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Introduction

This ERAC opinion is a response to Council’s request from 3 December 2009 on a 
review of ERA-related instruments with a view to presenting a basis for considering 
best ways to improve and simplify the ‘ERA-landscape’. The review has been carried 
out by an ad-hoc working group of ERAC. As an advice to the Commission it will help 
the Commission to follow-up the more recent request of Council in its Conclusions of 9 
March 2011 on the interim evaluation of FP7 where the Council ‘calls on the 
Commission to assess carefully the experience gained from the FP7 instruments, taking 
into account the opinion of ERAC, with a view to developing a coherent and 
streamlined portfolio of instruments to be proposed for the future programme’.

The basis for this review was responses to a questionnaire sent out to ERAC-delegations 
in November 2010. Apart from the FP7 Interim Evaluation, there are a large number of 
relevant activities, notably dedicated mid-term reviews and independent (interim) 
evaluation studies, and political conclusions thereafter, which formed relevant 
background information and input for this exercise. The analysis and synthesis of the 
two major inputs (replies to questionnaire and evaluations/studies), as carried out 
separately, has been the main source for drawing the conclusions and recommendations. 

The advice focuses on ten recommendations covering all instruments in the current FP7 
and CIP including instruments for coordination of national/regional programmes as well 
as synergies with the Structural Funds and finally on Intergovernmental Organisations.

The main recommendations can be summarised as follows:

1. Work towards more harmonisation, interface and alignment
2. Building CSF on the positive aspects of FP7
3. Streamlining CIP in the CSF
4. Integrate Research and Innovation better to realise the Innovation Union
5. A common framework for Support to coordination of national/regional programmes 
and durable cooperation 
6. Review the support instrument for policy development and learning
7. Consider strengthening the innovative financial instruments and the use of 
procurement rules
8. Create more synergies between CSF and Structural Funds
9. Give a sound impact assessment for legislative instruments to realise ERA
10. Involve the intergovernmental organisations 'smarter' in CSF and ERA
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Summary of ERAC Opinion on the review of 
ERA related instruments 

Background
This ERAC advice to Council and Commission is a response to Council’s request from 
3 December 2009 “to carry out a review of, and as a complement to and taking into 
account the FP7 interim evaluation, ERA-related instruments (ERA – toolbox1), 
including those on innovation, with a view to presenting a basis for considering best 
ways to improve and simplify the ‘ERA-landscape’. 

As an advice to the Commission it will help the Commission to follow-up the more 
recent request of Council in its Conclusions of 9 March 2011 on the interim evaluation 
of FP7 where the Council ‘calls on the Commission to assess carefully the experience 
gained from the FP7 instruments, taking into account the opinion of ERAC, with a view 
to developing a coherent and streamlined portfolio of instruments to be proposed for the 
future programme’.

Working method
The need for the review was expressed by CREST in July 2009 following a CREST 
seminar with stakeholder organisations in June 2009. From the CREST discussion 
(CREST 1212/09) several messages emerged: the need for an evaluation of the ERA 
instruments, the need to take a cautious approach in creating any new instruments, new 
instruments should be developed with clear policy objectives and a user perspective and 
that greater simplicity could also be achieved through a harmonisation of rules across 
instruments.

This opinion and its underlying report has been prepared with the help of an ad-hoc 
group (set up by CREST in January 2010)2 and also follows the work carried out by the 
ERAC ad-hoc group on Synergies, for which ERAC adopted an opinion (ERAC 
1204/10) in July 2010. The main basis for this review and its conclusions and 
recommendations were responses from 23 Member States and 2 Associated States to a 
questionnaire sent out to ERAC-delegations in November 2010, the analysis of the FP7 

  
1 ERA toolbox: a typology of European-level instruments, presented to CREST at its 326th meeting in 
Prague, June 2009, http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/docs/en/crest-44.pdf
2 Composed  by members from BE, ES, FR, NL, SE, SI, UK No, TR and the EC.
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Interim Evaluation, a large number (48) of other relevant mid-term reviews and 
independent (interim) evaluation studies, and political conclusions thereafter. It should 
be noted that not from all ERA related instruments such evaluation material was not 
(yet) available, nor have all questions in the questionnaire been answered all by a 
significant number of delegations. 

Status of this opinion in the new policy context; relation to the 
ERAC opinion on the CSF and the ongoing consultation for the 
CSF
This review had primarily a retrospective analytical working method. In order to respect 
the Council’s request, this opinion on the review of instruments contains a number of 
more future oriented directions on the whole of the ERA landscape. Ten 
recommendations from the underlying analysis were drawn, covering all instruments in 
the current FP7 and CIP including instruments for coordination of national/regional 
programmes as well as synergies with the Structural Funds and finally on 
Intergovernmental Organisations.

However, ERAC emphasises that since the request by Council in 2009 the policy 
context has changed considerably. The new Treaty, the EUROPE 2020 strategy and in 
particular the Innovation Union Flagship Initiative and the need to tackle societal 
challenges put even more expectations on research and innovation to ‘deliver’ and in a 
more consistent way. In parallel with ‘improving and simplifying’ the ERA-landscape 
of instruments there will be a need to ensure that the appropriate instruments will be 
developed to implement the Innovation Union and to fulfil new policy needs.

A strategic and integrated, holistic approach to research and innovation will put new 
demands on the instruments, and the answers from the analysis of these demands, 
although they should ideally build on experiences in the past and guarantee a sufficient 
degree of continuity, might still differ from the analysis of the experiences with 
instruments developed in the past. However, a first analysis in this ERAC opinion 
indicates that the set of present instruments should be sufficient to meet the new policy 
needs, with as only possible exception of innovative financial instruments. The 
forthcoming Common Strategic Framework (CSF)3 for EU research and innovation 
funding provides a unique opportunity to undertake a comprehensive streamlining of the 
EU funding instruments in this new policy context, and the Commission is urged to 
seize this opportunity.

Furthermore, a second ERAC opinion will specifically focus on the CSF. It clearly 
complements this opinion on ERA related instruments which contains a number of 

  
3 The notion Common Strategic Framework (CSF) is used by the Commission not only for the new 
generation of research and innovation programme but also for the cohesion programmes. However, in this 
report the CSF is used only for a CSF in research and innovation.
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recommendations with direct relevance for the CSF. The ERAC CSF opinion will also 
be able to take into account national position papers that have been published since the 
work on ERA related instruments was finished and in a systematic way, which was not 
yet possible in the case of this analysis. 

ERAC emphasises that, while all delegations have endorsed the approach in advance 
and the main results of the analysis, the recommendations and the underlying report will 
neither be in complete conformity of national positions being taken in the more recent 
CSF consultation, and will be without prejudice of more detailed national positions after 
the presentation of the CSF proposals at the end of 2011, nor will it infringe upon the 
Commission’s right of initiative. ERAC has endeavoured to make recommendations in 
general terms in order to provide guidance at a strategic level. This will eventually open 
for more debate when the CSF proposal will be on the table to make them more precise 
and more operational. 

Summary of the recommendations

ERAC agrees on the following recommendations, which is a summary of the 
conclusions and recommendations in section 2:

1. Work towards more harmonisation, interface and alignment
1.1. Simplification through harmonisation of rules and procedures of instruments at 

EU-level is the most urgent need. 

1.2. A maximum degree of interface between the different research and innovation-
related funding instruments whether they are at EU level or national/regional 
level. 

1.3. The harmonisation and interface between different instruments at all levels 
within the Knowledge Triangle and with the Structural Funds will facilitate the 
alignment of relevant national/regional programmes to each other as well as 
interaction and synergies between instruments at EU level and national/regional 
level. 

1.4. A more ‘ambitious’, pro-active approach for streamlining instruments than a 
‘simple’ moratorium is needed to meet the new objectives of the Innovation 
Union. Any new instrument/concept should be an exception and linked to new 
policy objectives, be preceded by a thorough ex-ante impact assessment and
preferably be tested at a small scale before full-scale introduction. A first 
analysis in this ERAC opinion indicates that the set of present instruments 
should be sufficient to meet the new policy needs, with as only possible 
exception of innovative financial instruments.
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2. Building CSF on the positive aspects of FP7
2.1 Collaborative projects are and should continue to be the most important 

instrument in the CSF. 

2.2. There should be a balance between small-/medium scale projects and large-scale 
projects and a shift towards less descriptive projects. 

2.3 New considerations should be given to the instruments to support collaborative 
research in Emerging Science and Technology. 

2.4 Marie Curie (MC) and Research Infrastructures (RI) activities should be 
continued in the CSF, preferably with more synergies between them, and 
between MC and Collaborative projects. New policy needs, e.g. realisation of 
the ESFRI road map, will also have to be addressed; further reduction of the 
number of schemes within MC and the initial experience with the COFUND 
scheme have to be investigated. 

2.5 It is vital to maintain a clear focus on the ERC’s core mission of supporting 
world-class frontier research; with this proviso, measures could be envisaged 
within the ERC aimed at promoting where appropriate the exploitation of results 
obtained. Such measures could be considered at a wider scale in the CSF, while 
making full use of existing innovation support services at EU, national and 
regional levels. 

2.6. The current set of instruments for international cooperation seems to work rather 
well for their current purpose. However, as pointed out in the FP7 Interim 
Evaluation the participation of third countries is low and needs to be addressed. 
Further exploration is also needed how to best involve third countries, including 
under which conditions to involve ‘self-funding partners’ and how to tackle 
global Societal Challenges. 

3. Streamlining CIP in the CSF
3.1 There is a general support for most of the activities in the present CIP and that 

its focus on competitiveness and entrepreneurship and its strong points, such as 
smaller consortia and ‘proof of concept’ activities, should be kept. However, a 
better streamlining and synergies with other activities in the future CSF will be 
needed taking into account in particular the needs of SMEs.

3.2 The same type of activities, including promotional activities, should be 
consolidated into one scheme: 
– Thematic approaches and cluster activities only in one programme



9

– Review of the activities of the EEN and the NCP-networks. 
– The financial instruments are important part of the current CIP but should be 

brought together with other financial instruments, e.g. the RSFF, in the CSF. 
– This principle also implies that activities offered by CIP should as far as 

possible be open to all sectors. 
– SME support schemes 

4. Integrate Research and Innovation better to realise the 
Innovation Union
4.1 A new approach to bridge/link between the different existing funding 

instruments is needed in order to better integrate research and innovation as well 
as with education. It should be facilitated for beneficiaries to utilise different 
stages of the innovation cycle and thereby facilitating bringing research results 
closer to the market and to facilitate exploitation of results, without leading to a 
proliferation of different initiatives. 

4.2 The initial promising experience of the Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) for 
bridging demand and supply should be further developed in the CSF, taking also 
into account, the positive experience from the European Technology Platforms.

4.3 Furthermore, the various national/regional schemes at national/regional levels 
should be used for mutual learning including possible adaption at the EU level 
provided that subsidiarity principle and added value of the EU intervention are 
met. ERAC could form the platform for such further mutual learning. 

5. A common framework for Support to coordination of 
national/regional programmes and durable cooperation 
5.1. Coordination instruments (ERA-NET, ERA-NET +, article 185, JTIs, JPIs)

should remain to be complementary to the transnational collaborative projects in 
the CSF. Coordination instruments must have a certain critical scale to be 
efficient and the CSF, as the only real common pot at EU level, should have a 
clear role as facilitator and enabler. 

