istra ting  or granting th e  righ t to  use a large in frastructu re  free  o f charge fo r  the  
bene fit o f th e  BONUS projects.
W e can try  to  establish a "dynam ic standard ization", a llow ing the  fa c ility  p rov ide r to  adopt the  
ca lcu lation scheme th a t best adapt to  its specific in frastructu re .
This is based on th ree  options, th a t could be used as a reference fo r  both calculating the  
re im bursem ent fo r  access or sharing activities, as well as when in frastructu res costs are calculated as 
in-kind resources w ith in  a p ro ject:

a) Calculation based on a "u n it access cost", as in the  FP7 13 projects.
b) Calculation based on real costs, as fo r  instance in BONUS.
c) Calculation based on a frac tion  o f th e  to ta l costs in a given period related to  the  period o f use 

in th e  specific pro ject.
A Guide to  reporting  on in kind, free  o f charge in frastructu re  con tribu tions is provided in Appendix 2, 
including schemes fo r  in frastructu re 's  costs reporting.

5 .2 .4  ACCESS TO DATA

Open Access to  Data and Data Sharing is one o f th e  big open issues w hen dealing w ith  Research 
Projects and environm enta l research.
Recent technologica l deve lopm ent g reatly  low ered the  cost o f data acquisition, and th e  grow ing 
ava ilab ility  o f fast in te rne t connection enables several d iffe re n t ways o f data sharing and in tegra tion . 
As a consequence, state o f th e  a rt science today - especially w hen considering support to  policy at a 
national and pan-European level - o ften  needs data series th a t span tim e  and space lengths th a t are 
no t achievable in single research campaigns, bu t need in teg ra tion  o f d iffe ren t datasets. On the  o the r 
hand, the  cost in te rm  o f man days o f transla ting  and m erging data from  d iffe ren t sources, when 
feasible, is still high, being th is  o ften  a tim e-consum ing task. Open and in teroperab le  access to  data 
has th e re fo re  become, in th e  past 10 to  15 years, one o f the  key objectives especially fo r  
environm enta l data, and is considered the  easiest and m ost pow erfu l w ay to  achieve the  m entioned 
in tegra tion .



The basic and m ost general princip les o f the  Open Access concept have been posed in several 
sta tem ent, and one w o rth  considering fo r  its w ide  consideration and acceptance is th e  Berlin 
Declaration on Open Access to  Knowledge in the  Sciences and Hum anities (M ax Planck Society, 
2003).
This declaration, stated on the  22nd o f O ctober 2003, has since been signed by 460 d iffe ren t 
research organizations and Universities from  all the  w orld , and among them  are listed the  Max 
Planck Society fo r  the  Advancem ent o f Science (signed on 2003), the  National Research Council o f 
Ita ly (signed on 2012), the  Sm ithsonian Ins titu tion  (signed in 2011) and th e  Centre National de la 
Recherche Scientifique (signed on 2007).
The Berlin Declaration states th a t Open Access con tribu tions m ust satisfy tw o  conditions:

1. The author(s) and righ t holder(s) o f such contribu tions  grant(s) to  all users a free, irrevocable, 
w orldw ide , righ t o f access to , and a license to  copy, use, d is tribu te , tran sm it and display the  
w o rk  pub lic ly and to  make and d is tribu te  deriva tive  works, in any d ig ita l m edium  fo r  any 
responsible purpose, subject to  proper a ttr ib u tio n  o f authorsh ip  (com m unity  standards, w ill 
continue  to  provide the  mechanism fo r  en fo rcem ent o f p roper a ttr ib u tio n  and responsible 
use o f the  published w ork, as th ey  do now), as w ell as the  righ t to  make small num bers o f 
p rin ted  copies fo r  th e ir  personal use.

2. A com ple te  version o f th e  w ork  and all supplem ental m aterials, including a copy o f the  
perm ission as stated above, in an appropria te  standard e lectron ic fo rm a t is deposited (and 
thus published) in at least one online reposito ry using suitable technical standards (such as 
th e  Open Archive de fin itions) th a t is supported and m aintained by an academic ins titu tion , 
scholarly society, governm ent agency, o r o the r w ell-established organization th a t seeks to  
enable open access, unrestricted d is tribu tion , in te roperab ility , and long-term  archiving.

In th is  firs t approach th e  stress is m ostly on th e  Open Access o f scientific publications, m ostly 
because it was the  easy part, th e  texts do no t need any fu rth e r m od ifica tion  to  be shared e ffectively. 
The w ork  th a t fo llow ed  considered tw o , m ostly separate, issues to  achieve a b e tte r Open Access to  
Data: p rope rty  rights and in te roperab ility .

INTEROPERABILITY OF DATA, OR HOW  TO PUBLISH DATA

W hen dealing w ith  Open Data Access the  firs t issue is th e  realm  o f d iffe ren t data fo rm ats, databases, 
web services and m ore, th a t can be summarized roughly in to  th ree  categories: how  to  catalog data; 
how  to  fo rm a t data; how  to  process and display data.
Each one o f these th ree  categories has its own peculiar issues, w ith  a strong com m on need: 
standards.
Cataloguing data is solved w ith  standard m etadata. For geographic in fo rm a tion  in general, the  
cu rren t best practice standard fo r  geospatial m etadata is the  ISO 19115 "Geographic In fo rm ation  - 
M etada ta " from  ISO/TC 211 and fo llo w in g  specifications, used by th e  INSPIRE d irective, among 
others. The INSPIRE d irective  "aims to  create a European Union (EU) spatial data in frastructu re . This 
w ill enable th e  sharing o f environm enta l spatial in fo rm a tion  among public sector organizations and 
b e tte r fac ilita te  public access to  spatial in fo rm a tion  across Europe".
The basic com m on princip les o f INSPIRE are:

■ Data should be collected only once and kept w here  it can be m ainta ined m ost e ffectively.
■ It should be possible to  com bine seamless spatial in fo rm a tion  from  d iffe ren t sources across 

Europe and share it w ith  many users and applications.
■ It should be possible fo r  in fo rm a tion  co llected at one level/scale to  be shared w ith  all 

levels/scales; deta iled fo r  thorough  investigations, general fo r  strategic purposes.
■ Geographic in fo rm a tion  needed fo r  good governance at all levels should be readily and 

transpa ren tly  available.



■ Easy to  find  w ha t geographic in fo rm a tion  is available, how  it can be used to  m eet a particu la r 
need, and under w hich conditions it can be acquired and used.

The ISO 19115 and the  subsequent ISO 19135 ("Geographic in fo rm a tion  - Procedures fo r  item  
reg is tra tion ") enforced by INSPIRE are aimed at spatial data "needed fo r good governance", 
extrem ely general and cannot grasp the  detail needed in all scientific sectors.
In fac t m ost scientific  com m unities have th e ir  own sets o f m etadata, o ften  extending the  ISO 19115 
set, w ith  m ore deta iled and organized in fo rm a tion  on th e  m etadata. One good example o f th is 
mechanism is the  SeaDataNet m etadata system, born as main o u tp u t o f the  SeaDataNet and 
SeaDataNet2 projects. These pro jects th a t aims to  establish a pan-European in frastructu re  fo r  ocean 
& m arine data m anagem ent started in the  oceanographic research. The m etadata used in th is 
in fras truc tu re  became firs t th e  de-facto standard fo r  oceanographic m etadata, and has been 
recently upgraded to  ISO 19139 XML fo rm a ts  and have become INSPIRE com pliant.
Once data is p roperly  m etadated, it can be catalogued, looked-up and retrieved w ith o u t the  need o f 
know ing the  particu la r kind o f data descripted.
The same standard ization process is being carried ou t fo r  data services (like visualization o f raster 
data), and th e  standard o f reference is the  "ISO 19119:2005 - Geographic in fo rm a tion  -- Services". 
There is an extensive w ork  on d iffe ren t kinds o f services, to  summ arize in a few  w ords the  m ost 
advanced in te rm s o f standard ization are th e  W eb Map Service (WMS, service th a t o u tp u t images), 
th e  W eb Feature Service (WFS, service th a t ou tpu ts  d iscrete geospatial in fo rm a tion ). Both services 
are standards defined by the  Open Geospatial Consortium , and th e ir  im p lem enta tion  are constantly 
updated to  be m ore functiona l and inclusive.

PROPERTY RIGHT AND DATA POLICY

The possib ility  to  give access (free o r paid) and license to  copy/use /transm it/d isp lay  th e  Research 
ou tpu ts  in th e  Actions or in Research Projects is a legal issue, and depends on the  in itia l agreem ent 
betw een the  fund ing  party  and th e  research ins titu tion .
M ost Research fund ing  comes from  industria l research and deve lopm ent or from  governm ental 
fund ing, and it is then  crucial to  understand how  and to  w ha t exten t the  p rope rty  rights policy o f the  
fund ing  e n tity  is com patib le  w ith  the  d iffusion at large o f pro jects results.
It is easy to  a ffirm  th a t Research Data com ing from  projects funded by public m oney should be 
public, bu t it is non-triv ia l to  apply th is  w hen activ ities are carried ou t by priva te-pub lic  partnership, 
when dealing w ith  technology deve lopm ent th a t m ight arise in new patents, or when the  Research 
Data is sensible, fo r  instance fo r  public safety.
To understand th e  state o f th e  a rt is w o rth  to  have a look at how  some broad actions in the  EU 
address th is  issue.
For instance, in th e  next W ork Programme o f ERC, the re  is a m andatory clause regarding th e  deposit 
o f an e lectron ic copy o f the  fina l m anuscript. It is stated th a t "the  beneficiary is required to  make its 
best e ffo rts  to  ensure th a t th is  e lectron ic copy becomes free ly  and e lectron ica lly  available to  anyone 
th rough  th is  repos ito ry", im m edia te ly if an e lectron ic version is also available free  o f charge via the 
publisher, or w ith in  6 m onths o f pub lica tion elsewise; no m andatory actions are required on th e  data 
part, only guidelines to  be fo llow ed  on a vo lun ta ry  basis.
They also ask th e  beneficiary to  deposit p rim ary data and data-re la ted products w ith in  six m onths 
a fte r the  pub lica tion o f th e  research paper, w ith  no fu rth e r specifications than  th e  strong 
encouraging o f the  use o f d iscip line-specific repositories or, a lternative ly, ins titu tiona l repositories or 
even w eb pages.

To bring fo rth  an example o f how  an European in itia tive  approached the  p roperty  rights m atte r, we 
rep o rt an excerpt from  the  MOON (M edite rranean O perational Oceanography N etwork) Data 
Exchange Agreem ent (the m entioned Annex B below  refers to  th e  MOON docum ent):



Each Partner shall provide access to  its Data upon request, at the  specifications and 
frequency listed in Annex B hereto , provided they  are used fo r  internal purposes only by the 
receiving Partner.

3! The Partners shall endeavour to  provide th e  Data in accordance w ith  th e  specifications laid 
o u t in Annex B hereto  (i.e. the  Annex B to  the  MOON Data Exchange Agreem ent). If, fo r  any reason, 
any Data become unavailable or do no t m eet such specifications, the  Partner(s) concerned shall use 
best e ffo rts  to  restore service p rom ptly  and shall keep the  Board in form ed o f the  status thereo f.

Each Partner shall bear its own costs incurred in the  p roduction  and d issem ination o f the
Data.

-■! Derived Products. Any product derived from  the  Data o f tw o  o r m ore Partners shall be 
explo ited under a separate w ritte n  agreem ent among the  Partners

Derived Services. The Partners shall endeavour to  create a com m on Data exp lo ita tion  policy 
as soon as is practicable.

R EC O M M EN DATIO N S

JPI Oceans Actions should provide Data w ith  standard m etadata, and it w ill be useful to  look at the  
d iffe re n t de-facto standards used and developed by specific com m unities to  be tte r describe and find  
re levant Data.
JPI Oceans Actions should care fu lly define each kind o f user in th e  Actions agreements, and link th is 
user typologies to  th e ir  access possibilities and perm itted  use o f the  Data produced in the  projects. A 
useful concept - on ly b rie fly  reported  in the  lines from  th e  MOON Agreem ent - is th e  "q ua lity  o f 
service", th a t is th e  Action Agreem ent o r one o f its Annex should state the  specifications o f Data- 
re lated services in te rm s o f availab ility  and frequency o f release.
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6. SUPPORTING ACTIONS

INTRODUCTIO N

In the  descrip tion o f th e  "dynam ic planning cycle", including th e  fram ew ork  cond itions and many 
typologies o f actions th a t the  JPI Oceans can adopt to  reach its goals, the  section A o f th is  docum ent 
analyses th e  d iffe ren t procedures regulating each type  o f action. These actions are part o f a long­
tim e  process orien ted  at reaching th e  goals and long-te rm  objective identified  by th e  JPI Oceans. The 
w ho le  process and the  single typologies o f actions are backed up by some specific actions. In th is 
section we focus on the  exam o f th ree  main categories o f supporting actions, a so rt o f p re lim inary 
and continuous in itia tives required fo r  the  assessment o f the  single types o f actions and to  o rien t the  
decision making process. In particu la r in o rder to  define an action to  be im plem ented, such as a 
human capacity build ing action o r a p ilo t action, an ex-ante evaluation, m on ito ring  and ex-post 
evaluation are the  necessary means required to  assess th e  o pp o rtu n ity  o f an action, its feas ib ility  and 
its short-te rm  and long-term  impact. The Foresight exercise, analysed in both  its role o f Fram ework 
cond ition  and specific action, support and o rien t fu rth e r decisions. Finally, emergency procedures 
in troduced a sort o f "standard ize" practice th a t w ill be activated jus t in case an emergency occurs.

6.1  FEASIBILITY STUDIES, IMPACT ASESSSMENT, WORKSHOPS

In the  analysis and de fin ition  o f th e  possible actions to  be undertaken by the  JPI Oceans, some 
p re lim inary  actions like feas ib ility  studies, im pact assessment and workshops are intended to  help 
evaluating and o rien ting  th e  decisions.

The V o lun ta ry Guidelines on Fram ework Conditions fo r  Joint Program ming in Research o f the  
European Research Area C om m ittee, Groupe de Program m ation Conjointe (ERAC-GPC) consider the  
ex-ante im pact assessment as part o f th e  "Evaluation o f Jo int Program m e". Dealing w ith  the  
judgm en t o f in te rven tions according to  the  expected results, impacts and needs to  be satisfied, the  
evaluation o f a Programme is defined as a means fo r  an e ffective  evidence-based policym aking68. The 
evaluation in general te rm s is usually one o f the  phases o f th e  program m ing cycle, both  in te rm s o f 
ex-ante evaluation to  define th e  vision and in terventions, both in te rm s o f fina l review  at th e  end o f 
th e  cycle to  assess th e  results and plan fu tu re  in itia tives. Concerning th e  Joint Programming, the  
Fram ework Conditions distinguish among d iffe ren t levels o f evaluation, re lating to  assessing the  
va lid ity  o f the  general policy concept; its im p lem enta tion  w ith in  single JPIs; the  ind ividual projects 
conducted w ith in  a JPI. The docum ent points ou t some aspects o f the  evaluation process:

Ä  have a clear, logical and w e ll-la id -ou t h ierarchy o f th e  objectives to  be achieved, as well as a 
standardised approach to  presenting the  rationa le  and m otiva tions fo r  each o f the  foreseen 
in terventions. In th is  case th e  ex-ante im pact assessment w ill help to  define the  objectives 
chain and assess th e ir  effectiveness, as well as evaluate th e  relevance, effic iency and 
susta inab ility  o f an in te rven tion ;

68 European Research Area Committee, Groupe de Programmation Conjointe (ERAC-GPC), Voluntary Guidelines 
on Framework Conditions for Joint Programming in Research 2010.
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iden tify  m eaningful param eters and ou tpu ts  ind icators to  be m on ito red  and evaluation 
m ethodologies, taking in to  account th e  level o f risks and uncerta in ties in trins ic  in research 
activities;

®  define the  m anagem ent o f th e  program m e and o f th e  in fo rm a tion  flow ;
®  define an ex-post evaluation based on criteria , key perform ance ind icators and synergies 

between th e  d iffe ren t levels, to  assess the  results o f ind ividual research projects, th e  success 
o f a specific Joint Program ming In itia tive  in addressing its ta rg e t challenge, the  Joint 
Program ming concept, as an e ffective  w ay fo r  cross-border co llaboration.

The Vo lun ta ry Guidelines does no t go fu rth e r in analysing th e  ex-ante im pact assessment.
The JPI to  CO-WORK organised a specific w orkshop aimed at discussing JPis cu rren t practices and 
options re lating to  the  im pact assessment and ex-ante evaluation. JPI to  CO-WORK starts taking into 
consideration the  de fin ition  o f th e  te rm s "im pact assessment" and "ex-ante  eva lua tion" adopted by 
th e  Commission. Follow ing th e  Commission practice, "im pact assessment" is intended as a legal 
requ irem en t fo r  any new legislation o r in itia tive  proposed by the  Commission itself, focusing on the  
goals and th e ir  likely econom ic, environm enta l and social impacts. The "ex-ante  eva lua tion" is a 
requ irem en t fo r  new and renewed program m es and actions w ith  budgetary im plications. The 
Commission considers the  im pact assessment an ins trum ent to  support th e  politica l decision-m aking 
and to  ensure th a t th e  in itia tives are prepared on the  basis o f transparent, com prehensive and 
balanced evidence. It is based on the  fo llow ing  principles: make the  people responsible fo r  policy 
deve lopm ent also responsible fo r  assessing the  im pact o f w ha t they  propose, in o rder to  im prove the  
qua lity  o f th e  proposals them selves; an integra ted approach w hich analyses benefits and costs, and 
addresses possible econom ic, social and environm enta l impacts o f the  in itia tives; coherence o f 
in itia tives across policy areas, guaranteed by the  inclusion o f re levant expertise w ith in  the  
Commission and inputs from  th e  stakeholders; accountab ility  and transparency o f the  system, 
including the  active invo lvem ent o f the  stakeholders; explanation o f th e  necessity to  adopt or not 
adopt an action, and its appropriateness.

The Commission im pact assessment procedure identifies a num ber o f main questions, th a t can be 
transposed in d iffe re n t context:

"W ha t is the  nature  and scale o f th e  problem , how  is it evolving and w ho is m ost a ffect ted  
by it?

W hat are th e  views o f th e  stakeholders concerned?
Should th e  Union be involved?
If so, w ha t objectives should it set to  address the  problem ?
W hat are th e  main policy options fo r  reaching these objectives?
W hat are likely econom ic, social and environm enta l impacts o f those options?
How do th e  main options com pare in items o f effectiveness and coherence in solving the  
problems?

How could fu tu re  m on ito ring  and evaluation be organised?".69

69 European Commission Impact Assessment Guidelines, 2009. Available at 
ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/commission guidelines/docs/iag 2009 en.pdf
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KEY ANALYSTICAL STEPS IMPACT ASSESSMENT70

1 Identifying the problem
o  Describe th e  nature  and exten t o f the  problem
o  Iden tify  the  key p layers/a ffected populations
o  Establish the  drivers and underlying causes
o  Is th e  problem  in th e  Union's rem it to  act? Does it pass the  necessity and value added 

test?
o  Develop a clear baseline scenario, including, w here  necessary, sensitiv ity analysis and risk 

assessment
2 Define the objectives

o  Set objectives th a t correspond to  the  problem  and its roo t causes
o  Establish objectives at a num ber o f levels, going from  general to  specific /opera tiona l
o  Ensure th a t th e  objectives are coherent w ith  existing EU policies and strategies, such as 

the  Lisbon and Sustainable Developm ent Strategies, respect fo r  Fundamental Rights as 
w ell as the  Commission's main p rio rities  and proposals

3 Develop main policy options
o  Iden tify  policy options, w here appropria te  d istinguishing betw een options fo r  con ten t 

and options fo r  de livery mechanisms (regu la to ry /non-regu la to ry  approaches)
o  Check the  p ro po rtio na lity  princip le
o  Begin to  narrow  th e  range th rough  screening fo r  technical and o the r constraints, and 

m easuring against crite ria  o f effectiveness, effic iency and coherence
o  Draw-up a shortlis t o f po ten tia lly  valid options fo r  fu rth e r analysis

4 Analyse the impacts of the options
o  Iden tify  (d irect and ind irect) econom ic, social and environm enta l impacts and how  they 

occur (causality)
o  Iden tify  w ho  is affected (including those outside the  EU) and in w ha t way
o  Assess th e  impacts against the  baseline in qua lita tive , quan tita tive  and m onetary term s. If 

quantifica tion  is no t possible explain w hy
o  Iden tify  and assess adm in istra tive  burden /s im p lifica tion  benefits (or provide a 

jus tifica tion  if th is  is no t done)
o  Consider the  risks and uncerta inties in th e  policy choices, including obstacles to  

transpos ition /com p liance
5 Compare the options

o  W eigh-up the  positive and negative impacts fo r  each op tion  on the  basis o f criteria  clearlv 
linked to  th e  objectives

o  W here feasible, display aggregated and disaggregated results
o  Present comparisons betw een options by categories o f impacts or a ffected stakeholder
o  Identify, w here  possible and appropria te , a p re ferred op tion

6 Outline policy monitoring and evaluation
o  Iden tify  core progress ind icators fo r  the  key objectives o f the  possible in te rven tion
o  Provide a broad ou tline  o f possible m on ito ring  and evaluation arrangem ents

Table 6.1.1: Key analytical steps o f th e  im pact assessment. Source: European Commission, Impact 
Assessment Guideline, 2009.

70 European Commission, Impact Assessment Guidelines, 2009.



The ex-ante evaluation is also a m ethod fo r  supporting th e  p repara tion  o f proposals fo r  new actions. 
In the  Commission perspective it is a process aimed at gathering in fo rm a tion  and carrying ou t 
analyses th a t a llow  to  be tte r define objectives and to  ensure th e ir  feasib ility , to  use cost-e ffective  
instrum ents and reliab le evaluation mechanisms. Following the  Commission rules, the  ex- ante 
evaluation is m andatory fo r  new and renewed program m es o r actions having resource im plications, 
w h ile  in a w ide r approach is com m only used to  address a pro ject, a program m e o r a policy71. In the  
new program m e o r actions program m ing, the  ex-ante evaluation should in particu la r iden tify : the  
need to  be m et in th e  short o r long te rm ; the  objectives to  be realized; th e  expected results and the  
ind icators needed to  measure them ; the  added value o f C om m unity invo lvem ent; th e  risks linked 
w ith  th e  proposals and th e  a lterna tive  options available; the  lessons learned from  sim ilar 
experiences in th e  past; the  vo lum e o f appropria tions, human resources and o the r adm in istra tive  
expenditures to  be allocated w ith  regard to  the  cost-effectiveness princip le; the  m on ito ring  system 
to  be set up72.
In details th e  key elem ents o f an ex-ante evaluation are summ arized as fo llow s:

1. Problem analysis and needs assessment
Explaining how  the  specific problem s relate to  th e  overall po litica l goals or principles, and 
how  problem s and factors re late  to  each others;
Analysing th e  s ituation, m otiva tions and interests o f the  key actors;

2. Objective setting  and related indicators
Translating th e  high-level policy goals in to  tangible, quantified  and measurable 
objectives;
Defining th e  qua lita tive /qu an tita tive  ind icators th a t help to  m on ito r th e  progress and 
rep o rt on th e  objectives to  be achieved;

3. A lte rna tive  delivery mechanisms and risks assessment
Ensuring the  appropriateness o f the  instrum ents chosen fo r  th e  im p lem enta tion  o f the  
in te rven tion ;
Analysing th e  possible risks and iden tify ing  the  possible counterm easures;

4. Added value o f C om m unity invo lvem ent
Assessing the  rationa le  fo r  taking action at EU level, and its com p lem entarily  to  and 
coherence w ith  o the r in terven tions;
Identify ing  synergies w ith  o the r in terventions;

5. Lessons from  th e  past
C ritica lly analyzing past actions, experiences, reports (etc.);
Define how these can be useful in o rder to  im prove the  cu rren t program m ing;

6. Planning fu tu re  m on ito ring  and evaluation
Planning th e  necessary arrangem ents fo r  collecting data and re levant facto rs fo r 
analyzing th e  achievements;
Analyzing the  soundness and re liab ility  o f th e  proposed m ethods and instrum ents fo r 
co llecting th e  data;
Ensuring th e  ope rab ility  o f the  m on ito ring  system.

71 European Commission, Ex-ante Evaluation, A Practical Guide for Preparing Proposals for Expenditure 
Programme, 2001, available at
ec.europa.eu/dgs/secretariat general/evaluation/docs/ex ante guide 2001 en.pdf.
72 Implementation Rules for the Financial Regulation, Commission regulation n. 1687/2001.
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Feasibility studies are specific instrum ents dedicated at analyzing in details and assessing the  
achievability  o f pre-defined goals, th e  feas ib ility  o f a specific in te rven tion , from  a technical po in t o f 
v iew  and cost-benefit analysis. Furtherm ore, the  organisation o f period ic workshops can help 
m on ito r and support the  im p lem en ta tion  o f th e  foreseen actions and eventua lly re -o rien t and adapt 
them .
The im pact assessment, ex-ante evaluation and feas ib ility  studies focus on identify ing  th e  problem  
addressed and assess th e  d iffe ren t options th a t could be im p lem ented  to  solve th e  p rob lem /need . 
They are o ften  used to  define s im ilar practices and as synonyms, and som etim es th ey  can overlap. 
The benefits deriving from  th e  in troduction  o f these supporting  actions, even if considered in th e ir  
s tr ic t sense o r as a part o f the  same overall process, are m anifest in te rm s o f im provem ent o f the  
qua lity, th e  relevance and comprehensiveness o f th e  program m ing phase.

The JPI Oceans, in th e  process o f defin ing the  specific objectives to  be reached, and in selecting 
among the  several possible typologies o f actions the  m ost appropria te  to  reach the  pre-defined 
goals, shall pu t in to  practice these supporting actions both in te rm s o f ex-ante appraisal than  ex-post 
evaluation.
The JPI to  CO-WORK in its analysis on the  JPis experiences, underlines th a t each JPI w ou ld  take 
advantage from  th e  ex-ante im pact assessment in te rm s o f in troducing  a systematized and 
standardized procedure fo r  national decision m aking processes, and as ex-post evaluation in te rm s o f 
th ink ing  th rough  th e  rationales and th e  impacts o f in te rven tions. Furtherm ore th e  specific 
characteristics o f the  JPI, nam ely the  bo ttom -u p  approach and the  inclusion o f the  stakeholders in 
th e  de fin ition  and im p lem enta tion  o f the  JPI, are inherent in th e  JPI procedures.

The JPI to  CO-WORK investigated the  J Pis a tte m p t to  characterize the  impact, in te rm s o f outcom es 
o f the  J Pis and w ha t they  intend to  achieve and in te rm s o f im pact they  plan to  have on th e  societal 
challenge th a t is being addressed. The JPI to  CO-WORK identifies some m ajor com m on issues 
emerged from  th e  various JPI:

1. Creating a critica l mass o f p layers/funders and countries;
2. Developing a shared vision o f the  challenge and adopting a long-term  planning;
3. Developing a coord ination  p la tfo rm ;
4. P rioritiz ing research topics and iden tify ing  th e  fie ld  to  be developed and the  possible gaps;
5. Jo in tly fund ing  the  activ ities and im p lem enting  large scale projects;
6. Im plem enting research, especially by opening up cu rren t research (including sharing data 

and results, a llow ing access to  research databases, creating integrated data and in fo rm a tion  
base, foste ring  qua lity  research, etc.);

7. Encourage external coord ination  w ith  o the r in itia tives, defin ing com m on co llabora tion  
strategies tow ards " th ird  countries" and w ith  th e  Commission;

8. Involving industry stakeholders;
9. Addressing societal challenges th rough  in te rd isc ip lina rity ;
10. Addressing societal challenges th rough  cooperation and coord ination  between researchers 

and policy makers;
11. Networking.

In the  characterization o f th e  im pact and in th e  de fin ition  o f th e  ind icators to  measure it, each JPI 
should take in to  consideration all th e  abovem entioned aspects and th e  broad range o f activities. The 
JPI Neurodegenerative Diseases Research -  JPND, developed a m on ito ring  and evaluation 
fram ew ork, w hich identifies fo u r types o f indicators: inpu t indicators, o u tp u t indicators, outcom e 
ind icators and im pact indicators. Input ind icators are defined in re la tion to  the  resources used to  
im p lem en t th e  JPI, like fo r  instance human resources and am oun t o f fund ing, w h ile  o u tp u t indicators



re late  to  goods, services, techno logy and know ledge d irec tly  produced due to  th e  JPI activities. These 
tw o  ind icators are considered th e  core ind icators fo r  m on ito ring  th e  progress o f th e  JPI, due to  th e ir 
short-te rm  m easurab ility  com pared to  the  outcom e and im pact ind icators w hich are due to  produce 
e ffec t in a long-tim e perspective. O utcom e indicators are defined as less tang ib le  th a t th e  previous 
ones, ind icating the  in itia l results o f the  in te rven tion  and th e  reason fo r  th e  program m e. Finally 
im pact ind icators measure th e  long-term  socio-econom ic changes caused by th e  in te rven tion73.

6.2  FORESIGHT

Foresight has been included in th e  V o lun ta ry  Guidelines on Fram ework Conditions fo r  Joint 
Program ming in Research o f the  European Research Area C om m ittee, Groupe de Program m ation 
Conjointe (ERAC-GPC). The Guidelines describes the  Foresight in a broad sense, using the  concept o f 
Forward-looking activ ities a im ing at "insp iring  fu tu re  o rien ted  strategic decision-m aking, provid ing 
fresh insight in to  cu rren t trends and possible d isrup tive  events, bu ild ing shared visions o f the  fu tu re  
challenges".

The European Foresight P latform , ne tw ork  bringing to ge th e r a num ber o f d iffe ren t com m unities and 
professionals sharing th e ir  vision on fo resight, identifies as com ponents o f Foresight process:

3 i A ction-o rien ted  activities, analysis and activ ities a llow ing fo r  shaping the  fu tu re  (and no t 
pure ly analytical studies and analysis);
Openness to  a lterna tive  fu tu res, w ith  iden tifica tion  o f d iffe re n t a lternatives among which 
select in order to  shape the  fu tu re ;
Partic ipatory process, actively involving a num ber o f actors;

3 i M u ltid isc ip linary  approach.

The European Foresight P latform  also underlines th e  functions o f the  Foresight as fo llow s:
In form ing policy, de lineating fu tu re  challenges, possible options and provid ing inpu t to  policy 
conceptualization;

-■i Im proving transparency and legitimacy, by actively including d iffe re n t stakeholders in the  
process;
Supporting policy de fin ition , by trans la ting  the  inputs and ideas in to  specific options fo r 
policy de fin ition  and im p lem enta tion ;
Facilitating policy im p lem enta tion , creating a supporting  ne tw ork  o f stakeholders w ith  
specific know how  and competences in th e  filed ;

■Si Reconfiguring th e  policy system, in the  perspective o f addressing long-term  challenges; 
Symbolic func tion  o f the  transparency o f th e  process, to  be dissem inate to  the  public.