5.2. A Common Framework for these coordination instruments is needed, going 
beyond streamlining and harmonisation. In particular, the positive lessons from 
the ERA-NET and ERA-NET + schemes should be used, as well as the results 
from the work on Joint Programming Framework Conditions. Where there is EU 
added value further use of co-funding and top-up of national/regional 
programmes is recommended, where special attention should be given to 
facilitate the openness to smaller countries.

5.3. The concept of Networks of Excellence (NoE) is not well understood and should 
be revised ahead of the CSF taking into account the experiences gained from the 
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continued use of the NoE instrument under FP7, as well as the recommendations 
from the Expert Group on NoE. The broader issue how to support durable cross-
border cooperation between universities, research institutions and enterprises to 
foster excellent environments is still an issues relevant in this context. 

6. Review the support instrument for policy development and 
learning
6.1. There is a need for instruments to support mutual policy learning in research and 

innovation, taking into account a review of current set of instruments, including 
OMC, to take into account the need of a better integration of research and 
innovation policies, wider policy needs in particular from the Innovation Union, 
the Digital Agenda and the industrial policy flagships. The role of the JRC to 
support evidence based Community policies should be clarified.

6.2 With some streamlining and avoidance of duplication of other pan European 
schemes, Coordination and support actions (CSA) should continue also in the 
future CSF, with stricter selection, more effective, reporting, more attention to 
interaction and complementarities between different platforms. In some well-
defined cases, a Call for Tender could be chosen instead of a Call for Proposals.

7. Consider strengthening the innovative financial instruments 
and the use of procurement rules
7.1. A broader discussion is needed on the future of financial instruments and 

between synergies between the RSFF (debt financing) and the current CIP 
financial instruments (GIF equity financing), taking into account the whole life 
cycle of enterprises. 

7.2 The RSFF scheme should not only be attractive to large firms, and should also 
focus on SMEs and involve all Member States.

7.3 It could be considered to strengthen European level funds for venture capital 
(VC) supporting the growth stage of innovative enterprises, in particular SMEs ,
as well as VC support for early stage, patenting or other innovation processes 
that would need special financial support. This could include GIF Venture 
Capital as well as a possible EU-wide Venture Capital scheme as part of a 
coherent set of financial instruments. 

7.4. Consideration is also needed on how to support pre-commercial procurement, 
taking into account the first experiences in the area of ICT research.
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8. Create better synergies between the CSF for Research and 
Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion Policy
8.1. There should be a maximum degree of possible “interface” between the future 

CSF for Research and Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion Policy e.g. through 
common cost definitions, complemented with appropriate ‘bridging’-activities
including giving credit/visibility to projects with high ranking in the CSF.

8.2. The activities of the Regions of Knowledge and the Research Potential are 
needed but in-depth analyses are needed and a clearer division of tasks has to be 
done between the CSF for Research and Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion 
Policy. 

8.3. A dedicated ‘RTDI instrument’, taking into account the national/regional 
responsibility, in the CSF for Cohesion Policy combined with priority reflecting
the Europe2020 Strategy, would facilitate synergies between the two CSFs.

8.4. It is important to follow-up of the recommendations of ERAC’s Synergy group. 
In this context, the findings of the expert group (Synergy Expert Group) set up 
by the Commission should be made available.

9. Give a sound impact assessment for legislative instruments 
to realise ERA
9.1. The intention of the Commission to undertake a survey on existing types of 

legislation and soft law governing research in Member States is welcomed. This 
survey should contribute to sound evidence to assess the impact of any possible 
EU legislation on national research and innovation systems. 

9.2. Any proposal for legislation should prove in its underlying impact assessment, 
among other requirements, that soft law would not sufficiently address the 
relevant obstacles for the realization of ERA. Further, any proposal for 
legislation should not lead to excessive administrative burden.

10. Involve the intergovernmental organisations 'smarter' in 
CSF and ERA
10.1. The activities of COST and EUREKA are appreciated, but their role in 

contributing to the implementation of the Innovation Union/ERA should be 
clearer; the financial contribution from the CSF should be judged accordingly to 
their added value. 

10.2. Pure networking (presently mainly now in COST and FP7) should remain an 
important instrument in the future but there is a clear need to need to rationalise 
the number of pure networking actions into one scheme both for reasons of 
efficiency as well as user-friendliness. 
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10.3. The second round of the promising Eurostars Programme targeted at research-
performing SMEs should build on experience gained to date and contribute to 
the future support of SME-relevant schemes in the CSF. 

10.4. The Commission should continue the dialogue and coordination with 
intergovernmental science organisations in the context of enhanced ERA 
governance, notably in the areas of research programming, researcher's careers, 
training and mobility, research infrastructures, e-science, IPR and knowledge 
sharing, and international cooperation in research. 
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1 Background and working method

1.1 Background
This ERAC advice to Council and Commission is a response to Council’s request from 
3 December 2009 “to carry out a review of, and as a complement to and taking into 
account the FP7 interim evaluation, ERA-related instruments (ERA – toolbox4), 
including those on innovation, with a view to presenting a basis for considering best 
ways to improve and simplify the ‘ERA-landscape’. 

As an advice to the Commission it will help the Commission to follow-up the more 
recent request of Council in its Conclusions of 9 March 2011 on the interim evaluation 
of FP7 where the Council ‘calls on the Commission to assess carefully the experience 
gained from the FP7 instruments, taking into account the opinion of ERAC, with a view 
to developing a coherent and streamlined portfolio of instruments to be proposed for the 
future programme’.

It follows the work carried out by the ERAC ad-hoc group on Synergies, for which 
ERAC adopted an opinion (ERAC 1204/10) in July 2010.

The need for the review was expressed by CREST in July 2009 following a CREST 
seminar with stakeholder organisations in June 2009. From the CREST discussion 
(CREST 1212/09) several messages emerged: the need for an evaluation of the ERA 
instruments, the need to take a cautious approach in creating any new instruments, new 
instruments should be developed with clear policy objectives and a user perspective and 
that greater simplicity could also be achieved through a harmonisation of rules across 
instruments.

Since the decision in Council was taken in December 2009 several important policy 
changes have taken place with the entering into force of the new Treaty, the launch of 
the EUROPE 2020 Strategy and in particular the launch of the Innovation Union 
Flagship initiative. 

In order to take the new policy framework into account the following aspects has also 
been considered:

• make existing instruments better (to contribute to the implementation of the  
EUROPE 2020-strategy and the Innovation Union) through synergies, simplification 
and harmonisation of rules; 

  
4 ERA toolbox: a typology of European-level instruments, presented to CREST at its 326th meeting in 
Prague, June 2009, http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/docs/en/crest-44.pdf
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• detect any gaps and overlaps in light of new objectives in the EUROPE 2020 
Strategy and the Innovation Union

The recommendations put forward in the FP7 Interim Evaluation have been taken into 
account in the questionnaire and in the conclusions. Further, the working group has 
taken note of the political conclusions drawn by the Council in March 2011, and of the 
ongoing work in the European Parliament. The recommendations in this report 
assumes a Common Strategic Framework in line with the conclusions in February 
2011 of the European Council where the Commission is invited  ‘to make proposals by 
the end of the year, ensuring that the full range of research and innovation financing 
instruments work together within a common strategic framework’.

1.2 Working method
As a basis for the review the starting point is the ERA-toolbox complemented with 
innovation related instruments – see annex 3 and figure 1 below:

1 Direct EU funding of research activities, related support services, infrastructure and 
networking among research and innovation actors. 

2 Support for the mobilisation and coordination of national/regional funding, 
including Intergovernmental Organisations 

3 Support for national and regional policy development and coordination.
4 European Union legislation impacting ERA

As the most important vehicle for this exercise, a questionnaire, from a policy makers’ 
perspective, was formulated by the ad-hoc Group, discussed in ERAC in October 2010 
(ERAC 1203/11) and sent to the ERAC delegations on 19 November 2010 with 
responses asked for by 28 January 2011 (original deadline was extended by two weeks). 
A total of 255 responses were received (23 Member States and 2 associated countries). 
Overall, taking into account also the good quality of the replies, it can be regarded as a 
very satisfactory response. Moreover, many delegations have undertaken consultations 
and/or coordination between ministries as well as with funding bodies. Finally, in 
several cases existing position papers have been used by delegations when responding.

Apart from the FP7 Interim Evaluation, there are a large number of relevant activities, 
notably dedicated mid-term reviews and independent (interim) evaluation studies, 
and political conclusions thereafter, which formed relevant background information and 
input for this exercise. Delegations were encouraged to use a number of named studies 
when responding to the questionnaire. Other recent (evaluation) reports have become 
available since then and others are expected during 2011. The different studies have 

  
5 AT, BE, CY, CZ, DE, DK, EE, EL, ES, FI, FR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LV, MT, NL, PL, PT, SE, SI, UK and 
CH, NO
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been analysed (in total 48) and conclusions drawn with relevance for the ERA 
landscape. By definition, these conclusions relate mainly to existing instruments and 
therefore are less relevant for the questions on missing instruments in the ERA 
landscape and any gaps and needs for reforms in the context of the new policy context 
of EUROPE 2020 and Innovation Union. However, the summary, annex 1, is useful as 
it is a compilation of all relevant evaluations/studies available at this stage.

Existing position papers put forward from Member States (7) and associated countries 
(3) have been analysed. From the responses to the Questionnaire, it can be seen that 
many delegations have been able to ‘re-use’ the position papers when responding to the 
questionnaire. Moreover, there are no additional issues (related to ERA-instruments) 
brought up in the position papers compared with the one in the replies to the 
questionnaire. For this reason, the analysis is not included in this report.

The analysis and synthesis of the two major inputs (replies to questionnaire and 
evaluations/studies), as carried out separately, has been the main source for drawing the 
conclusions and recommendations. 

Finally, the Commission’s Green Paper: From Challenges to Opportunities: 
Towards a Common Strategic Framework for EU Research and Innovation funding6

was published 9 February, i.e. after all replies from delegations were received. The 
Green Paper puts 27 questions related to:  

• Working together to deliver on Europe 2020
• Tackling societal challenges 
• Strengthening competitiveness
• Strengthening Europe's science base and the European Research Area

The ERAC-questionnaire covers 35 questions related to instruments. There are few 
questions that are exactly the same but there is certainly an extensive ‘overlap’. A 
comparison between the two questionnaires reveals that the ERAC questionnaire covers 
around a 1/3 of the questions in the Green Paper fully, whereas 1/3 is covered partly and 
1/3 is not covered at all. This overlap will have to be taken into account when ERAC 
develops its opinion on the Common Strategic Framework.

Questions in the Green Paper covered more or less fully in the ERAC-questionnaire are: 
funding of the full innovation cycle (2), pooling of member States resources and JPIs 
(4), balance between smaller, targeted and larger projects (5), financial instruments (18), 
new approaches including pre-commercial procurement (19), Marie Curie Actions (23), 
research infrastructures (25), international cooperation (26) and legislative measures 
(27).

  
6 9.2.2011 COM(2011) 48
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Questions not covered by ERAC includes indicators (7), role of the JRC (12), 
involvement of citizens and civil society (13), IPR (20), building excellence in MS (22), 
and the role of women (24).