The double-role of Foresight as Framework Condition and as supporting action

In th e  JPI Oceans the  Foresight is no t ju s t a fram ew ork  cond ition, bu t also one o f the  possible 
typologies o f actions th a t the  JPI can im p lem ent to  reach its goals. Foresight is in particu la r included 
in th e  "Supporting actions", intended as p re lim inary  activ ity  and aim ing at fac ilita ting  the  decisions to  
adopt the  actions a nd /o r th e ir  im p lem enta tion . In th is  sense, the  Foresight exercise is a necessary 
p re lim inary  step to  be undertaken, to ge th e r w ith  the  ex-ante evaluation and im pact assessment, in

73 Joint Programme Neurodegenerativa Disease Research, Monitoring and evaluation of EU Joint Programming 
-  Neurodegenerativa Diseased Research -  JPND, 2012
http://www.neurodegenerationresearch.eu/uploads/media/Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 1.8Mb . 
pdf
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order to  o rien t fu rth e r decisions on a defined to p ic  area. Due to  the  com plexity  o f th e  JPI Oceans in 
te rm s o f d iffe ren t them es and objectives, covering diverse sectors and top ics like m arine 
technologies, clim ate change im pact on m arine environm ent, m arine ecosystems and in frastructures, 
th e  im p lem enta tion  o f several fo res igh t exercises become essential. The outcom e o f each exercise 
and th e  docum ent delivered w ill make suggestion fo r  fu rth e r proceeding th e  deve lopm ent o f a 
specific top ic  o r action.
Once established and regularly im plem ented, the  Foresight process as fram ew ork  cond ition  and the  
Foresight as supporting  action w ill merge, tu rn ing  in to  a continuous process.

In th e  m atrix  show ing th e  Fram ework Conditions as proposed to  support JPI Oceans in adopting and 
managing d iffe ren t typologies o f actions (see Figure 2.2.2), the  Foresight is considered both  a 
fram ew ork  cond ition  and an action, generating effects and im pact respectively in te rm s o f process 
and product. In th e  fram ew ork  o f th e  dynam ic planning cycle fo r  jo in t program m ing, a program m atic 
fo res igh t is part o f th e  so-called "M o tiva tio n /d rive rs ", the  engine fo r  s tim ula ting  th e  process, which 
in the  JPI Oceans vision, is s tric tly  connected to  the  objectives. The analysis o f the  cu rren t s ituation  in 
th e  m arine and m aritim e  sector in Europe shows th a t fo rw a rd -look ing  activ ities have been and are 
perform ed bu t non in an in tegra ted, strategic and long te rm  perspective w ith  the  invo lvem ent o f 
research organisations, policy-m aking com m unities, industry and society. The main purpose fo r 
instigating a Foresight is based on the  need to  explore a specific area and ou tline  key fu tu re  needs 
and challenges. It can be used as an accompanying practice fo r  a JPI Oceans action, o r used to  detect 
a new top ic  considered to  be relevant.

Accordingly to  w ha t described in deta il in D7.2, a Program m atic Foresight Process shall be dem and- 
driven, have a strong p roduct-o rien ta tion  and generate process benefits. Concerning the  firs t aspect, 
th e  JPI Oceans Foresight approach w ill be structured  fo llow ing  a to p -do w n  process, m ore focused on 
th e  M anagem ent Board in ten t to  fu rth e r investigate a specific top ic . The strong p roduct-o rien ta tion  
moves fo rm  the  idea th a t th e  main goal o f the  fo res igh t should be a sort o f roadm ap fo r  a defined 
area, bu t o rien ted  no t ju s t on the  norm ative-env ironm enta l vision o f the  fu tu re  bu t also in th e  fo rm  
o f concrete recom m endations fo r  actions. This aspect gives the  fo res igh t th e  characteristic also o f a 
"supporting  action", w hich can im p ly spending funds. In te rm s o f process benefits th e  program m atic 
fo res igh t w ill a t firs t con tribu te  to  m obilise the  re levant stakeholders in advance o f JPI activ ities by 
se tting  up a com m un ity  o f know ledgeable agents on a specific area. Secondly, fo res igh t capabilities 
w ill be developed w ith in  the  JPI Oceans as w ell as in th e  partic ipants, provid ing them  th e  ab ility  to  
b e tte r respond to  fu tu re  challenges. Finally, th e  Foresight process can help th e  JPI Oceans to  act in a 
coherent and in tegrated w ay and to  become a driv ing actor in th e  politica l debate on m arine and 
m aritim e  issues in Europe by em bedding any JPI action in a w ide r process.

A six phases approach is proposed to  pu t in to  practice a Foresight process:
1. Instigation by th e  M anagem ent Board o f the  process fo r  a specific top ic;
2. Preparing Scoping & background m ateria l;
3. Developm ent o f Ideas M eeting;
4. Vision Paper synthesising the  w orkshop results;
5. Im plem entation  m eeting, to  explore the  m odalities fo r  im p lem enting  the  vision;
6. Outputs: Roadmap o r " jo in t p rogram m e" including concrete recom m endations fo r  actions to  

be presented to  the  M anagem ent Board.
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Figure 6.2.1: A sketch o f the  six phases o f a Foresight process.

The firs t action is defined as a M anagem ent Board prerogative, requiring a su ffic ien t in terest and 
support o f at least one o the r m em ber country. To be launched the  fo res igh t exercise should be 
funded at firs t by th e  proposing country, o r from  o the r m em ber countries. M em ber Countries can 
decide to  take part in th e  Foresight exercise at d iffe ren t levels o f engagement, from  a m in im um  
invo lvem ent requiring the  a ppo in tm en t o f one national contact point, to  the  possib ility  o f creating 
national m irro r groups conducing a parallel exercise at national level. In th is  phase th e  appo in tm ent, 
by the  partic ipa ting  m em ber countries, o f a Steering C om m ittee in charge o f th e  m anagem ent o f the  
exercise is foreseen.
The Scoping phase entails tw o  main actions: selecting, w ith  th e  support o f the  national contact 
points, the  single experts partic ipa ting  in the  exercise; conducting an in itia l analysis o f th e  to p ic  and 
co llecting p re lim inary  in fo rm a tion  on th e  main fu tu re  them es, trends and challenges connected to  
th e  abovem entioned top ic.
The m eeting /w orkshop  phase aims at developing norm ative  visions o f th e  fu tu re , involving the  
partic ipants to  th in k  creatively about key fu tu re  needs and challenges re lating to  th e  top ic  area and 
s tim u la ting  them  to  re flect upon th e  long-term  objectives th a t the  JPI Oceans shall purse. On the  
basis o f these discussion and visions, a vision paper is delivered, representing a basis fo r  the  
subsequent deve lopm ent o f action proposals fo r  the  JPI Oceans. The im p lem en ta tion  w orkshop 
intends to  transla te  th e  visions emerged during th e  Ideas m eeting in to  concrete action proposals. 
Since the  w orkshop is "so lu tion -o rien ted ", it shall have a m ore technical nature, re flected also by the  
com position o f partic ipants stakeholders, in particu la r science, industry and public authorities.
As a fina l step o f the  Foresight process, a roadm ap fo r  th e  top ic  area, a sort o f " jo in t program m e" is 
finalised, incorpora ting  the  deve lopm ent visions and an im p lem en ta tion  plan w ith  concrete 
recom m endations fo r  J Pi's actions. It is then  up to  th e  M anagem ent Board to  decide to  adopt and 
pu t in to  practice any o f these recom m endations.
A key e lem ent o f any Foresight process is th e  invo lvem ent o f the  stakeholders and experts active in 
th e  fie ld . A t each key step the  a ppo in tm ent and active invo lvem ent o f external experts is foreseen, 
having th e  necessary skills, know -how  and expertise in th e  specific top ic  area, and show ing the  ab ility  
to  m oderate  the  process. These experts include representatives from  th e  scientific com m unity, 
industry, civil society and public au thorities . The partic ipa tion  o f experts and stakeholder is also 
iden tified  by the  JPI to  CO-WORK as one o f the  fo u r key steps fo r  se tting  up a fo res igh t process, 
toge the r w ith  a p re lim inary  feas ib ility  assessment, th e  design/scope o f the  exercise and the  
d e fin ition  o f th e  m ethodologica l fram ew ork  and o f the  methods.



6.3 EMERGENCY ISSUES

INTRODUCTIO N

Europe Is the  w orld 's  largest m arket In crude oil Im ports, representing about one th ird  o f the  w orld  
to ta l. N inety percent o f oil and refined products are transpo rted  to  and from  Europe by sea. 
Inevitably, some o f th is  makes its w ay in to  th e  sea. W he the r by accident or norm al ship opera tion , 
th e  m arine env ironm ent is degraded. Large oil spills at sea constitu te  a th re a t to  th e  environm ent, 
placing enorm ous demands on th e  national au thorities  responsible fo r  response and clean-up 
operations. Rapid and radical degradation o f the  w o rld ' seas and oceans is triggering  increasing calls 
fo r  m ore e ffective  approaches to  p ro tect, m aintain and restore  m arine ecosystems. A broad 
spectrum  o f land and ocean based activ ities, coupled w ith  continued g row th  o f the  human 
popula tion  and m igration  to  coastal areas, is driv ing unantic ipated, unprecedented and complex 
changes in th e  chem istry, physical structure, b io logy and ecological func tion ing  o f oceans w orldw ide . 
Symptoms o f com plex and fundam enta l a lterations to  m arine ecosystems abound, including 
increases in: zones o f hypoxic o r anoxic w ater, abrup t changes in species com position, hab ita t 
degradation, invasive species, harm fu l algal blooms, m arine epidem ics, mass m orta lities, fisheries 
collapses, etc. Fishing practices, coastal deve lopm ent, land based chemical and n u tr ie n t po llu tion, 
energy practices, aquaculture, land use and land trans fo rm ation , w a te r use and shipping practices 
com bine to  a lte r th e  s tructure  and func tion ing  o f m arine ecosystems g lobally and pose an insidious 
long te rm  th re a t to  th e  m arine and coastal env ironm ent. Therefore, the re  is an urgent search fo r 
e ffective  actions to  p revent or reverse w idespread declines and to  pro tect, m aintain, and restore 
ocean ecosystems and its resources.
These actions, though typ ica lly  adopted at local or regional sea basin, need a global perspective and 
cross-border cooperation, as w ell as fo r  exchange o f best practices, fro n tie r  and basic research in 
o rder to  capture the  benefits from  past experiences, em erging science and technology opportun ities .

Some relevant emergency issues in the  m arine env ironm ent th a t require new and effective  
approaches fo r actions and solutions are listed in th e  fo llow ing :

•  Impulsive discharge o f contam inants from  petrochem ical plants, nuclear plants, etc., located 
on th e  coast;

•  Leakage o f d iffe re n t contam inants (organics, inorganics, radionuclides, etc.) from  shipwrecks 
at th e  sea bo ttom ;

•  Leakage o f d iffe ren t contam inants (organics, inorganics, radionuclides, etc.) from  dum ping 
areas a t th e  sea bo ttom ;

•  Earthquakes and associated tsunam is as triggers o f accidents on coastal areas and deep sea;
•  M ilita ry  activ ity;
•  Ballast w ater;
•  Tank washings;
•  Engine room  e fflue n t discharges;
•  Ship tra ffic  and accidents;
•  Traw ling;
•  Landslides and Earthquakes w ith  specific im pact on coastal areas and deep sea;
•  Storms, extrem e w ea ther impacts;
•  Oil and m ore generally po llu tan ts  spilling.



THE ROLE OF JPI OCEANS FOR POLICY SUPPORT TO EMERGENCY ISSUES

JPI Oceans, w ith  Its role o f coord ination  and the  aim o f developing jo in t research programs in 
European countries, represents th e  ideal in tegra ted "env iron m en t" to  im p lem ent a new, sound 
knowledge-based and successful system to  create e ffective  lines to  assail a large num ber o f 
emergency issues in th e  m arine system. It could be a possible answer to  th e  C om m unity Mechanism 
established by the  Council Decision o f 23 O ctober 2001 to  respond to  any m ajor disaster inside and 
outside th e  EU by coord inating  requests and o ffers fo r  assistance betw een 30 partic ipa ting  states: 
th e  EU 27 and the  th ree  European Economic Area (EEA) countries - Norway, Iceland and 
Liechtenstein.

The prevention  and in te rven tion  fo r  tackling emergency issues o r emergencies/disasters has been 
largely developed in th e  Civil P rotection systems in th e  w orld . The procedures fo r  th e  invo lvem ent o f 
th e  scientific consultancy to  support th e  decisions m ainly depends on th e  tim escales required fo r  the  
in te rven tion .
These tim escales depend on th e  emergency (from  some hours/days fo r  earthquakes and tsunam is to  
days/m onths fo r  oil spills etc.) and th e  procedures to  manage them  are m ainly responsib ility  o f 
dedicated agencies, m ainly at national o r regional level.
Emergency issues are indeed o ften  no t p roperly  defined o r well-recognized and can require  a m ore 
structured  organization at global level fo r  the  exchange o f practices and de fin ition  and selection o f 
procedures fo r  th e  in te rven tion .

W e propose some fram ew ork  conditions w hich can fac ilita te  th e  knowledge-based decisions fo r  the  
M anagem ent Board (MB) in o rder to  launch dedicated actions to  tackle emergency issues. The 
aspects to  be addressed are:

the  selection o f an emergency issue,
the  selection and establishm ent o f a panel o f experts,
the  consultancy on demand.

In practice, th e  MB w ill be supported by panels o f experts w hich are prepared to  give advice to  
specific requests. This procedure is s im ilar to  th a t adopted by some Civil P rotection D epartm ents 
w hich establish "Centers o f Com petence" w hich are ready to  response quickly to  provide data, 
analysis and advice fo r  selecting and m on ito ring  actions.
This procedure guarantee a fast response. The qua lity  o f th e  response is re ferred to  the  cred ib ility  
and excellence o f the  experts since no peer review  o f th e  docum ents they  prepare is adopted.

THE ESTABLISHM ENT OF IN TER N ATIO N AL BOARDS OF EXPERTS TO QUICKLY SUPPORT 
THE M A N A G E M E N T BOARD FOR EMERGENCY ISSUES

An emergency issue needs its de fin itio n  and selection as fo llow s:

❖  DEFINITION OF AN EMERGENCY ISSUE
o  The emergency issue addresses cross-cutting issues in line w ith  th e  goals and objectives o f JPI 

Oceans, as expressed in the  V is io n  d o c u m e n t. 

o  The emergency issue is a lready recognized at the  public level (newspapers etc.) or by the  
scientific com m unity.

o  The emergency issues has a European or global d im ension, requiring th e  support fo r  filling  
know ledge gaps or sharing good practices or defin ing procedures/actions o f in te rven tion .



❖  SELECTION AND ENDORSEMENT OF AN EMERGENCY ISSUE
o  The emergency issue can be addressed to  the  Secretariat by any m em ber o f th e  MB, o f the  

Strategic Advisory Board (StAB) or by th e  Secretariat th rough  the  analysis o f stakeholders' 
consultation.

o  The secretariat w ill subm it the  proposal to  the  MB fo r  discussion and selection, 
o  MB w ill define the  specificities o f the  emergency issue (general, them atic  etc.), th e  num ber, 

the  typologies o f experts needed to  be consulted, th e  procedure and tim ing  fo r  th e ir  
selection (open call recru itm en t, hunting, nom ina tion  etc.) and the  guidelines fo r  th e  panel o f 
experts to  w ork  and report. StAB can be asked to  advice, 

o  MB can address a specific budget o r resources to  a llocate to  support d iffe ren t panels, 
o  MB m andates the  Secretariat to  manage the  selection o f the  panel o f experts and o f the  

in fo rm a tion  flo w  betw een th e  panel and the  MB.

❖  ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARDS OF EXPERTS
Aim
Experts w ill constitu te  boards w hich w ill provide sound know ledge fo r  tim e ly  and successful decision­
making and risk m anagem ent assessment fo r  emergency issues at sea.
The boards should have a long te rm  perspective, w ith  the  experts selected fo r  th e ir  excellence but 
also fo r  th e ir  experience in past emergencies. The boards should provide risk assessment thanks to  
th e  identifica tion , analysis and evaluation o f d iffe ren t issues and then  suggest risk reduction  and 
contro l w ith  a com ple te  risk m anagem ent approach.
The boards should also coord inate  in teractions w ith  national p ro tection  agencies and drive processes 
to  stim u la te  specific actions fo r  policy and environm enta l security.
The boards should provide sound scientific and technical support fo r  appropria te  and operative 
d e fin ition  o f emergency issues in th e  m arine env ironm ent and freeze tim e  and opera tive  actions to  
cope them . Roles and in te raction  w ith in  and ou t o f th e  boards w ill be defined to  guarantee rapidness 
and e ffic iency to  face th e  emergency event. The specific nature  o f th e  boards needs innovative 
pro toco ls to  tim e ly  and properly  manage actions to  face emergency issues at d iffe ren t tem pora l scale 
and an approach faunting-like .
Response to  emergency issues could cover a w ide  spectrum  o f tim e, hours to  weeks, and the  boards 
should be able to  provide successful plans to  face the  d iffe ren t aspects o f the  issues: analysis o f 
problem s, risk assessment fo r  the  ecosystem and human health, search fo r  so lu tion, etc.
In a long-term  perspective, the  experts w ill cons titu te  a o f com petencies at European level.

Selection
Accordingly to  the  decision o f th e  MB, the  rec ru itm en t o f th e  experts w ill be selected th rough  an 
open call published on th e  JPI Oceans website, th rough  a scouting procedure w ith  the  support o f the  
MB and StAB, though the  nom ina tion  by MB.
The names o f th e  experts and th e ir  CV w ill be proposed to  th e  MB fo r  the  fina l approval.
A le tte r o f endorsem ent w ill be sent to  the  experts by th e  Secretariat, including the  Terms o f 
Reference fo r  the  organization o f the  panel and th e  in fo rm a tion  flo w  to  be signed and re tu rned by 
each expert.

O peration
Three main lines o f opera tion  are suggested:

a) Continuous discussion and period ic m eetings between th e  m em bers o f the  board to  analyse 
specific or general issues covering d iffe ren t aspects o f problem s in th e  m arine env ironm ent 
and planning dedicated actions to  handle them .

b) rapid consu lta tion to  manage sudden and unforeseen issues at sea.
The m eetings and the  specific requests fo r  consu lta tion  w ill be appointed by the  Executive



C om m ittee and th e  Secretariat.
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7. C O M M O N GUIDELINES TO DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT OF ACTIONS

7.1 CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF ACTIONS

BACKGROUND & D EFIN ITIO N

Pilot actions are small-scale tria ls  or tes t cases, lim ited  in tim e  and scope. They are called p ilo t 
actions because th ey  w ill be im p lem ented w ith  the  prim ary objective  to  te s t procedures and 
instrum ents o f cooperation and coord ination  in th e  fram ew ork  o f JPI Oceans. P ilot actions are not 
based on th e  Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda (SRIA), w hich is cu rren tly  in deve lopm ent. 
Routine procedures and w e ll-know n instrum ents such as simple calls fo r  proposals shall no t be the  
prim e focus o f p ilo t actions as they  have been extensively tested  th rough  ERA-nets and o the r 
European in itia tives. A p ilo t action should dem onstra te  th e  added value o f JPI Oceans as a 
coord inating  and in tegra ting  p la tfo rm . Proposals fo r  p ilo t actions should clearly be linked to  the  goals 
and objectives o f JPI Oceans, as expressed in the  Vision docum ent. They should be f i t  fo r  purpose and 
could take on a num ber o f d iffe re n t fo rm s (incl. any com bina tion  o f them ), as stated below. Pilot 
actions are also supposed to  tes t and provide po ten tia l tem p la tes fo r  activ ities to  be developed on 
th e  basis o f th e  SRIA.

A pilot action is an early action th a t aims at testing new  

instruments fo r cooperation and coordination in the  

fram ew ork of JPI Oceans. Pilot actions shall dem onstrate  

the added value of jo in t programming.

GUIDELINES FOR THE SELECTION OF PILOT ACTIONS 

GENERAL

JPI Oceans aims at addressing societal needs and challenges re lated to  m arine and m aritim e  issues by 
coord inating  national research activ ities. Particular a tte n tio n  is given to  activ ities p rom oting  th e  aims 
and objectives o f JPI Oceans as described in the  Vision docum ent.
Pilot actions are im p orta n t fo r  th e  deve lopm ent o f JPI Oceans fo r  several reasons. Firstly, they 
provide practical examples w hich can be used to  test procedures fo r  se tting up and im p lem enting  
jo in t actions in th e  fram ew ork  o f JPI Oceans, accounting fo r  th e  princip le  o f variable geom etry and 
aim ing at exploring and exp lo iting  synergies among partic ipa ting  countries to  the  bene fit o f all. In th is  
way, p ilo t actions w ill pave the  w ay tow ards fu ll-fledged  actions o f JPI Oceans based on the  SRIA. 
Secondly, p ilo t actions w ill be launched in o rder to  dem onstra te  the  added value and benefits o f 
cross-border coord ination  o f national research activities. Successful p ilo t actions w ill strongly 
enhance th e  cred ib ility  o f JPI Oceans as a useful and strong p la tfo rm  to  align national research



agendas and to  in itia te  novel jo in t actions, th a t surpass th e  trad ition a l m odel o f jo in t fund ing  calls. 
Third ly, th ey  can provide valuable inpu t on how the  SRIA o f JPI Oceans can be im plem ented, 
especially w ith  respect to  testing  procedures and establishing baselines fo r  m on ito ring , reporting  and 
com m unication.
To achieve these goals, p ilo t actions w ill have to  be ra ther lim ited  in scope and in tim e , and the  
approach to  th e ir  im p lem en ta tion  w ill be practical and pragm atic, draw ing on established structures, 
processes and funds. Yet, p ilo t actions w ill add value to  existing national and in te rna tiona l in itia tives 
by creating sm art links betw een them .
The selection o f p ilo t action proposals should be based on a critica l assessment o f th e ir  relevance, 
feasib ility , and added value fo r  JPI Oceans. Based on these principles, criteria  have to  be developed 
to  fac ilita te  the  selection process fo r  evaluating and adopting new proposals fo r  p ilo t actions. These 
crite ria  and princip les may also be used as basis fo r  developing assessment crite ria  fo r  fu tu re  actions 
o f JPI Oceans based on the  SRIA.

CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION OF PILOT ACTIONS

The fo llow ing  crite ria  should fac ilita te  the  assessment o f proposals fo r  p ilo t actions. They provide a 
simple to o l fo r  assessing the  relevance and m a tu rity  o f proposed p ilo t actions p rio r to  taking them  
fo rw a rd  in th e  d irection  o f im p lem enta tion . A fac t sheet74, to  be filled  in by proposers o f p ilo t 
actions, is supposed to  provide all re levant in fo rm a tion  fo r  th is  assessment. The crite ria  can be 
grouped in to  fo u r equally im p o rta n t categories. P ilot actions considered fo r  im p lem en ta tion  should 
be assessed positively on all o f the  fo u r main criteria .

❖  BASIC REQUIREMENTS & FEASIBILITY
o  The p ilo t action addresses cross-cutting issues in line w ith  th e  goals and objectives o f JPI 

Oceans, as expressed in the  V is io n  d o c u m e n t. 

o  The p ilo t action w ill have a quick start, making p rim arily  use o f existing capacities and 
resources. P ilot actions should ideally be aimed at " low  hanging fru it" , 

o  The p ilo t action requires the  support o f at least 4 countries represented in JPI Oceans, 
o  The p ilo t action has a com m itted  leader75.

❖  RELEVANCE & IMPACT
o  The p ilo t action explores and utilises synergies and com plem entarities betw een countries 

a nd /o r capacities a nd /o r scientific fie lds a nd /o r science-industry-society to  reach a com m on 
goal.

o  The p ilo t action avoids unnecessary dup lica tion  o f e ffo rts  by enhancing cooperation and /o r 
coord ination.

o  The p ilo t action can po ten tia lly  produces tang ib le  outcom es w ith in  a tim e  fram e o f 1-3 years.

❖  ADDED VALUE FOR JPI OCEANS
O The p ilo t action tests modes o f co llabora tion  among countries fo r  aligning national research 

programs, the reby con tribu ting  to  an operational m odel fo r  jo in t program m ing, 
o  The p ilo t action strengthens structures or processes th a t fac ilita te  fu tu re  co llabora tion  o f 

partners in JPI Oceans.

74 Currently under development.
75 I.e., a member country of JPI Oceans.
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7.2  ORGANISATIONAL FORM

PREAMBLE

JPI Oceans im p lem enta tion  plan is based on a variab le geom etry, th a t is, some countries w ill 
partic ipa te  to  some actions, o the r countries to  some o ther.
There is a w ide  spectrum  o f organizational fo rm s w hich can be invoked to  im p lem ent P ilot Actions, 
such as the  establishm ent o f a legal body w ith  supranational status, tran s ito ry  coord inating 
structures and the  delegation o f tasks to  a single national agency (so-called "lead agency"). 
Com binations o f these models are also possible and the  best so lu tion has to  be flex ib le  and selected 
on th e  basis o f a case by case analysis.

W e distinguish tw o  main typologies o f organizational fo rm s: a fu lly  centralized (as a neuron) and a 
partia lly  centralized (as a brain). W e explain in th e  fo llo w in g  the  d iffe ren t aspects (and sketched in 
figure  7.2.1).
A supranational agency, usually including representatives from  the  partic ipa ting  Countries or 
com ple te ly  independent from  them , w hich is responsible fo r  im p lem enting  th e  Pilot Action.
This is suggested, bu t no t exclusively, fo r  those actions w here  a pan-European d im ension a nd /o r an 
enlarged partic ipa tion  are present. In th is  case, even if the  m anagem ent is fu lly  centralized, some 
actions/responsib ilities are le ft to  the  Countries to  m aintain a level o f fle x ib ility  and effic iency: as an 
example fo r  fund ing  respecting national rules (as in the  m ixed m odel fo r  th e  v irtua l com m on pot in 
ERANETsandart. 185).
A partia lly  centralized m anagem ent can be also used, especially in case o f regional actions, w here  the  
delegation to  one Country/agency can be adopted, even if th e  im p lem en ta tion  o f actions is carried 
by actors in d iffe ren t partic ipa ting  countries.



Figure 7.2.1: Sketch o f an organizational fo rm  fo r  managing JPI Oceans Pilot Actions. Any 
p roposer/C oun try  o f a Pilot Action has the  responsib ility  fo r  the  e laboration  and im p lem en ta tion  o f 
th e  proposal and acts as a hub fo r  the  o the r partic ipa ting  to  the  action. Relevant in fo rm a tion  is 
transfe rred  to  the  Secretariat o f JPI Oceans, which acts as the  link tow ards th e  Countries non­
partic ipa ting  to  the  action and a back-up m em ory w ith  specific access rules.

JPI OCEANS AS A BRAIN

Any p roposer/C ountry o f a Pilot Action has the  responsib ility  fo r  the  e laboration  and im p lem enta tion  
o f the  proposals (which becomes the  lead agency). In o rder to  guarantee the  transparency, the  
dissem ination o f th e  results, increasing th e  im pact and the  possib ility  o f enlarging th e  d im ension o f 
an action, the  partia lly  centralized m anagem ent should always trans fe r in fo rm a tion  to  th e  Secretariat 
o f JPI Oceans, w hich in th is case should be considered as th e  link tow ards the  Countries non­
partic ipa ting  to  th e  action and a back-up m em ory w ith  specific access rules. This is fundam enta l 
when d iffe ren t actions are considered tiles o f a mosaic to  achieve the  objectives o f JPI Oceans but 
no t all th e  Countries in JPI Oceans partic ipa te  th e  w ho le  bouquet o f actions. This is a behavior as a 
brain linking d iffe ren t neurons acting fo r  d iffe re n t functions.

IN PRACTICE

Any Pilot Action has a sort o f business plan, w ith  a presum able list o f "de liverables" and tim e tab le . In 
general, a P ilot Action can include d iffe ren t typologies o f sub-actions, like the  organization o f 
workshops, hun ting /m app ing  o f experts, fund ing  p roducts /p ro jects  etc.
So, it is m andatory to  m ainta in  a log o f the  activities, results and reference persons involved in the  
re levant actions. A proposal fo r  th e  list o f details and an example is given in th e  tables below.
The d issem ination and access to  in fo rm a tion  has to  be decided on a case by case analysis.



Action: Protect northe rn  boundaries from  barbaric invasions
Sub-action: Duilding th e  Adrian W all

W ho Role in th e  Pilot 
Action

Relevant actions Organization Contact
details

Julius
Caesar

Responsible/pro ject
manager

Pilot Action Roman em pire

Caius
Marius

Financial manager peer review, a llocation and 
m on ito ring  o f fund ing  etc.

Senate/fund ing
agency

Cicero Responsible o f 
com m unication plan 
and te x t reviser

C om m unication/D issem ination Private
company

Maximus Chair o f the  panel o f 
experts

Evaluation Roman Arm y

Proximo Chair o f the  
organizing com m ittee

W orkshop Coliseum

Table 7.2.1: In fo rm ation  linked to  involved persons (example).

Typology o f 
in fo rm a tion

Dissem ination Repository Access rules Contact details

Data Restricted to  1,2,3 Owners On request to  1,2,3
List o f experts Public W eb Open
Reports Restricted to  MB Extranet Access to  MB
Publications Public W eb links Open
Agreements Restricted to  MB Extranet Access to  MB

Table 7.2.2: In fo rm ation  linked to  supporting docum ents (example).

GUIDELINES FOR THE FO LLO W -UP OF PILOT ACTIONS BY THE SECRETARIAT

One (or m ore) mem ber(s) o f the  Secretariat is(are) in charge o f fo llow ing  a Pilot Action.
The tasks o f the  Secretariat m em ber w ith  the  responsib ility  to  fo llo w  up on a p ilo t action are:

•  In form  th e  proposer o f the  p ilo t action th a t (s)he w ill be fo llo w in g  up on the  progress o f the
p ilo t action from  the  Secretariat side and ask to  be included in all com m unication re lated to  the
organisational aspects o f th e  action.

•  M ain ta in  the  flo w  o f inpu t o f in fo rm a tion  (scientists, experts, institutes, events, reports, 
publications, data, agreements) updated w ith in  the  Secretariat.

•  Participate, w henever possible, in th e  workshops fo r  the  deve lopm ent o f th e  p ilo t action.
•  In itia te  discussion on the  ava ilab ility  o f th e  in fo rm a tion  -  storage and accessibility.
•  Assure th a t th e  d issem ination and access to  in fo rm a tion  is available and e ffic ien t.
•  Ensure th a t th e  proposer(s) o f the  p ilo t actions f  u If il (s) th e ir  ob ligations to :

o  Contact all MB m em bers th a t have signalled th e ir  in terest in partic ipa ting  in the  
action as w ell as rem ind o the r MB m em bers o f th e ir  task to  dissem inate th is 
in fo rm a tion  at the  national level, 

o  Ensure th a t partic ipants o f the  p ilo t actions are w ell enough acquainted w ith  JPI 
Oceans.

o  Fill o u t the  p ilo t action fact sheet.
o  Report at each MB m eeting on th e  progress o f the  action.