Figur 1 Instruments covered by the review

1. Direct funding

FP7:
•Collaborative projects
•Marie Curie Actions
•ERC-grants
•Activities under Research Infrastructures
•Coordination and support Actions
•International Cooperation
•Financial instruments, RFSS
•Future and Emerging Technologies

CIP – instruments:
•Enterprise Europe Network
•Financial instruments
•Mutual Policy learning
•Eco-innovation market replication projects
•PilotA Projects

2. Intergovernmental organisations

EUREKA

COST

CERN, EFDA
JET, EMBL
ESA, ESO
ESRF, ILL

2. Support to Coordination

FP7-funding:
ERA-NET, ERA-NET Plus
JTIs, Article 185, PPPs
NoE, COFUND

Joint Programming Initiatives

3. National/Regional Policy support 
Regions of Knowledge
Research Potential
Mutual learning, OMC 

4. Legislation – ERA FW
Soft law/legislation

Regional cooperation (D-A-CH, Nordic

EIT - KICs
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2 Conclusions and recommendations on 
ERA-related instruments

The conclusions and recommendations are based on analysis of replies from ERAC-
delegations to the Questionnaire on ERA-related instruments, annex 1, and analysis of 
relevant studies/evaluations related to ERA-instruments, annex 2. 

The conclusions and recommendations do not cover issues related to budget, structure 
and thematic content of a future Common Strategic Framework (CSF) for research and 
innovation. Some of these issues are foreseen to be included in ERAC’s opinion on the 
CSF. Further, simplification is not covered as such, as this is already dealt within 
separate processes. However, simplification is indeed a very important element in order 
to streamline the ERA-landscape. For this reason, some aspects of simplification are 
addressed in the conclusions and recommendations.

It should be noted that for some issues no major conclusions/recommendations are 
made, such as for the EIT and for the SME schemes as very few comments are made by 
delegations and in addition very little is said in existing evaluations/studies.

1. Overall ERA-landscape
The December 2009 Council decision to review ERA-related instruments was taken 
with the view to ‘improve and simplify the ERA-landscape”. 

During 2010, the conditions have changed considerably. The new Treaty, the EUROPE 
2020 strategy and in particular the Innovation Union Flagship Initiative and the need to 
tackle societal challenges put even more expectation on research and innovation to 
‘deliver’ and in a more consistent way. It is clear that in parallel with ‘improving and 
simplifying’ we have to ensure that we have the appropriate instruments to implement 
the Innovation Union. 

A strategic and integrated approach to research and innovation will put new demands on 
the instruments. The forthcoming Common Strategic Framework (CSF)7 for EU 
research and innovation funding provides a unique opportunity to undertake a 
comprehensive streamlining, and the Commission is urged to seize this opportunity.

However, we are now in a situation where many national research and innovation 
budgets are under considerable strain. This harsher environment will oblige us all to 

  
7 The notion Common Strategic Framework (CSF) is used by the Commission not only for the new 
generation of research and innovation programme but also for the cohesion programmes. However, in this 
report the CSF is used only for a CSF in research and innovation.
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look very hard at how to get the maximum impact from limited resources and also to 
explore innovative ways of combining different funding programmes/instruments to 
support agreed research and innovation priorities. ERAC’s opinion on the 
Commission’s Annual Growth Survey8 recommends e.g. ‘smart’ fiscal consolidation 
but it is evident that even higher demand will be put on the forthcoming Common
Strategic Framework to focus on activities with clear European Added Value. EU 
level funding may also have to play more of a role as an enabler and coordinator of 
Member State-led collaborations than in the past taking the subsidiarity principle and 
the national responsibility into account. Finally, decision has to be taken also, on what 
should not be funded at European level. 

When drawing up the conclusions and recommendations the starting point has been to 
take the view from the beneficiaries’ point of view.

Recommendation 1. Work towards more harmonisation, interface and alignment
• 1.1. Simplification through harmonisation of rules and procedures of instruments 

at EU-level is the most urgent need. The harmonisation of EU administrative 
procedures, and framework conditions for all EU programmes and initiatives 
related to research and innovation would help significantly to reduce the complexity 
of the ERA landscape and thus to make the available instruments ’user-friendly’. 
Instruments with similar or complimentary tasks and functions, even if under 
different programmes (be they Community programmes such as FP, CIP, SF or 
intergovernmental such as COST and EUREKA) should be subject to this 
harmonisation. Further, this harmonisation should be applied to the whole ‘life-
cycle’ of a project and lead to a common toolkit, e.g. through a stable calendar of 
calls, a coherent set of vocabulary/terminology, eligibility, selection and evaluation 
procedures, a harmonised financial framework and compatible participation rules 
and IPR rules. However, a reasonable degree of flexibility has to be acknowledged 
as there is no ‘one-size-fits-all’, e.g. subvention rates and financial conditions could 
be different taking into account the specific target groups.

• 1.2. A maximum degree of interface between the different research and 
innovation-related funding instruments whether they are at EU level or 
national/regional level. The harmonisation of rules and procedures of instruments 
at EU-level would enable and facilitate this interface. The interface can be achieved 
e.g. through mechanisms such as bridging, specific actions within projects and/or 
support services at EU/national/regional level. 

• 1.3. The harmonisation and interface between different instruments at all levels 
will facilitate the alignment of relevant national/regional programmes to each 
other as well as interaction and synergies between instruments at EU level and 
national/regional level. The alignment will allow for better conditions for cross-
border cooperation and operation of research and innovation actors, thereby 
contributing to the realisation of ERA. There is also a need for better coordination 
and synergies between the programmes within the knowledge triangle in particular 

  
8 Doc. 1204/1/111 REV 1.



19

between Research and Innovation and the Structural Funds as well as with Higher 
Education Programmes. This is also called for in the ERAC report on Synergies.

• 1.4. A more ‘ambitious’, pro-active approach for streamlining instruments than a 
‘simple’ moratorium is needed to meet the new objectives of the Innovation Union. 
Any new instrument/concept should be an exception and linked to new policy 
objectives. They should be preceded by a thorough ex-ante impact assessment 
(addressing coherence, added value and complementarities with other instruments) 
and should be tested at a small scale before full-scale introduction. The set of 
present instruments should with modifications/reforms be sufficient to meet the new 
needs and objective of the Innovation Union such as tackling Societal Challenges. 
The only exception currently identified, where there could be a legitimate need, is 
concerning innovative financial instruments. Concrete examples and suggestions in 
this regard are the ‘EU-wide venture capital scheme’, as decided by the European 
Council in February 2011, or EU support for the use of pre-commercial 
procurement.

The harmonisation, interface and alignment of instruments and programmes should 
take into account the EUROPE 2020 strategy and the Innovation Union, notably to 
address societal challenges, streamline research and innovation measures along the 
whole innovation chain, get ideas to the market e.g. by improving the valorisation of 
knowledge, support innovative businesses and enhancing EU competitiveness. 
Openness and transparency from a beneficiary’s point of view should always be the 
over-aching criteria. It should be noted that the Council (Council Conclusions on 
making EU research and innovation programmes more attractive: the simplification 
challenge, 11-1 October, 2011) has invited Member States and the Commission to 
‘initiate a process to make the European, national and regional rules and procedures 
simpler and more consistent’.

However, from an ERA perspective, it should also be acknowledged that the ERA is a 
complex system, with many different objectives, and that the existing variety of 
initiatives and instruments is not necessarily illegitimate. However, there are overlaps 
e.g. between the plethora of coordination instruments which should be addressed.

Streamlining and simplifying will of course benefit all beneficiaries and in particular,
Member States and regions with low participation, e.g. EU12, smaller actors and 
newcomers in the Framework Programme. It will lead to a reduction of administrative 
costs for the beneficiaries.

Finally, it is also acknowledged the importance of the involvement of all European 
bodies and the broader community of research and innovation stakeholders in the 
debate to further streamline the ERA-landscape.
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2. Building CSF on the positive aspects of FP7

2.1 Collaborative projects
There is broad satisfaction with ‘collaborative projects’, which is in contrast with 
e.g. the ex-post FP6 evaluation. Collaborative projects are and should continue to be the 
most important instruments in the Framework Programme.

In the implementation of the FP7 Cooperation programme and parts of the Capacities 
programme, nearly all the funding is allocated to collaborative projects of different 
size (length, number of participants/countries and funding). The difference is in the 
priority setting and the selection procedure e.g. through calls in the annual WPs or 
through other structures such as JTI:s and article 185. For the beneficiaries one of the 
most important aspects is that the selection procedures are as harmonised as possible 
with a unique set of rules for participation.

The Council Conclusions from 9 March 2011 stresses the importance of the ‘right 
balance between bottom-up and top-down approaches’ as well as ‘greater emphasis 
on bottom-up open calls’. There is no contradiction between bottom-up and top-down –
both approaches are needed. In the annual WPs of FP7, proposers are invited to address 
topics in the different themes. The topics are neither entirely top-down nor entirely 
bottom-up but in a gliding scale from very prescriptive to less prescriptive. More 
consideration should be given to less prescriptive topics. Another aspect is the need for 
cross-thematic approaches, and the need for longer-term, more disruptive collaborative 
R&D projects that may not fit under specified themes (such as the case in the FET 
scheme under the ICT programme of FP7). 

Another important dimension of collaborative projects is the balance between small-
/medium scale projects and large-scale projects. Whereas smaller projects could be 
more suited for less prescriptive approaches, the launching of large-scale projects needs 
clearer focus. However, as regards large-scale projects the issue of open competition 
(and openness of the consortia) is an important aspect. The project Netpact: Structuring 
Effects of Community Research – The Impact of the Framework Programme on 
Research and Technological Development (RTD) on Network Formation9 concluded 
that smaller teams (maximum of 5 members) have a higher partner co-publication than 
larger projects. One reason for this could be that the trust between partners is larger 
in smaller projects.

A final dimension is also the time-span of projects where the Commission should 
consider a more flexible approach to the length of projects.

  
9http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp6-evidence 
base/evaluation_studies_and_reports/evaluation_studies_and_reports_2009/structuring_effects_of_comm
unity_research_the_impact_of_the_framework_programme_for_rtd_on_network_formation.pdf#view=fit
&pagemode=none, 30-CE-0130222/00-22
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2.2 Instruments for emerging science and technologies
The ex-post FP6 panel noted the disappearance of the former NEST (New and 
Emerging Science and Technology) -instrument, a function not undertaken by the 
ERC10. The more recent evaluation of the ICT programme recommended to ensure a 
good balance between consensus-based R&D and longer-term, more disruptive, risky 
R&D, by expanding the resources of Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) and to 
extend the scheme into the next Framework Programme. In FP7, further experience has 
been gained with the FET- instrument in the area of ICT research. The Commission 
proposed earlier, in 2009, already to strengthen higher risk research in the strategically 
important area of ICT, and the Council supported this proposal in December 2009. The 
present discussion on a new collaborative instrument (ERC+) enabling small groups of 
Principle Investigators and their teams to collaborate should also be taken into account. 

2.3 Instruments for researchers’ careers and mobility and large scale Research 
Infrastructures
There is a strong support of the present Marie Curie (MC) activities in general as well 
as for the activities under Research Infrastructures (RI). In addition to the FP7 
Interim Evaluation, no specific evaluation studies are available yet. 

Great care should be taken before changing the MC activities as it is very much 
appreciated. However, as regards streamlining, the possibility to further reduce the 
number of schemes within MC should be investigated, building on experience e.g. 
from the two major grants in the ERC, i.e. early stage and advanced stage researchers. 
In general, since MC as well as ERC are bottom-up schemes it could be a benefit to 
have a more common set of schemes. Furthermore, the recommendation in the FP7 
Interim Evaluation is to follow especially the impact and efficiency of the COFUND 
and IRSES schemes. 

The different nature of the bottom-up character of the MC scheme and the top-down 
approach of the Collaborative projects, as well as the research infrastructures projects, is 
an obstacle to develop efficient synergies between the schemes. 

More synergies between MC and RI are needed. Based on further implementation of 
the ESFRI roadmap, and the setting up of new ERICs, an increasing pool of human 
resources and new management skills will be needed, offering new possibilities for 
mobility and careers of young researchers as well of research staff at large. It should be 
investigated how RI could benefit more from grants in MC. Similarly, it is 
recommended to investigate if MC grants also could be considered within 
Collaborative projects.

  
10 In this context, it is noted that a new instruments ERC+ (for transnational cooperation) could be 
introduced in the ERC 2012 WP. If this is the case experience from NEST/FET should be taken into 
account.  
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Further, on RI, it is important to continue the development of RI at the European level 
and to coordinate with national and regional initiatives. The ESFRI road map should be 
developed, not mainly by adding more future European RI, but also to implement the 
current infrastructures of European interest and to eliminate obstacles to open access to 
existing RI on EU, national- and regional levels. The role of the CSF as regards the 
construction of RI will also have to be addressed. An increased involvement from 
industry is crucial to link RI closer to innovation processes, which together with 
efforts on training for young researchers would contribute more clearly to the 
Knowledge Triangle. Experiences from setting up e-infrastructures should be taken into 
account for development and realisation of RI in general.

2.4 ERC
The ERC as such is not covered by this review as the Council has called for the 
Commission "to carry out by July 2011 an independent evaluation as a follow-up to the 
Review recommendations”. 

However, there is a broad general support of the ERC including the new scheme –
‘proof of concept’ but one concern is how to position this scheme vis-à-vis other 
scheme to promote dissemination. There are proposals to have a more general scheme in 
the Framework Programme to stimulate the up-take of research. Considering the broad 
consensus on a ‘moratorium’ any new instrument should be introduced after careful 
consideration. One alternative to new instruments could be reform/modification of the 
existing ones

2.5 Instruments for international cooperation with third countries
The general appreciation is that the INCO-programme is working rather well with 
the current set of instruments. However, the FP7 Interim Evaluation indicated that the 
impact on other parts of the Framework Programme is still too low and identified a 
number of overlaps between different instruments, especially regarding activities to 
increase awareness of FP7 in third countries. 

Delegations have a number of comments related to the ‘governance’ of international 
cooperation such as the relation between the Framework Programme and the ERA 
partnership regarding international cooperation including the role of SFIC. Some 
delegations would like the role of SFIC in relation to the Programme Committee for the 
international cooperation part of the Capacity Programme to be clarified. However, the 
role of SFIC and other ERA groups are at present reviewed in another process and are 
not within the mandate of the ERA-instrument group.

An important aspect is that global cooperation should be taken into account already at 
the start of a Framework Programme – one might consider a ‘Global Research Area’
and a joint strategy in areas where global cooperation is needed, especially on priority 
setting relating to Societal challenges. Experiences in the area of energy from the SET-
plan should be used. 
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The international dimension of JPIs should also be considered. In this context, the 
concept of facilitating cooperation between macro-regions could also be explored.

The way how best to involve third countries in the Framework Programme should be 
discussed further. To improve collaboration on project level with partners from 
industrialised countries, the model used in the Health theme within FP7 Cooperation, 
together with NIH in the U.S. is a new interesting initiatives but it is too early to draw 
any conclusions for the future.

It is necessary to adapt the rules (e.g. Special Clauses for self-funding partners) to 
facilitate the participation of self-funding partners from industrialized Third 
Countries. Actions to help bringing in international partners into projects rather than 
having separate twinning or coordinated calls should also be explored.

Finally, with the general increased focus on innovation in the Commissions research 
policies, it would be logical to consider also cooperation with third country partners on 
innovation to gain the European added value.

Recommendation 2. Building CSF on the positive aspects of FP7
• 2.1. Collaborative projects are and should continue to be the most important 

instrument in the CSF. 
• 2.2. There should be a balance between small-/medium scale projects and large-

scale projects and a shift towards less descriptive projects. Smaller, less 
prescriptive projects and flexible in time would favour smaller actors, including 
SMEs, to lead projects, and could strengthen the innovative aspect of those projects 
both in terms of the translation of the outcomes to the market as well as to the 
advancement of science through more disruptive collaborative R&D. However, 
larger projects can pool critical mass when needed and could also facilitate smaller 
actors to participate.

• 2.3. New considerations should be given to the instruments to support collaborative 
research in Emerging Science and Technology in the CSF. 

• 2.4. A continuation of Marie Curie (MC) and Research Infrastructures (RI)
activities in the CSF is supported. The role of the CSF as regards the new policy 
needs, e.g. realisation of the ESFRI road map will also have to be addressed. The 
possibility to further reduce the number of schemes within MC, building on 
experience from the two major grants in the ERC i.e. early stage and advanced stage 
researchers, should be investigated. The initial experience of the COFUND scheme 
is positive and further evaluation should assess the possibility of extending the 
scheme. More synergies between MC and RI are recommended and it should be 
looked at how large-scale research infrastructures and industry could benefit more 
from grants in MC. Similarly, it is also recommended to explore if MC grants could 
also be considered within Collaborative projects.

• 2.5. The experience of the ERC is clearly positive and it is vital to maintain a clear 
focus on the ERC’s core mission of supporting world-class frontier research; with 
this proviso, measures could be envisaged aimed at promoting where appropriate 
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the exploitation of results obtained. In this context it will be important to evaluate 
carefully the lessons learned from the planned pilot ‘proof of concept’ facility for 
the ERC, and consider a wider deployment if successful in other parts of the 
Framework Programme. Other options should also be considered in order not to’ 
reinvent the wheel’ such as using existing innovation support services at EU, 
national and regional levels. Care should be taken in general before introducing 
new instruments.

• 2.6. The current set of instruments for international cooperation seems to work 
rather well for their current purpose. However, as pointed out in the FP7 Interim 
Evaluation the participation of third countries is low and needs to be addressed. 
Ahead of the future CSF it should be further explored how to best involve third 
countries in the Framework Programme including under which conditions to 
involve ‘self-funding partners’.  In addition, in order to tackle Societal Challenges a 
new approach is needed. A ‘Global Research Area’ and a joint strategy in areas 
where global cooperation is needed could be considered, especially on priority 
setting relating to these challenges. Experiences in the area of energy from the SET-
plan should be used.

3. Streamlining CIP in the CSF
There is clear support for the findings of the interim evaluation of CIP such as: a lack of 
visibility and more should be done to improve linkages with other EU programmes, 
such as FP7 and the Structural Funds. There are also potential overlaps with other EU 
programmes (e.g. financial instruments: CIP and Structural funds; eco-innovation: CIP 
and LIFE+) and gaps in the area of innovation support (support for innovation skills) 
which should be addressed in the CSF.

CIP activities should be included in the CSF where there is strong intervention logic for 
EU support and strong prospects for European added value being generated. The themes 
and activities in the current CIP that appear to meet these criteria include: 

• Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) – business and innovation support services; 
• financial instruments – loan guarantees and access to venture capital; 
• mutual policy learning – monitoring, benchmarking, innovation support services 

including new areas such as demand-based innovation policy;  
• eco-innovation market replication projects;
• Pilot A projects, which ensure the EU-wide interoperability of ICT-based 

solutions. 

For the inclusion of CIP activities in the CSF, better targeted interventions could be 
considered, e.g. special focus on support and training of small companies or 
entrepreneurs with very high growth potential, to foster and increase the entrepreneurial 
attitude among European SME and entrepreneurs. The focus for CIP activities to be 
included in the CSF should be on the need of SMEs. The internationalisation of SMEs 
outside the EU is also important and should complement national efforts; given limited 
resources, focus should remain on the EU market.
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In light of closer connection between research and innovation the relationship between 
the EEN and the NCP – network should be rationalised.  Consideration should be given 
to a single network fulfilling in the Common Strategic Framework. 

Although the Eco-Innovation part of CIP is an appreciated activity consideration should 
be given to the fact that thematic approaches in different programmes (eco innovation in 
CIP and the theme Environment in the FP7) need to be brought together in the CSF. In 
general terms, sector specific approaches should be the exception. An important aspect 
of the activities within CIP is the appreciation of smaller consortia and ‘proof of 
concept’-activities.

Recommendation 3. Streamlining CIP in the CSF
• There is a general support for most of the activities in the present CIP and that its 

focus on competitiveness and entrepreneurship and its strong points, such as 
smaller consortia and ‘proof of concept’ activities should, be kept. However, a 
better streamlining and synergies with other activities in the future CSF will be 
needed taking into account in particular the needs of SMEs. This streamlining 
should build on the principle that the same type of activities, including promotional 
activities, should be consolidated into one scheme11: 
– Thematic approaches and cluster activities only in one programme
– Review of the activities of the EEN and the NCP-networks. 
– The financial instruments are important part of the current CIP but should be 

brought together with other financial instruments, e.g. the RSFF, in the CSF. 
– This principle also implies that activities offered by CIP should as far as 

possible be open to all sectors. 
– SME support schemes 

4. Integrate Research and Innovation better to realise the 
Innovation Union
There is a spectrum of ideas on how to better link research and innovation and the 
strengthening of this link should be the central aim of the proposed CSF. However, it is 
not evident that new instruments are needed to take on this challenge. However, 
linking/bridging between different activities/instruments will be needed.

Also, a review/reform of the current set of instruments should be performed, in order to 
find for which ones the scope and focus could be broadened in order to better integrate 
research and innovation. 

  
11 The streamlining mentioned regarding existing CIP activities will, as CIP will be integrated in the CSF,  
also apply to relevant activities in the entire CSF
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A more general broader scheme for linking research and innovation, i.e. to make 
an interface, for the whole CSF should be considered going beyond the ‘classical idea 
of dissemination and use of results’ bringing research results closer to the market. In 
this context the Proof of Concept currently being established in the ERC scheme should 
be evaluated and the pilot and market replication activities in CIP should be maintained. 
Many solutions could be envisaged such as reserving a percentage of the project 
funding (i.e. integration of innovation in research projects) to be used for ‘bridging’ 
activities, including links with education and entrepreneurship as well as extended call 
for ‘successful’ projects. A funding scheme building on the SBIR in the US could also 
be considered.

Support services for innovation are important. However, consideration has to be given 
to the most efficient way to implement these activities, i.e. at EU or national/local level. 
An assessment should be carried out of what services are best provided at EU-level. The 
current objectives of EEN and IPR Helpdesk should in this perspective be revised and 
possibly changed or streamlined. This integration will also mean new tasks for e.g. the 
EEN and the need to coordinate or bring together with other networks, notably the FP7 
NCP-network. 