7.3 QUALITY CONTROL & PEER REVIEW

INTRODUCTIO N

Joint Program ming In itia tive  "H ealthy and Productive Seas and Oceans" (JPI Oceans) is a long-term  
strategic process to  address a societal challenge (see the  vision docum ent o f JPI Oceans at w w w .jp i- 
oceans.eu), w hich cannot successfully addressed by the  research e ffo rts  o f a single country. 
Therefore, J Pis aims at aligning national research programs and developing com m on solutions 
betw een partic ipants.
No single set o f rules nor any single ins trum ent can fu lfil th e  diverse needs and d iffe re n t typologies o f 
actions w ill be proposed and prepared on a case-by-case basis, a llow ing fo r  variable geom etry and 
p rom oting  an inclusive and in tegra ted approach to  reach th e  ten  objectives defined in th e  vision 
docum ent o f JPI Oceans.
JPI Oceans deals w ith  a com plex system in te rm s o f top ics and partic ipants: the  d iffe re n t typologies 
o f jo in t actions can include cooperation  and com petition  between partic ipants at d iffe ren t levels 
(funding organizations, research perform ing  organizations, and research groups).
In th is  context, "pee r rev iew " is aimed to  m aintain standards o f qua lity  o f actions, im prove th e ir  
perform ance and provide cred ib ility  to  th e  process itself.
"Peer rev iew " in m eant as the  process to  support th e  selection o f actions/pro jects and its 
m ethodo logy depends on the  typo logy o f action to  be adopted. According to  th e  vision docum ent o f 
JPI Oceans, we distinguish th re e  main d iffe re n t cases w here  peer review  is nedeed: m aster plans fo r 
reaching th e  objectives o f JPI Oceans, jo in t calls, o the r typologies o f actions. W e repo rt in Table 7.4.1 
an example o f a num ber o f steps a nd /o r actions w hich could be identified  to  reach a certa in objective  
o f JPI Oceans.

Objective
Im prove understanding o f m arine ecosystems and th e ir  processes w ith  
particu la r reference to  ecosystem services and impacts o f human activ ities

Mapping and 
analyzing

Result o f th e  analysis: Existing m athem atical models o f m arine ecosystems do 
no t represent or evaluate changes in b iod iversity

Strategic Research 
and Innovation 
Agenda

Develop m athem atica l models o f m arine ecosystems including impacts o f 
overfishing and clim ate change on b iod ivers ity

Implementation
Plan

- Iden tify  in terest o f countries, a nd /o r ins titu tions  w ith in  countries
- Iden tify  best researchers /  research groups fo r  co llabora tive  pro jects (sign 
M oU 's betw een institu tions, fund ing  fo r  trave l and workshops)
- C om petition  among team s: Jo int fund ing  (JPI joint call, Horizon 2020, ...)
- Increase in frastructu re  sharing (e.g. com puta tiona l power, data access)
- Organize workshops (JPI secretariat)
- Plan and fund  new Phd and post-doctora l projects a nd /o r courses (MoU 
between fund ing  organizations, Horizon 2020)

Measurable
impact

- Generate m ore accurate predictions
- Targeted, m easurable policy advice fo r  fisheries

Table 7.4.1: Example o f steps a nd /o r actions w hich could be iden tified  to  th e  call objectives.

In th is  deliverable, we discuss the  peer review  in " jo in t calls" (marked in bold in Table 7.4.1), th a t is, 
actions linked to  procedures th a t involve several countries, w ith in  w hich pro jects are funded



cooperative ly  and w hereby pro jects pass th rough  a peer review  process before  being ranked and 
selected. In few  words, we consider th e  aspects o f peer review  w hen the re  is a com petition  and 
w here  th e  funds are allocated m ainly to  research groups.

QUALITY CONTROL & PEER REVIEW

D iffe ren t typologies o f Joint Actions and a variab le geom etry approach require  d iffe ren t v iew  o f the  
evaluation and o f th e  peer review  processes guaranteeing qua lity, feasib ility , and efficacy. In Joint 
Actions th e  role and the  dialogue o f th e  d iffe ren t involved actors became crucial in o rder to  
overcom e differences and conflicts; some m odifica tions o f autonom ies in favou r o f th e  exp lo ita tion  
o f synergies are, there fore , necessary and they  are a p recondition  o f th e  effectiveness o f th e  entire  
process.
In these specific actions, th e  focus is o ften  on the  dynamics re lated to  th e  e ffo rt to  fo s te r netw ork ing  
and alliances (across the  innovation  chain) m ore than  on com petition . Cooperation, in fact, im plies to  
agree on the  righ t strategy options, resolve in terna l conflicts and to  act toge the r in o rder to  achieve 
com m on objectives. This also im plies a com m on e ffo rt to  render th e  action com patib le  and 
in te roperab le  (valid and acceptable fo r  each actor); however, an adaptation o f the  procedures 
w ith o u t scarifying th e  specificities and the  needs o f each single partne r should be preserved. 
Effective p ro ject m anagem ent strategies should also be pu t in place.
W ith in  th is  fram e the  process o f evaluation is th e  result o f an agreed procedure transm itted  to  the  
Boards o f JPI Oceans, which can in tervene fo r  refin ing th e  w o rk flow  o f activ ities and fo r  acting as 
evalua tor in th e  process o f th e  qua lity  contro l, w hich could include external experts too . For 
example, in cases related to  sensible ethical issues, or th e  risk o f v io la te  legal and p roprie ty  
obligations, an add itiona l board can be involved fo r  advices.

This being said, th e  concept o f peer review  from  th a t usually adopted fo r  Joint Calls has to  be 
enlarged. The perspective is m eta-evaluative, i.e. a procedure th a t set up the  preconditions and the  
cond itions to  guarantee the  feas ib ility  o f the  en tire  process and its review.
A p re lim inary  phase o f negotia tion  th a t renders the  procedures exp lic it and th a t takes in to  account 
th e  needs, objectives o f the  com m itte rs  and o f all th e  o the r actors involved is the  base fo r  the  
success o f th e  action; no t to  ignore the  im portance to  be devoted to  the  cu ltura l contexts nam ely the  
socio and politica l context in w hich the  action is going to  be im p lem ented and realized. According to  
th is  approach th e  scale o f e ffo rt and the  im pact is d iffe re n t if it is com pared to  a trad ition a l peer 
review  process. The accent is on th e  qua lity  assessment, in th e  m on itoring , m ore th a t in the  peer 
review  w hich is on ly a phase (and in some case it is even no t included) o f the  en tire  process. All the  
external facto rs such as fo r  example external experts, ranking (if considered) are em bedded in the  
process.



C O M M O N  
EVALUATION OF 

PROPOSALS

NATIONAL
ELIGIBILITY

CALL FOR PROPOSALS RANKING FUNDING

S te e r in g  

C o m m it te e  

o f  F u n d in g  

o rg a n is a t io n s

E v a lu a t io n  

C o m m it te e  

(P a n e l o f  E x p e rts )

C a ll O f f ic e  

s e c r e ta r ia t

®  ©

CALL FOR EXPRESSION OF 
INTEREST

NATIONAL SELECTION 
OF CANDI DATES

C O M M O N
VALIDATION

NETWORKING
EVENT

1 PROPOSAL 
EVALUATION

FUNDING

Call Office Selection on Common Criteria 
and National Eligibility Rules

Steering 
Committee 
of Funding 

organizations

Steering 
Committee 
of Funding 

organizations<11 (Panel of Experts)

4 H H H »
O d ld N )
5 5 7 3

©  ©

u m * ? « )
5 6 7 3 9

Figure 7.4.1 Comparison betw een standard peer review  process fo r  com petition  among proposals 
(top) and fo r  cooperation tow ards one proposal (bo ttom , as Knowledge Hubs).

Taking th e  above perspective in some cases th e  C oord ination is necessary to  pave th e  way to  any 
action (see the  sketch in Figure 7.4.1, bo ttom ). The objective  is to  develop and strengthen the  
coord ination  o f na tiona l/reg iona l stakeholders th rough specific actions, as fo r  example in the  
coord ination  o f ERANET's consortia o r Research Alliances. The approach taken in Jo int Calls Actions 
and th e  schema o f th e  process delineated requires a high level o f fle x ib ility  and adapta tion. 
Nevertheless, some guiding princip les need to  be selected, and it should be added th a t here it is 
m ore appropria te  to  ta lk  about princip les (enabling factors) th a t to  rules (constraints factors).
Some essential (unavoidable) princip les have th e re fo re  to  be endorsed:

■ Flexibility: processes and procedures need to  adapted and readjusted according to  th e  case-
by-case contexts.

■ Feasibility: To increase evaluation effectiveness and efficiency, th e  responsib ility  o f the
com m ittees and the  actors involved (see accountab ility) should be clear.



■ Accountability: The process o f assigning actions along w ith  th e  related responsib ility  to
specific actors. The w o rk flow  is reported  to  the  MB, which has th e  righ t to  intervene.

■ Transparency: Standards to  assure an adequate docum entation, clear sta tem ents in the
process o f governance, clear descrip tions o f the  rules and procedures fo llow ed  in the  
decisional processes, clear assum ption o f responsibility.

■ Effectiveness (timebound): Evaluation should be addressed and developed w ith in  th e  right
tim escales to  guarantee the  effic iency and efficacy o f th e  actions. Connect objectives to  a 
tim e line .

Furtherm ore, th e re  is a sort o f "in tang ib le " princip le  th a t can be used also as an ind icato r (see 
below) deriving and em bedded to  the  princip les listed above, th a t o f Credibility: it  is related to  the  
assum ption o f responsib ility  o f the  involved fund ing  organization and actors and to  th e  in teg rity  o f 
the  process.
In th is  perspective, and based on th e  five  principles m entioned above, the  evaluation involves the  
en tire  process and takes in to  account a com plete  descrip tions o f actions, findings, lim ita tions, and 
results. Evaluation should construct a judgm en t in a w ay th a t w ill also encourage com m itte rs  to  
re in te rp re t o r revise th e  process and th e ir  behaviour in case o f fa ilu re  or partia l fa ilu re .
Evaluation procedures should be th e re fo re  practical and responsive to  the  way the  all process 
operates. It is both  a systematic m easurem ent and a process o f comparison w ith  a standard, 
m on ito ring  o f the  processes in o rder to  prevent (as much as possible) errors.
From th e  firs t steps the  " f it  fo r  purpose" is a guideline, the  action should be suitab le fo r  the  
intended purpose, and th is  is a p recondition.
Evaluation embeds "q ua lity  co n tro l" and reporting  to  M anagem ent Board, w ho  makes the  decision 
to  re inforce o r m in im ize the  influence o f collateral issues, it can in tervene in the  ex-post 
assessment fo r corrective  actions and fo r  a d iffe ren t assignm ent o f responsib ility. This stresses the  
fact th a t in th e  proposed m odel we are re fe rring  to  a m odel im plying a "continuous evaluation". 
They are at least fo u r ind icators (short te rm  indicators) in o rder to  measure the  perform ances and 
to  be able to  re in force or to  correct th e  process (ex-post). These ind icators (fo r th e  Joint Actions) 
should be d irec tly  linked to  the  specific ity o f th e  objectives, they  can be used as pre-established 
crite ria  (ex-ante) and are underpinned in the  m on ito ring  activ ities during the  on doing evaluation 
o f th e  entire  process:

■ Robustness: th e  process should be im m une (as much as possible) to  uncerta in ty; all
constituen ts should "look  good" a fte r the  process is com pleted.

■ Reliability: to  perform  all th e  required functions/s teps under stated cond itions and in the
established period o f tim e.

■ Credible process (consistency and completeness): The evaluation process, both in planning
and im p lem enta tion , should be consistent w ith  knowledge, values, and th e  goals stated. 
Docum entation should adequately support the  process sustaining th e  values o f fairness 
and transparency.

■ Appropriateness: appropria te  measures should be guarantee to  m eet th e  goals and the
needs o f th e  planned actions, w ith in  the  param eters o f th e  fram ew ork  prescribed in the  
policy and th e  in fo rm a tion  provided in th e  call.

Q uality  contro l and evaluation are th e re fo re  in terconnected: the  action progresses and results are 
assessed tow ards th e  stated objectives, th e  results (outcom es), th e  re lation betw een costs and 
benefits and the  impact.



SCENARIOS

The im p lem enta tion  o f the  Joint Actions are planned and approached on a case-by-case basis, 
a llow ing fo r variable geom etry and prom oting  an inclusive and integrated approach to  reach the  
defined objectives. Q uality contro l is th e  va lidation  ins trum ent and th e  accent is no t on ly in the  
efficency bu t also on effectiveness.
D iffe ren t scenarios fo r  d iffe ren t actions can be envisaged and the  model can be redraw  according to  
th e  w e igh t given to  the  single actors o r phases. In the  fo llo w in g  we describe th e  aspects which 
embed peer review  in th e  broader concept o f qua lity  contro l.

JO INT ACTIONS FOR EMERGING ISSUES

An in teresting  case is the  process th a t shoul be fo llow ed  in emergency issues (see Figure 7.4.2)

IDENTIFICATION OF 
EMERGENCY ISSUE

ESTABLISH MENTOF 
PANELOPF EXPERTS

TEAMBUILDING
QUICK

RESPONSE

I  I o m > o
o o n i o
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©  ©  ©  ©
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Periodic
meetings

V
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interventions.
Proced ures .. .

EX C O M

Figure 7.4.2: Sketch o f s tructu ring  fo r  addressing emergency issues. 

From th is  specific case at least th ree  good practices can be drawn:

2 .

3.

1. The selection o f an emerging issue is the  resu lt o f a consu ltation  w ith in  th e  boards o f the  JPI 
Oceans and stakeholders. The decision is made by the  MB.
MB defines th e  specificities o f the  emerging issue (general, them a tic  etc.), the  num ber, the  
typologies o f experts to  be consulted, th e  procedure and tim in g  fo r  th e ir  selection (open call 
recru itm en t, hunting, nom ination  etc.) and the  guidelines fo r  th e  panel o f experts to  w ork.
The experts are selected according to  th e ir  excellence and to  th e ir  experience in past 
emergencies. In th e  selection o f the  experts the  MB take responsib ility  in fina l approval o f the  
team  recru ited. In th is  phase peer review  som ehow crosses w ith  qua lity  con tro l and evaluation 
(transparency -  i.e. CV and names o f the  candidates; access to  th e  le tte r o f endorsem ent sent 
to  th e  experts by th e  Secretariat, etc).

It should be stressed th a t in th is  type  o f actions the  key role is played by the  experts and th e ir  
coord ination  actions (based on protocols), w hich constitu te  a board guaranteeing tim e ly  and
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successful decision-m aking and risk m anagem ent assessment. This board should provide clear and 
docum ented risk assessment thanks to  th e  identifica tion , analysis and evaluation o f d iffe ren t issues 
and then  suggest risk reduction and contro l w ith  a com plete  risk m anagem ent approach w hich is part 
o f the  plans. In th is  w ay the  board is also garanteeing the  Q uality Control o f the  process. 
C oord ination actions are also the  results o f period ic m eetings and a coord inated program  o f 
tra in ings, forsights, and ve rifica tion  o f the  procedures. M oreover, the re  is a high expectation o f 
sustainability, these actions can be in fac t institu tiona lized.

JO INT ACTIONS FOR RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURES

A d iffe ren t scenario fo r  peer review  and evaluation is those related to  those Joint Actions which 
could involve Research In frastructures (RIs), w hich typ ica lly  no t fo llo w  un ifo rm  procedures bu t they 
are ra ther the  result o f com plex and dedicated discussions on the  needs and requ irem ents o f the  
research com m un ity  vis à vis na tiona l/in te rna tiona l needs and requirem ents.
RIs represent re levant investm ents and very o ften  the  results can be measured only in a long te rm  
scale. In add ition  to  th e  established set o f procedures fo r  peer review  and evaluation designed fo r 
Jo int Calls (see fo llow ing  paragraphs), we can here refere  to  some ad hoc practices based on 
iden tified  com m on elem ents aim ing at a ta ilo rm ade  process76.

1. RIs are b e tte r evaluated by review  panels. Panels should be established w ith  members 
(in ternal and external to  the  com m itte rs) from  scientific  experts, active scientists and experts 
in evaluating a nd /o r managing in frastructu res and large capital projects.

2. The "long te rm  character" o f a Rl, implies th a t Panel m em bers should act fo r  designated 
periods and fo r  foreseen evaluations. C ontinu ity, experience and com petency are in fact 
essential fo r  th is  type  o f actions.

3. The scientific and strategic concept o f the  Rl is crucial fo r  the  evaluation process.
4. The review  panel evaluation rep o rt w ill fo rm  th e  m ost im p o rta n t basis fo r  fina l assessment o f 

th e  action by th e  MB. The MB should also consider add itiona l aspects such as strategic goals 
and financia l budgets.

5. In evaluating RIs pro jects it is essential to  consider the  fu ll life-cycle in fras truc tu re  and its 
po ten tia l users.

6. Governance and m anagem ent plans w ill be essential to  include in th e  budgets presented fo r 
evaluation.

GENERAL R EC O M M EN D ATIO N S FOR Q UALITY CONTROL &  PEER REVIEW IN JOINT 
ACTIONS

Evaluation should be an appraisal o f results (achievements o f the  objectives) and qua lity  (the 
results m eet the  stated needs).
Caution is required fo r  p reventing misuse o f the  evaluation process.
Actors involved in jo in t actions should have some tra in ing  in jo b  evaluation; as a w ho le : be 
know ledgeable about th e  standards and th e  requ irem ents in question, th e  w ork/actions being 
evaluated and th e  o rgan iza tion /con text in w hich the  w o rk  is perform ed.
None o f th e  actors involved should be in a position to  benefit, e ithe r personally or 
opera tionally, from  the  process o f evaluation.
Decisions concerning evaluation process arrived at by consensus ra ther than th rough  vo ting  or 
m a jo rity  rule.
In case o f dissenting positions, the  MB makes th e  fina l evaluation decision.

76 See European Peer Review Guide, 2011, p. 73.
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7 .4  PEER REVIEW IN JOINT CALLS

There are d iffe ren t jo in t fund ing  m odels such as: com m on pot, v irtua l pot, m ixed model. The peer 
review  and evaluation m odel chosen fo r  th e  a llocation o f fund ing  are s tric tly  re lated to  the  fund ing 
m odel adopted, th is  is the  reason w hy the  peer review  m odel should also be on a "variable 
geom etry" and ta ilo red  according to  th e  typo logy o f actions pu t in place. Peer Review is in fac t an 
integra l part o f the  research and innovation  activities. W ith o u t being a standardized practice, peer 
review  processes are very d iffe re n t regarding its fo rm  and im p lem enta tion .
(a) The te rm  peer review  is som etim es used as an acronym fo r  various fo rm s o f expert assessments, 
including expert panels;
(b) The evaluation criteria , w hich have to  be applied by peers, vary according to  th e  d iffe ren t tasks, 
which th e  peer review  process has to  fu lfil;
(c) The peer review  process is em bedded in decision processes, w hich d iffe r considerably from  each 
o the r;
(d) Peer review  practices vary also because o f the  d iffe ren t type  o f fund ing  ins trum ents77. This m ight 
be o f particu la r relevance fo r  the  case o f the  J Pis, specifically CSA Ocean, w hich develop a num ber o f 
d iffe re n t fund ing  instrum ents. Therefore, peer review  fo r  CSA Ocean need to  be a peer review  o f 
"variab le  geom etry".
These assumptions and approach are re lated to  one o f the  m ost critica l aspects o f peer review  fo r  
a rticu la ted  programs: to  provide the  founda tions fo r  "a f i t -  a f it - fo r  purpose" peer review  process. 
Such an approach includes to  defin ing in a flex ib le  way th e  key steps o f th e  peer review  process and 
th e  w ho le  process o f evaluation:

1. The de fin ition  o f main stages o f peer review  process
2. The de fin ition  o f main features required fo r  the  peer review  m odel: overall decision making 

process using panels, in terna l reviewers and /o r ind iv idua l/rem o te  (external) reviewers, 
com m ittees

3. The operational details and low er-leve l requirem ents such as tim elines, w o rk flow , reporting, 
costs etc.

4. The assessment process: iden tify  specific features such as the  nature  and num ber o f 
assessors, the  source o f identify ing  experts, m u lti/ in te r  d iscip linary considerations, w ork  
load fo r  external experts and panel members

5. Schemes fo r  the  flo w  o f in fo rm a tion  and docum entation  (IT tools, web-pages, online 
submission form s, guidelines, tem plates, score grids).

The peer review  process fo r  jo in t calls w ill address some key issues, steps and objectives:
a) cooperation and com petition , in-kind e in-cash con tribu tion ;
b) selection o f experts (panel, in terna l or external agencies, mix);
c) de fin ition  o f criteria ;
d) grid fo r  evaluation: steps o f selection;
e) p ro ject ranking (v irtua l com m on pot o le ft resources red is tribu tion);
f) good practices.

M oreover, some questions th a t in th e  cu rren t debate on peer review  are still open w ill be addressed:
1. W hat kind o f m anagem ent s tructu re  is desired?
2. W hat kinds o f governing bodies are needed?
3. W hat are the  roles, responsibilities and reporting  relationships o f th e  com m ittees/boards?

77 The European Peer Review Guide of the European Science Foundation (ESF, 2011) acknowledges that the 
appropriateness of peer review practices can be meaningful only when considered in the context of the specific 
programs or funding instruments to which they must apply.

99



4. W hat is the  m in im um  tim e  requested devote to  peer review  fo r  fu lf il th e  objectives?

SPENDING AND FUNDING

Peer review  processes serve a critica l role in th e  a llocation o f scarce resources as research funds, as 
w ell as in helping to  produce know ledge on w hich researchers rely (Chubin and Hackett 1990). Given 
its societal challenge's focus, JPI Oceans is an im p o rta n t example o f the  sh ift to  "po licy-driven" 
m odel to  "science-based" one in fund ing  research. "Political System" and "Science System" are 
generally used to  have d iffe re n t objectives and rules and th e ir  convergence is som ehow a 
challenging issue: "how  to  choose the  best scientists/peers", "h ow  to  get scientists/peers to  do w hat 
politics w an t" etc. (Poti and Reale 2007).
Excellence crite rion  should go hand in hand w ith  "appropria teness to  political purposes" as o ffe ring  
solutions to  grand societal problem s.78 It should be stressed th a t, the  evaluation o f scientific 
excellence or o f research qua lity, constitu tes the  very core o f any peer review  process.
The assessment o f "excellence in research" is regarded as th e  central p illa r fo r  any scientific peer 
review  system. However, the  V o lun ta ry  Guidelines on Fram ework Conditions fo r  JPis (VGs) recognise 
th a t "d ivergence o f approaches concerning a num ber o f ancillary e lements, including th e  possible 
use o f add itiona l non-scientific  criteria , w ou ld  require  a tte n tio n  if consistency o f evaluation results is 
to  be achieved" (VGs p .19). And, the  VGs also argue th a t com m only accepted peer review  procedures 
are essential fo r  a sm ooth m anagem ent o f the  calls "a t th e  heart o f any excellence-based research 
policy and practice" (VGs p. 19) as it fo rm s the  decisions on w hich research(ers) w ill be funded (see 
infra §§5.2 and 6.1).
In o rder to  address p roperly  the  process o f a llocating resources, we distinguish fund ing  from  
spending.
Funding refers to  th e  w ay in w hich actors provide m oney to  develop R&l activ ities fo r  a specific 
in itia tive , w h ile  spending refers to  th e  fu rth e r a llocation o f m oney on support activ ities, tasks, sub­
organizations, etc. (Gulbrandsen e t al., 2011, p. 8). Spending is thus closely re lated to  o the r 
governance dimensions, not least p rio rity-m aking . The e lig ib ility  o f all costs fo r  each applicant 
depends on th e  na tiona l/reg iona l regulations applied by the  Joint Call fund ing  ins titu tio n  and should 
be calculated accordingly.
Therefore, it is qu ite  likely th a t no t all Joint Call fund ing  ins titu tions  w ill be able to  fund  all o f the  
below  m entioned cost categories:
i. Research m ateria l and sm all/big-scale research equ ipm ent, ii. Personnel costs; iii. Travel costs; iv. 
Living expenses; v. Expenses fo r  th e  organisation scientific events; vi. Expenses fo r  th e  tra in ings; vii. 
Others.
This docum ent m ainly addresses peer review  fo r  CSA Ocean - Join Call C om petition. In particu la r we 
are describing th e  m ost general procedure and ad hoc procedure can be designed and provided case 
by case (see tem plates and to o lk it) . The en tire  process can be described in the  fo llow ing  general 
scketch.

78 Porter and Rossini (1985) found some evidence that interdisciplinary proposals are downgraded in peer 
review because peer reviewers tend to rate proposals from their own discipline/fields more favourably (as 
quoted in Rinia E.J. et al 2001).
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Figure 7.5.1: CSA Ocean - Join Call sketch fo r  the  m ost com prehensive procedure: th e  knowledge 
com m un ity  (organized in groups) is self-organizing to  prepare p re lim inary  proposals describing the  
in-kind con tribu tion  and the  request o f spending or fund ing. This self-organization process can be 
fac ilita ted  by m eetings between the  groups and eventua lly  w ith  the  fund ing  organizations. The 
submission o f the  proposals is a tw o-stage process w here  th e  firs t step is used to  evaluate the  
e lig ib ility  and feasib ility . The fund ing  in th is  sketch is intended as the  a lloca tion /approp ria tion  o f 
resources. The com m itm en t o f the  resources can be done before  th e  call pub lica tion or a fte r the  
self-organization phase in o rder to  pe rm it the  fund ing  organizations to  fu lfil the  m ore appropria te  
answer to  th e  know ledge com m unity.

In th e  CSA Ocean the  evaluation and assessment process is divided in to  3- main phases:
Phase Activities Evaluation Steps Actors

Phase 1 - Ex ante activ ities
- Selection o f reviewers
- C onstitu tion  o f the  
panels

1. E ligib ility M anagem ent and Secretariat 
o ffice

Phase 2 Review o f the  pre­
proposal
Review o f the  fu ll 
proposal: scoring

2. Two stage Peer 
Review

Reviewers- Panels (panel 
chair)

Phase 3 Ranking
Funding decision 
Reallocation o f fund ing

3. Assessment
4. Funding

M anagem ent com m ittee  and 
observers (if any)

Table 7.5.1: Evaluation and assessment process
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•  Site-visit

•  Rebuttal

Figure 7.5.2: Description o f th e  main stages o f the  evaluation process

M A N A G E M E N T AND ELIG IBILITY (PHASE 1)

Practices o f call m anagem ent processes and underlying peer review  assessments d iffe r by country, 
fund ing  organisation, fund ing  ins trum ent, and type  o f research activ ity  funded (e.g. in terd isc ip linary 
research, basic research vs. applied research and experim enta l deve lopm ent). There are some basic 
assum ptions th a t need to  be taken in to  consideration also fo r  CSA Ocean. The fo llow ing  is a 
suggested "vadem ecum ":

1) General deve lopm ent o f program  w ith  reference to  general m anagem ent and on-going 
activ ities vis à vis the  fund ing  model;

2) National and transnationa l accessibility o f the  in frastructures/research;
3) Cooperation and coord ination  betw een nodes and national and in te rna tiona l 

infrastructu res/research ;
4) User aspects, such as support and tra in ing ;
5) Strategic role o f th e  in fras truc tu res /p ro jec t in th e  politica l fram e;
6) Role o f industry and stack-holders in re la tion  to  the  research in frastructu re /research ;
7) Risk-assessment to  iden tify  and m itiga te  measures;
8) Consider possible overlaps;
9) Develop perform ance ind icators to  track and assess its value;

10) Iden tify  its users and keep track on its usage.
To manage th e  peer review  process a Management Committee (MC) is needed to  take responsib ility  
fo r  th e  practical im p lem enta tion  o f the  call. It should be composed by representatives from  each 
fund ing  partne r partic ipa ting  in th e  call and chaired by one o f the  representa tive  chosen 
unanim ously. The M anagem ent C om m ittee w ill manage the  proposal evaluation process, decide on 
th e  fund ing  o f projects, and m on ito r and evaluate the  running projects. The MG is also composed by 
a national contact person fo r  each partic ipa ting  fund ing  partners, w hom  the  applicants can contact 
to  enable an e ffective  im p lem en ta tion  o f the  call and taking national rules and procedures 
su ffic ien tly  in to  account.
Partners w ho are no t con tribu ting  fund ing  to  the  call w ill be able to  a ttend MC m eetings as 
observers. The MC w ill be assisted by a Secretariat Office. The office  w ill deal w ith  th e  application 
form s, the  e lig ib ility  phase and the  MC.
A fte r th e  closing date, applications are checked fo r  e lig ib ility  by th e  o ffice  secretariat. Proposals not 
m eeting th e  requirem ents w ill be rejected. All proposals are discussed by the  MC o f th e  fund ing 
program , in a plenary discussion, fo llow ing  p ro ject num bering. A "pre-assessm ent" o f th e  proposals
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in w ritin g  is made by th e  MC.MC w ill nom inate  th e  reviewers fo r  the  com position o f the  panel based 
on th e  con ten t o f th e  proposals and ind ividual expertise. Once m em bers o f the  MC agreed, proposals 
are sent to  panel's m em bers fo r  peer review . The MC decides in fac t on the  fina l com position  o f the  
peer review  panels and selects the  panel chair. The panels are organized at a "variab le  geom etry". 
Panels w ill act as referees and provide the  w ritte n  reviews to  th e  MC, th e ir  w o rk flo w  is supported by 
th e  Secretariat Office. The panel's m em bers ranks and recom m ends proposals on th e  basis o f the  
w ritte n  scientific assessments (see tem p la te ) and the  applicants' response (rebu tta l) if included in 
th e  process.

Documentation
The MC should prepare th e  te x t o f the  Call, th e  guidelines fo r  proposal, gu ideline fo r  th e  secretariat
office, guidelines fo r  reviewers (including m andate), te m p la te  fo r  reviewers, tem p la te  fo r
assessment and ranking, code o f conducts, con flic t o f interest.

Eligibility
The Secretariat O ffice checks the  proposals against the  e lig ib ility  criteria  indicated in th e  call. In the  
case o f in te r-m u ltid isc ip lina ry  o r b reakthrough research, it could be necessary to  involve scientific 
experts to  screen proposals or le tters o f in ten t fo r  e lig ib ility .
Some o f e lig ib ility  criteria  used by fund ing  organisations are:

•  Completeness o f the  proposal;
•  Timeliness o f the  submission;
•  E lig ib ility o f the  applicants;
•  E lig ib ility o f the  scope o f the  research proposed in re la tion  to  the  call;
•  Ethical concerns.

Applicants w ho have fa iled  the  e lig ib ility  checks should be in form ed as soon as possible.

Selection of experts-panel composition
The panel consists o f scientific experts. Each partic ipa ting  fund ing  partne r may suggest tw o  to  th ree  
m embers. Non-funding partners w ho have researchers involved in proposals may also suggest 
m embers. It w ou ld  be desirable fo r  each proposal to  be evaluated by m em bers o f th e  panel w ho  are 
from  a country outside o f th e  proposal applicants, and one from  the  same coun try  o f th e  proposal 
applicant. Selection takes in to  account the  appropria te  qua lifica tion  o f the  reviewers and scientific 
coverage and d iscip linary competence.
National and gender balance is p re ferred, bu t the re  are no fixed quota. Expertise should be th e  most 
im p o rta n t criteria . Reviewers stake part in the  panel as independent experts and no t representing 
any nor can th ey  send any replacem ents. Panel's m em bers should declare any po ten tia l con flic t o f 
in te rest (see infra Section 8)
Criteria fo r  selecting experts are no t always s tra igh tfo rw ard  and need to  be ta ilo red  to  the  fund ing 
program m e. Of course, peer reviewers m ust have a high level o f expertise in th e  fie ld , in the  case o f 
CSA Ocean d iffe ren t types o f expertise are needed: "qua lity  evaluations come from  diverse panel o f 
experts, w hich m ight include a m ix tu re  o f backgrounds and, if relevant, d iffe re n t scientific 
v iewpoints"(VG s p. 19). As a concrete example, experts w ith o u t fo rm a l academic qua lifica tion  m ight 
be needed to  judge applied research w ith  a m ore im m edia te  com m ercial impact. Due to  the  lim ited  
ava ilab ility  o f experts, and m u ltip le  demands from  agencies etc., "th e  m arket fo r  peer reviewers 
needs to  be analysed, including the  possible iden tifica tion  o f non-financial incentives" (VGs p.20). 