Public-private partnerships (PPPs) are regarded as a good instrument to use for 
bridging the demand and supply sides. Although a bit early to fully judge, the existing 
PPPs have been set up rather quickly and gained broad interest from stakeholders in 
industry, research/education and technology platforms at different levels. In this 
context, the positive experience from the European Technology Platforms should also 
be taken into account.

The pilot of the European Innovation Partnership (EIP), on healthy and active 
ageing, should after a first evaluation be a good indicator on how the EIP initiative 
could contribute to linking supply and demand.   

Many countries have national programmes and policies of the same type to support 
the integration of research and innovation (vouchers, clusters, competence centres, and 
public procurement).  It is not evident that EU action should aim at creating new ones 
but more at supporting their dialogue and interconnection, possible using the 
appropriate funding instruments currently existing in FP7 and CIP. It seems that the 
possibilities to enhance this dialogue and mutual learning has far from fully been used 
yet, and the use of the Open Method of Coordination could be considered to encourage 
dialogue between the research and innovation policy communities in the Member 
States. Examples of national programmes/activities are given in annex 4.

It is also clear that different approaches are needed depending on national/regional 
circumstances. In this context a modular set of funding schemes addressing each stage 
in the research and innovation system to achieve a well balanced and integrated 
approach between the various stages of research and innovation (e.g. supply side 
measures including frontier research, applied/experimental research, demonstrations and 
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prototyping and demand side measures including pre-competitive research, market 
replication and public procurement of innovation) could be used.

Already the Commission has announced its intention (letter from DG Robert Jan Smits 
to all Programme Committee members in December 2010) for the final years of the 
FP7 implementation to ‘put forward draft work programmes where the innovation 
aspects are considerably strengthened. This will involve changes in emphasis from 
the way in which work programme content and calls for proposals have been drafted in 
the past’. This approach will include: ‘supporting more topics aimed at generating 
knowledge to deliver new and more innovative products, processes and services. The 
focus on innovation will be reflected in the description of the objectives and scope of 
the specific topics, as well as in the expected impact statements’. Whereas this is 
welcomed, it is important that there is coordination between all Programme Committees 
in order not to have a proliferation on different initiatives. The aim should be to gain 
experience and good practice for the future CSF.

Recommendation 4. Integrate Research and Innovation better to realise the 
Innovation Union
• 4.1. A new approach to bridge/link between the different existing funding 

instruments is needed in order to better integrate research and innovation as well 
as with education. The aim should be to facilitate for the beneficiaries to utilise 
different stages of the innovation cycle and thereby facilitating bringing research 
results closer to the market and to facilitate exploitation of results.. Commission 
should explore different options such as the possibility to reserve a part of the 
funding within projects for this kind of bridging. In the present FP7, there is already 
the possibility to put more emphasis on the impact criterion to reinforce e.g. 
innovative aspects and this is foreseen to increase in the last years of the FP7. 
However, this should not lead to a proliferation of different initiatives. Experience 
from national/regional initiatives should also be taken into account as well as the 
Proof of Concept in the ERC. 

• 4.2. The initial promising experience of the Public-private partnerships (PPPs) for 
bridging demand and supply should be further developed in the CSF. In this context, 
the positive experience from the European Technology Platforms should also be 
taken into account.

• 4.3. Furthermore, the various national/regional schemes at national/regional levels 
should be used for mutual learning including possible adaption at the EU level 
provided that subsidiarity principle and added value of the EU intervention are met. 
ERAC could form the platform for such further mutual learning. 
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5. A common framework for Support to coordination of 
national/regional programmes and durable cooperation 
The funding of individual projects selected through calls for proposal in the annual 
Work Programmes (WPs) accounts for the clear majority of the budget in FP7. 
However, outsourcing parts of the budget to different structures e.g. article 185 and 
JTI:s has increased in FP7 compared with FP6. To this should be added the ERA-NETs 
and ERA-NET + schemes. This outsourcing is one way for the Commission to 
concentrate more on the development of ERA policy but the main reason is to get a 
higher leverage effect of the use of EU funds and to contribute to the coordination of 
national/regional programmes in line with ERA policy objectives.

Intervention both at project and programme levels is needed. The intervention at 
programme level contributes to structuring of ERA and promotes the coordination and 
interaction of national/regional programmes. However, more experiences/evaluations
from intervention at programme level are clearly needed before taking decisions to 
expand this type of intervention.

In general, there is still a lack of data on e.g. budgets committed by the Framework, 
Programme, participating organisations and Member States in order to assess the 
leverage. For the ERA-NETs (including ERA-NET Plus) FP6/FP7 have contributed 
(until 2010) with approximately 350 M€ generating more than 1 B€ from participating 
organisations. This is, maybe surprisingly, considerable higher leverage than e.g. article 
185 and the JTI:s. 

A clearer intervention logic e.g. in form of Road Maps is needed for the programme 
level intervention. Account has also to be taken to how divide areas suitable for project 
intervention and areas more suited for programme intervention. In FP7, this has not 
been clear and has caused confusion e.g. when areas covered of a potential JPI were 
excluded from the FP7 annual WPs. The Commission should also explore and fully use 
alternatives to outsourcing building on experiences of the PPPs where the private 
sector is involved in priority setting but implementation is done through calls in the 
annual WPs but with more cross-coordinated calls. 

The leverage effect of coordination instruments will depend on the degree of 
involvement and financial support from the Framework Programme as well as the 
political and budgetary commitment from participating countries. If successful, these 
instruments could encourage alignment of national/regional programmes with 
European programmes. At the same time, different evaluation studies, e.g. the interim 
evaluation of ENIAC/ARTEMIS, indicate the need for better alignment of Member 
States priorities and to further improve the harmonisation and synchronisation of 
national programmes. Further, ‘neither ARTEMIS nor ENIAC are giving sufficient 
attention to their European, strategic aims’ and it is pointed out that ’industry has not 
maintained its engagement in the strategic direction and management of the JTI:s’.
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On the different instruments it is noted that there is a large degree of satisfaction with 
the ERA-NET instrument confirmed also by the 2006 evaluation whereas there is less 
experience yet with the ERA-NET +.  Nevertheless, evidence shows that all EU 
Member States are highly involved in these instruments. 

In contrast, there is less experience yet with the other coordination instruments (article 
185, JTI:s and JPIs). The experiences from the ERA-NETs could be used to greater 
extent to develop/adapt other coordination instruments (e.g. through ERA-LEARN) as 
the actors (funding bodies) are the same. 

While one can perhaps in the abstract identify distinctions between the aims which 
ERA-NETs, ERA-NET Plus actions, Article 185 initiatives, Joint Programming 
Initiatives etc are meant to achieve, these distinctions are often less obvious to national 
and sub-national research funders who participate in them and the conclusion is that 
there is a clear overlap between the different coordination instruments.  One of the 
most important aspects of the coordination instruments is to involve national/regional 
funding bodies and industry in priority setting. However, harmonisation will not be 
enough; there is a clear need for a Common Framework of these instruments and a 
centralised implementation building on e.g. the Research Executive Agency (REA) and 
the ERC Executive Agency. This should lead to an open and transparent 
implementation. This should include transparency in the decision making process, 
clearly defined criteria for project evaluation and selection and financial rules, including 
the use of the same terminology. The ongoing work on defining Framework Conditions 
for Joint Programming should also be taken into account.

There is a clear support for the concept of co-funding and top-up of national/regional 
programmes in particular if specific problems of small countries are taken into account. 
In this context, it is important to develop clear criteria for top-up funding at the same 
time national/regional variations should be accepted. In this context, it is important to 
get more experiences from COFUND. This experience should be used in order to 
explore the possibility to include co-funding (for programmes meeting clear criteria) in 
the next Framework programme. JPIs should be a candidate for such a scheme. 

Opening-up national and regional programmes of EU interest could mean a 
complementary Community support in the form of a top-up funding for the nationally 
managed programmes. This could add a European dimension to National Programmes 
willing to seek further synergies amongst Member States in their national programmes, 
avoiding the need to set up a specific structure.

It is important to clarify the role of the Framework Programme as a facilitator, 
enabler of the coordination instrument. In this context, it is noted that the Framework 
Programme is the only real common pot programme at EU-level. An important 
question to be answered is how the Framework Programme could be used to better pool 
national resources?
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There is a potential of the European Innovation Partnership concept as a tool for 
bringing together different kinds of coordination instruments as well with financial 
instruments.

The support of longer term and more durable cooperation, in contrast to the 
‘traditional’ 3-5 years project, is important in particular in order to facilitate integration 
and longer-term cooperation between research, innovation and education actors. 
However, the concept of Networks of Excellence (NoE) was not well understood in 
FP6 and in FP7, there is much less prominence of NoE and a potential overlap with 
some large-scale projects. In addition, the EIT with its KICs creates another potential 
overlap. However, we still lack sufficient experience of the EIT-KICs to draw any 
conclusions and the EIT ‘concept’ is much broader than the NoE concept.

At the same time, earlier evaluations, including the Court of Auditors, have pointed out 
the need of instruments focusing on durable cooperation (in the form of e.g. Joint 
Research Initiatives) and the longer-term viability of created research networks. In a 
study commissioned by the European Commission on Research Performing 
Organisations (RPOs) it was recommended that EU should continue to support strategic 
cooperation among RPOs through adapting existing instruments. Thus there is a 
potential gap.

Finally, Peer Learning Activities (through e.g. ERAC) are also a good way to learn 
about best practice.

Recommendation 5. A common framework for Support to coordination of 
national/regional programmes and durable cooperation 
• 5.1. Coordination instruments (ERA-NET, ERA-NET +, article 185, JTIs, JPIs)  

should be complementary to the transnational collaborative projects in the CSF. 
Coordination instruments must have a certain critical scale to be efficient and the 
EU programmes, as the only real common pot at EU level, should have a clear role 
as facilitator and enabler. A crucial aspect of these instruments is priority setting. 
They also act as incentives and framework for national programmes to cooperate in 
a European perspective. 

• 5.2. A Common Framework is needed, going beyond streamlining and 
harmonisation. In particular, lessons from the ERA-NET and ERA-NET + schemes 
should be used, which are in the end positive, as well as the results from the work on 
Joint Programming Framework Conditions. Where there is EU added value further 
use of co-funding and top-up of national/regional programmes is recommended, 
where special attention should be given to facilitate the openness to smaller 
countries.

• 5.3. The concept of Networks of Excellence (NoE) is not well understood and 
should be revised ahead of the CSF taking into account the experiences gained from 
the continued use of the NoE instrument under FP7 as well as the recommendations 
from the Expert Group on NoE. In this context, the broader issue how to support 
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durable cross-border cooperation between universities, research institutions and 
enterprises to foster excellent environments should be dealt with. 

6. Review the support instrument for policy development and 
learning
The present situation as regards instruments to support mutual policy learning in 
research and innovation should be improved, in terms of mutual coordination, 
awareness rising as well as implementation of the results. As indicated above, 
integration between the research and innovation policy communities in the Member 
States would clearly ask for a new impetus in this area. Furthermore, new and broader 
policy needs will arise from the Innovation Union and the (preparation of the) future 
ERA Framework.  

There is a case for support instruments for policy learning, to support human 
resources in smaller MS, but this should preferably be done within the framework of 
existing instruments. The preferred mechanism would be through competitive calls, but 
in well-specified cases, service contracts could also be considered. 

The role of the JRC as an organisation to support evidence based Community policies 
should be clarified in the area of research and innovation. Finally, a redesign of the 
OMC-instrument should be undertaken. 