Generally the re  are tw o  main groups o f experts w ho take part in the  peer review  process:



•  External or ind ividual rem ote  rev iew ers: th ey  assess th e  proposals on th e ir  own and 
separately from  o the r m embers. These reviewers do no t discuss the  proposals w ith  anyone 
and provide th e ir  assessments using known and clear crite ria  and scores79.

•  Review panels: they  co llective ly discuss and evaluate groups o f proposals.

A lthough is generally recom m ended not to  m ix rem ote  and panel reviewers and to  have d iffe ren t 
individuals provid ing rem ote  assessments from  those w ho w ill partic ipa te  in ranking, in many cases 
rem ote  reviewers can be m em bers o f the  panel, it is im p o rta n t to  keep clear the  main func tion  o f 
th e  panel: i.e. to  evaluate, consolidate and to  rank or p rio ritise  proposals on the  base o f clear and 
stated crite ria  and param eters.

Mandate of the panel members
- Provides a scientific review  (see tem p la te ) fo r  the  scientific assessment o f th e  proposals fo llow ing  

the  crite ria  indicated in th e  call and fo llow ing  the  m andate
- Ranks and recom m ends proposals at th e  MC on the  basis o f th e  criteria  published in the  call and 

the  scientific  assessments.
- Provides a w ritte n  sum m ary to  explain its decisions to  the  MC and th e  applicants.

PANELS: INTEGRATION AND COLLABORATION W ITH  DIFFERENT SECTORS AND AREAS

Proposals o f in te r/m u lti/tran sd isc ip lin a ry  nature  may only be evaluated to  a lim ited  exten t by 
ind ividual rem ote  reviewers, w hich have core know ledge in th e ir  specific fie ld  o f activ ity. A core 
question fo r  CSA Ocean is the re fo re , how to  consider these aspects (e.g. targets, industry, academics, 
etc.) in th e  selection o f reviewers and the  com position  o f panels. The selection o f panellists should 
also be made in te rm s o f th e ir  degree o f expertise in a specialty fie ld  (i.e. including specialist and 
genera lis t/in te rd isc ip linary  panellists). In terd iscip linary panellists are, from  the  start, capable o f 
understanding, judging and com paring a w ide  va rie ty o f proposals w ith o u t having fu lly  developed 
expertise on th e  subject m atters. Some o f key facto rs can be considered in th e  com position  o f panels 
fo r  evaluating jo in  call com petition  in CSA Ocean, such as:80
- Ad hoc responsib ilities betw een panel m embers. The ex ten t to  w hich panellists hold them selves 
accountable to  each o the r fo r  th e ir  evaluative behaviour; w ay th ey  do so, i.e. vary according to  the  
scope, com position, and d is tribu tion  o f expertise in a panel;
- A panel th a t develops good in terd isc ip linary dynamics does not, at the  same tim e , a llow  much 
d iscip linary d iscretion to  ind ividual panel m embers;
- Overlap in th e  panellists' competencies. High overlap in d iscip linary panels may induce a re la tive ly 
t ig h t d iscip linary contro l betw een partic ipants, w h ile  a m u ltid isc ip linary  design in tu rn , seems to  
create a shared sense among panellists th a t they  are accountable fo r  th e ir  judgem ents to  a num ber 
o f d iffe ren t d iscip linary com m unities;
- Com position o f the  panel is to  be made public a fte r th e  decision o f funded pro jects is made.

79 One exception is the Commission's evaluation system for FP7 (non-ERC). Here, after the individual review, 
the experts concerned take part in an in-depth discussion of the proposal concerned, and draw up a consensus 
report of comments and scores. It is this consensus report, not the individual review, which is passed on to the 
panel review stage.
80 See Huutoniemi (2012), for evaluating interdisciplinary proposals he suggests that besides including 
"interdisciplinarity" as a formal criterion for evaluation, research funders can encourage interdisciplinary 
accountability through indirectly influencing the account-giving relationships between reviewers.
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PEER REVIEW PROCESS (PHASE 2)

The peer review  process fo r  CSA Ocean is pre ferably a tw o-stage process:
Stage 1: An ou tline  proposals (or le tters o f in ten t) fo llow ed  by fu ll proposals. The ou tline  proposals 
conta in a short descrip tion o f the  nature  and overall objectives o f the  research as well as indications 
on th e  required resources, in frastructures, budgets and the  proposing team . The evaluation o f the  
ou tline  proposal is norm ally  s ifted th rough  a dedicated panel, o r m anagem ent o ffice  and the  
strategic advisory board fo r the  CSA Ocean.
Stage 2: Full proposals go th rough  a com plete  tw o-stage peer review  system: rem ote  assessment 
fo llow ed  by review  panel de libe ra tion  and ranking. Overall decision (p rio ritisa tion , fund ing) is made 
in decisional m eeting w ith  panels chair, m em bers o f th e  com m ittee  m anagem ent o ffice  and the  
strategic advisory board fo r the  CSA Ocean, observers.
W he the r re-submissions are accepted th e  cond ition  should be clarified.
According to  th e  fund ing  m odel and th e  character o f th e  call, m ainly its level o f in te rd isc ip lina rity  
and the  invo lvem ent o f industry o r not, each phase and step can be enriched by add itiona l activ ities 
and actions such as:
Site-visit: In case o f a on-site  in frastructures, a site v is it should be included as step o f th e  evaluation, 
and an add itiona l panel can be constitu ted  ad hoc. Of course, th e  d im ension o f the  in frastructu re  is 
s tric tly  re lated to  the  "d im ension" o f the  review.
Mid-term review: Once the  p ro ject is lunched a m id te rm -rev iew  can be envisaged in o rder to  
m on ito r the  best achievem ents o f the  objectives o f the  proposal o r a red is tribu tion  o f fund ing. In 
th is  case a "in  itine re  eva lua tion" can be planned. A repo rt ad hoc based on some m id te rm  
evaluation crite ria  to  be sent by th e  Consortium  (or th e  PI) to  the  M anagem ent C om m ittee. The 
rep o rt should include some "m o n ito rin g  variables" such as: tim e line , budget, resources, critical 
issues.

EVALUATIO N CRITERIA AND PRINCIPLES

The experts should review  th e  assigned proposals based on th re e  main core principles and related 
criteria :

1. Scientific and
technological
excellence

2. Quality and efficiency of the 
management

3. Impact

-Sound concept 
-N ovelty vis à vis 
state o f th e  art 
-O rig ina lity and 
level o f innovation 
-T rans/in te r­
d isc ip linarity

-Transnational co llaboration
-Q uality o f applicants and su itab ility  o f the
consortium
-Feasibility o f the  proposed 
research/pro ject: appropriateness o f the  
w o rk  plan and planned deliverables 
-Level o f in teg ra tion  and co llabora tion  
European added value 
-Project governance 
-Su itab ility  o f budget requirem ents

-Im pact and effectiveness 
-Take up and use o f the  
p ro ject results and 
in frastructu res by end- 
users
-Knowledge and 
technology Transfer 
-Training opportun ities  
-N e tw ork ing  and 
dissem ination activ ities

Table 7.5.3: Principles and crite ria  fo r  evaluation.

The evaluation procedure should fo llo w  the  princip les of:
■ Excellence: high qua lity  objective  orien ted.
■ Transparency: clearly described rules and procedures.
■ Fairness and im partia lity : all proposals are trea ted  equally and th ey  are evaluated im partia lly  on 

th e ir  m erits.



■ C onfidentia lity : all docum ents and know ledge are trea ted  in confidence.
■ Efficiency and speed: evaluation is as rapid ad possible.
■ Ethical considerations: any proposal th a t contravenes fundam enta l ethical princip les may be 

excluded.

SCORE

Each proposal is given a score according to  the  fo llow ing  scale, both fu ll and half num bers can 
be used:

Score - 
Numerical

Score -  
Alphabetic

Evaluation

0 The proposal fails to  address th e  criteria  and cannot be judged. An 
inadequate p ro ject th a t is o f no national o r in te rna tiona l in te rest and 
significance, or a p ro ject in w hich parts o f th e  app lication are so poorly 
described th a t it is impossible to  evaluate

1 A Poor. The crite ria  are addressed in an inadequate m anner. The proposal 
presents serious inheren t weakness. A low -calibre  p ro ject w ith  very 
little  national o r in te rna tiona l in terest

2 B Fair. W hile  th e  proposal addressed th e  crite ria  w ell the re  are still 
sign ificant weakness. A p ro ject o f low  in te rna tiona l standard, w ith  litt le  
national and in te rna tiona l.

3 C Good. The proposal addressed th e  crite ria  well bu t im provem ent and 
m odifica tions are necessary. The p ro ject has reasonable in terna tiona l 
standard, bu t lim ited  national and in te rna tiona l interest.

4 D Very good. The proposal addressed th e  crite ria  very w ell, a lthough 
some im provem ents can be possible. The p ro ject is o f a high 
in te rna tiona l standard and o f national and in te rna tiona l in terest. The 
proposers have a very good repu ta tion  in th e ir  fie ld .

5 E Excellent. The proposal successfully addressed all criteria  shortcom ing 
are m inor. The p ro ject is at the  highest in te rna tiona l level and o f the  
u tm ost scientific  in terest nationa lly  and in te rna tiona lly . The 
proposers are among th e  leaders in th e ir  fie ld .

Table 7.5.4: Scores.

The score does no t im p ly the  ranking. Considering the  com plexity  o f JPI Oceans, w hich is characterized 
by an in tegra ted cooperative  approach and a variab le geom etry, scoring is basically made according to  
tw o  main param eters: the  scientific  excellence and th e  im pact o r the  support th a t the  p ro ject give to  
th e  socio-econom ic and politica l system. Therefore, a double score (excellence and impact) is 
recom m ended to  be adopted.

PANEL MEETING

Two panel m eetings are recom m ended.
The panellists m eeting can be planned in o rder to  discuss the  proposals and th e ir  assignment. Before 
sta rting  th e  discussion o f proposals, possible cases o f con flic t o f in te rest are identified . In th e  case 
th a t a panel m em ber has a possible con flic t o f in te rest w ith  any o f the  proposals, he/she leaves the  
m eeting during discussion o f the  proposal. Proposals are discussed in num erical order.
A fte r ind ividual evaluation and scoring experts are invited to  panel m eeting. The panel chair starts 
w ith  a short in troduction  and com m ents a fte r which, th e  proposal is scored according to  the



guidelines. A w ritte n  explanation is provided fo r  proposals no t recom m ended fo r  fund ing. A ranked 
list, w ritte n  sum m ary and pro jects recom m ended fo r  fund ing  are sent to  the  M anagem ent 
C om m ittee w ho may only change th e  ranked list fo r  national budgetary reasons.
An independent observer w ill partic ipa te  in th e  m eeting to  oversee th e  fairness and transparency o f 
th e  evaluation process.

ASSESSMENT AND FU ND IN G  (PHASE 3)

The Funding Partners retain th e  righ t to  cut the  budgets o f proposals if necessary. Imposed budget 
cuts should no t th rea ten  the  feas ib ility  o f projects. The Funding Partners aim at fund ing  a balanced 
package o f proposals w ith  respect to  the  scientific  topics specified in the  call, strategic considerations 
and (trans)national partic ipa tion . It provides realistic expectations to  th e  applicants on th e  m axim um  
num ber o f projects to  be funded in each country.
Partners do agree on fle x ib ility  in th is  budget:

Pre-financing should be prom oted
Funding partners do no t have to  spend all th e  m oney th a t has been provis iona lly reserved, e.g. 
w hen the re  are no (more) pro jects o f excellent scientific qua lity  fo r  th a t coun try  
Funding partners may be able to  come up w ith  extra m oney to  fund  excellent proposals.
In-kind con tribu tion  should be included 

Funding decision: The M anagem ent C om m ittee w ill decide on the  pro jects to  be funded. The 
M anagem ent C om m ittee has the  in ten tion  to  fund th e  highest ranked proposals w ith in  the  
possibilities o f national budgets. The Funding Decision o f th e  M anagem ent C om m ittee has to  be 
fo rm a lly  approved by th e  Funding Partners before  pub lica tion o f th e  results. The m anagem ent 
com m ittee  o r th e  secretariat o ffice  can have th e  m andate to  negotia te  w ith  the  p ro ject coord inators 
about issues raised by the  evaluation recom m endation.
RANKING
Prioritisation o r ranking o f proposals leads to  th e  fina l fund ing  decisions.
Proposals should to  be sorted in to  an in itia l ranked list according to  the  to ta l sum o f score each 
proposal obta ined by the  reviewers. To de te rm ine  a fina l ranked list, the  MC considers and discusses 
proposals -  particu la rly  those around th e  fund ing  margin.
MC may revise the  ranking o f a proposal in response to  a num ber o f facto rs including: reviewers 
reports; persuasive rebutta l argum ents (in case o f rebu tta l or th e  righ t to  rep ly is included in th e  peer 
review  process); th e  MC discusses com paring th e  re la tive  m erits o f the  proposals against the  
selection crite ria  and th e  objective  in particu la r in case o f rea llocation o f funding.
MC m em bers are recom m ended to  take also in to  account any ranking anomalies.

REBUTTAL/R IG HT TO REPLY

Rebuttal: at th e  end o f the  selection process a fte r th e  fina l decision is made applicants can appeal to  
th e  fund ing  organisation o r to  a dedicated independent o ffice. The applicants can ob ject to  the  
outcom e o f the  peer review . In a general sense, redress only concerns the  evaluation process or 
e lig ib ility  checks and applicants cannot question the  scientific  or technical judgem en t o f the  
reviewers. Depending on the  s ituation  and in the  case w here  decisions have been made incorrectly, 
th e  applicants should be given another chance w ith  a fresh review  o f th e ir  proposal (see ESF, 2011). 
Right to  reply: th e  'r ig h t to  rep ly ' can be included as part o f the  peer review  process itself. " I t  is 
norm ally  applied to  tw o-stage peer review  systems w here  a panel o f experts makes a selection, 
p rio ritisa tion  or ranking o f proposals based on external referee assessments. Feedback and 
in te rven tion  from  applicants are no t provided to  amend or e laborate  the  in itia lly  subm itted 
proposals or to  change them  in any way. It is on ly m eant to  a llow  the  applicants to  iden tify  and



com m ent on possible factual errors o r m isunderstandings th a t may have been made by th e  referees 
w h ile  assessing th e  proposal" (see ESF, 2011).

GOOD PRACTICE AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST

"There are com m on basic princip les th a t m ust adopted to  assure in teg rity  o f practices. F lexibility and 
pragm atic in te rp re ta tions  may be exercised w ith  care and according to  th e  context and w ith o u t 
ignoring th e  core m eaning o f these princip les o r v io la ting  th e ir  sp irit" (see ESF Peer Review Guide). 
Evaluators, m em bers o f m anagem ent com m ittee  and s ta ff should no t find  them  self in s ituations th a t 
questioned th e ir  im partia lity . To safeguard in teg rity  it is absolute ly essential to  avoid d iscretionary 
decisions. In tegrity  princip les m ust be fo rm u la ted  and p rom oted  to  help all parties im plica ted in the  
peer review  process, namely, applicants, reviewers, panels, com m ittee  m embers, chairs, program m e 
officers and staff. These princip les include81:

•  Honesty in com m unication;
•  O bjectiv ity;
•  Im partia lity  and independence;
•  Openness and accessibility;
•  Duty o f care;
•  Fairness in p rovid ing references and giving credit;
•  Responsibility fo r  the  scientists and researchers o f the  fu tu re .

Obviously each data, in fo rm a tion  and docum ent should be trea ted  under s tric t con fiden tia lity . 
Conflicts o f in terest are broadly d ivided in to  tw o  categories: intangible, i.e., those involving 
academic activ ities and scholarship; and tang ible, i.e., those involving financia l relationships.
In peer review  it is im portan t to  set ou t in advance in as much deta il as possible those 
cond itions th a t are deemed to  constitu te  perceived and real conflicts o f interest. It may be 
appropria te  to  d istinguish cond itions th a t w ou ld  au tom atica lly  d isqua lify an expert, and those 
th a t are potentia l conflicts and th a t m ust be fu rth e r determ ined or resolved in the  ligh t o f the  
specific circumstances. To uphold th e  cred ib ility  o f the  process, both real and perceived 
conflic ts should be addressed.
a. Close fam ily  re la tion o r personal re la tionship
b. C lose/sign ificant scientific con flic t/co llabo ra tion
c. Current or p rio r activ ity  in advisory bodies o f th e  applicant's ins titu tions
d. Personal econom ic in terest in the  find ing  decision
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"NEUTRALIZED" (TEMPLATES) AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS FOR THE JPI OCEANS 

TOOLKIT

In th e  fo llow ing  a list o f docum ents to  support and fac ilita te  th e  im p lem en ta tion  o f jo in t actions is 
provided. The associated files are archived on a dedicated reposito ry accessible to  the  M anagem ent 
Board.
Tem plates have been produced starting from  the  te x t o f o the r in itia tives /p ro jec ts  whose documents, 
which are included in as "o th e r samples". The dissem ination o f th e  "o th e r samples" is o ften  
restricted.
These tem pla tes are neutra lized in the  sense th a t any te x t re fe rring  to  specific or confiden tia l 
in fo rm a tion  have been rem oved. The tem p la tes are no t de fin itive  and can/should be adapted on a 
case by case basis in o rder to  fu lf ill th e  specific requests o f th e  actions and tak ing  in to  account o f the  
recom m endation w hich have been suggested also in o the r deliverables (D2.1, D2.2, D2.5).

PROJECT FUNDING  -  JO INT CALLS

TEMPLATES
PRE-CALL

1. MoU jo in t call (op tion  fo r  one o r tw o  step call)
2. MoU jo in t call (w ith  in te rim  negotia tion  clause)
3. MoU ERA-NET schem e/cofund
4. MoU (Netwatch Learning Platform  Toolbox)
5. Funding m odel (annex to  MoU)
6. Financing m odel ERA-NET schem e/cofund
7. Instruction fo r  th e  secretariat (annex to  MoU)

CALL
8. Call fo r  proposals te x t
9. Guidelines fo r  applicants
10. Call fo r  proposals app lica tion fo rm  single step procedure
11. Applica tion fo rm  pre-proposals fo r  tw o  steps procedure
12. Applica tion fo rm  fu ll proposals fo r  tw o  steps procedure
13. National Regulations Tem plate (annex to  call tex t)
14. Feedback le tte r

PEER REVIEW
15. Guidelines fo r  reviewers o f proposals
16. Evaluation fo rm  o f proposals
17. Evaluation crite ria  fo r  proposals
18. Non disclosure agreem ent Declaration o f C onfidentia lity
19. Non disclosure agreem ent Declaration o f Conflict o f In terest
20. Summary repo rt tem p la te  o f evaluation
21. Consensus report te m p la te  o f evaluation
22. Letter to  th e  grantees

IMPLEMENTATION & EVALUATION OF THE CALL
23. Partic ipant declaration ERA-NET and ERA-NET PLUS actions (ERA-NET schemes) (annex to  the  

Grant Agreem ent)



24. Grant Agreem ent annex -  Specific provisions fo r  ERA-NET scheme actions
25. Grant agreem ent model
26. Guide to  reporting  in kind, free  o f charge in fras truc tu re  con tribu tions
27. Consortium  agreem ent w ith  IPR rules
28. Check list consortium  agreem ent (Netwatch Learning P latform  Toolbox)
29. Periodic reporting
30. Final reporting
31. Call evaluation feedback
32. Im pact assessment o f th e  p ro ject/p rog ram m e

JOINT PUBLIC PROCUREMENT
33. Public Notice fo r  th e  realization o f a Pre-Commercial Procurem ent R&D Project
34. Call fo r  Proposals and Project Proposal Technical annex
35. Tem plate fo r  S tatem ent o f Partic ipation
36. Fram ework Agreem ent betw een the  Contracting au th o rity  and the  C ontractor

OTHER SAMPLES
PRE-CALL

1. SEAS ERA - M em orandum  o f Understanding firs t/second  Pan-European, A tlantic, 
M ed iterranean, Black Sea SEAS-ERA Call
O fficial docum ent from  SEAS ERA - CONFIDENTIAL

2. JPI on "C ultura l Heritage and Global Change: a new Challenge fo r  Europe, JHEP Joint P ilot Call 
M em orandum  o f Understanding -
O fficial docum ent from  JPI JHEP CONFIDENTIAL

3. M em orandum  o f Understanding fo r  Jo int Calls -  W adden Sea 
Official docum ent from  NOW -  CONFIDENTIAL

4. M em orandum  o f understanding ERA-NET PLUS 
Official docum ent from  Nano-SCI ERA - CONFIDENTIAL

5. Funding m odel -  V irtua l com m on pot, W adden Sea (annex 3)
Official docum ent from  NOW

6. Funding m odel -  V irtua l com m on pot, Seas Era (annex 1)
Official docum ent from  Seas Era

7. Financing m odel ERA-NET PLUS Heritage plus 
Official docum ent from  Heritage Plus

8. Lead agency process (Agreem ent between SNSF and FNR, and betw een SNSF, DFG and FWF) 
w w w .snf.ch /S iteC o llectionD ocum ents/in t eu lead agency process e .pd f

CALL
9. Instruction fo r  th e  call secretariat, W adden Sea (annex 5)

Official docum ent from  NOW
10. Instruction fo r  call secretariat, Seas era (annex 5)

Official docum ent from  Seas Era
11. Guidelines fo r  applicants fo r ERA-NET call (Netwatch Learning P latform  too lbox) 

netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- 
im p lem en ta tion /subm ission/subm ission -of-na tiona l-reg iona l-fund ing-app lica tion - 
fo rm s/gu ide lines-for-app lican ts

12. Call fo r  proposal application fo rm , Transnational call on b ila tera l W adden Sea Research 
(annex 2)
Official docum ent from  NWO

13. Bonus call Innovation app lication fo rm  & annexes

http://www.snf.ch/SiteCollectionDocuments/int


w w w .bonusporta l.o rg /bonus 2010-2016/bonus ca lls/bonus call 2012 innovation
14. Bonus Innovation Guide fo r applicants

w w w .bonusporta l.o rg /bonus 2010-2016/bonus calls/bonus call 2012 innovation
15. Bonus call Viable ecosystem application fo rm  & annexes 

w w w .bonusporta l.o rg /bonus 2010-2016/bonus ca lls/bonus call 2012 viable ecosystem
16. Bonus Viable ecosystem Guide fo r  applicants

w w w .bonusporta l.o rg /bonus 2010-2016/bonus ca lls/bonus call 2012 viable ecosystem
17. Seas Era call fo r  proposals (annex 2)

Official docum ent from  Seas Era
18. Seas Era Pre-proposal fo rm  (annex 3)

Official docum ent from  Seas Era
19. Guidelines fo r  applicants -  JPI JHEP Pilot Transnational Call 

w w w .ip i-cu ltu ra lh e ritag e .eu /io in t-ca ll/do cu m e n ts /
20. Applica tion Form fo r  Projects Proposals JPI JHEP Joint P ilot Transnational Call 

w w w .ip i-cu ltu ra lh e ritag e .eu /io in t-ca ll/do cu m e n ts /
21. Applica tion fo r  EraSME call fo r  proposals fo r  transnationa l projects 

w w w .era -sm e .ne t/
22. Guidelines fo r  applicants EraSME 13th call fo r  proposals 

w w w .era-
sm e.net/fileadm in /D ow nloads/C a ll D ocum ents/13th  Call/O Guidelines fo r  Applicants 13t 
h EraSME.pdf

23. Applica tion fo rm  fu ll proposals MATERA+ 
w w w .m aterap lus.ne t/C a ll2009/G u ide lines/tab id /387 /D efau lt.aspx

24. Guidelines fo r  applicants MATERA+ 
w w w .m a te rap lus .ne t/m ate ra /po rta l/P o rta ls /26 /D ocum enta tion /M A T E R A  Guidelines fina l.p

d f
25. Call fo r  proposals Eurotransbio 6 th Transnational call fo r  proposals (Netwatch Learning 

P latform  too lbox)
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- im p lem en ta tion /ca ll-
p repara tion /ca ll-docum ents /supporting -docum ents
w w w .eu ro transb io .eu /

26. Guidelines fo r  applicants Eurotransbio (Netwatch Learning P latform  too lbox) 
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- im p lem en ta tion /ca ll- 
p repara tion /ca ll-docum ents /supporting -docum ents
w w w .eu ro transb io .eu /

27. Pre-proposal fo rm  Neuron (Netw atch Learning Platform  too lbox)
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- im p lem en ta tion /ca ll-
p repara tion /ca ll-docum ents /supporting -docum ents
w w w .neuron -e rane t.eu /en /196 .php

28. Pre-proposal fo rm  budget plan Neuron (Netwatch Learning P latform  too lbox) 
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- im p lem en ta tion /ca ll- 
p repara tion /ca ll-docum ents /supporting -docum ents 
w w w .neuron -e rane t.eu /en /196 .php

29. Applica tion Full proposal fo rm  (basic data) Neuron (Netwatch Learning Platform  too lbox) 
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- im p lem en ta tion /ca ll- 
p repara tion /ca ll-docum ents /supporting -docum ents 
w w w .neuron -e rane t.eu /en /196 .php

30. Applica tion Full proposal fo rm  (detailed in fo rm a tion ) Neuron (Netw atch Learning Platform  
too lbox)

http://www.bonusportal.org/bonus
http://www.bonusportal.org/bonus
http://www.bonusportal.org/bonus
http://www.bonusportal.org/bonus
http://www.ipi-culturalheritage.eu/ioint-call/documents/
http://www.ipi-culturalheritage.eu/ioint-call/documents/
http://www.era-sme.net/
http://www.materaplus.net/Call2009/Guidelines/tabid/387/Default.aspx
http://www.materaplus.net/matera/portal/Portals/26/Documentation/MATERA
http://www.eurotransbio.eu/
http://www.eurotransbio.eu/
http://www.neuron-eranet.eu/en/196.php
http://www.neuron-eranet.eu/en/196.php
http://www.neuron-eranet.eu/en/196.php


netwatch. ¡rc.ec.europa.eu/web/lp/learning-platform /toolbox/call-implementation/call-
prepara tion /ca ll-docum ents /supporting -docum ents
w w w .neuron -e rane t.eu /en /196 .php

31. Full proposal Financial Plan Neuron (Netwatch Learning P latform  too lbox) 
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- im p lem en ta tion /ca ll- 
p repara tion /ca ll-docum ents /supporting -docum ents 
w w w .neuron -e rane t.eu /en /196 .php

32. National announcem ent te m p la te  checklist TEKES (Netw atch Learning P latform  too lbox) 
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- im p lem en ta tion /ca ll- 
p repa ra tion /p rom otion -o f-the -ca ll/na tiona l-reg iona l-ac tiv ities /na tiona l-announcem en t 
w w w .tekes.fi

33. Submission o f p re /fu ll proposals examples (Netw atch Learning Platform  too lbox) 
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- 
im p lem enta tion /subm ission/subm ission -of-pre -fu ll-p roposa l/exam p les

34. Feedback Letters to  applicants a fte r stazge one and stage tw o  (Netwatch Learning Platform  
too lbox)
netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- im p lem en ta tion /ca ll- 
p repara tion /ca ll-docum ents /supporting -docum ents# form s

PEER REVIEW
35. Assessment crite ria  W adden Sea (annex 4)

Official docum ent from  NWO
36. Guidelines fo r  the  Evaluation C om m ittee W adden Sea (annex 6, 8)

Official docum ent from  NWO
37. Evaluation fo rm  W adden Sea (annex 7)

Official docum ent from  NWO
38. Assessment crite ria  Seas era (annex 6)

Official docum ent from  Seas Era
39. Guidelines fo r  reviewers Seas era (annex 7)

Official docum ent from  Seas Era
40. Review fo rm  Seas era (annex 8)

Official docum ent from  Seas Era
41. Conflict o f interests, con fiden tia lity  and IPR Seas era (annex 9)

Official docum ent from  Seas Era
42. Guidelines fo r  evaluators Bonus Innovation 

w w w .bonusporta l.o rg /bonus 2010-2016/bonus ca lls/bonus call 2012 innovation
43. Guidelines fo r  evaluators Bonus Viable ecosystems 

w w w .bonusporta l.o rg /bonus 2010-2016/bonus ca lls/bonus call 2012 viable ecosystem
44. Evaluation tem p la te  Bonus viable ecosystems

w w w .bonusporta l.o rg /bonus 2010-2016/bonus calls/bonus call 2012 viab le ecosystem
45. Guidelines fo r  reviewers EDCTP 

w w w .ed c tp .o rg /
46. Evaluation fo rm  Full proposal MATERA+ 

w w w .m aterap lus.ne t/C a ll2009/G u ide lines/tab id /387 /D efau lt.aspx
47. Evaluation crite ria  (Netwatch Learning P latform  too lbox) 

netw atch. ¡rc .ec .eu ropa .eu /w eb /lp /lea rn ing -p la tfo rm /too lbox /ca ll- 
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ANNEX 1: 

THE ANALYSIS OF THE SET-PLAN AND THE EUROPEAN ENERGY RESEARCH ALLIANCE

THE SET-PLAN AND THE EUROPEAN ENERGY RESEARCH ALIANCE

ABSTRACT

The European Strategic Energy Technology Plan (SET-Plan) is the  technology p illar o f th e  EU Energy 
and Climate policy. It plans a long-term  research, dem onstra tion  and innovation  agenda fo r  Europe, 
including concrete strategic m ilestones to  be achieved in th e  energy sector. It aims at em ploying the  
European available resources th rough  jo in t strategic p lanning and program m ing, avoiding 
fragm en ta tion  and p rom oting  synergies. D iffe ren t typologies o f actions can be adopted to  achieve 
the  objectives o f the  SET-Plan, as the  European Energy Research Alliance (EERA). EERA, in the  
speech held by M aire  Geoghegan-Quinn in Dublin on 7th M ay 2013, has been reported  "as a lesson 
fo r  jo in t program m es in o the r areas o f research. This is particu la rly  im p o rta n t fo r  ins titu tiona l 
fund ing, w hich is som ething th a t is missing in many o the r jo in t programmes. "
W e describe the  aims, the  governance, th e  m anagem ent and the  key actions o f the  EERA in o rder to  
understand th e  s tructuring  o f its opera tiona l jo in t program m ing and provide in fo rm a tion  to  the  
M anagem ent Board o f JPI Oceans to  fac ilita te  the  adoption  o f some specific actions.
The in fo rm a tion  has been collected trough  docum ents, partic ipa tion  to  EERA Conferences, 
in terview s w ith  experts d irectly  involved in the  EERA Joint Programmes (JPs), speeches o f European 
Commissioners.
In th is  docum ent, fo r  sake o f s im plic ity, we use some re levant figures and tables from  the  
referenced articles.
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INTRODUCTIO N

The European Strategic Energy Technology Plan (SET-Plan) Is the  technology p illar o f th e  EU Energy 
and C limate policy. It plans a long-term  research, dem onstra tion  and innovation  agenda fo r  Europe, 
including concrete strategic m ilestones to  be achieved in th e  energy sector. Same as JPI Oceans, SET- 
Plan aims to  em ploy the  available resources th rough  jo in t strategic p lanning and program m ing, 
avoiding fragm en ta tion  and p rom oting  synergies.
The m ed ium - and long-term  objectives o f SET-Plan are to  achieve a 50% and 80% reduction o f 
greenhouse emissions respectively. In o rder to  achieve these objectives, SET Plan proposed the  
fo llo w in g  actions to  develop a coherent energy research landscape in Europe:
•  Creating th e  European Industria l In itiatives to  strengthen the  co llabora tion  w ith  industries;
•  Creating th e  European Energy Research Alliance;
•  Creating the  netw orks and in fo rm a tion  systems in order to  coord inate  and m on ito ring  the

d iffe ren t energy technologies in the  European Area ("capacities m apping and technology 
m apping");

•  Creating a European C om m unity Steering Group on Strategic Energy Technologies (EU
M em ber States);

•  Planning th e  trans ition  o f European energy in frastructu re  netw orks and systems.

The mechanisms o f th e  SET-Plan are organized on the  basis o f the  fo llow ing  structure :
Steering Group of SET-Plan: composed o f representatives from  M em ber States at governm ental 
level and chaired by the  European Commission, is in charge o f defin ing th e  overall strategy and o f 
ensuring a coherent approach among national, European and in te rna tiona l e ffo rts . It is also 
responsible fo r  m on ito ring  the  progress o f European Industria l In itia tives and th e  European Energy 
Research Alliance (EERA). A m ore deta iled descrip tion o f its role and activ ities are described in the  
fo llow ing .
SET-Plan Information System - SETIS: Open access in fo rm a tion  system th a t o ffers up-to-date  
in fo rm a tion  on the  state o f energy technologies and R&D objectives across M em ber States and 
energy sectors, and on human and financia l resources involved. The system supports the  Steering 
Group to  ensure th e  e ffective  planning and im p lem en ta tion  o f the  SET-Plan, by iden tify ing  new 
opportun ities , m on ito ring  and assessing th e  effectiveness and e ffic iency o f the  SET-Plan in delivering 
energy and clim ate change policy goals. SETIS is provided and managed by th e  Ins titu te  fo r  Energy 
and Transport o f th e  Joint Research Centre (JRC).
The main im p lem en ta tion  mechanisms o f th e  SET-Plan are the  European Industria l In itia tives (Ell) 
and the  European Energy Research Alliance (EERA).
European Industrial Initiatives - Ell: Bring toge ther, at sectorial level, the  industry active in each 
specific area. There are cu rren tly  seven In itiatives: Solar Energy, Bio-energy, W ind Energy, Carbon 
Capture and Storage, Smart grids, Smart Cities and Sustainable Nuclear Fission. The In itia tives w ere 
o ffic ia lly  launched, in tw o  d iffe ren t phases, in 2010 (a firs t g roup o f fo u r In itia tives - on solar and 
w ind  energy, e lectric grids and carbon capture, was launched in June at th e  SET-Plan Conference o f 
M adrid , the  fo llo w in g  tree  at the  Brussels Conference in November) by a Joint Statem ent. In th is 
S tatem ent the  public (M em ber States and European Commission) and the  private  sector (industry) 
jo in tly  a ffirm ed th e ir  com m itm en t to  support the  In itia tive 's  objectives. Each in itia tive  defined 
am bitious targets and established: a Technology Roadmap and Im plem entation  Plan, w ith  concrete 
actions and m ilestones; a ligh t and non-bureaucratic governance structure, involving private and 
public actors w h ile  preserving fu ll sovereignty over th e  use o f th e ir  own resources. The Ell are 
supported by the  SETIS, especially in establishing m on ito ring  and know ledge sharing arrangem ents 
and in the  m utual open exchange o f in fo rm ation .
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European Energy Research Alliance (EERA): Bringing to ge th e r Europe's leading energy research 
centres, is in charge o f envisaging and im p lem enting  Joint Research Programmes in support o f the  
SET-Plan. The Alliance pools and integrates research ta len ts, activ ities and resources from  national 
research centres and institu tes in Europe, com bin ing national and EU sources o f fund ing  and 
capita lizing synergies and com plem entarities. In June 2010 the  f irs t Jo int Programme on w ind, 
photovo lta ic , sm art grids and geotherm al energy was launched, fo llow ed  by o the r 14 Joint 
program m es. It is estim ated th a t m ore than  2.700 researcher from  over 150 public research centres 
and universities coming from  24 European Countries, are cu rren tly  actively co llaborating in th e  Joint 
Programmes.
European Energy Research Platform: Dedicated p la tfo rm  bringing to g e th e r universities engaged in 
energy research. Established by th e  European University Association (EUA), represents the  voice o f 
universities and w orks in close connection w ith  the  EERA.
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Figure Annex 1.1: A sketch o f th e  SET-Plan process.
Source: ec.eu ropa.eu/research/energy/eu/index en.cfm ?pg=policv-set-plan

Since 2008, th e  changes in th e  European energy sector to  achieve the  m arket low -carbon energy 
technologies are planned by SET-Plan th rough  its roadm ap. It is m ainly th e  reference p o in t fo r 
European, national, regional and private  investm ent in energy research and innovation, p rioritiz ing  
th e  technologies th a t are m ost re levant to  energy and clim ate  policies fo r  2020.
SET-Plan was backed by European investm ents, in particu la r from  the  FP7 fo r  Research and d iffe ren t 
parts o f FP7. Between 2007 and 2012 th e  Energy them e supported th e  SET Plan's technology 
p rio rities  w ith  fund ing  o f around 1.8 b illion  € to  over 350 projects.
EU M em ber States, in o rder to  align th e ir  fund ing  in a particu la r area and to  avoid unnecessary 
dup lica tion  p rom oted th e  founda tion  o f the  European Energy Research A lliance (EERA).
In 2008, ten  research institu tes from  Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, the  
Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and UK, have established th e  EERA. The in itia l com m itm ent, in te rm s o f 
ins titu tiona l investm ents, encompassed an annual R&D budget on energy research o f m ore than 
1 ,300M € and over 10,000 scientists. C urrently 15 research institu tes, from  Austria, Belgium, Czech
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Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, the  Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, 
Spain, Switzerland, and th e  UK, play a leading role and are partners o f the  Executive Com m ittee.
This in itia tive  has been conceived w ith  the  close co llabora tion  and support o f the  European 
Commission. The key objective  o f th e  EERA is to  accelerate th e  deve lopm ent o f new energy 
technologies by conceiving and im p lem enting  Joint Research Programmes in support o f the  SET-Plan 
pool and in tegra te  activ ities and resources, com bin ing national and C om m unity sources o f fund ing  
and m axim izing com p lem entarities and synergies. The EERA aims to  strengthen, expand and optim ize 
EU energy research capabilities th rough  th e  sharing o f w orld  class national facilities in Europe and 
th e  jo in t realization o f pan-European research programmes.
In 2013, m ore than 150 public research centers and universities are actively co llabora ting  in the  
EERA, w ith  an estim ated num ber o f 2.700 researchers involved, com ing from  24 European Countries 
(partic ipants and associated). Taking in to  consideration both "Partic ipants" and "Associated 
Participants", th e  m ost active countries in te rm s o f num ber o f institu tes co llaborating w ith  the  EERA, 
are Italy (involving 30 research institu tes, universities and private  companies), UK (20), Germ any and 
Belgium (12), Spain (11) and France (7). Several countries are cu rren tly  involving 3-5 institu tes 
(Switzerland, th e  Netherlands, Portugal, Norway, Denmark, Poland, Finland, Czech Republic), w h ile  a 
fe w  involve 1 o r tw o  organizations.

THE STEERING GROUP OF SET-PLAN

The EERA process is driven by th e  Steering Group o f SET-Plan: to  provide a high level discussion 
p la tfo rm  and a flex ib le  fram ew ork  fo r  strategic p lanning and im p lem en ta tion , to  maxim ize th e  cost 
e ffective  co n tribu tion  o f technology to  the  achievem ent o f th e  Energy Policy fo r  Europe objectives. 
The Steering group o f SET-Plan is composed by High Level representatives from  M em ber States and 
from  th e  European Commission. The European Commission w ill ensure the  Chair and Secretariat o f 
th e  Steering Group.
Each M em ber State should designate up to  tw o  representatives, typ ica lly  from  th e  Energy and 
Research public authorities. The representatives are responsible fo r  the  national energy innovation 
strategies, having su ffic ien t sen iority  and know ledge to  take positions on C om m unity and national 
research and innovation  investm ents. The Steering Group may also inv ite  o the r in terested parties to  
partic ipa te  to  m eetings on an ad-hoc basis, including representatives from  industry, the  research 
com m unity , th e  financia l sector and in tergovernm enta l and non-governm enta l organizations.

The high-level objectives o f th e  Steering Group are:
-  To steer the  im p lem enta tion  o f the  European Energy Technology Policy, including th e  SET-Plan 
actions and re lated C om m unity Programmes, re in forcing th e  coherence between national, European 
and in te rna tiona l e ffo rts , m ainta in ing a productive  balance betw een th e  princip les o f cooperation 
and com petition .
-  To fos te r European jo in t actions and measures, m atching specific instrum ents to  th e  needs o f 
d iffe re n t technologies, to  ensure an optim iza tion  o f overall energy R&D e ffo rts  in the  European 
Research Area, th rough  jo in t program m ing and concerted actions, involving groups o f M em ber 
States under variable geom etry  when appropria te .
-  To iden tify  resources available to  con tribu te  to  the  financing o f jo in t actions, such as European 
Industria l In itia tives and the  European Energy Research Alliance, on th e  basis o f C om m unity and 
national p rio rities  and preferences.
-  To m on ito r and review  progress in a systematic m anner, fu lly  geared tow ards reaching our 
com m on objectives.



The main tasks o f th e  Steering Group are:
-  Review the  potentia l, m a tu rity  and specific needs o f d iffe re n t technologies, discuss roadmaps and 
propose com m on objectives and m ilestones as necessary to  bring them  to  the  m arket (using input 
from  th e  SET In fo rm ation  System).
-  Facilitate th e  de fin ition  and launching o f European Industria l In itia tives and th e  European Energy 
Research Alliance.
-  Conceive and launch o the r jo in t program m ing actions and in itia tives between groups o f MSs 
in terested in pursuing th e  various technology avenues.
-  Assess th e  op tim a l tim elines fo r  investm ent in th e  various technologies.
-  Iden tify  resources available and assess regularly w he the r they  are adequate to  achieve the  
objectives o f the  SET-plan.

The Steering Group is assisted by a Secretariat and its w o rk  supported by an EU Energy Technology 
In fo rm ation  System (SETIS), both  provided by the  Commission.
To ensure m axim um  efficiency, m eetings o f the  Steering Group w ill norm ally be prepared by 
'sherpas' designated by the  M em ber States fo r  th is  purpose, w ork ing  closely w ith  the  Commission. 
The w ork  w ill be fac ilita ted  th rough  a web-based p la tfo rm .
The Steering Group w ill w o rk  in consensual mode. Groups o f M em ber States can agree on specific 
actions in line w ith  th e ir  national p rio rities  and decisions on th e ir  ow n energy mix. In such cases, not 
all M em ber States w ill partic ipa te  in the  jo in t actions (princip le  o f variable geom etry). Partic ipation 
w ill be on a vo lun ta ry  basis, a llow ing M em ber States to  pursue R&D in line w ith  th e ir  ow n national 
s ituation  and preferences.
The Steering Group may establish ad-hoc W orking Groups to  exam ine particu la r issues th a t w a rran t 
in-depth  investigation.
Expenses o f the  M em bers o f the  Steering Group and 'sherpas' in re la tion  to  the  w ork  o f the  Group, 
including a ttendance at m eetings, are no t covered by th e  European Commission.

EERA: THE A IM S

The prim ary focus o f th e  EERA is on the  strategic and ta rgeted  deve lopm ent o f next generations o f 
energy technologies draw ing on results from  fundam enta l research and m aturing  technologies to  the  
p o in t w here  it can be embedded in industry driven research. It also intends to  accelerate the  
deve lopm ent o f new low  carbon technologies.
The high-level objectives o f th e  A lliance are to :

•  accelerate the  deve lopm ent o f new energy technologies by conceiving and im p lem enting  
Jo int Programmes o f research in support o f th e  Set-PLAn priorities;

•  w o rk  tow ards a long-term  in tegra tion  o f plan-European energy research in frastructures;
•  strengthen Europe's capacity to  in itia te  and execute large p recom petitive  h igh-risk high-gain 

research and deve lopm ent program m es;
•  Develop links and sustained partnerships w ith  industry;
•  Develop tra in ing , education and outreach activ ities fo r  new researchers and professionals in 

strategic energy sectors.

EERA: THE FU NC TIO N IN G  AND GOVERNANCE

EERA consists m ainly o f a coord ina tion /coherence  (Executive C om m ittee, ExCo) and an operational 
(Joint Programmes, JPs) levels (see figure  Annex 1.2).
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Figure Annex 1.2: A sketch o f the  EERA governance (from
w w w.lneg.p t/dow nload/4274/EER A_LNEG .pdf). The Secretariat serves as p o in t o f contact between 
th e  Executive C om m ittee and the  EERA Joint Programmes and provides support to  th e  Executive 
C om m ittee. The o the r bodies are described in th e  text. EUROHORCS has been replaced by Science 
Europe (EERA press release 2nd EERA congress, 2012).

The Executive C om m ittee provides th e  main guidance to  th e  Alliance, takes the  decisions fo r  its 
function ing/governance, review  the  progress o f JPs and approves the  new JPs. The ExCo is composed 
o f 15 m embers, m axim um  one per country, and the  European University Association and the  
European Commission as observers82. The m em bership is reviewed b iannually and based on the  
crite ria  o f partic ipa tion  and capacity in te rm s o f investm ents in research. In th e  cu rren t period, 2012- 
2014, th e  institu tes partners o f the  ExCo are: th e  Austrian Ins titu te  o f Technology (AIT), th e  Belgian 
Energy Research A lliance (BERA), the  French A lte rna tive  Energies and A tom ic Energy Commission 
(CEA), the  Spanish CIEMAT, ECN from  th e  Netherlands, the  Italian National Agency fo r  New 
Technologies, Energy and Sustainable Economic Developm ent (ENEA), Helm holtz Association, the  
Ins titu te  o f Power Engineering o f Poland, Laboratorio Nacional de Energía e Geología (LNEG), the  
Swiss Paul Scherrer Ins titu t (PSI), th e  Research Centre Rez (CV Rez) o f Czech Republic, the  Technical 
U niversity o f Denmark (TUD), the  Norwegian SINTEF, UK Energy Research Centre (UKERC), the  
Technical Research Centre o f Finland (VTT).
M em bersh ip  o f EERA is in princip le  open to  all research organizations w hich can bring in sign ificant 
R&D capacity and ow n resources to  a Joint Programme. EERA can and w ill evolve over tim e  as 
experience is gained in the  im p lem en ta tion  o f Joint Programmes83, possibly tow ards a legal structure  
in accordance w ith  th e  EC Treaty. The Jo int Programmes are the  core activ ities o f the  EERA. 
Participants w hich s ign ificantly con tribu te  to  a Jo int Programme w ill become M em ber o f the  EERA by

82 The Executive Committee was originally supported also by EUROHOCs - European Heads of Research 
Councils. The EUROHOCs held its last meeting on October 2011 while all activities, in particular the work on the 
Road Map towards a Globally Competitive ERA will be taken over by its successor organization, Science Europe.
83 The Joint Programme are: BioFuels/Bioenergy, Carbon Capturing and Storage, Concentrated Solar Power, 
Materials for Nuclear, Basic Science for Energy, Energy Storage, Fuel Cell, Marine Energy, Smart Cities, 
Geothermal Energy, Solar Photovoltaic, Smart Grids, Wind Energy. In April 2013 the EERA launched 2 new JP's: 
Economical,Enviroment and Social Impacts, Shale Gas.
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signing both  th is  Declaration o f Support, th a t outlines the  general princip les o f the  EERA, and the  
Letter o f In tent, thus expressing th e ir  com m itm en t to  co n tribu te  to  a specific Joint Programme.
The Joint Programmes constitu te  strategic, perm anent co llaborations betw een m ajor research 
organizations and institu tes fo rm ing  a sort o f a v irtua l ne tw ork  o f excellence. In response to  th e  EU's 
SET-Plan, th e  Joint Programmes im p lem ent th e  need fo r  b e tte r coord ination  among M em ber States, 
m axim izing synergies and identify ing  p rio rities  fo r  fu tu re  fund ing. All th e  JPs are open to  research 
organization w ith  a public m ission, industries may partic ipa te  as associate to  a partic ipant on 
program m e level.
The partic ipa tion  to  a JP is based on the  co n tribu tion  o f an organization in te rm s o f personnel 
investm ents: th e  organization becomes a "P artic ipant" if th is  con tribu tion  is larger than  5 m an- 
years/year per ind ividual ins titu te  or cluster o f ins titu tions, w h ile  becomes an "Associate" if lower.
To become a m em ber o f a JP as a Partic ipant the  ins titu tio n  needs to  fill an app lication to  th e  JPMB. 
The app lica tion w ill be reviewed by at least tw o  m em bers o f the  Jo int Programme M anagem ent 
Board (JPMB) based on the  fo llo w in g  criteria :

The applicant belongs to  a M em ber State or associated coun try  o f th e  European Union 
The capability  to  take responsib ility  fo r  Associated Participants 
The applicant is a recognized ins titu tio n  w ith in  its fie ld
The R&D competences and prio rities  conform ed w ith  th e  reference's jo in t program m e 
The app licant w ill be w illing  to  com m it substantia l human resources w ith  at least 5 person years 

per year.
To become a m em ber o f the  JP as an Associated Partic ipant th e  ins titu tio n  needs to  fil l an app lication 
and to  be nom inated by a Participant. The app lication o f the  nom inated Associated Partic ipant w ill 
be reviewed by a m em ber o f the  JPMB based on sim ilar criteria  o f a Partic ipant bu t w ith  a low er 
co n tribu tion  in te rm s o f personnel investm ents (< 5 m an-year per year).

EERA JO INT PRO G RAM M ES IN DETAIL

Each JP is organized in a set o f Sub-programmes; usually between 3-6 w hich covers the  key areas in 
th e  fie ld  reflecting th e  p rio rities  o f th e  SET-plan. The Sub Programmes m eet separately o r jo in tly . JPs 
coord inate  research based on th e  partic ipa ting  ins titu tions  own resources, com bined w ith  resources 
obta ined th rough  com petitive  calls on national a nd /o r EU-level. Each JP is also responsible fo r 
establishing relationships w ith  o the r re levant bodies in its fie ld . The liaison w ith  th e  European 
Industria l In itia tives (Ell) is established th rough  the  seat o f an EERA representative  in the  
im p lem en ta tion  team s o f the  respective Ell and fu rth e r re lations between the  respective Ells and 
EERA Joint Programmes are being developed.
Joint Programmes governance is m ainly ruled by tw o  bodies: th e  Steering C om m ittee and the  
M anagem ent Board. Each Joint Programme is independent.
The Joint Programme M anagem ent Board (JPMB) is composed o f the  Joint Programme Coord inator 
(JPC), w ho chairs th e  JPMB, and the  coord inators o f the  sub-program m es (SPC), w hich typ ica lly  cover 
th e  key areas and are defined case by case. The JPMB meets a t least tw ice  a year and is responsible 
fo r  all m anagem ent aspects and the  progress o f th e  Joint Programme, w hich is reviewed annually by 
th e  EERA ExCo.
The Steering C om m ittee is composed by the  representa tive  o f th e  Participants (in th e  JPSC, 
Participants represent the  in terests o f th e  Associate th a t are linked to  them ) and is chaired by the  
Jo int Programme Coordinator.
JPSC reviews the  progress o f the  program m e and provides recom m endations to  the  JPMB in o rder to  
ensure th a t th e  program m e activ ities w ill m eet the  highest scientific  standards and th a t the  
competences and fac ilities w ith in  the  EERA parties are utilized in an op tim a l m anner. Plans fo r  the  
com ing planning period as w ell as status updates fo r  th e  JP are presented to  the  JPSC fo r  discussion 
and approval.



JPSC also receives applications from  the  JPMB fo r  new partic ipants. W hen an applicant has been 
accepted by th e  JPSC th e  Partic ipant or Associated Partic ipant shall sign th e  Joint Programme Letter 
o f In ten t (Lol) and th e  EERA Declaration o f Support (DoS) to  become a m em ber. The app licant should 
sign th e  Lol fo r  the  Joint Programme to  jo in  bu t only once the  DoS, when it jo ins th e  firs t JP. That 
app lica tion and approval procedures may vary betw een the  d iffe re n t EERA Joint Programmes. 
Interested organizations are the re fo re  always advised to  contact a m em ber o f the  EERA secretariat 
o r th e  Joint Programme C oord inator to  enquire  about the  Jo int Programme's procedures.
The invo lvem ent in a JP is based on a vo lun ta ry  basis and the  partic ipants con tribu te  to  the  w ritin g  o f 
Description o f W ork (DoW).
Each JP is independent in its in terna l decision (such as the  am ount o f fee84 chosen by the  JP Steering 
C om m ittee). The JP coord ina to r is responsible fo r  reporting  on the  progress o f the  JP to  the  ExCo fo r 
th e  com m unication and in fo rm a tion  exchange w ith  o the r re levant non -EERA bodies (JTY-EEI-EIT- 
SETIS ... ), fo r  coord inating  th e  w ritin g  DoW o f th e  JP, (see figure  Annex 1.3).
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Figure Annex 1.3: A sketch o f th e  EERA Joint Programme structure. 
Source: w w w .ee ra -se t.eu /index.php?index=17

Joint
Programme
Name

JP Coordinator & 
Country

Number of
participants/
associates

Number of
European
Countries

Committed
man
years/years

Date of 
launch

Solar
Photovolta ic

CEA-INES- France 33 19 149 June 2010 
M adrid

W ind Energy DTU W ind Energy 
- Denmark

37 14 200 June 2010 
M adrid

Smart Grids ENEA - Italy 27
(19 mem bers 
8 associates)

16 117 June 2010 
M adrid

Geotherm al GFZ - Germany 30 12 400 June 2010 
M adrid

Carbon Capture 
and Storage

SINTEF- Norway 49 19 371 November
2010
Brussels

M ateria ls fo r KIT - Germany 26 13 198 November

84 The EERA Governance rules state that whether and how fee are institutes is up to the discretion of the JPs. 
The rationale for this is that PJs can decide for themselves what activities are required to turn their programme 
into a success, and to what extent the added value of these activities justify a fee. This large degree freedom 
for the JPs has resulted in different fee amounts across Joint Programmes, and different kind of cost categories 
that are covered by the fees. The categories covered by JP fees are: promotion & dissemination, meeting costs 
and labour costs of programme officers (JPC+SPCs).
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Nuclear 2010
Brussels

Bioenergy VTT - Finland 29
(17 members, 
12 associates)

14 180 November
2010
Brussels

Concentrated 
Solar Power

CIEM AT-Spain 21
(17 mem bers 
4 associated)

Not
available

125 November
2011
W arsaw

Ocean Energy University o f 
Edinburgh - UK

13 8 38 November
2011
W arsaw

Smart Cities Austrian Institu te  
o f Technology - 
Austria

64 16 212 November
2011
W arsaw

Advanced 
M ateria ls and 
Processes fo r 
Energy 
Application

CEA-INAC -  
France

40 11 401 November
2011
W arsaw

Energy Storage KIT - Germany 39 16 430 November
2011
W arsaw

Fuel Cells and 
Hydrogen

ENEA -  Italy 20
(16 fu ll
4 associates)

11 157 November
2011
W arsaw

Economic 
Environm ent 
and Social 
Im pact

Tecnalia - Spain 28 14 193 April 2013 
Brussels

Shale Gas T N O -th e
Netherlands

24
(16 fu ll
8 associates)

15 18 April 2013 
Brussels

Table Annex 1.1: List o f Joint Programmes w ith  details about the  num ber o f organizations involved. 
Some JPs largely d iffe r from  o the r in te rm s o f ins titu tiona l investm ents and m ainly depends on the  
com plexity  o f activities, emergency issues, geographical coverage o r date o f launch. Data have been 
extracted from  w w w .ee ra -se t.eu / on July 2013.

EERA: PROS AND CONS

The SET-Plan can be partia lly  com pared to  JPI Oceans in te rm s o f th e  approach to  Joint Programming. 
The main d iffe rence is th a t SET-Plan is m ainly governed by research stakeholders, w h ile  JPI Oceans 
involves in many activ ities high-level decision makers as well as an in tegrated approach including 
d iffe re n t stakeholders (as an example, in the  Strategic Advisory Board).
Nevertheless, SET-Plan aims also at s tim ula ting  th e  dem and fo r  innovation  by provid ing support fo r 
se tting  th e  necessary technical standards, fo r  public p rocurem ent o f innovation and fo r  im proving 
th e  regu la tory fram eworks.
In the  fram ew ork  o f th e  EERA, th e  actions are m ainly driven by a b o ttom -up  approach, w here  the  
investm ents have been mapped and coord inated  bu t w here  a com m itm en t by fund ing  organizations 
is no t included in th e  process and o ften  fo rw arded  fo r  hunting fo r  external funding.
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The m apping exercise conducted w ith in  EERA is massive and a w ell organized ne tw ork  o f people and 
organizations has been built, fa c ilita ting  a com m on de fin itio n  o f p rio rities, a true  exchange o f 
practices and th e  launch o f jo in t programmes. EERA has tru ly  led th e  w ay in creating a tru e  European 
Research Area in th e  energy sector.
The approach fo r  th e  de fin ition  o f p rio rities  and goals o f JPI Oceans, as well as those o f o the r JPis, 
d iffe r largely from  th e  SET-Plan since they  address societal challenges and much m ore complex 
systems. So, th e  Joint Programmes w ith in  the  EERA are m ainly "the m a tic " and in some exten t in line 
w ith  a established approach o f the  research com m unity.
The risk o f the  EERA seems tha t, in a long-term  perspective, some planned or w ished activ ities which 
require  a consistent fund ing  can be delayed o r dismissed due to  a no t constant d ialogue and 
in te rven tion  w ith /b y  the  fund ing  agencies. A t th e  m om ent the  progress in JPs strongly depends on 
th e  active partic ipa tion  o f the  partic ipants.
In th is  context, many JP have produced some concrete results such as th e  use o f th e  ERA-NET Plus 
ins trum ent to  coord inate  national fund ing  dem onstra tion  projects. The EC has encouraged the  
Steering Group o f the  SET-Plan to  expand th is  approach. The message o f th e  EU Com m issioner o f 
Research and Innovation is to  "co llec tive ly  move from  setting agendas to  fu ll im p lem enta tion , 
including also th e  support th rough  Horizon 2020, bu t th e  main fund ing  fo r  im p lem en ta tion  m ust 
come from  M em ber State program m es, w hich should be aligned w ith  the  agreed European level 
p rio rities " (see figure  Annex 1.4). "This is about bringing to ge th e r energy research and innovation 
fund ing  so th a t we can provide the  support from  basic research to  technology deve lopm ent to  
m arket uptake. In Horizon 2020 we have done exactly th is, by in tegra ting  th e  energy research 
activ ities w ith  the  innovation activ ities th a t are cu rren tly  under the  In te lligen t Energy fo r  Europe 
program m e".
This suggests th a t Horizon 2020, w hich indeed focuses research and innovation  tow ards th e  largest 
societal challenges, w ill s trengthen the  partic ipa tion  o f EERA m em bers in EU-funded research and 
innovation  actions, w ith  the  aim o f supporting th e  im p lem en ta tion  o f th e  SET-Plan (m ainly in the  
challenge "Secure, Clean and Effic ient Energy").

N ationa l
O b je c tive

N a tio n a l
F u n d in g

EU hull u IT{^>
To in ce n tiv ise  
a lig n m e n tN a tiona l

F u n d in g

N ationa l
O b je c tive

Figure Annex 1.4: The suggested process fo r  the  im p lem enta tion  o f EERA, w here  the  main fund ing  
should come from  national investm ents and whose programmes, w hich should be aligned w ith  the  
agreed European level p rio rities, can be fac ilita ted  th rough  EC instrum ents. Courtesy o f Dom inique 
Mazière, CLORA Journée thém atique  "A lliance européenne de la recherche énergétique EERA: une 
s truc tu ra tion  progressive de la recherche énergétique en Europe", 27 Novem ber 2012.
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ANNEX 2: 

THE ANALYSIS OF THE JOREP

ABSTRACT

W e analyzed th e  fina l repo rt o f the  Joint Open Research Programmes (JOREP) FP7 p ro ject in o rder to  
b e tte r understand some aspects o f European jo in t program m ing, in particu la r the  de fin itions and the  
approach to  the  evaluation o f the  process from  th e  p o in t o f view  o f a w ell recognized European 
consortium . W e rem ark th a t the  use o f w ord ing  " jo in t p rogram m ing" is in th is  con text no t one-to - 
one linked to  th e  "Jo int Program ming In itia tives" bu t m ainly to  jo in tly  fund ing  research groups. I do 
believe th a t it is im portan t to  make a clear d is tinc tion  in the  next fu tu re  betw een the  w ord ing  in 
o rder to  avoid possible m isunderstanding betw een d iffe ren t processes.
In th is  docum ent, fo r  sake o f s im plic ity, we use some re levant figures and tables from  th e  referenced 
articles. W e also contacted d irec tly  th e  coord ina to r o f JOREP fo r  c larifications and discussion.
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EU scenario o f jo in t program m ing (m ainly as jo in t fund ing)
M otiva tion  o f jo in t program m es
Types o f impacts related to  jo in t research fund ing
Impacts o f jo in t research fund ing
Conclusions from  JOREP
References

INTRODUCTIO N

JOREP is a FP7 p ro ject funded by EC in FP7 from  June 2010 to  the  end o f 2012, whose aim was to  
support the  deve lopm ent o f an in frastructu re  suitable fo r  systematic and long-term  data co llection 
on open and jo in t program m ing in Europe (including de fin itions, typologies and classifications as well 
as procedures fo r  data co llection). A data co llection on th e  11 European countries involved in the  
consortium  o f th e  p ro ject fo r  the  period 2000 to  2009, fo llow ed  by an in-depth  quan tita tive  analysis 
o f th e  deve lopm ent o f open and jo in t program m ing in these countries, have been provided.
A t th e  end, th e  results o f JOREP are m ainly focused on th e  aspect o f jo in t fund ing  (in particu la r fo r 
th e  year 2009). The fina l JOREP dataset includes 99 program m es, 44 o f w hich are European in itia tives 
and 45 b ila tera l program m es. They consider th e  resulting coverage qu ite  good, even though a 
num ber o f small-scale national schemes m ight have been disregarded. Concerning European 
in itia tives, w h ile  coverage fo r  2009 is qu ite  accurate, th e  perim e te r is changing rap id ly as several 
in itia tives w ere  started a fte r 2009 (or some existing in itia tives have launched calls on ly a fte r 2009). 
For data no t lim ited  to  2009, see Lepori e t al. 2011.