Coordination and Support Actions (CSA) is a needed instrument for funding of ‘non-
research’ activities as a complement to the other instruments. This instrument is also 
very important in order to support a coherent development of research policies, to 
support the setting up of new structures/preparatory activities (ETPs, JPIs etc), for 
setting up collaborations with 3rd countries and e.g. Presidency events. However, the 
distinction between Coordination Actions and Support actions is not clear and has 
caused confusion among stakeholders.

CSA have also a very important role to play in networking although there are some 
overlaps with e.g. COST. The role of CSA and similar activities in COST and other 
pan-European schemes should be reviewed in line with the recommendation 10.

In some cases, the calls for proposals are very prescriptive and in those cases, a Call for 
Tender could be considered instead of CSA.

Recommendation 6. Review the support instrument for policy development and 
learning
• 6.1. There is a need for instruments to support mutual policy learning in research 

and innovation. However, a review of current set of instruments, including a review
of OMC should be carried out. Such a review should take into account the need of a 
better integration of research and innovation policies, wider policy needs in 
particular from the Innovation Union, the Digital Agenda and the industrial policy 
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flagships. The role of the JRC to support evidence based Community policies should 
be clarified.

• 6.2. With some streamlining and avoidance of duplication of other pan European 
schemes, Coordination and support actions (CSA) should continue also in the 
future CSF. However, the selection should be stricter, reporting should be more 
effective and attention should be given to more interaction and complementarities 
between different platforms set up. In some well-defined cases, a Call for Tender 
could be chosen instead of a Call for Proposals.

7. Consider strengthening the innovative financial instruments 
and the use of procurement rules
In line with the FP7 Interim Evaluation conclusions, ERAC is in general positive about 
RSFF as a new innovative funding instrument in FP7. However, the actual impact in 
terms of additional R&D funding, the balance in funding between industrial sectors and 
countries and the current over-representation of large companies should be further 
examined. In this context, ERAC welcomes the Commission’s intention to launch an 
"RSFF for SMEs window” in 2012.

A broader discussion is needed on the future of financial instruments and between 
synergies between the RSFF (debt financing) and the current CIP financial instruments 
(GIF (High Growth and Innovative SME Facility) equity financing), taking into account 
the whole life cycle of enterprises. 

In this context, it could be considered to strengthen European level funds for venture 
capital (VC) supporting the growth stage of innovative enterprises, in particular SMEs, 
as well as VC support for early stage, patenting or other innovation processes that 
would need special financial support.  This could include GIF Venture Capital as well 
as a possible EU-wide Venture Capital scheme as part of a coherent set of financial 
instruments to support the financing of innovative and high growth companies at 
various stages of the company life cycle and in line with national priorities

The RSFF scheme should not only be attractive to large firms, and should also focus 
on SMEs. In addition, the participation of national partner banks and the potential for 
research infrastructures and non-profit projects should be further followed and 
improved. Finally, efforts should be made to involve all Member States.

Concerning pre-commercial procurement at EU level, recommendations on possible 
new instruments for the next programming period should be drawn from the pilot 
schemes currently running under the ICT FP7 programme and from relevant national 
experiences. Possibilities to use pre-commercial procurement in the context of the EIPs 
should be explored.
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Recommendation 7. Consider strengthening the innovative financial instruments 
and the use of procurement rules 
• 7.1. A broader discussion is needed on the future of financial instruments and 

between synergies between the RSFF (debt financing) and the current CIP financial 
instruments (GIF equity financing), taking into account the whole life cycle of 
enterprises. 

• 7.2 The RSFF scheme should not only be attractive to large firms, and should also 
focus on SMEs and involve all Member States.

• 7.3. In this context, it could be considered to strengthen European level funds for  
venture capital (VC) supporting the growth stage of innovative enterprises, in 
particular SMEs ,as well as VC support for early stage, patenting or other 
innovation processes that would need special financial support.  This could include 
GIF Venture Capital as well as a possible EU-wide Venture Capital scheme as part 
of a coherent set of financial instruments to support the financing of innovative and 
high growth companies at various stages of the company life cycle and in line with 
national priorities

• 7.4. Consideration is also needed on how to support pre-commercial procurement, 
taking into account the first experiences in the area of ICT research.

8. Create better synergies between the CSF for Research and 
Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion Policy.
It should be noted that synergies as such have not been dealt with by this review, as this 
has been the topic for the ERAC ad-hoc group on Synergies. In addition, the 
Commission’s Synergy Expert Group is expected to present a report in June 2011. 
However, the aspects of achieving synergies will in the end very much depend on the 
available instruments.

The most important aspect is that there should be the maximum degree possible of 
“interface” between the different research and innovation-related funding instruments 
at EU level (the CSF for Research and Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion Policy).  
Even if each CSF has its own specific objectives and eligibility criteria, they have partly 
the same target groups/beneficiaries and a greater degree of harmonization/interface
between the different systems would clearly contribute to simplification and 
streamlining of the ‘landscape’ and lower barriers for participation for regional actors.
The bureaucracy in the present Structural Funds (in handling research and innovation 
projects) is perceived as a major problem for beneficiaries. 

Both Regions of Knowledge and the Research Potential are very important 
instruments for best-practice exchange between regions and to build on potential 
excellence with the common problem of being heavily over-subscribed due to limited 
budget especially for the Research Potential. The experiences with Regions of 
Knowledge tend to be more positive than those with Research Potential. A relevant 
observation in relation to these instruments is that the EU cluster policy is rather 
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fragmented. The different definitions of clusters applied in different funding schemes, 
and EU cluster policy is fragmented at EU, national and regional levels and should be 
harmonized. In particular, there needs to be a coherent approach to cluster policy in the 
Framework Programme and the CIP. This corresponds with the general observation that 
a more strategic approach is needed on the use of CIP, FP and SF in the context of the 
EU 2020 strategy, and its smart specialisation objective. 

Regions of Knowledge has contributed to exchange of know-how and experience 
among clusters and enabled regional authorities to familiarise with the Framework 
Programme and CIP. On the other hand, there is overlap between Regions of 
Knowledge and Research Potential vis-à-vis INTERREG. On the other hand Regions of 
Knowledge’ programme is clearly focused on ‘research driven clusters’ in contrary to 
other EU cluster initiatives targeting industrial clusters. In this way RoK is 
complementary to activities in the CIP and SFs. 

It is acknowledge that not all Member States have convergence regions eligible for the 
support by Research Potential and not all delegations have experience with this 
instrument. There is clearly a need for an instrument of this kind but the problem with 
over-subscription would have to be solved.

Even if these programmes (Framework Programme, CIP and the Structural Funds) have 
their own distinct objectives, there is the need of better interaction, and a number of 
concrete suggestions are available. In this context, it can be noted that the main 
difference between the present FP7 and the SFs is that in the FP7 priority setting is done 
at European level whereas in the SFs it is done at regional and or national/regional 
level. Further, the main bulk of FP7 projects involve transnational cooperation. In the 
end, possible synergies between the two programmes will depend very much on 
‘synchronisation’ of the priority setting. Smart specialization would also require novel 
thinking concerning priority setting and calls for better coordination with priority setting 
in the different programmes. 

There is a need for a more dedicated instrument for RTDI in the future CSF for 
Cohesion Policy, which would make specific instruments in the CSF for Research and 
Innovation perhaps less motivated. Such an instrument should draw on the experience 
from the FP7/CIP and could range from collaborative projects to coordination schemes 
like ERA-NET. In particular the selection procedure and  implementation will have to 
be harmonised taking into account the national/regional responsibility. However, there 
will always be a need for bridging activities/measures, concrete interfaces and/or 
connection points between the different programmes.

There are a limited number of initiatives/programmes supporting regional cooperation
but further studies would be needed to draw any conclusions on how these programmes 
could facilitate interaction with the EU-programmes. The project NORDERA indicates 
that it is difficult to find evidence that e.g. the Nordic cooperation has lead to a stronger 
Nordic presence in the FP. However, there are lessons to be learned from such 
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initiatives. In this context, there is a growing interest in cooperation between ‘macro-
regions. 

Recommendation 8. Create better synergies between the CSF for Research and 
Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion Policy
• 8.1. The most important aspect in creating synergies is that there should be a 

maximum degree of possible “interface” between the CSF for Research and 
Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion Policy e.g. through common cost definitions, 
complemented with appropriate ‘bridging’-activities including giving 
credit/visibility to projects with high ranking in the CSF.

• 8.2. The activities of the Regions of Knowledge and the Research Potential are 
needed but in-depth analyses are needed and a clearer division of tasks has to be 
done between the CSF for Research and Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion 
Policy. 

• 8.3. A dedicated RTDI ‘instrument’, taking into account the national/regional 
responsibility, in the CSF for Cohesion Policy combined with priority setting 
reflecting the Europe2020 Strategy, would facilitate synergies between the two 
CSFs.

• 8.4. ERAC stresses the importance to follow-up of the recommendations of ERAC’s 
Synergy group. In this context, the findings of the expert group (Synergy Expert 
Group) set up by the Commission should be made available.

9. Give a sound impact assessment for legislative instruments 
to realise ERA
It is not possible to draw any detailed conclusions on this issue at this stage because of 
the relatively low response rate to this question. The discussion so far indicates a lack of 
information and the necessity to provide evidence for the need of legislative proposals.

Recommendation 9. Give a sound impact assessment for legislative instruments 
to realise ERA
• 9.1. There is a lack of information on European soft law and relevant legislation 

and the intention of the Commission to undertake a survey on existing types of 
legislation and soft law governing research in Member States is welcomed. This 
survey should contribute to sound evidence to assess the impact of any possible EU 
legislation on national research and innovation systems. 

• 9.2. Any proposal for legislation should prove in its underlying impact assessment, 
among other requirements, that soft law would not sufficiently address the relevant 
obstacles for the realization of ERA. Further, any proposal for legislation should 
not lead to excessive administrative burden. 
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10. Involve the intergovernmental organisations 'smarter' in 
CSF and ERA
COST and EUREKA should have a complementary role to the Framework Programme, 
as a part of the Innovation Union and the ERA. 

As regards COST; the pure networking activities are very much appreciated by 
stakeholders as stated in the 2010 evaluation panel of COST: ‘there is both the need and 
the possibility within the ERA for a ‘bottom-up networking’ instrument for nationally 
funded research projects’. 

Ahead of the next Framework Programme a mapping should be carried out of all 
networking activities presently in FP7, COST and in other relevant ‘programmes’ 
including within the ESF. The aim should be to rationalize the present schemes for 
pure networking with the support from the Framework Programme. There are a 
number of comments on the administrative procedure in COST and the need for a 
review of their procedure. If a new scheme for networking were to be implemented by 
COST, rules and procedures should be harmonized with corresponding rules in the 
Framework Programme such as the Coordination and Support Actions. Pure networking 
can also facilitate for newcomers as a first step into the Framework Programme.

The intention of EUREKA in its Strategic Roadmap to foster an accentuated profile of 
EUREKA in the ERA, where EUREKA will focus more on potential synergies and 
complementarities between its own support mechanisms and other European initiatives 
and instruments is welcomed.

EUREKA is successful and important in its specific role, trans-border cooperation of 
industry. EUREKA is a well-functioning bottom-up initiative for concrete industry 
projects close to market. Further, synergies with the Framework Programme should be 
explored, e.g. EUREKA could play a role for industrial related ERA-NETs. 