JOREP D EFIN ITIO N OF JO INT PR O G R A M M IN G  AN D  DESCRIPTORS

JOREP conceptualization o f jo in t program m es is based on a representa tion o f public research fund ing  
organized in fo u r functiona l layers - nam ely policy, fund ing  bodies (agencies, m inistries, European 
Commission), perform ing  organizations (including universities) and research groups -  and 
characterized by tw o  main a llocation modes, ins titu tiona l and p ro ject fund ing  (Lepori 2011). These 
fo u r entities represent d iffe ren t functions in research fund ing  and are organ izationa lly separated, 
w ith  fe w  exceptions (such as th e  case o f national organizations acting as both  fund ing  agencies and 
research perform ers, like th e  Academies o f Sciences in some Central and Eastern European 
Countries, Lepori e t al. 2009, and organizations like th e  CNRS in France, Theves e t al. 2007).
Project fund ing  identifies resources d irec tly  allocated by a fund ing  agency to  a research group or an 
ind ividual fo r  research activ ities lim ited  in tim e  and scope (Lepori e t al. 2007); jo in t program m es in 
th e  de fin ition  adopted by JOREP are a subset o f pro ject fund ing  (see be low ). Accordingly, JOREP does 
no t consider o the r fo rm s o f in te rna tiona liza tion  o f research fund ing, like jo in t research 
in frastructu res and cooperation at th e  level o f perform ers.

Jo int program m es are defined as public research fund ing  program m es fo r  which at least one o f the  
key functions (mission, submission and selection, fund ing  decisions, contracts) is shared among m ore 
than  one country.

It should be noted th a t com petitiveness does no t represent the  main crite rion  to  define pro ject 
fund ing  versus ins titu tiona l fund ing. Hence, a research-funding programme is defined as an 
organizational se tting  able to  d is tribu te  p ro ject fund ing  to  research groups and involving the  
fo llo w in g  fu nc tio ns :
-  An explic it goal and m ission sta tem ent, including th e  objectives to  be reached.
-  A s ta tem ent o f scientific p rio rities  or perim e te r concerned and a descrip tion o f th e  type  and mode 
o f research expected, included in the  call fo r  proposals.
-  A procedure and set o f rules fo r  subm itting  proposals, as w ell as fo r  th e ir  evaluation and selection.
-  A dedicated budget related to  th e  program m e.
-  The procedures fo r  establishing and managing the  contract, including fo llo w -u p  and reporting.

The main crite ria  fo r  iden tify ing  p ro ject fund ing  -  distinguished from  ins titu tiona l fund ing  -  are:
a) th e  organizational separation between fund ing  agency and beneficiary,
b) fund ing  is lim ited  in tim e  and
c) resources are allocated d irec tly  to  research groups instead o f universities o r research 
organizations;
d) procedures fo r  contract m anagem ent, including fo llo w -u p  and reporting.

It is then  im portan t to  list some general exclusions, w hich are im plied by th is  de fin ition :
•  Programmes fo r  the  exclusive financing o f m ob ility  and m eetings are no t included, as the

d e fin ition  requires research activ ities to  be supported (i.e. th rough  salaries). This excludes
th e  large num ber o f purely ne tw ork ing  schemes managed by national agencies.

•  Programmes managed only by the  European Union (EU Fram ework program m es), as w ell as 
program m es managed by the  EU w ith  an ind ividual coun try  (EU structura l funds).

•  Programmes supporting  jo in t deve lopm ent and exp lo ita tion  o f infrastructures.
•  Research cooperation agreements among research organizations.

M oreover, only program m es in w hich at least one JOREP coun try  partic ipates are included.
In th is  context. JOREP is addressing some o f th e  Fram ework Conditions fo r  Jo int Programming 
addressed by ERAC-GPC, th a t is m ainly jo in t fund ing, peer review  and evaluation. Foresight. IPR and 
dissem ination are embedded bu t no t deeply analyzed.



In th is  regard, some aspects are addressed by JOREP to  support the  deve lopm ent o f specific 
descriptors to  characterize program m es:

•  the  processes integra ted at the  supranational level.
•  the  organizational fo rm s o f in tegra tion ,
•  the  m anagem ent o f th e  funding.
•  the  actors involved and th e ir  role.

Even if restricted to  th e  aspects reported  above, JOREP illustrates th e  complexity o f th e  top ic  to  be 
investigated. A d istinctive  lack of empirical research w hich could provide a basis fo r  constructing the  
categories fo r  data co llection and im pact analysis is also reported.

JOREP has developed th ree  main m ethodologica l com ponents fo r  data co llection:
a) A su itab le de fin ition  and opera tiona liza tion  o f the  jo in t program m es perim eter;
b) A set o f descrip tors on main organizational characteristics;
c) Defin itions fo r  systematic co llection o f data on fund ing  flows.

Descriptor Type Category Content
Programme
iden tifie r

Num eric
code

Programme
level

A num eric code identify ing  th e  program m e

Name o f the  
program m e

Free te x t Programme
level

O fficial name o f the  program m e o r/and  its 
trans la tion  in English

Programme 
s ta rt year

Closed list Programme
level

Year o f the  o ffic ia l act creating th e  program m e

National
partic ipa tion

Closed list National level Yes/No fo r  each country

Year o f 
partic ipa tion

Closed list National level Year when the  coun try  signed th e  o ffic ia l 
partic ipa tion  act (even w hen fund ing  started 
later)

Main
program m e
changes

Free te x t National level Free te x t to  specify changes in national status, 
rules, etc.

National role Closed list National level Full partic ipa tion , lim ited  partic ipa tion
Establishing
a u tho rity

Free te x t Programme
level

The au thorities  w hich established th e  program m e

Participating
agencies

Closed list Agency level List o f all in te rna tiona l and European fund ing 
agencies th a t fu lfil a program m e function

Agency
function

Closed list Agency level Iden tifica tion  o f th e  functions o f each agency

Programme
duration

binary Programme
level

L im ited /penod ic /regu la r

Project
duration

Closed list Programme
level

Less than  2 years, 2-4, m ore than  4

Research
topics

Closed list Programme
level

NABS, FP7 sectors, OST DISC

Beneficiary
sectors

Closed list National level Frascati sectors

Selection
criteria

Scale Programme
level

Scientific qua lity  and relevance

Submission
procedure

Binary Programme
level

Sinle en try  p o in t/m u ltip le  submission



M ode o f 
in tegra tion

Closed list Programme
level

Agency/coord ina tion /de lega tion /independen t
selection

Funding m odel Closed list Programme
level

National pot/C om m on po t/N a tiona l po t w ith  
add itiona l EU fund ing

ERA partner 
list

List Programme
level

List o f countries

Non-ERA 
partne r list

List Programme
level

List o f countries

ERA category Closed list Programme
level

ERA program m e/non-Era program m e

Table Annex 2.1: ist o f descriptors fo r  jo in t programmes.

JOREP, w ith in  its de fin ition  o f jo in t program m ing, has proven th a t the  proposed data provide original 
and re levant insights in to  jo in t program m es and th e ir  deve lopm ent th rough  tim e.
Data on fund ing  flow s are no t available in public budgets, bu t need to  be co llected via dedicated 
questionnaires presented to  European and national fund ing  agencies.

RESULTS OF JO INT P R O G R A M M IN G  (M A IN LY  AS JO IN T FU ND IN G )

In Europe, financia l data show th a t the  European Space Agency (ESA) alone accounts fo r  about 80% 
o f the  to ta l budget o f jo in t program m es in th e  dataset; w h ile  ESA does represent a prim e example o f 
European co llabora tion  in a dom ain in w hich national states w ou ld  no t have a su ffic ien t critica l mass 
o f resources, it is no t related to  the  new in tegra tion  policies launched w ith in  th e  European Research 
Area. M oreover, th is  m odel -  based on very homogeneous and w ell-connected  in te rna tiona l 
research com m unities able to  steer national policies tow ards strong fo rm s o f in tegra tion  -  is 
applicable to  big science, like space, astronom y, physics, fusion research, bu t no t to  o the r domains o f 
science and technology characterized by higher fragm enta tion .
A fte r ESA there  have no t been o the r examples o f fu lly -in teg ra ted  program m es p rom oted  by the  
National States.

Excluding ESA, the total funding volume of joint programmes is set to 0.86% of research funding in 
the concerned countries; w hile  th is  is indeed a sizeable am ount, it remains ra the r lim ited  if 
com pared to  national budgets. The level o f concentra tion  o f budgets in few  program m es remains 
very high, also excluding ESA. Am ong the  95 program m es in th e  dataset, 15 had no budget at all in 
2009, thus being essentially sym bolic in nature. On average, European initiatives are much larger 
than bilateral programmes -  excluding ESA, they  account fo r  86% o f the  budget.
Looking at the  m ode o f in teg ra tion : m ost program m es are characterized by coord ination  th rough 
some kind o f temporary committee managing th e  p ro ject evaluation and selection specifically fo r 
th a t program m e; a stronger fo rm  o f in tegra tion  th rough  the  estab lishm ent o f a supranational agency 
w ith  a perm anent status is found  only in a m in o rity  o f program m es, bu t these are by fa r th e  largest -  
including ESA, Eureka, COST, A rt. 185 In itia tives (AAL, EMRP), and Joint Technology In itiatives 
(ARTEMIS, ENIAC).
Thus, the re  is a strong connection betw een modes o f ins titu tiona liza tion  on the  one hand and size o f 
th e  program m e on the  o the r hand. The o the r tw o  modes o f in tegra tion , nam ely independent 
selection by national agencies and delegation o f all functions to  a national agency (lead agency 
agreements) characterize a re la tive ly  small num ber o f programmes.

The fund ing  model shows th a t National States are no t w illing  to  delegate decisions concerning 
budget to  supranational agencies, as the  low  num ber and lim ited  budget share o f real com m on pot 
program m es confirm s -  ESA w ith  its very large in tegrated budget remains an exception. In fact, tw o
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main models emerge, nam ely national po t fo r  m ost program m es and national po t plus EU 
co n tribu tion  fo r  th e  largest program m es w ith  a supranational agency; th is  m odel characterizes all 
large European in itia tives, w ith  th e  exception o f Eureka and o f th e  European Science Foundation. 
Finally, the  prevalence o f the  single e n try -po in t m ethod indicates th a t, even w hen th e  budget is not 
in tegrated, calls for proposals, submission and, most likely, evaluation are managed centrally at the  
program m e level ra ther than at the  national level. In tegration o f these program m e functions 
characterizes th e  vast m a jo rity  o f programmes.

The same p icture  emerges w hen considering th e  re la tive  im portance o f scientific excellence vs. 
relevance in p ro ject selection: about 1/3 o f th e  program m es are solely o rien ted  tow ards excellence 
and fo r  3 /4  o f them  excellence is m ore im p o rta n t than relevance, bu t 2 /3 o f th e  to ta l budget o f jo in t 
program m es is allocated to  program m es in w hich relevance is m ore im portan t than  excellence (the 
large share o f program m es fo r  w hich excellence is no t im portan t is largely due to  the  presence o f 
Eureka).

■ Budget ■ M of participations

%  15.00

Figure Annex 2.1: Partic ipation to  jo in t program m es by types o f agencies (num ber and vo lum e o f 
funding).

As figure  10.2 indicates, the re  are some qu ite  d is tinctive  patterns o f agency partic ipa tion . First, 
national funding agencies are much m ore im portan t than European ones - in  te rm s o f both 
frequency o f partic ipa tion  and vo lum e o f fund ing  managed - ,  whereas regional agencies play only a 
marginal role. This largely matches the  cu rren t s tructu re  o f jo in t program m es, since a ra ther large 
num ber o f national agencies are involved in each o f them .

M O T IV A T IO N  OF JO INT PROG RAMM ES

Public research program m es, including th e  jo in t program m es, should be seen as policy instrum ents, 
i.e. too ls  th rough  w hich States pursue a policy objective. It means th a t they  are able to  represent the  
main goals o f a national governm ent and the  actual strategies the  d iffe ren t actors involved, both 
national and supranational, pu t in place in o rder to  pursue them . Analyzing jo in t program m es is a



way to  shed ligh t on the  national policies and strategies fo r  trans-na tiona l research activities, in the  
case o f both European in itia tives and national ones.

One in teresting  aspect to  investigate in o rder to  understand the  reasons behind partic ipa tion  in jo in t 
program m es and th e ir  im p lem enta tion  is th e  nature  and types o f actors involved and th e  role they 
play in th e  d iffe re n t phases o f program m e design and m anagem ent. Motivations and rationales as 
well as impact are also affected by the role the key actors play; a multi-layered and multilevel 
research funding system allows for the presence of a constellation of actors, w hich in the  case o f 
jo in t program m es is supposed to  be m ore com plex than  in th e  case o f national ones. Joint 
program m es in fac t involve d iffe ren t National States; m oreover, in m ost cases they  require  the  
in te rp lay between the  national level and th e  European level.
Thus, tw o  main questions arise w hen the  perspective o f National States and th e  actors' role are 
concerned:
a) w hy (under w ha t conditions) do National States decide to  in itia te  o r partic ipa te  in jo in t 
program m ing,
b) how is th e  process o f partic ipa tion  im p lem ented  and w hich are th e  key actors involved?
The JOREP m apping exercise highlights m ajor d ifferences among countries, w hich concern: th e ir  
partic ipa tion  in jo in t program m es, the  decision to  undertake jo in t instead o f b ila tera l collaborations, 
th e  level o f agencification. and the  role played by the  State in fund ing  a llocation decisions. It also 
indicates th a t national partic ipa tion  in jo in t program m es reflects national governance characteristics 
o f th e  research fund ing  system and national patterns o f in te rna tiona lisa tion  o f research.
The exercise also shows th a t European in itia tives and b ila tera l program m es clearly play tw o  d iffe ren t 
functions in th e  in te rna tiona lisa tion  o f research systems: th e  fo rm e r strengthen netw orks o f ERA 
countries around a core group o f countries (UK. DE. FR. NL). the  la tte r help ind ividual ERA countries 
to  connect w ith  th e  rest o f th e  w orld  w ith  no or very lim ited  im provem ent o f European-level b ila tera l 
cooperation.

The scenario shown in Figures Annex 2.3 and 2.4 is "honestly" reported  by JOREP as possibly not 
com plete. Some observed differences m ight be related to  JOREP's coverage o f jo in t programmes, 
w hich excludes cooperation agreements involving large public research organisations (PROs). In 
countries like France, Germany, Spain and Italy, w here  PROs account fo r  a significant share o f public 
research activ ities ', th is  m ight resu lt in low er figures.
Nevertheless, some clear ind ications emerge:
- The num ber o f partic ipa tions indicates variations among th e  countries fo r  w ha t concerns th e ir  
in te rest in developing b ila tera l pro jects based on national program m e in itia tives vs. European 
in itia tives;
- Germ any emerges as th e  coun try  in w hich jo in t in itia tives are m ore num erous, both  national ones 
and European ones:
- W hen fund ing  vo lum e is analyzed (and ESA is no t included), th e  balance among th e  countries 
changes, since Spain and France take on a p rom inen t role, due to  the  large am ount o f resources 
devoted to  Eureka;
- The average investm ents in jo in t program m es as percentage o f GBAORD by sm aller JOREP countries 
(CZ. CH. DK. NL. NO) are equ iva len t to  the  average investm ents by th e  largest JOREP countries (DE. 
ES. FR. IT. PL. UK) (respectively 0.93% and 0.96%, when excluding ESA). In greater deta il, it can be 
noted th a t th e  share o f partic ipa tion  in b ila tera l vs. European in itia tives also d iffers from  coun try  to  
country. Sw itzerland and Norway allocate a ra ther large po rtion  o f th e ir  budget to  b ila tera l 
in itia tives, w hich is probably due to  th e  fact th a t they  are no t EU m em ber States. On the  contrary, 
th e  UK. the  Netherlands. Italy, France, and th e  Czech Republic spend m ost o f th e ir  jo in t program m es 
budget on European in itia tives.
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Figure Annex 2.2: Num ber o f partic ipa tions to  b ila tera l and European in itia tives programmes, by 
country, in 2009 (ESA included, N to ta l=95)
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Figure Annex 2.3: Total fund ing  vo lum e to  jo in t program m es by coun try  as a percentage o f GBAORD, 
including ESA, in 2009 (ESA included, N to ta l=95). Remarks: th e  data on the  budget a llocated to  ESA 
in Poland is no t available.

M oreover, according to  the  collected interviews, programmes with strong EC involvement are seen 
as engines of growth.
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Figure Annex 2.5: Common partic ipa tion  to  jo in t program m es (Source: designed w ith  UCINET from  
JOREP data. ESA included, N to ta l=95)

TYPES OF IMPACTS RELATED TO JOINT RESEARCH FUNDING

First resu lt o f th e  analysis is th a t program m e budgets are highly skewed; the re fo re , some missing 
data m ight have a greater im pact on th e  analysis than  expected.
Before setting o u t th e  m ethodo logy fo r  the  study and its em pirical strategy conducted by JOREP, it 
m ight be useful to  list these key assumptions:
- Policy instrum ents are shaped th rough  a com plex process during w hich th e  m otiva tions, interests, 
and expectations o f d iffe ren t stakeholders are negotiated.
- This is a political process involving pow er and influence.
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- D om inant and expedient m otiva tions are reflected in policy rationales, w hich are exp lic itly  or 
im p lic itly  re flected in policy docum ents.
- Understanding the  practices o f a policy ins trum ent is p rob lem atic  w ith o u t understanding the  
com prom ises th a t had to  be made during negotia tion  and the  interests th a t had to  be 
accom m odated.
- W ith o u t understanding the  core practices o f policy tools, capturing th e ir  im pact is problem atic.
- In its stric test sense, impact is the difference made by a specific policy instrument that is clearly 
and causally attributable to said instrument (at least in part). 

Besides the great efforts it requires, attribution of impact in research funding is logically and 
practically impossible because of the great variety of funders and multiplicity of influences; thus, 
sh ifting  a tte n tio n  to  co -a ttr ibu tion  is po ten tia lly  m ore fru itfu l in analytical and em pirical term s.
As fo r  th e  actors' expectations about the  intended a nd /o r expected impact, it should be underlined 
th a t they  can -  and indeed o ften  do -  diverge; m oreover, w he ther th e  intended impact of a research 
funding programme is realized or not depends on whether the intentions of the funders and of the 
beneficiaries coincide.
The im pact o f a research fund ing  program m e is realized th rough  the  im pact o f th e  projects th a t it 
supports. Nevertheless em pirical investigations show th a t a re la tive ly  small po rtion  o f projects 
achieves m ost o f the  im pact o f a program m e.
Thus, tw o  d iffe re n t approaches can be ou tlined. Empirically, th e  study o f im pact can focus on 
measuring and attributing differences, or on un-packing th e  social process th rough  w hich th is 
change is achieved. In the  la tte r case, im pact is seen as the  opportunities that were intended, the 
opportunities that were created, and the opportunities that were interpreted and mobilized. W hile  
th is  study w ill look at all the  aspects above, its emphasis w ill be on th e  la tter.

Cost reduction O vercom ing high fixed sta rt-up  and operating costs o f large research 
infrastructu res
Reducing program m e m anagem ent cost
Facilitating access o f industry to  public research support

Im prove 
coverage 
(geographical 
and sectorial)

Enabling pan-European public research program m e op tim iza tion
Facilitating th e  coord ination  o f d iffe ren t research program m es as well as
horizonta l policy coord ination
Facilitating jo in t pub lic-private  strategic research agendas

Innovation ren t Prom oting scientific excellence by enlarging the  com petition  space
Prom oting cross-border p ro ject co llabora tion  (which p rom otes scientific
excellence)

New fie lds Addressing challenges jo in tly
Table Annex 2.2: Categories o f expected benefits o f jo in t program m ing.

Intended Unintended
Expected Straight runs Collaterals
Unexpected Long shots Accidentals

Table Annex 2.3: Types o f impacts.

Expectations regarding intended and expected im pact ("s tra igh t runs") and intended and unexpected 
im pact ("long shots") can be identified  th rough  the  stated objectives o f policy and research fund ing 
schemes. W he the r or no t these in ten tions are realized depends, on the  one hand, on w he ther they 
are supported by the  core practices and com m unicated clearly and, on the  o the r hand, on how they 
are in te rp re ted  and used by th e  po ten tia l beneficiaries. W h ils t "s tra igh t runs" are intended and
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expected, "long  shots" are effects th a t are intended bu t cannot be expected to  occur w ith  any level 
o f ce rta in ty  w ith in  a set tim efram e.
Unintended and expected im pact ("co lla te ra l") is the  "co lla te ra l dam age" th a t actors expect but 
cannot avoid because the re  are many social influences at play w hich th e  policy or fund ing  scheme 
cannot contro l.
Finally, un intended and unexpected im pact ("accidenta ls") is very interesting as a possib ility  but 
d ifficu lt to  measure. It can, however, be captured if an em pirical ob ject is studied exhaustively.
JOREP suggests th a t it is possible to  capture all th e  d iffe ren t types o f im pact by linking toge ther: the  
opportunities th a t open and jo in t program m es in tend to  provide (as stated in th e ir  objectives), the  
opportun ities  they  actually provide (i.e. th e  signals they  send th rough  th e ir  selection practices and 
accountab ility  processes), th e  opportun ities  they  are perceived by (po ten tia l) beneficiaries to  
provide, and the  o pportun ities  th a t are actually m obilized by th e  beneficiaries.
Most studies concerning impact start from the assumption that impact is a clearly attributable 
change or difference. Consequently, they  focus on measuring change/d ifference and on a ttr ib u tin g  
th is  to  specific policy influences or social actions. Another possible approach to the study of impact 
is to work under the assumption of potential rather than actual change. In th is case, the  research 
focus is no t on measuring d iffe rence d irec tly  and on a ttr ib u tin g  it, bu t on describing and 
understanding th e  mechanisms th a t generate said d iffe rence - in the  po ten tia lly  affected object(s) - 
and linking it to  a specific policy. In th is  case, specific policies, policy actions, and social actions are 
seen as sets o f opportun ities , as these are perceived and enacted by a va rie ty o f partic ipants in the  
social process. In princip le, these opportun ities  can generate d iffe ren t outcom es - w ha t these 
outcom es are depends on the  w ay in w hich o pportun ities  are enacted and perceived.
The approach proposed by JOREP is based on the two major rationales that can explain the 
internationalization of research funding. One is 'normative' (achieving a political aim), the other is 
'problem solving' (i.e. addressing issues faced by know ledge dynamics).

JOREP outlines at least tw o  consequences fo r  the  overall analysis deriv ing from  these remarks:
a) In the  policy-oriented framework, th e  focus is th e  measure o f dynamics at w ork. Is 
in te rna tiona liza tion  growing? A t w hich speed? Does it extend research fields? In w hich fie lds is th is 
m ore intense? W hich are the  m ost p roductive  instrum ents? W hat explains th e ir  adoption?
b) In the  knowledge dynamics framework, the  focus is on: W hat triggers the  need to  move to  th e  EU 
level (science dynamics per se, technology and industry arrangem ents, societal issues)? Is th is  a 
shared fea ture , or does it re late  to  d iffe ren t national s ituations (m ostly in te rm s o f critica l size, but 
no t only)? W hat are the  processes th rough  w hich these objectives are fram ed and im p lem enta tion  
structures created (in particu la r w ha t explains th e  selection o f particu la r instrum ents)? W hat are the  
ins titu tiona l constra in ts /  levers fo r  such evolu tion? Is it easier in "eu ro -com patib le " ins titu tiona l 
arrangem ents, in w hich the  in te rm ed ia te  layer is made o f strong and independent (quasi) fund ing  
agencies?

Research program m es are seen as fund ing  mechanisms characterized by the  fo llow ing :
a) These mechanisms aim to  a ffect developm ents (strategy);
b) These mechanisms involve th re e  sets o f actors w hich may, and indeed o ften  do, have d iffe ren t 
in ten tions -  po litica l actors, im p lem en ta tion  actors, and beneficiaries;
c) Social practices play an essential role -  fo r  w ha t concerns action as w ell as in te rp re ta tio n  o f 
meaning. The core practices o f any fund ing  mechanism revolve around selection, funding rules, and 
accountability. Correspondingly, research programmes provide a platform for complex social 
interactions creating the potential for a variety of outcomes. These potential outcomes (effects, 
impact) can be explicated. Specific outcomes (impact) are largely unpredictable and can be only 
loosely attributed to specific (however complex) social influences.



Each research fund ing  program m e can be seen as a fund ing  mechanism  em bodying four kinds of 
opportunities, namely 'intended opportunities', 'provided opportunities', 'perceived opportunities' 
and 'mobilized opportunities'.

IMPACTS OF JO INT RESEARCH FUNDING

The Interviews and survey from beneficiaries of funding were developed in o rder to  co llect evidence 
on th ree  Issues related to  the  Im pact o f jo in t and open program m es:

•  Modifications to  any o f the  objectives th a t can be at least partia lly  a ttr ib u ted  to  specific jo in t 
o r open program m es (or to  th e  existence o f such program m es in general).

•  Beneficiaries' perceptions o f the  opportun ities  o ffe red  by jo in t or open programmes.
•  Ways In w hich the  opportun ities  have been mobilised by th e  beneficiaries.

The analysis highlights d iffe ren t m otiva tions triggering  partic ipa tion , depending on program m e 
typologies (fo r Instance, fund ing  and im p lem en ta tion  o f cross-boundary activ ities fo r  integrated 
program m es and coord inated program m es, and the  chance to  include a m ore In te rnationa l ne tw ork 
o f partners fo r  co llaborative  and open program m es).
Generally, funding is not the main motivation to apply, nor is th e  chance to  carry ou t high-risk 
activ ities and Im prove Industry-academ ic collaborations. The same holds tru e  fo r th e  o pp o rtu n ity  to  
develop o r access new specialised equ ipm ent. Also, the  fa ire r and m ore transparen t assessment o f 
proposals emerges as a weak m otiva tion , confirm ing  th a t th e  partic ipants have lim ited  confidence 
and In terest in evaluation procedures. D iffe rently, cross-boundary and cross-disciplinary 
co llaborations appear to  be im p o rta n t m otiva tions fo r  partic ipa tion , as well as th e  o p p o rtu n ity  to  
en te r or to  extend in te rna tiona l netw orks o f partners.

Programmes
typology

Opportunities

Integrated Coordinated Collaborative Open Total

Monetary resource 15.1% 36.8% 5.9% 29.8% 20.3%
Funding duration 13.9% 5.6% 5.9% 3.5% 11.2%
Risk-taking 21.2% 26.3% 24.2% 29.8% 25.2%
Cross-boundary 
(geographic or 
intellectual)

58.5% 68.4% 79.4% 83.0% 71.9%

Industry-academic
collaboration

59.6% 5.3% 0% 2.1% 21.7%

Partner network size 39.6% 26.3% 44.1% 72.3% 49.0%
Internationality of 
partners

40.4% 63.2% 73.5% 21.3% 44.7%

Specialised research
equipment
access/development

43.4% 31.6% 8.8% 29.8% 30.1%

Dissemination/IP 26.4% 10.5% 8.8% 4.3% 13.7%
Bureaucracy 45.3% 42.1% 36.4% 55.3% 46.1%
Fairness/transparency 19.2% 31.6% 30.3% 34.0% 27.8%

Table Annex 2.4: Perceived opportun ities  BEFORE th e  program m es (% YES answers). To be noted the
11.2% o f fund ing  dura tion , the  13.7% o f d issem ination/IP  and th e  71.9% o f cross-boundary.
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TABLE 12. Mobilised opportunities AFTER the programmes (% Yes answers)

Programmes typology 

Opportunities

Integrated Coordinated Collaborât ive Open Total

Sufficiency of funding amount 73.1% 73.7% 88.2% 80.9% 73.9%
Sufficiency of funding 
duration

82.7% 63.2% 94.1% 55.3% 74.3%

Pace of funding release 42.3% 73.7% 82.4% 97.9% 72.4%
Acceptability of bureaucracy
levels

62.7% 73.9% 94.1% 100% 83.4%

High risk research/technology 
development

44.2% 63.2% 29.4% 68.1% 50.7%

Use of funding to do cross­
boundary activity (trans­
national or cross-disciplinary)

96.2% 100% 97.1% 89.4% 94.3%

Use of funding to train new 
PhDs/young researchers

54.9% 84.2% 73.5% 93.6% 74.8%

Use of funding to start new
industry-academic
collaborations

83.7% 26.3% 3.0% 4.3% 36.2%

Use of fundi ng to move into a 
new field/market

73.6% 52.6% 38.2% 59.6% 53.3%

Table Annex 2.5: m obilized opportun ities  AFTER the  program m es (% YES answers). To be noted the  
94.8% o f cross-boundary and th e  low est % fo r  industry-academ ic collaborations.
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CONCLUSIONS FROM JOREP'S ANALYSIS 

DEFIN ITIO NS
Project fund ing  identifies resources d irec tly  allocated by a fund ing  agency to  a research group or an 
ind ividual fo r  research activ ities lim ited  in tim e  and scope: jo in t program m es in the  de fin ition  
adopted by JOREP are a subset o f p ro ject funding.
Jo int program m es are defined as public research fund ing  program m es fo r  w hich at least one o f the  
key functions (mission, submission and selection, fund ing  decisions, contracts) is shared among m ore 
than  one country.
A research-funding program m e is defined as an organizational se tting  able to  d is tribu te  p ro ject 
fund ing  to  research groups and involving th e  fo llow ing  functions:
-  An explic it goal and m ission sta tem ent, including the  objectives to  be reached.
-  A s ta tem ent o f scientific p rio rities  or perim e te r concerned and a descrip tion o f th e  type  and mode 
o f research expected, included in the  call fo r  proposals.
-  A procedure and set o f rules fo r  subm itting  proposals, as w ell as fo r  th e ir  evaluation and selection.
-  A dedicated budget related to  th e  program m e.
-  The procedures fo r  establishing and managing the  contract, including fo llo w -u p  and reporting.
The main crite ria  fo r  iden tify ing  p ro ject fund ing  -  distinguished from  ins titu tiona l fund ing  -  are:
a) th e  organizational separation betw een fund ing  agency and beneficiary,
b) fund ing  is lim ited  in tim e  and
c) resources are allocated d irec tly  to  research groups instead o f universities o r research 
organizations;
d) procedures fo r  contract m anagem ent, including fo llo w -u p  and reporting.
It is then  im portan t to  list some general exclusions, which are im plied by th is  de fin ition :

•  Programmes fo r  the  exclusive financing o f m ob ility  and m eetings are no t included, as the
d e fin ition  requires research activ ities to  be supported (i.e. th rough  salaries). This excludes
th e  large num ber o f purely ne tw ork ing  schemes managed by national agencies.

•  Programmes managed only by the  European Union (EU Fram ework program m es), as w ell as 
program m es managed by the  EU w ith  an ind ividual coun try  (EU structura l funds).

•  Programmes supporting  jo in t deve lopm ent and exp lo ita tion  o f infrastructures.
•  Research cooperation agreements among research organizations.

M oreover, only program m es in w hich at least one JOREP coun try  partic ipates are included.

DATA SAMPLE
Data have been collected from  th e  11 European countries (9 M em ber States and 2 Associated 
Countries) involved in the  consortium  o f the  p ro ject fo r  th e  period 2000 to  2009. A t th e  end, the  
results o f JOREP are m ainly focused on th e  aspect o f jo in t fund ing  (in particu la r fo r  th e  year 2009). 
The fina l JOREP dataset includes 99 program m es, 44 o f w hich are European in itia tives and 45 
b ila tera l program m es. They consider the  resulting coverage qu ite  good, even though  a num ber o f 
small-scale national schemes m ight have been disregarded. Concerning European in itia tives, w h ile  
coverage fo r  2009 is qu ite  accurate, the  perim eter is changing rap id ly as several in itia tives were 
started a fte r 2009 (or some existing in itia tives have launched calls on ly a fte r 2009).
The 9 M em ber States involved account jo in tly  fo r  the  74% o f the  2009 FP7 budget.
For data no t lim ited  to  2009, see Lepori e t al. 2011.

BUDGET AND PARTICIPATION
In quan tita tive  term s, th e  roughly 100 jo in t program m es identified  by JOREP accounted fo r  3.4% o f 
th e  public research fund ing  in the  considered countries, bu t only 0.9% excluding th e  European Space 
Agency.



W hile  the  budget fo r  jo in t program m es strongly increased in the  2000-2009 period, they  still 
represent qu ite  a lim ited  share o f public research fund ing  in th e  considered countries and, in term s 
o f fund ing  vo lum e, are much sm aller than  o the r transnationa l in itia tives like the  European 
Fram ework Programmes (excluding ESA, the  total budget of joint programmes was about 10% of 
the FP budget in 2009).
As a matter of fact, most joint programmes are quite small, and often of symbolic value, or they 
involve limited forms of cooperation, while most of the budget is allocated to few programmes:
besides ESA, these include Eureka and COST, 2 Joint Technology In itia tives (ARTEMIS and ENIAC), 2 
A rt. 185 In itiatives (AAL and EUROSTARS), 4 ERA-NETs, and 3 b ila tera l program m es. Time series 
confirm that the joint programme environment is highly selective and that growth in terms of 
funding volume is concentrated in a small number of programmes. A bout ha lf o f the  program m es 
are European-level in itia tives, w h ile  th e  rest are m ostly b ila tera l program m es, bu t th e  fo rm e r group 
covers m ost o f the  budget (w ith  fe w  exceptions, b ila tera l programs are qu ite  small).
European in itia tives and b ila tera l program m es clearly play tw o  d iffe ren t functions in the  
in te rna tiona lisa tion  o f research systems: the  fo rm e r strengthen networks of ERA countries around a 
core group of countries (UK, DE, FR, NL), th e  la tte r help ind ividual ERA countries to  connect w ith  the  
rest o f the  w orld  w ith  no or very lim ited  im provem ent o f European-level b ila tera l cooperation. 
M oreover, programmes with strong EC involvement are seen as engines of growth.

O R G ANIZATIO N
In te rm s o f organisational characteristics, some re levant features emerge. Most programs are 
characterized by light modes of coordination based on joint committees, but the few programmes 
which have established a supranational agency make up most of the budget. Using a national pot 
(funding remains at the  national level and is allocated to  national perform ers) is by fa r th e  prevalent 
m ode o f fund ing, bu t m ost larger program m es -  those w ith  a supranational agency -  are 
characterised by a substantia l share o f add itiona l European fund ing. As a m a tte r o f fact, programmes 
with a supranational agency and EU additional funding are exactly those which display the most 
significant growth in their budget. Further, jo in t program m es can be broadly d ivided in to  th ree  
groups in te rm s o f th e ir  research top ic: technologica l program m es (EUREKA, JTIs), program m es 
orien ted  tow ards specific policy dom ains (m ost ERA-NETs), and science-oriented and general- 
purpose programmes, supporting research co llabora tion  in m ost scientific domains.
These patterns lead to  the  iden tifica tion  o f a small num ber o f organisational types o f program m es, 
which in tu rn  can be re lated to  underlying representations o f how  to  manage European in tegra tion  
and to  specific conste lla tions o f actors.
Funding agencies are increasingly moving as independent actors within the supra-national policy 
space, contributing to the designing of joint programming and to the creation of links among 
countries. In this respect, research councils seem to play a key role. The presence o f consolidated 
research fund ing  practices and high levels o f m utual tru s t a llow  countries to  move tow ards trans­
national research program m ing, adopting coord inated o r in tegrated research fund ing  schemes ra ther 
than  build ing a jo in t supra-national fund ing  agency (as in the  case o f th e  ESF).
Overall, the  evaluation and assessment o f jo in t program m es should focus on analysing differences in 
partic ipa tion  among European countries in o rder to  de te rm ine  th e  reasons th a t lead to  partic ipa tion  
w ith  or w ith o u t funding.
IMPACTS
A programme can be expected to achieve its 'intended' effects if there is a high level of congruence 
between 'intended' and 'provided' opportunities, i.e. if its tools are coherent with the results it 
tries to achieve. M oreover, th e  im pact produced is linked to  how  correctly  th e  beneficiaries perceive 
th e  opportun ities  provided by the  program m e, and w ha t they  actually achieve th rough  th e ir  actions. 
This fram ew ork  allows detecting any discrepancies betw een opportunities provided and perceived 
and provides information on the trade-off between beneficiaries' perceptions and results.
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Trans-national research per se is a dimension perceived as providing much added value, mainly 
linked to the ability to develop high-quality research within the global scientific community and 
across disciplinary boundaries, although the programmes might not actually be so different from 
the national ones. Moreover, rather than funding, it is in teg ra tion  o f the  submission procedures, 
selection and evaluation criteria  th a t is considered a critica l issue o f jo in t and open program m es to  
make them  d iffe ren t from  o the r national schemes.
Besides the  above-m entioned aspects, the  a ttr ib u tio n  o f results is still a p rob lem atic  issue and the  
use o f measures o f im pact is ra ther lim ited . JOREP exploration shows that the analyzed 
programmes are not strong enough and their signals are not unique enough to be able to bring 
about changes in the nature of knowledge and productivity through their grants. They are very 
useful as part of a set of policies, but have little influence individually. According to some recent 
exploratory studies, bibliometric analyses might provide some insights into the scientific impact of 
the programmes.
Four key messages emerge from  the  above m otiva tions and im pact analysis:
- Programmes do no t supply d is tinctive  signals: a ttr ib u tin g  em pirical e ffects to  specific cond itions o f 
th e  program m es is d ifficu lt even w hen typologies;
- In te rm s o f advocacy, the  program m es are d iffe ren t voices jo ined  toge ther, which can influence the  
decision-m aking process and m od ify  th e  effects o f public policies and fund ing  a llocation;
- Emphasis should be shifted from programme evaluation to whether the programmes are able to 
create the conditions for change; this investigation would provide useful knowledge for policy 
designing and implementation;
- M ore research on generative mechanisms o f opportun ities  is needed.
In te rm s o f data to be collected, JOREP's recom m endations deal w ith  th e  th ree  critica l com ponents 
o f th e  dataset developed, nam ely th e  perim eter, the  descriptors and, fina lly , data on fund ing  flows.
a) Perimeter of joint programmes. The construction o f a list o f jo in t program m es is a central 
requ irem en t fo r  data co llection, also including financia l data. Like in JOREP, the  list should be 
constructed by in tegra ting  th e  list o f European In itiatives (provided centra lly) w ith  b ila tera l 
program m es iden tified  by national experts; in fo rm a tion  on w hich countries partic ipa te  in which 
European In itiatives is critica l in o rder to  reduce the  burden o f data co llection at the  national level. 
Thus, JOREP recomm ends com piling a list o f all European-level jo in t program m es including the  
fo llo w in g  in fo rm a tion : th e  name o f th e  program m e, the  list o f partic ipa ting  countries and, fo r  each 
country, o f partic ipa ting  agencies. As a second p rio rity , national experts in each coun try  should 
include th e  bi- and m u ltila te ra l program m es they  consider relevant.
This list should be adopted as o ffic ia l reference fo r  all data co llection activ ities at th e  European and 
national levels and be updated yearly.
b) Descriptors on organisational characteristics. The set o f descriptors developed in the  p ro ject 
proved to  be very useful to  analyse the  landscape o f jo in t program m es; m oreover, developing closed 
lists o f choices (in tegrated w ith  remarks) has provided significant advantages in te rm s o f 
com parab ility  o f data. Hence, it is strongly advised to  m ainta in  and extend th e  set o f descrip tors to  
all jo in t program m es in th e  European Research Area; given th e  fact th a t organisational characteristics 
are ra ther stable in tim e , the  descrip tors could be updated every 2 or 3 years ra ther than  yearly. The 
experience of JOREP shows that, while there are no main problems in the collection of descriptors, 
collecting national-level information requires a well-designed organisational structure with a 
central unit -  taking care of the European-level descriptors, of quality control, and of the merging 
of data into an integrated dataset- as well as national experts. M oreover, as fo r  m ulti-annual data 
co llection, issues regarding program m es dem ography need to  be care fu lly taken in to  account and a 
su itab le no ta tion  has to  be in troduced in to  th e  dataset.
c) Data on funding flows. JOREP has proven the  feas ib ility  o f co llecting data on the  budgets o f jo in t 
program m es, bu t it has also confirm ed th a t, since budget decisions are often delegated to funding 
agencies, this information cannot be collected in a reliable manner from  public budgets (the main



data source fo r  GBAORD statistics). It is hence recom m ended to  co llect th is in fo rm a tion  from  
national fund ing  agencies th rough  a dedicated questionnaire, deta iling  fo r  each agency the  
program m es in w hich it partic ipates (based on the  com m on program m es list). Furtherm ore, data on 
European contribu tions should be collected d irec tly  by Eurostat. It is advised to  provide a simple 
breakdown o f public and private  beneficiaries, as th is  is re levant to  understand program m e functions 
and easier to  im p lem ent than a breakdown based on the  Frascati sectors.

P rob lem  of 
a ttr ib u ti on

Program m es do no t supply un ique signals: one 
m ust be aware o f  th is  w hen a ttr ib u tin g  em pirica l 
effects tu specific cu nd itiun s u f the  prugra mm e s

M ore research un generative 
mechanism s of o p p o rtu n itie s  is 
needed in o rder to  unpack tile  
emergence o f unexpected results

Com m u nication Prog ra mm e s pursuing expected im pact w ith  
adequate practices and clear com m unica tion  in 
u rder tu  a lluw  currect in te rp re ta tiu n  and use

Selection practices and 
accoun tab ility  processes 
becom ing key elem ents of 
program m e organisation and 
assessment

Ben ef id ari es fake  in to  account tha t d iffe re n t beneficiaries have 
d iffe re n t perceptions o f  program m es op p o rtu n itie s  
w hen prugram m es are designed and im p lem ented  
(e.g. as to  risk-taking activities, cross buundary  and 
co llabo ra tion  opportun ¡ties)

Benefician/ surveys and surveys 
invulving key program m e office rs  
to  be developed on a regular 
basi s

Evaluation 1 he emphasis uf p rugram m e evaluation shall be on 
how  m uch program m es are able to  create the  right 
Conditions fo r  change, thu s  W hether the y  a llow  
benefic iaries to  do Ih i ngs b e tte r ' ra the r than to  do 
'b e tte r tilings '

Evaluation Reports should be 
largely d is tribu ted  to  
beneficiaries and stakeholders in 
o rder to  becom e "liv ing  
docum ents" fo r  fu tu re  im pact 
analyses. d iffé rences am ong 
pa rtic ipa tion  by European 
countries deserve m ore a tten tion

Open
program m es

Pulicy shift fru m  'upen program m es' tu  'upenness 
o f  p rogram m es' as a signal o f t i le  c u u n try 's 
stra tegy tow a rd  in te rna tiona l ne tw ork ing  o f  
na tional research team s

Partic ipation o f nun-nationa l 
partners is an o p p o rtu n ity  th a t  
program m es m ust provide: 
misuse o f t ile  o p p o rtu n ity  m ust 
be considered When program m es 
are designed

Table Annex 2.6: Recommendations fo r  m otiva tion  and im pact analysis from  JOREP.
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ANNEX 3: 

THE ANALYSIS OF FUNDING SCHEMES

DEFINING FUNDING  M O D ALITIES

JPI Oceans aims to  solve societal challenges also th rough  coord inating  national research 
program m es. This im plies addressing th e  d ivers ity  o f fund ing  schemes w hich in tu rn  are fo r  th e  great 
m a jo rity  defined, financed and im p lem ented  on a Country base (and the  percentage o f nationa lly 
funded research is reported  a t 85% o f th e  to ta l fund ing  fo r  research, see ERAC-GPC 1311/10).
The com plexity  and va rie ty o f types and m odalities o f fund ing  suggest th a t th e  selection and 
iden tifica tion  o f com m on fund ing  m odels w hich are applicable in d iffe re n t contexts require  an 
analysis o f several aspects and circumstances. This annex gives a descrip tion o f th e  general scenario 
in Europe, m ainly based on the
study "M oda lities  fo r  R&D fund ing : a com parison o f EU M em ber States" (Caves e al. 2009), in order 
to  support th e  decisions to  adopt actions fo r  jo in t calls, research alliances, jo in t public procurem ents 
o r any o the r action w hich can im p ly substantia l investm ents to  be jo in tly  focused to  reach com m on 
objectives.
Cave e t al. makes a p re lim inary descrip tion on types o f actors involved in R&D (see figure  Annex 3.1), 
on th e  basis o f the  level o f p rox im ity  to  research perform ance -  funders, in term ediaries, perform ers - 
and objectives - public o r p riva te85. The study o f Cave e t al. seems old (1999) and lim ited  to  the  
Europe o f 15 M em ber States. Nevertheless, the  messages and th e  descrip tion o f th e  com plexity  o f 
th e  system is still m odern and even if some changes and recom m endations fo r  changes occurred, the  
barriers against the  com ple tion  o f th e  European Research Area in te rm s o f fund ing  are still there . We 
w ill also repo rt the  example o f a successful change in a fund ing  m oda lity  in a M em ber State which 
w ill d ram atica lly and positive ly im pact on jo in t fund ing, bu t the  w ay tow ards a European trans­
national com m on and e ffic ien t fund ing  scheme, no t linked to  the  European Commission, seems to  be 
longer to  achieve.

85 The OECD standard classification does not distinguish intermediaries.
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Figure Annex 3.1: From Cave e t al. 1999: A sketch o f the  d iffe ren t players and th e ir  level o f p rox im ity  
to  research perform ance and objectives. The categories are defined as fo llow s: Higher education, 
own funds o f the  University sector; University funds, general governm ent a llocations fo r  University 
teaching and research; Private non -p ro fit, p rivate  non -p ro fit founda tion  supporters; Private, private 
fo r-p ro fit  enterprises; O ther, include fo re ign  fo r  p ro fit, NGO, supranational fund ing  resources, i.e. EU 
resources; G overnm ent laboratories, research facilities under d irect contro l o f governm ent m in istries 
a n d /o r th a t conduct th e  great m a jo rity  o f th e ir  w ork  fo r  m in isteria l clients (Frascati "G overnm ent" 
sector); Universities, Institu tions o f h igher education com bin ing teaching and research functions 
(Frascati "H igher education" sector); Research institu tes, Private n o t-fo r p ro fit research institu tions 
w ith  a m ix o f governm ent and no-governm ent clients (Frascati "P rivate n on -p ro fit"  sector); Private 
laboratories, Privately owned research establishm ents opera ting  fo r  p ro fit a nd /o r p redom inan tly  fo r 
p rivate  enterprise  clients (Frascati "Business ente rp rise " sector).

Funding organizations can adopt d iffe re n t fund ing  m odalities in te rm s o f instrum ents used to  provide 
support, o f coord inating  ins titu tions  and a llocation o f responsibilities among them , and th e  nature  o f 
com m itm en t w ith  in term ediaries and perform ers. The ins trum ents /m oda lities  fo r  fund ing  the  
research, independently  from  the  objectives, are no t hom ogeneously d is tribu ted  between countries 
and many tim es they  depend on th e  historical organization o f th e  research system. Nevertheless, 
some trends show as some countries p re fe r non -ins titu tiona l fund ing  tow ards block grants to  
increase susta inab ility  and continu ity , w h ile  in o the r cases ins titu tiona l support (fo r interm ediaries 
and perform ers) are being replaced w ith  contractual approaches aimed at raising oversight and 
accountab ility .
Cave e t al. identifies in te rm ed ia te  organizations as p ivota l actors in many States, bu t facing a 
changing role in response to  budget pressures and public demands fo r  m ore accountab ility , 
especially the  Research Council system. O ther types o f in te rm ed ia ry  ease the  cooperation among 
d iffe re n t R&D entities, acting as an ins trum ent fo r  increasing connections betw een public ly 
supported research and industry.
Finally, at the  level o f perform ing  organisations, several pub lic ly supported research organisations 
are being privatised, im plying th a t w ith  a decrease in governm ent R&D investm ents, Universities can 
be in te rpre ted  as main public perform ers.

G chemin ait 
M i ni s tr i«

Higher University
education Funds

Private Privati
Non-Profit (Foreign) Enterprise

Research Public-Private Private
Councils Partnerships Consortia

Government Universities Research Private

laboratories Institutes Laboratories



Though data can be co llected in o rder to  provide a basis fo r  com paring fund ing  m odalities and th e ir  
evo lu tion  (as Cave e t al. did), data are o ften  no t consistently available, basically due to  defin itiona l 
problem s. The main d ifficu lty  is to  com m only define and measure ins titu tiona l fund ing  and contract- 
m ediated fund ing, as w ell as to  compare and aggregate data collected among d iffe re n t types o f 
a c to rs - fu n d e rs , perform ers and in term ediary.
For th is  reason , we decided to  s lightly change th e  classification o f fund ing  m odels proposed in Cave 
e t al. from  a tw o  criteria  approach (co n tro l/o rie n ta tion  and com petition ) to  a tw o  aspects approach 
(ins trum ents /ob jectives and procedures) w hich is m ore in tune  w ith  th e  approach o f the  fram ew ork  
cond itions fo r  JPI Oceans.
The research scope and m ainly suggest th e  ins tru m e n t/m o d a lity  o f funding.
These m odalities can be summ arized in:

1. General Funding -  th e  part o f research financed by m in istries o f education to  perform ing  
organizations, o ften  used fo r  both  teaching and research, and w here  research con ten t and 
conduct are le ft to  th e  perfo rm ing  ins titu tions. In th is  case funds are allocated as a block 
g rant to  the  perform ing  organizations, then  reallocated among projects, d iffe ren t 
expend iture  categories, centres, w ith  no fu rth e r consu lta tion bu t w ith  reporting  to  the  
fund ing  organization;

2. Programmes -  funds are allocated to  call fo r  proposals specifying th e  subject (oriented 
research), e.g. p ro ject level fund ing; o the r m in istries or fund ing  organizations can be 
involved.

3. Calls fo r  proposals/tenders fo r  o rien ted  research- fund ing  w ith in  defined focus areas or 
objectives, involving th e  highest degree o f c lien t contro l, and typ ica lly  p ro ject based fund ing  
in support o f th e  fund ing  agency's specific policy responsibilities.

4. N on-oriented research funds, w here  bo ttom -up  (free) proposal are funded th rough  calls 
w here  research subjects o r m ethods no t specified, enta iling  c lien t approval,

The second dim ension, procedures, refers to  m arket-like  mechanisms to  allocate research funds and 
select and m otiva te  research perform ance. Three typologies can be identified :

1. N on-com petitive: recipients are selected by an independent evaluation o f the  proposed 
research, on the  basis o f m erit, past perform ance o r broader socio-econom ic objectives. The 
category refers to  fund ing  mechanisms operating w ith  no exp lic it com parison o f candidates 
and in some sense can be associated to  a sort o f "h un tin g " the  excellence.

2. C om petitive  hom ogeneous fund ing: proposals com pete to  conduct essentially identical 
research, w ith  p ro ject selection usually based on explic it scoring rules.

3. Fleterogeneous fund ing : com petitive  selection procedure th a t do no t compare "like  w ith  
like", w ith  successful rate depending on num ber and strength  o f s im ultaneous contenders ( 
e.g. "free  proposal").

Institutional Frêè Proposals P rogram m es Tenders
Control

N on-com petitive
J

H eterogeneous

H om ogeneous

>r

B lock G rants N eg o tia te d  Research

Project Research

Centres of Excellence Th em ed  centres M iss ion—O riente  d contract research

Figure Annex 3.2: From Cave et al. 1999: A sketch o f th e  contro l and com petition  dimensions. The 
figure  shows th a t m ost o f th e  fund ing  are along th e  diagonal (bordered tex t). Shifting to  th e  right 
side contro l o f research moves from  th e  perfo rm er to  th e  funder. This approach described by Cave et
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al. as con tro l and com petition  has been proposed in th is  annex as instrum ents and procedures. 
*"Them ed centres" are defined as research groups selected by com petition  to  fo llo w  a specific 
agenda w ith  long-term  financing.
Cave e t al. repo rt also th a t options concerning research o rien ta tion , p rio rities  and conduct are 
increasingly le ft to  research perform ers. Nevertheless, despite the  increase o f apparent au tonom y in 
favou r o f perform ers, fund ing  organizations are dem anding greater accountab ility , in response to  
budget pressures and im p lem en ta tion  o f strategic R&D policy. This contro l does no t seem to  
necessary involve research top ic  selection or th e  use o f contract as opposed to  ins titu tiona l funds. 
Cave et al. observe also th a t com petition  is p rim arily  used to  a llocate scarce resources, secondarily to  
select best candidate(s), and in frequen tly  as an ins trum ent fo r  provid ing incentives.
Concerning the  com petition , the  study points ou t some connections among the  effects o f econom ic 
forces, use o f com petitive  mechanisms and th e  position ing on th e  m arket o f research at public ly 
support research ins titu tions. In th is  case, the  study analysed fo u r countries: Denmark, Germany, the  
Netherlands and th e  United Kingdom, characterised by a specific national systems o f innovation. The 
analysis pays particu la r a tte n tio n  to  tw o  phenom ena: forces leading to  the  use o f com petitive  
mechanisms, and th e  evolving m ix o f ins titu tiona l and contract fund ing ; specific instances o f 
com petitive  mechanisms and th e  predom inance o f com petitive  contracting.
On com petitive  fund ing, trends and disparities address th re e  aspects: the  m otiva tion  fo r  in troducing  
th e  com petition ; th e  mechanisms o f com petition ; the  effects.
Regarding the  m otiva tions, th e  study m entions resource rationing, candidate selection, perform ance 
incentives, value fo r  money, separation o f perform ers and funders and risk transfer.
The mechanisms fo r  com petition  can consist of: screening o f ind ividual p ro ject proposals based on 
peer review  process; selection o f tenders fo llow ing  scientific  m erit criteria ; rea llocation o f 
ins titu tiona l fund ing  fo r  Higher education based on th e  evaluation o f past perform ance; head-to 
head com petitions fo r  research equ ipm en t/in fras truc tu re  fund ing  on an ins titu tiona l o r regional 
basis; extended mechanisms in w hich a fe w  bidders are provided lim ited  support to  finance the  
deve lopm ent o f ideas, p re lim inary  w ork  and proposals.
Effects could be extrem ely broad as vary w ith  mechanism and context. They include: concentra tion 
o f research resources and agendas; increased a tte n tio n  to  in te llectual p rope rty  rights; closer 
cooperation between public and private  entities; increased research labour m ob ility ; higher 
p roportions o f contract researchers among University personnel; spill over effects on teaching and 
know ledge d iffusion.
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Figure Annex 3.3: Gross dom estic expend iture  on R&D (GERD) per Country: A sketch o f th e  R&D 
in tens ity  per country, based on the  EUROSTAT 2010 data. The red line represents the  EU ta rg e t o f 
reaching th e  3% R&D intensity, by 2020. EUROSTAT web porta l source.
The m ost recent EUROSTAT data confirm  th a t th e  business sector plays, at EU aggregate level, the  
ch ie f role in financing R&D, w ith  a percentage o f funds o f m ore th a t half o f the  gross dom estic 
expenditures on R&D (53,9% in 2010), w h ile  th e  G overnm ent expenditures stand fo r  ju s t over one 
th ird  in 2007 (33,2%) to  s lightly increase to  reach the  34,6% in 2010. Some EU countries show an 
opposite  trend , w ith  th e  G overnm ent financing half o r m ore o f th e  to ta l expenditures, namely 
Cyprus (68,3% in 2010), Poland (60,9%), Romania (54,4) and Slovakia (49,6)86.

86 Data available at epp.eurostat.ee.europa.eu/statistics explained/index.php/R %26 D expenditure.
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Figure Annex 3.4: Gross dom estic expend iture  on R&D (GERD) per Country by source o f funds (% 
GERD). A sketch o f Gross dom estic expenditure  on R&D by source o f funds based on 2010 data. The 
figure  shows per country the  percentage o f GERD by th e  tw o  main sectors, G overnm ent and Business 
sector. The item  "O the r" includes higher education expend iture  in R&D (FIERD), private non -p ro fit 
and expend iture  abroad.

FUNDING  M O DALITIES

The d is tinc tion  betw een ins titu tiona l and project-based fund ing  has been used fo r  a long tim e , but 
recently becom ing less e ffective  and less clear due to  an increasing num ber o f hybrid fund ing  
mechanisms. Cave et al. a lready iden tified  some emerging trends, in particu la r the  g row th  in contract 
length and size th a t gives some p ro ject-o rien ted  support an ins titu tiona l character, and com petitive  
a llocation o f in frastructu re  fund ing  th a t increasingly connects fund ing  to  specific projects. Examples 
are: ins titu tiona l grants merged w ith  contracts, contracts exp lic itly  tied  to  researcher's ins titu tions 
and ins titu tiona l fund ing  arrangem ents, contracts having th e  ins titu tiona l characteristic o f loose 
contro l, o r grants w ith  several contractua l characteristics87, such as th e  explic it review  o f past 
perform ance, c lien t invo lvem ent in the  agenda setting process and m andated fo rm s o f com petitive  
a llocation. These new fo rm s made it d ifficu lt to  sim ply classify flow s o f fund ing  as pure ly ins titu tiona l 
o r contract-based, as well as aggregate and com pare collected data. As a result, it is hard to  
categorize m easurable flow s o f fund ing  w ith  d is tinc t type  o f contro l mechanism and to  find  a useful 
d e fin ition  o f com pe tition /p rocedu re  fo r  a llocation o f funds th a t can be related to  fund ing  flows. 
Easier w ou ld  be to  analyze th e  flow s and mechanisms th rough  th e  instrum ents used to  fund  bu t th is 
can only partia lly  support th e  strategy fo r  adopting an action by th e  M anagem ent Board o f JPI 
Oceans.

87 This type of contracts are defined by prof. Paul David "grantracts".
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Gulbrandsen 2011, concerning th e  crite ria  o f contro l and stability , in troduces th e  concept o f core 
fund ing  versus p ro ject base and user co n tro lle r fund ing88. Core fund ing  is used fo r  activ ities at the  
in itia tive  level, ensuring im p lem en ta tion  and access to  resources, w h ile  project-base fund ing  is 
freq ue n tly  based on a short-te rm  perspective instead o f supporting  long-term  planning. A critical 
aspect o f fund ing  research is the  balance betw een core and p ro ject fund ing. A su ffic ien t core fund ing 
is o ften  d ifficu lt to  obta in, w h ile  freq ue n tly  p ro ject con tribu tions and in-kind make long te rm  
planning m ore d ifficu lt. M any case studies show th a t vo lun ta ry  and in-kind con tribu tions  can be 
useful fo r  guaranteeing funds re la tive ly speedily, but may ham per th e  shaping o f long-term  and 
coherent strategies. A key challenge is to  find  ways to  scale up fund ing  w h ile  m aintain ing 
accountab ility , e ffic iency and co -o rd ina tion . Consequently, it is crucial to  strike a balance between 
m andatory core fund ing  and a llow ing  fo r  m ore flex ib le  in-kind and p ro ject funding.
Gulbrandsen m entions several m odels o f fund ing  and underlying principles, including com m on pot, 
ju s t re tour, fram ew ork  regulated p ro ject co llabora tion , m ixed contribu tions in te rm s o f financia l and 
in kind con tribu tions89. The analysis o f case studies reveals th a t is d ifficu lt to  pick up one single best 
fund ing  and spending m odel, as options and solutions seem stric tly  depend on the  context, the  
global challenge concerned, th e  asym m etries in capacity as well as on the  nature  o f the  co llaborative  
e ffo rt. Furtherm ore th e  appropria te  balance betw een core and p ro jec t fund ing  seems to  be 
fundam enta l fo r  flex ib le  approaches and to  reach so lutions th a t m ost o ften  involve various tra d e ­
offs, fo r  example betw een broad accountab ility  and e ffic ien t decision making process, between 
inclusiveness and e ffic iency in the  p rio rity -se tting  process. The issue o f fund ing  and spending fo r 
research and deve lopm ent cooperation should be integra ted in broader context, nam ely the  
discussion concerning the  governance dim ensions in o rder to  fac ilita te  im p lem enta tion .
Due to  th e  va rie ty  o f princip les and mechanisms, fund ing  m odels can be divided on th e  basis o f 
s im ilar schemes: m oney fo llow s peop le /m oney fo llow s research activ ity, com m on po t schemes, 
opening o f national research programmes.
Regarding fund ing  models based on com m on pots, th e  European Research Area C om m ittee - Group 
de Program m ation Conjointe (ERA-GPC) in th e  Vo lun tary Guidelines on Fram ework Conditions fo r 
Jo int Program ming in Research distinguishes among real com m on pots, v irtua l com m on pots and 
mixed m ode90.
Real Common pots im ply th a t countries pu t toge the r th e ir  national con tribu tions  in to  a call budget 
w hich is centra lly  adm in istered and provides fund ing  fo r  successful proposals regardless the  
na tiona lity  o f th e  applicant and results in transnationa l flow s o f fund ing. It is based on the  peer 
review  process and fund ing  is allocated to  th e  selected best research proposals. Examples o f real 
com m on po t can be found  in the  European Young Investigator Awards scheme, w ith in  th e  fram ew ork  
run by EUROFIORCs (European Fleads o f Research Councils) and the  European Science Foundation 
(ESF), in several in itia tives o f research co llabora tion  supported by the  Nordic Council o f M inisters, 
and the  Seventh Fram ework Programme.
In v irtua l com m on pots countries con tribu te  fo r  th e ir  own national partic ipants in transnationa l 
research p ro ject proposals, fo llo w in g  national regulations and w ith  no need to  establish a com m on 
set o f fund ing  rules. In th is  m odel the re  is no t transnationa l flow s o f fund ing  and it is m ainly used in 
th e  ERA-NETs schemes and in the  "Lead Agency" Scheme.
The m ixed m ode combines elem ents o f the  real and v irtua l com m on pots, including th e  selection o f 
proposals on th e  basis o f a jo in t ranking list w h ile  preserving th e  "juste  re to u r" princip le. Using part

88 Gulbrandsen, Funding and Spending in Science, Technology and Innovation fo r Global Challenges (STIG), 
OECD workshop (Olso, 18-20 May 2011).
89 Gulbrandsen, starting from the idea that funding and spending arte "context sensitive and path dependent", 
finds it difficult to identity best practice models in funding and spending schemes, as each one shows 
advantages and drawbacks.
90 Voluntary Guidelines on Framework Conditions for Joint Programming in Research 2010, European Research 
Area Committee -  Group de Programmation Conjointe (ERA-GPC).
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o f th e  budget as real com m on pot, some divergences betw een national fund ing  con tribu tions  and 
requested budgets fo r  successful proposals can be balanced. The mixed m ode is com m only used in 
ERA-NET Plus actions.
Starting from  th e  idea th a t the  JPi's are "vo lun ta ry  based" driven, the  selection o f the  fund ing  m odel 
shall be made taking in to  consideration th e  com plexity  o f the  challenge to  be solved, th e  countries 
and systems involved, as each m odel shows advantages and disadvantages.
The real com m on pot m odel im plies a high degree o f tru s t among th e  partic ipants and a good deal o f 
po litica l com m itm ent. Follow ing the  ranking list procedure, and managed independently  o f national 
consideration, represents a strong w ay to  support scientific excellence. But it is com plex and d ifficu lt 
to  set up, requiring an agreed system to  de te rm ine  con tribu tions  and elig ib le costs, and in some 
cases clashing w ith  national interests, im plying the  possible exclusion o f some actors on the  basis o f 
national leg isla tion91.
The v irtua l com m on pot closely depend on national structures, on consistency and coord ination  
betw een partic ipa ting  national processes and structures. The scheme is com patib le  w ith  
independent financia l p lanning by fund ing  bodies and th e  procedure is s im plified by th e  fac t th a t 
fund ing  are w ith in  national borders. Nevertheless main problem s may rise w hen the  lack o f 
synchronisation o f applicable rules, program m ing cycles and budgets obstruct e ffic ien t cooperation. 
Furtherm ore, the re  can be po ten tia l conflicts betw een fund ing  th e  "excellence" and available 
national con tribu tions, and some proposals approved may no t be funded.
The m ixed m ode (or balanced com m on pot) requires su ffic ien t politica l com m itm en t in a long te rm  
perspective, bu t its approach is m ore flex ib le  than  the  real com m on pot. The selection o f proposals 
fo llo w in g  the  ranking list w ith  com pensatory mechanism based on a com m on topp ing -up  m odel 
made the  m ixed m ode approach a m ore practical so lution under many circumstances. Nevertheless a 
m ethod to  avoid d is to rted  exp lo ita tion  o f the  system should be defined.