The initial experiences of the article 185 initiative Eurostars is promising and a 
possible continuation of the scheme should be considered in the next Framework 
Programme. However, it should also be noted that in the interim evaluation of Eurostars 
it was pointed out that ‘most of the successful participants already have experience in 
EU R&D programmes’ which means that the target group is limited. It is also noted that 
‘time-to-contract’ is an issue. At the same time, considerations should be given to some 
potential overlaps between EUREKA and other instruments, notably Joint 
Technology Initiatives and other instruments of the Framework Programme/CIP. More 
specifically, potential overlaps are: Eureka Clusters ITEA / CATRENE – ARTEMIS / 
ENIAC (JTI:s); EUREKA – ERANETs – EUROSTARS.

A dialogue and cooperation between COST and EUREKA in order to improve 
complementarities between their actions, while maintaining their different roles and 
characteristics, would be welcomed. 
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It is not possible, at this stage, to comment or to give recommendations on other IGOs. 
The dialogue between the Commission and notably the EIROForum, uniting almost all 
of the intergovernmental organisations, should continue in order to improve synergies 
between the future CSF and the activities of the IGOs. In this context, the work of 
ESFRI is also important. The implementation of the ESFRI roadmap and the setting up
of new legal entities based on the ERIC regulation will in fact result in a further growth 
of quasi-international organisations in the area of RIs.

Recommendation 10. Involve the intergovernmental organisations 'smarter' in 
CSF and ERA
• 10.1. The activities of COST and EUREKA are appreciated, but their role in 

contributing to the implementation of the Innovation Union/ERA should be clearer
and the financial contribution from the Framework Programme/CSF should be 
judged accordingly to their added value. 

• 10.2. Pure networking (presently mainly now in COST and FP7) should remain an 
important instrument in the future but there is a clear need to need to rationalise the 
number of pure networking actions into one scheme both for reasons of efficiency 
as well as user-friendliness. Pure networking can also facilitate for newcomers as a 
first step into the Framework Programme.

• 10.3. The second round of the promising Eurostars Programme targeted at 
research-performing SMEs should build on experience gained to date and 
contribute to the future support of SME-relevant schemes in the CSF. 

• 10.4. The Commission should continue the dialogue and coordination with 
intergovernmental science organisations in the context of enhanced ERA 
governance, notably in the areas of research programming, researcher's careers, 
training and mobility, research infrastructures, e-science, IPR and knowledge 
sharing, and international cooperation in research. 

‘Consequences and Impact’ of ERAC Recommendations.
The main aim of the review was to ‘improve and simplify the ERA-landscape’ as well 
as making existing instruments better and to detect any ‘gaps’. The approach to achieve 
this has been through harmonisation, interface, reform and adaption rather than by 
reducing the number of instruments. In a limited number of cases new instruments are 
needed or making clearer distinction between instruments.

If the recommendations in this report are taken into account in a future Common 
Strategic Framework Programme for Research and Innovation as well as in appropriate 
national/regional programmes and intergovernmental organisations, it will have a major 
impact for all beneficiaries:

· The harmonisation of rules and procedures of instruments at EU-level will help all 
beneficiaries but in particular smaller actors (small both in terms of size and 
participation) such as SMEs, smaller research teams and new-comers.
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· The interface between research and innovation instruments will also benefit all 
beneficiaries but in particular those likely to take part in e.g. different parts of the 
innovation cycle such as industry (in particular SMEs) and research institutions.

The following reform and adaption of instruments will in particular contribute to 
the implementation of Innovation Union (IU):
· The harmonisation and interface will facilitate Member States to align rules of 

national/regional programmes including rules for implementation of the Structural 
Funds. This will facilitate cross-border cooperation and thereby reducing 
fragmentation in Europe.

· A Common Framework for the implementation of all coordination instruments will 
benefit the governance and facilitate for the beneficiaries. Member States
engagement, together with extended use of co-funding, topping up of national and 
regional programmes as well as the opening-up of national programmes, will 
stimulate cooperation between EU programmes and national/regional programmes. 

· A well functioning international cooperation would contribute to solving global 
challenges.

· A new approach to Network of Excellence would facilitate longer term and durable 
cooperation between research institutions.

· Future ‘CIP activities’ should be open to all sectors.
· Linking activities to bridge the gap between supply and demand sides will bring 

research results closer to the market.
· Smaller, less prescriptive projects and flexible in time will encourage innovative 

approaches.
· Support to new Emerging Science and Technology projects will encourage high risk 

research.
· ERC proof of concept could provide for the currently missing link between ERC 

and innovation programmes.
· Support to mutual policy learning should be improved to serve the needs of the 

Innovation Union and ERA Framework.
· Better synergies between Marie Curie actions and Research Infrastructures as well 

as between Research Infrastructures and Collaborative projects will facilitate better 
use of Research Infrastructures and add a new dimension to Collaborative projects.

A few new instruments are also acceptable in order to implement the Innovation 
Union in particular to get a coherent set of financial instruments:
· venture capital (supporting growth stage and early stage)
· pre-commercial procurement
· extension of loan guarantee schemes (SME-window)

The merging of instruments and activities will simplify the ERA-landscape:
· All coordination instruments should have Common Framework for the 

implementation.
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· Consolidating of all pure networking activities into one scheme 
· Consolidated support services at national/regional levels (EEN, NCP)
· Reducing the number of schemes within Marie Curie
· Merging of all research cluster activities
· Thematic approaches in one programme
· A clearer distinction between Coordination and Support Actions.

Synergies between the CSF for Research and Innovation and the CSF for Cohesion 
Policy:
· Better coordination between priority setting in the two CSFs will facilitate 

synergies.
· A dedicated RTDI scheme in the CSF for Cohesion policy would enable better 

implementation of research and innovation activities
· Regions of Knowledge – both capacity building (CSF Cohesion policy) and the 

support of excellent research clusters (CSF Research and Innovation) are needed
· Research Potential could be funded from CSF Cohesion Policy but implemented by 

a dedicated RTDI scheme.
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Mapping of ERAC recommendations on existing funding schemes

Funding Schemes in 
FP7/CIP12

Use of Funding schemes in FP7/CIP ERAC recommendations for CSF

FP7 Funding schemes are described in the legal decision (the text in this column 
is copied from the legal text).

• Simplification through harmonisation of rules and procedures 
of instruments at EU-level is the most urgent need.

• A maximum degree of interface between the different research 
and innovation-related funding instruments whether they are at 
EU level or national/regional level.

• The harmonisation and interface between different instruments 
at all levels will facilitate the alignment of relevant 
national/regional programmes to each other as well as 
interaction and synergies between instruments at EU level and 
national/regional level. 

• A more ‘ambitious’, pro-active approach for streamlining 
instruments than a ‘simple’ moratorium is needed to meet the 
new objectives of the Innovation Union

1. Collaborative Projects 
(CPs)

Support for research projects carried out by consortia with participants from 
different countries, aiming at developing new knowledge, new technology, 
products, demonstration activities or common resources for research. The size, 
scope and internal organisation of projects can vary from field to field and from 
topic to topic. Projects can range from small or medium-scale focused research 
actions to large-scale integrating projects for achieving a defined objective. 
Projects will also be targeted to special groups such as SMEs and other smaller 
actors.
(CPs are used mainly in Cooperation and parts of the Capacities programmes. 
Special conditions apply for e.g. specific actions dedicated to international 
cooperation partner countries (SICA))

• Collaborative projects are and should continue to be the most 
important instrument and used more widely.

• Flexibility in size and a shift towards less descriptive projects. 
• Support to New Emerging Science and Technology
• Joint strategy in areas where global cooperation is needed could 

be considered, especially on priority. 
• Implementation of PPP:s

2. Networks of Excellence Support for a Joint Programme of Activities implemented by a number of 
research organisations integrating their activities in a given field, carried out by 
research teams in the framework of longer term cooperation. The 

• Support to durable cross-border cooperation between 
universities, research institutions and enterprises to foster 
excellent environments. 

  
12 DECISION No 1982/2006/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 18 December 2006 concerning the Seventh Framework Programme of the European Community for 
research, technological development and demonstration activities (2007-2013)
DECISION No 1639/2006/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 24 October 2006 establishing a Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007 to 2013)
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implementation of this Joint Programme of Activities will require a formal 
commitment from the organisations integrating part of their resources and their 
activities.

3. Coordination and 
support actions (CSAs)

Support for activities aimed at coordinating or supporting research activities and 
policies (networking, exchanges, trans-national access to research 
infrastructures, studies, conferences, etc.). These actions may also be 
implemented by means other than calls for proposals. 
(CSAs are used in all parts of  FP7. CSAs are used to fund ERANET and 
ERANET +  and a combination of  CSA and CP are used to fund Research 
Infrastructures)

Coordination Actions for the implementation of:
• Coordination instruments (ERANET-scheme), Co-fund, 

topping-up, opening-up, cross-border cooperation (JPIs), NoEs, 
pre-commercial procurement

Support Actions (possibly complemented with Calls for tender):
• Bridging/linking activities (research/innovation), Proof of 

Concept, ETPs, networking, research clusters, synergies with 
SFs, Support to policy and mutual learning

4. Support for ‘frontier’ 
research

Support for projects carried out by individual national or transnational research 
teams. This scheme will be used to support investigator-driven ‘frontier’ 
research projects funded in the framework of the European Research Council.
(Three instruments and discussion a collaborative instrument)

• Maintain a clear focus on the ERC’s core mission of supporting 
world-class frontier research; Use a limited number of 
instruments.

5. Support for training and 
career development of 
researchers

Support for training and career development of researchers, mainly to be used 
for the implementation of the Marie Curie actions.
(Eight main instruments)

• Reduce number of instruments and increased synergies with RI 
and CPs

6. Research for the benefit 
of specific groups (in 
particular SMEs)

Support for research projects where the bulk of the research and technological 
development is carried out by universities, research centres or other legal 
entities, for the benefit of specific groups, in particular SMEs or associations of 
SMEs. Efforts will be undertaken to mobilise additional financing from the EIB 
and other financial organisations. (Two instruments for SMEs and one for Civil 
Society Organisations)

• The second round of the promising Eurostars Programme13

targeted at research-performing SMEs should build on 
experience gained to date and contribute to the future support of 
SME-relevant schemes in the CSF14. 

7. Article169/185 A financial contribution from the Community to the joint implementation of 
well identified national research programmes, on the basis of Article 169 of the 
Treaty. This joint implementation will require the establishment or existence of 
a dedicated implementation structure. Community financial support will be 
provided subject to the definition of a financing plan based on formal 
commitments from competent national authorities.

• Common Framework for implementation should be used, same 
funding schemes as for the CSF. The actual implementation 
should take into account the principle – one-size-does-not-fit-
all´.

8. Article 171 A financial contribution from the Community to the implementation of Joint 
Technology Initiatives to realise objectives that cannot be achieved through the 
funding schemes identified above.

• Common Framework for implementation should be used, same 
funding schemes as for the CSF. The actual implementation 
should take into account the principle – one-size-does-not-fit-
all´.