FLOWS OF M O NEY AND PORTABILITY OF GRANT

In th e  fie ld  o f researchers driven research funded under national fund ing  agencies schemes, there  
are tw o  main types o f mechanism to  fac ilita te  cross-border co llabora tion : m oney crosses borders, 
m oney does no t cross borders. The m oney crosses borders can be im p lem ented th rough  d iffe ren t 
schemes: m oney fo llow s researchers; m oney fo llow s research line; Common Pot. V irtua l Common 
Pot and Lead Agency Procedure im p ly  th a t m oney does no t cross borders.
Focusing on the  flo w  o f money, tw o  are th e  schemes: m oney fo llow s research activ ity  (or the
cooperation line scheme) and moneys fo llow s people.
The "m oney fo llow s people" approach im plies th a t researchers m oving to  a d iffe ren t coun try  during 
th e  course o f an ongoing p ro ject are a llowed to  take w ith  them  the  research fund ing, th a t could be 
used w ith in  the  new research ins titu tio n  according to  th e  original te rm s and objectives o f the  grant. 
The "m oney fo llow s people" princip le  is driven by the  idea o f fac ilita ting  the  m ob ility  o f scientists 
w h ile  preserving existing research in itia tives, and bridging the  gap until researchers' applications fo r 
grants in a new country has been successful. This scheme has been im p lem ented by the
EUROHORCs'92 m em ber organisations and sim ilarly applied w ith in  the  European Research Council

91 The ERA-GPC underlines the difficulties often faced by funding agencies in justifying expenditure of national 
resources outside the country and reports examples of members o f national parliaments raising the issue of 
"exporting taxpayers" money and national courts of auditors voicing concerns about "loosing control" of 
national public research funding. Voluntary Guidelines on Framework Conditions for Joint Programming in 
Research 2010.
92 European Research Funding and Performing Organisations, informal association established in 1992. The 
"Money follows researchers" agreement was signed on 2004 among the EUROHORC's members. EUROHORCs 
was dissolved in 2011 and its activities have been take over by Science Europe.
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and European Partnership fo r  Researchers. In th e  EUROHORCs procedure, researchers could bring 
w ith  them  a cu rren t g rant provided th a t:

"the  grant can be continued w ith in  th e  te rm  and objectives orig ina lly  set at the  new 
ins titu tion ;

3 i the  rem ain ing period o f the  g rant should be no less than six m onths;
the  consent o f both  ins titu tions  involved (re linquishing and accepting) m ust be sought; 
funds fo r  personnel cost are to  be spent according to  local rates and scales; 
the  question o f equ ipm ent w ill have to  be considered case-by-case: w h ile  funds fo r  
consum ables/expendables can be transfe rred  w ith o u t a problem , m ajor investm ents should 

-■i norm ally  rem ain w ith  the  granting organisation or the  hom e ins titu tion ;
w here  results o f com m ercial value are likely to  be generated from  th e  pro ject, th e  tw o  
ins titu tions  should agree to  fo rm a lise  ow nersh ip  and exp lo ita tion  arrangem ents which 
recognise the  contribu tions o f th e  Investigator and any research sta ff em ployed on the  
p ro je c t"93.

Sim ilarly, the  European Research Council (ERC) grant schemes and th e  European Partnership fo r 
Researchers grants a llow  the  p o rtab ility  o f fund ing. The Netherlands, w ith  a strong in ternationalised 
research system, shows a grow ing tren d  in foste ring  th e  cooperation among its researchers and 
research organisations w ith  EU partners and beyond. A practical example o f p o rtab ility  o f g rant in 
th e  Dutch Rubicon program m e94.
Under the  "m oney fo llow s cooperation line" process, parts o f a p ro ject financed by one o f the  
partic ipa ting  organisations can be im p lem ented  abroad. This mechanism is im p lem ented  by 
EUROHORCS and th e  DACH coun try  association, bringing toge the r research councils from  Germany, 
Austria and Sw itzerland95.
This process som etim es opens the  national fund ing  program m es fo r  applicants from  o the r countries, 
thus strengthening cross-border cooperation, as fo r  instance EUROHORCs.
Sim ilarly, bu t w ith  no cross-border flo w  o f money, th e  "Lead agency" procedure foreseen the  
evaluation o f in te rna tiona l pro jects by one agency, also responsible fo r the  w ho le  adm in istra tion, 
w h ile  research councils fund  the  share o f the  projects th a t are being conducted in th e ir  respective 
countries. The partners o f a m u ltila te ra l p ro ject have to  apply to  one fund ing  organisation while  
partic ipa ting  researcher are financed by th e ir  national fund ing  organisations, w hich base th e ir  
fund ing  decision on th e  evaluation made by the  lead agency.
EUROHORCs p rom oted  th is  scheme, especially when involving a small num ber o f countries w illing  to  
w o rk  toge the r and devote responsib ility  o f selecting the  projects to  one partner.
Science Europe, successor organization o f EUROHORCs, concerning the  issue o f "m oney crossing 
borders", reports  tha t:

This approach is pre ferred  by large a nd /o r sc ientifically strong countries;
Fraction o f RFO-budget crossing borders is larger fo r  sm aller countries than fo r  bigger 
countries;
The rec iprocity  is still an issue;
Brain Drain is m ore likely from  w eaker to  stronger countries;
There may be legal obstacles fo r  some countries;
Is simple fo r  applicants and fo r  RFO.

The excellence could be fu rth e r ensured by a real in te rna tiona l and open com petition  among 
researchers.

93 This scheme, that countries could accept by signing a Letter of Intent, was been adopted by 24 organisations 
in 16 European countries, www.eurohorcs.org.
94 www.nwo.nl/en/funding/our-funding-instruments/nwo/rubicon/index.htm l.
95 The DACH system is described in the following section.
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The opening up o f national research program m es to  non-resident researchers is still a vexed 
question. This concept, in its w ide r sense, refers to  the  possib ility o f non-resident, o f foreign-based 
research perform ers to  partic ipa te  in dom estic R&D program m es, be they  funded or no t by these 
program m es96. The rationa le  at the  base o f th e  idea o f opening national research program m es is the  
necessity to  reach the  highest degree o f excellence in dom estic research activ ities and com plem ent 
dom estic expertise w ith  o the r com plem entary expertise com ing from  abroad. A llocating national 
funds to  th e  best researcher, anywhere they  locate, is m eant to  guarantee a m ore e ffic ien t use o f 
research funds, raising at the  same tim e  the  com petition  level and u ltim a te ly  th e  qua lity  o f research. 
There can be d iffe ren t m odalities to  open up national program m es and cond itions fo r  partic ipa tion  
o f non-resident researchers. These m odalities can vary from  th e  m ere acceptance o f non-resident 
partners in research projects, w ith o u t an explic it selection crite rion , to  the  estab lishm ent o f 
com pulsory partic ipa tion  o f fo re ign  research perform ers and the  a llocation o f a substantia l share o f 
th e  funds to  them .
An analysis over 18 EU m em ber states and EEA countries defines th ree  types o f rules govern ing the  
partic ipa tion  o f non-resident to  national R&D program m es: program m es th a t exp lic itly  foresee the  
partic ipa tion  o f non-residents; program m es th a t do no t exclude non-residents explic itly; 
program m es th a t exclude non-resident research groups97. The firs t category was found  in seven 
countries (Denmark, Germany, France, Luxembourg, Austria, The United Kingdom, Norway), 
representing 10% o f all national R&D program m es. W ith in  th is  category examples are the  French 
National tran spo rt program m e and th e  Austria 's Kplus program m e.
The European Commission distinguishes d iffe ren t categories o f openness o f Research and 
deve lopm ent programmes:
1. no t open: program m es th a t do no t a llow  non-residents to  partic ipate;
2. open fo r  sub-contractors: program m es th a t a llow  fund ing  fo r  non-res ident research perform ers as 
sub-contractors to  a national partner;
3. open w ith o u t fund ing : program m es th a t a llow  partic ipa tion  o f non-resident research perform ers 
as partners o r leaders w ith o u t fund ing;
4. open fo r  national p rio rities : program m es th a t a llow  fund ing  fo r  non-res ident research perform ers 
when th e ir  activ ity  is proved to  strengthen national research;
5. open w ith  budget ceiling: program m es w here  non-resident research perform ers are elig ib le  fo r 
fund ing  as a partners bu t be low  a financia l ceiling;
6. fu lly  open: program m es w here  non-resident research perform ers are elig ib le  fo r  fund ing  as a 
pa rtne r and w ith  no financia l ce iling98.

Due to  d ifferences among countries, the  existence o f d iffe ren t types o f program m es, the re  are no 
re liab le estim ation  o f the  share o f openness among national research program m es in Europe.
The Danish Business Research Academy conducted a survey among 71 research fund ing  bodies in 27 
European Countries on th e ir  in te rna tiona l o rien ta tion  and transnationa l coord ina tion99. Follow ing the  
results o f the  survey:

90% o f th e  respondents partic ipa te  in b ila tera l research agreem ents w ith  fund ing  bodies in 
o the r countries;
87% partic ipate  in m u lti-la te ra l in itia tives w ith  th e  EU;
60% provide grants fo r  non-resident research partic ipants;

96 European Commission, Innovation Union Competiveness report 2011.
97 Technolopolis Limited UK, VDI/VDE-IT GmbH Germany, IKEY S.A. Spain, Logotech S.A., Greece, Cross-border 
Cooperation within National RTD Programmes, Vol. 1, January 1999.
98 European Commission, Innovation Union Competiveness Report 2011, Analysis Part II: A European Research 
Area open to the world.
99 European Commission, Innovation Union Competitiveness Report 2011, Analysis Part II: A European Research 
Area open to the world.
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64% devote zero or less than  5% o f th e ir  budget to  non-resident partic ipants;
23% wish to  increase fund ing  fo r  non-residents;
37% do no t or cannot fund  non-resident partic ipants;
39% cannot partic ipa te  in com m on pots.

The survey reveals th a t a lm ost all respondents agree in some way ("som ew hat" or "s trong ly") th a t 
transnationa l research coord ination  allows fo r  jo in t policy responses to  com m on challenges such as 
clim ate  change, exp lo ita tion  o f com plem entary research strengths, increased m ob ility  o f researchers 
and sharing o f know ledge and best practices in research fund ing. The survey concluded tha t, 
a lthough research funders show some degree o f transnationa l o rien ta tion , the re  is a sign ificant 
p ropo rtion  o f research funders whose funds are not, o r only lim ited ly, used fo r  transnationa l 
research projects, con tribu tions to  com m on pots and non-resident research partic ipants.
In o rder to  define quan tita tive ly  the  level o f openness o f national public research and deve lopm ent 
program m es w ith in  European Countries, a d is tinc tion  can be made among: th e  num ber o f 
program m es open, partia lly  open or no t among all R&D national public R&D program m es; the  share 
o f national fund ing  d irected to  these program m es; the  actual use o f th is  fund ing  by non-resident 
researcher perform ers. A recent review  o f R&D program m es in seven European countries shows th a t 
in te rna tiona l co llaboration in R&D is encourage in several ways, including using EU-level instrum ents 
such as ERA-NETs o r planning large in frastructures. Anyway the  prevailing national approaches to  
ERA are to  use EU-level instrum ents ra ther than opening up national fund ing  sources to  fo re ign - 
based research actors. The m ost com m on s ituation  in th e  analysed countries is th a t o f R&D 
program m es w hich are increasingly open to  non-resident partic ipants, bu t w ith  fund ing  restric ted  to  
actors based in th e  country. The princip le  "each agency funds those residing in the  coun try 's  is the  
preva lent rule.

GOOD PRACTICES

A practical example o f Lead Agency process is th e  German, Austrian and Swiss fund ing  organisations' 
cooperation -  DACH 10°. Three fund ing  organisations, the  German Research Foundation (DGF), the  
Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF) and th e  Austrian Science Fund (FWF), agree th a t jo in t 
app lica tion by respective researchers are evaluated by a single organization, the  Lead Agency, on the  
basis o f its procedures. The fund ing  decisions made by th e  Lead Agency are then  accepted by the  
partners organisations, w ith  no need fo r  a double evaluation. The Partners' organisations remain 
responsible fo r  financing th e  p ro ject conducted in th e ir  respective country, according to  th e ir  
national guidelines.
The procedure im plies th a t th e  role o f Lead Agency is in princip le  up to  th e  agency located in the  
coun try  in w hich the  requested fund ing  am oun t is higher. Each Partner organisation, w h ile  acting as 
Lead Agency, w ill fo llo w  its own national rules fo r  review ing the  projects. No add itiona l budget is 
allocated fo r  Lead Agency projects.
This process can be possible w here a strong m utual tru s t exists among th e  organisations involved, 
especially in the  partners organisations' procedures, and w here  national selection systems, rules and 
qua lity  standards are sim ilar. Usually, due to  th e  com m unication and coord ination  process among 
Partner organisations, th e  evaluation can last longer compared to  o rd ina ry  procedures.

100 The DACH agreement was signed by the German Research Foundation (DFG), the Swiss National Science 
Foundation (SNFS), the Austrian Science Fund (FWF) in May 2008.
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Figure Annex 3.5: A sketch o f the  Lead Agency procedure driven by th e  Consortium  coord ina to r in 
th e  designation o f th e  Lead Agency. The crite ria  fo r  de te rm in ing  w hich organization w ill act as Lead 
Agency is based on the  higher am oun t o f fund ing  requested. Country 1 and Country 2 w ill act as Lead 
Agency, w h ile  Country 3 w ill adopt the  decisions made by th e  Lead Agencies.
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Figure Annex 3.6: A sketch o f th e  Lead Agency procedure driven by fund ing  organisations. Under th is 
op tion  all Consortia subm it th e  pro jects to  one single Lead Agency, responsible fo r  both receiving and 
evaluating th e  projects. W hich organization w ill act as Lead Agency shall be decided and 
com m unicated to  th e  partic ipants p rio r to  the  submission phase.
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ERA-NET SCHEME
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Figure Annex 3.7: A sketch o f the  o rd ina ry  procedure fo llow ed  under th e  ERA-NET scheme. A 
secretaria t is in charge o f receiving and co llecting all applications, w h ile  a panel o f experts is 
responsible fo r  th e  com m on evaluation o f the  projects. Each Country, before  financing at national 
level th e  respective research activities, can, on the  basis o f respective national rules, foreseen a 
National evaluation.

In te rm s o f sim plify ing procedures and avoiding those dup lica tions w hich in troduce adm in istra tive  
burdens and delays, an Italian recent law am endm ent illustrates the  overcom ing o f the  so called 
practice o f th e  "doub le  eva lua tion" o f research projects already evaluated at EU level, in o rder to  be 
financed and im p lem ented at national level. Until 2012, research pro jects w ere evaluated by specific 
com m ittees usually nom inated by th e  M in is try  fo r  University and Research. The act adopted in 2012 
(Decreto legge 9 febbra io  2012, n. 5 101) in the  fie ld  o f s im p lifica tion  and deve lopm ent, including 
s im p lifica tion  in te rm s o f in te rna tiona l research and industria l research, specifies th a t th e  ex-ante 
evaluation o f technical and scientific aspects o f research projects co-financed by the  European Union 
o r under in te rna tiona l agreements, is no t required fo r  projects already selected in th e  fram ew ork  o f 
EU programs o r in te rna tiona l agreements. This projects are elig ib le  fo r  fund ing  provided the  
ava ilab ility  o f national financia l resources.
Furtherm ore "M od ifica tions  o f projects, approved at EU o r in te rna tiona l level are autom atica lly  
applicable at national level, provided they  do no t foresee any expenditures increasing"102.

I CONCLUSIONS AND R EC O M M EN DATIO N S

The analysis shows the  com plexity  a ffecting  the  de fin itio n  and selection o f fund ing  schemes 
necessary to  im p lem ent d iffe ren t types o f actions. The JPI, focusing on th ree  aspects o f filling  
research gaps, support com petition  and support to  policy, is facing th e  in te raction  o f d iffe ren t 
subjects, d iffe ren t procedures, d iffe ren t fund ing  m odalities. The role o f d iffe ren t actors at national

The regulation modifies the act "Decreto legislativo 7 luglio 199, n. 297". 
! Article 30, 3-octies.
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level, w ith  research fund ing  organizations, research perform ers, program m e owners and managers is 
fu rth e r com plicated by the  increasing role o f Regions as actors in th e  fie ld  o f research. In the  
fram ew ork  o f the  sm art specialization, m u lti-leve l governance mechanisms and synergies between 
fund ing  instrum ents become essential. Due to  com plexity o f actors, d iffe ren t activ ities and the  
scaling up o f fund ing  in case o f global challenges, is im portan t to  find  coord ination  mechanisms using 
th e  instrum ents already available try ing  to  e lim ina te , w herever possible, those barriers associated to  
decisions w hich partic ipa ting  countries can adopt.
In th is  context, it is recom m ended to  investigate the  possibilities to  adopt a "Lead Agency process" 
w ith o u t the  separate a llocation o f national funds to  partic ipants o f the  pro jects bu t including 
com pensation procedures fo r  the  reim bursed costs among Countries.

REFERENCES

Cave, J., Frinking, E., M alone, K., van Rossum, W., te  Velde, R., M odalities o f R&D fund ing: a 
com parison o f EU m em ber states, Rand Europe, O ctober 1999

Decreto legge 9 febbra io  2012, n. 5,
h ttp ://w w w .lavo ro .gov .it/S trum en ti/no rm a tiva /D ocum en ts /2012 /20120209_D L_5 .pd f

Decreto legislativo 5 giugno 1998, n. 204,
h ttp ://w w w .pa rla m e n to .it/pa rla m /le gg i/d e leg h e /9 82 04 d l.h tm

Dinges, M ., M eyer, S., Joanneum Research Policies, Briefing Paper fo r  the  W orkshop on Funding 
M odalities and Peer Review fo r  Joint Program ming In itiatives, J Pis to  CO WORK, Vienna 14-15 March 
2013

EUROHORCs, EUROHORCs Reflection paper on the  fu tu re  o f EU Research and Innovation, 16 
N ovem ber 2010

European Commission, Access to  and p o rtab ility  o f grants, 23 May 2012 

European Commission, Innovation Union Com petitiveness Report 2011

European Science Foundation, Evaluation in National Research Funding Agencies: approaches, 
experiences and case studies, available at w w w .esf.org

European Science Foundation, EUROHORCs, EUROHORCs and ESF vision on a g lobally com petitive  
ERA and th e ir  Road M ap fo r  actions, available at w w w .esf.org

FNSFN Schwezerischer N ationalfonds zur Forderung der W issenschaftlichen Forschung, Lead Agency 
process, 2013, available w w w.snf.ch

FWF Der W issenschaftsfonds, In te rnationa l Programmes, Differences fo rm  the  General Principles o f 
Decision-making Procedures

Gulbrandsen, M., Funding and Spending in science, technology and innovation  fo r  global challenges 
(STIG), OECD W orkshop, Oslo, 18-20 May 2011

Technolopolis Lim ited UK, VDI/VDE-IT GmbH Germany, IKEY S.A. Spain, Logotech S.A., Greece, Cross- 
border Cooperation w ith in  National RTD Programmes, Vol. 1, January 1999

http://www.lavoro.gov.it/Strumenti/normativa/Documents/2012/20120209_DL_5.pdf
http://www.parlamento.it/parlam/leggi/deleghe/98204dl.htm
http://www.esf.org
http://www.esf.org
http://www.snf.ch


Technolopolis UK, Technopolis France, Technopolis NL, Study on the  Evolution o f m u ltila te ra l public 
RTD schemes (MPRS) in Europe, June 2000

W orking  Group p o rtab ility  o f grants and loans, Report to  the  Bologna Follow up Group 

Web-sites
ec .eu ropa .eu /budge t/figu res /in te rac tive /index en.cfm
epp .eurosta t.ec.europa.eu /porta l/page /porta l/sc ience  technology inn ova tion /in troduc tion  
epp.eurosta t.ec.europa.eu /sta tistics expla ined/index.php/R  %26 D expenditure  
w w w .chat-m ounta inalliance.eu/en/ressources/16-dach-lead-agencv-process.h tm l 
w w w .oecd .o rg /s ta tis tics /

http://www.chat-mountainalliance.eu/en/ressources/16-dach-lead-agencv-process.html
http://www.oecd.org/statistics/


LIST OF FIGURES AND TABLES

Table 2.1.1: An example o f steps a nd /o r actions w hich could be identified  to  reach such an objective.

Table 2.2.1: Pre lim inary classification o f actions and instrum ents adopted /p lanned  by J Pis as 
reported  w ith in  th e  FP7 p ro ject JPI to  co-W ork.

Figure 2.2.1: The dynam ic planning cycle fo r  th e  Joint Program ming process. Fram ework Conditions 
are now  fram ed in six "argum ents" (m o tiva tio n /d rive r, v is ion /strategy, structure /system , 
m anagem ent/im p lem enta tion , outputs, adaptation), w here  the  d iffe ren t aspects o f an action are 
linked each o the r and should be taken in to  account when im p lem enting  each o f them .

Figure 2.2.2: A m atrix  describing the  Fram ework Conditions (columns) and typologies o f actions 
(rows).

Figure 3.1.1.1: Schematic representation o f a th e  com ponents o f D2.3.

Figure 3.1.1.2: Schematic representa tion o f a possible governance s tructure  fo r  th e  im p lem en ta tion  
o f jo in t calls.

Figure 3.1.1.3: Schematic representation o f the  call im p lem en ta tion  process.

Figure 3.1.1.4: Schematic representa tion o f the  call fo r proposals using a tw o -s tep  im p lem enta tion  
process.

Figure 3.1.1.5: Schematic representation o f a (virtua l) com m on po t m odel w ith  fo u r fund ing  partners.

Figure 3.1.1.6: Schematic representation o f fund ing  ties in a v irtua l com m on po t m odel.

Figure 3.1.2.1: A sim plified  sketch describing d iffe ren t processes using jo in t program m ing and 
fund ing  to  fu lf ill m arket o r society demand.

Figure 3.1.3.1: Partic ipation to  European jo in t program m es (from  200 to  2009) by types o f agencies 
(num ber and vo lum e o f fund ing) indicates th a t regional agencies play only a m arginal role. Courtesy 
o f theJOREP project.

Table 3.1.3.1: Total estim ated allocations and EFR concentra tion  in R&l and SMEs fo r  the  2014-2020 
financia l period

Figure 3.1.3.2: Eligible areas in the  Convergence Objective and the  Competiveness and Em ploym ent 
Objective, under th e  Cohesion Policy 2007-2013.

Figure 3.1.3.3: C lassification o f regions fo r  the  ERDF and the  ESF fo r  the  period 2014-2020.

Figure 3.1.1.4: EU budget spent on m aritim e-re la ted  pro jects by m aritim e  sector in th e  period 2000- 
2006 and 2007-2013, considering in th e  la tte r the  projects approved until the  31st December 2008.



Figure 3.2.1: A sketch o f the  in teraction  w ith in  the  Research Alliance and w ith  JPI Oceans' Boards.

Figure 4.1.1: Sketch o f the  procedure fo r  th e  im p lem enta tion  o f Knowledge Flubs (as developed by 
JPI FACCE and JPI HDHL).

Figure 4.3.1: Sketch o f a procedure fo r  JPI Oceans to  support th e  ne tw ork ing  betw een the  bila tera l 
agreem ents in o rder to  avoid dup lica tions and create synergies though  the  adoption  o f com m on 
objectives, evaluation panels and supporting bridging activ ities betw een projects and partic ipants 
independently  funded at national level.

Table 4.3.1.1: procedure fo r  supporting th e  ne tw ork ing  o f b ila tera l agreements in o rder to  avoid 
dup lica tions and to  create synergies though  th e  adoption  o f com m on objectives, evaluation panels 
and supporting bridging activ ities betw een pro jects and partic ipants independently  funded at 
national level. The same procedure could be adopted to  p rom ote  ne tw ork ing  between ERANETS.

Table 5.1.1.1: Review o f actions by in te rna tiona l Organizations. Source: SEAS-ERA rep o rt D5.2.1 [11]

Figure 5.2.1: Projects supported under FP6 and FP7 in the  fie ld  o f m arine sciences.

Table 5.2.1.1: A sketch o f the  cond itions fo r  shared use o f European research vessels (from  Academy 
o f Finland, European Strategy on M arine Research In frastructure, 2003).

Table 6.1.1: Key analytical steps o f th e  im pact assessment. Source: European Commission, Impact 
Assessment Guideline, 2009.

Figure 6.2.1: A sketch o f the  six phases o f a Foresight process.

Figure 7.2.1: Sketch o f an organizational fo rm  fo r  managing JPI Oceans P ilot Actions. Any 
p roposer/C oun try  o f a Pilot Action has the  responsib ility  fo r  th e  e laboration  and im p lem en ta tion  o f 
th e  proposal and acts as a hub fo r  th e  o the r partic ipa ting  to  the  action.

Table 7.2.1: In fo rm ation  linked to  involved persons (example).

Table 7.2.2: In fo rm ation  linked to  supporting docum ents (example).

Table 7.4.1: Example o f steps a nd /o r actions w hich could be iden tified  to  th e  call objectives.

Figure 7.4.1 Comparison betw een standard peer review  process fo r  com petition  among proposals 
(top) and fo r  cooperation tow ards one proposal (bo ttom , as Knowledge Flubs).

Figure 7.4.2: Sketch o f s tructu ring  fo r  addressing emergency issues.

Figure 7.5.1: CSA Ocean - Join Call sketch fo r  th e  m ost com prehensive procedure: the  knowledge 
com m un ity  (organized in groups) is self-organizing to  prepare p re lim inary  proposals describing the  
in-kind co n tribu tion  and th e  request o f spending o r funding.

Table 7.5.1: Evaluation and assessment process

Figure 7.5.2: Description o f the  main stages o f the  evaluation process
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Table 7.5.3: Principles and crite ria  fo r  evaluation.

Table 7.5.4: Scores.

Figure Annex 1.1: A sketch o f th e  SET-Plan process.

Figure Annex 1.2: A sketch o f th e  EERA governance (from  
w w w.lneg.p t/dow nload/4274/EER A_LNEG .pdf).

Figure Annex 1.3: A sketch o f th e  EERA Joint Programme structure.

Table Annex 1.1: List o f Joint Programmes w ith  details about the  num ber o f organizations involved.

Figure Annex 1.4: The suggested process fo r  th e  im p lem enta tion  o f EERA, w here  the  main fund ing  
should come from  national investm ents and whose programmes, w hich should be aligned w ith  the  
agreed European level p rio rities , can be fac ilita ted  th rough  EC instrum ents.

Table Annex 2.1: list o f descriptors fo r  jo in t programmes.

Figure Annex 2.1: Partic ipation to  jo in t program m es by types o f agencies (num ber and vo lum e o f 
funding).

Figure Annex 2.2: Num ber o f partic ipa tions to  b ila tera l and European in itia tives programmes, by 
country, in 2009 (ESA included, N to ta l=95)

Figure Annex 2.3: Total fund ing  vo lum e to  jo in t program m es by coun try  as a percentage o f GBAORD, 
including ESA, in 2009 (ESA included, N to ta l=95). Remarks: th e  data on the  budget a llocated to  ESA 
in Poland is no t available.

Figure Annex 2.4: Partic ipation by coun try  to  d iffe ren t types o f program m es in 2009 (volum e o f 
funding)

Figure Annex 2.5: Common partic ipa tion  to  jo in t program m es (Source: designed w ith  UCINET from  
JOREP data. ESA included, N to ta l=95)

Table Annex 2.2: Categories o f expected benefits o f jo in t program m ing.

Table Annex 2.3: Types o f impacts.

Table Annex 2.4: Perceived o pportun ities  BEFORE th e  program m es (% YES answers).

Table Annex 2.5: m obilized o pportun ities  AFTER the  program m es (% YES answers).

Table Annex 2.6: Recommendations fo r  m otiva tion  and im pact analysis from  JOREP.

Figure Annex 3.1: From Cave e t al. 1999: A sketch o f the  d iffe ren t players and th e ir  level o f p rox im ity  
to  research perform ance and objectives.

Figure Annex 3.2: From Cave e t al. 1999: A sketch o f the  contro l and com petition  dimensions.

http://www.lneg.pt/download/4274/EERA_LNEG.pdf


Figure Annex 3.3: Gross dom estic expend iture  on R&D (GERD) per Country: A sketch o f th e  R&D 
in tens ity  per country, based on the  EUROSTAT 2010 data.

Figure Annex 3.4: Gross dom estic expend iture  on R&D (GERD) per Country by source o f funds (% 
GERD). A sketch o f Gross dom estic expenditure  on R&D by source o f funds based on 2010 data.

Figure Annex 3.5: A sketch o f the  Lead Agency procedure driven by th e  Consortium  coord ina to r in 
th e  designation o f th e  Lead Agency.

Figure Annex 3.6: A sketch o f th e  Lead Agency procedure driven by fund ing  organizations.

Figure Annex 3.7: A sketch o f th e  ord inary procedure fo llow ed  under the  ERA-NET scheme.