9. Financial instruments In addition to providing direct financial support to participants in RTD actions, • Supporting the growth stage of innovative enterprises, in 

  
13 It should be noted that Eurostars is implemented as an article 185 and not a part of the Research for the benefit of specific groups. However, the budget for 
Eurostars comes from this budget-line,
14 It should be noted that no specific recommendation is made for the scheme Research for the benefit of specific groups.
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the Community will improve their access to debt finance through the ‘Risk-
Sharing Finance Facility’ by providing a contribution to the EIB

particular SMEs ,as well as VC support for early stage, 
patenting or other innovation processes that would need special 
financial support. This could include GIF Venture Capital as 
well as a possible EU-wide Venture Capital scheme as part of a 
coherent set of financial instruments.

CIP-instruments15

(EIP, ICT-PSP, IEE)
The three sub-programmes use a variety of instruments described for each 
programme in legal decision.  

• There is a general support for most of the activities in the 
present CIP and that its focus on competitiveness and 
entrepreneurship and its strong points, such as smaller consortia 
and ‘proof of concept’ activities should, be kept. However, a 
better streamlining and synergies with other activities in the 
future CSF will be needed taking into account in particular the 
needs of SMEs. This streamlining should build on the principle 
that the same type of activities, including promotional 
activities, should be consolidated into one scheme.

Pilot and market 
replication projects

Eco-innovation and ICT sectors.  • Thematic approaches should be brought together in the CSF 
and funded with same instruments.

Business support services Such as the Enterprise Europe Network. Intermediaries supported in the past 
include: innovation agencies, chambers of commerce and regional development 
agencies. 

• Review of the activities of the EEN and the NCP-networks

Measures supporting 
innovations

Europa INNOVA, PRI-INNO Europe

Promoting trans-national 
cooperation and mutual 
learning

Among relevant public and private players, including business and innovation 
providers or policy makers at the European, national and regional levels;

Promotional campaigns Such as the Sustainable Energy Europe Campaign;  Europe-wide studies aimed 
at improving policy.

• Activities offered by CIP should as far as possible be open to 
all sectors. Promotional activities, should be consolidated into 
one scheme.

Loan guarantees and 
access to venture capital

(a) the High Growth and Innovative SME Facility (GIF)
(early stage and high growth potential)
(b) the SME Guarantee (SMEG) Facility with four ‘windows’
(c) the Capacity Building Scheme (CBS).

• The financial instruments should be brought together with other 
financial instruments, e.g. the RSFF, in the CSF.

  
15 Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP), ICT policy support Programme (ICT-PSP), Intelligent Energy Programme (IEE)
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Annex 1: Analysis and synthesis of 
responses to the Questionnaire

A total of 2416 responses have been received (22 Member States and 2 associated 
countries.). Overall, taking also the good quality of the replies into account, it can be 
regarded as a very good response. Moreover, it is noted that many delegations have 
undertaken consultations and/or coordination between ministries as well as with funding 
bodies. Finally, in several cases existing position papers have been used by delegations 
when responding.

A. The ERA-landscape
There are clear messages (CREST/ERAC- debates, evaluations/interim evaluations) on the need to 
improve and simplify the ERA-landscape. The Innovation Union Communication points out the problem of 
‘the myriad of existing instruments which are not aligned’ and stresses that ‘funding instruments need to be 
streamlined and to focus on objectives of the Innovation Union’. Further, the concept of European 
Innovation Partnerships is proposed in order to ‘streamline, simplify and better coordinate existing 
instruments and activities’. The FP7 Interim Evaluation points out that ‘care should be taken to avoid a 
confusing proliferation of instruments’. The evaluation recommends also that, for FP8, a ‘solution could be 
to adopt a one-for-one principle in which new instruments can only be introduced if an old one is 
abandoned’

• What are the most urgent actions to take in order to improve and simplify the ERA-landscape –
(see also considerations in section 4 above)?

Main results from the questionnaire
There is full agreement on the need to streamline the ERA-landscape of instruments. 
The main solution proposed by delegations is simplification through in particular 
harmonisation of administrative rules and procedures. The aspect of continuity has 
also to be taken into account.

Many delegations point out that a reform is needed of old instruments in order to take 
into account the new objectives of EUROPE 2020 and the Innovation Union. A 
majority of delegations also point out the need for better coordination and synergies 
between the instruments in particular with the Structural Funds as well as with Higher 
Education Programmes (within the knowledge triangle). A few delegations refer to the 
concept of a Common Strategic Framework, as presented in the Green Paper, which 
could potentially solve many ’problems’. It is important to link different instruments, 

  
16 AT, BE, CY, CZ, DE, DK, EE, EL, ES, FI, FR, HU, IE, LT, LV, MT, NL, PL, PT, SE, SI, UK and CH, 
NO
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mainly to facilitate up-take of research and knowledge. Interoperability/interface is an 
often used expression. 

Some delegations stress the importance of avoiding duplication whereas others 
indicate that some overlap is not a worry. This is due to the fact that ERA is complex 
and that a variety of instruments is needed. The problem is more on the strategic 
management and the governance of the instruments. The instruments have to be 
understood by both policy makers and beneficiaries.

A few delegations touch upon the budget issue –a steady increase of the budget cannot 
be taken for granted which will put even more pressure on how to get maximum impact 
from limited sources. One implication could be that the Framework Programme should 
play more a role of enabler and coordinator of national level collaborations than in the 
past. We have to take decision on also what should not be funded at European level. 

There is wide support of the ‘moratorium’ but in most cases this is proposed to be 
combined with a number of measures such as one-for-one principle (any new 
instrument should mean that an old one is abandoned which means that redundant 
instrument should be identified), new instruments should be clearly justified with 
European added value and clear objectives etc. It is proposed that an impact assessment 
should be presented before a new instrument is introduced. New instruments should be 
tested in small scale. In that sense a moratorium is not enough – it is a passive 
approach.

Many ideas are put forward on simplification: harmonisation of rules of participation 
(EU-programmes as well as national programmes where relevant), Common 
Framework Conditions (including IP-rules), alignment of administrative procedures, 
acceptance of proven national accounting modalities, one-stop- shop for beneficiaries, 
outsourcing to e.g. the REA.

Several delegations also comment upon that a better interaction between instruments 
at EU level and national/regional level is needed. In the end, this will require that
definition of national policies and programmes take into account the existence of EU 
priorities and programmes and visa-versa.

A cautious approach is indicated by several delegations as regards the new European 
Innovation Partnerships (EIP) as proposed in the Innovation Union Flagship Initiative 
but it is also indicated that it could bring, in the best case, instruments together.

The low participation of EU12 and some other regions are also pointed out by 
several delegations and in particular, simplification would benefit these countries.

Other horizontal issues addressed: ethical issues and the low female participation, lack 
of coordination between different configuration of Programme Committees, use of 
common terminology and the importance of the open-access initiative.
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B. Instruments at European Union level

B1. CIP and FP7
For the CIP the main recommendation of the evaluation is to focus on a limited number of instruments 
(themes and activities) where there is strong intervention logic for EU support and strong prospects for 
European added value being generated. The ‘themes and activities’ that appear to meet these criteria 
include: Enterprise Europe Network; financial instruments; mutual policy learning; eco-innovation 
market replication projects; and, Pilot A projects17.’

• What are in your opinion the ‘themes and activities’ which should be given priority?

Main results from the questionnaire
The delegations opinions on what can be considered as the most important themes and 
activities differ, but a number of common issues are noted. The majority of the 
delegations mention the EEN network as a positive and important part of CIP. 
Some believe it needs further impact assessment to streamline the role of EEN. The 
Eco-Innovation part of CIP is mentioned as important by nearly half of the delegations 
and is suggested to continue. About half of the delegations also points out that support 
to SMEs is important within CIP. Several delegations raises the importance of access to 
finance for SME and one delegation proposes European funds for venture capital 
and patent. Others points out that it must be used only when impact is evident.  

A number of delegations propose to make stronger links between Framework 
Programme and CIP, or to join them in one programme. One delegation points out 
that only research-driven components should be joined. There is a slight divergence in 
opinions about the future support networks. Some support that the National Contact 
Network (NCP) and the EEN networks to be merged, while others express the 
importance of avoiding overlap and acknowledge that they have partly different 
‘customers’. 

On the thematic side, although not discussed so much in the responses, the eco-
innovation programme is put forward by several delegations as a priority. A risk for 
overlap with LIFE+ and eco innovation is raised by one delegation. Among other 
thematic areas mentioned are ICT (Policy support, single digital market), Intelligent 
energy, energy efficiency and eHealth (within the ICT PSP). There are also some 
delegations that suggest having less thematic focus and opening up possibilities to other 
fields than in the current CIP. Others again suggest to only putting thematic approaches 
when there is a clear common challenge to be met.

  
17 Pilot A projects build on national initiatives and aim to ensure EU-wide interoperability of ICT-based 
solutions/services, cross border access to them and avoid market fragmentation of innovative services and 
products.
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More on the governance side, there is one opinion to increase or improve monitoring 
indicators for projects. These should be built into the proposal, according to the idea 
from one delegation. 

Among the many ideas for the future of CIP, there is one about putting 
commercialisation as criteria for CIP projects, in order to push for the final stage of 
innovation cycle. Several delegations point out technology pilots, demonstration and 
market replication projects as crucial in the framework of CIP. One delegation 
proposes to have specific support to internationalise European SME, as a complement to 
any existing national funding and with a clear European benefit as a criteria. The same 
delegation would like to see a special focus on support and training to small 
companies or entrepreneurs with very high growth potential, to foster and increase the 
entrepreneurial attitude in among European SME and entrepreneurs. Public 
procurement for innovation is mentioned as a prioritised tool by a few delegations.

B2. The FP7 interim evaluation
The interim evaluation of FP7 has been carried out by an independent Expert Group, chaired by Rolf 
Annerberg, Sweden. Key strengths of the current Framework Programme, areas in need of improvement, 
new concerns and dilemmas and directions for reform have been summarised. 
The panel also presents ten key recommendations, including the following issues:

1 to advance ERA and Innovation Union objectives,
2 to develop high quality research infrastructures,
3 to maintain the level of funding,
4 to encourage the participation of a broad spectrum of enterprises,
5 to implement simplification measures & a more trust-based approach,
6 more open calls for the Cooperation SP,
7 a moratorium on new instruments,
8 to increase female participation,
9 to increase participation of underrepresented Member States,
10 to integrate the international perspective into all programmes & instruments.
As regards the Cooperation part of the FP7 programme and the actions implemented through call for 
proposals  the interim evaluation seems broadly satisfied and very few remarks about the instruments are 
made (in contrast e.g. in the FP6 post-evaluation).
Questions:

• What are your experiences with the collaborative instruments in the Cooperation part of FP7 
(small-medium scale and large scale collaborative projects respectively)?

• What are your experiences with Coordination and Support Actions (CSA)? Are there examples 
where Calls for Tenders could be used instead? Is there a need for networking activities?

• What are your experiences with the Networks of Excellence (NoE) in FP7?

Main results from the questionnaire
The collaborative projects within the Cooperation part of FP7 are supported by all 
delegations. Despite a few being in strong support for small- and medium scale 
projects, most delegations would like to see a good balance between the two schemes 
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(small-/medium and large scale). Some delegations from small countries points out 
that large-scale projects are not well suited for them. There are concerns about large 
projects leading to a monopolistic situation. One delegation suggests avoiding "One 
call – One contract" calls18. 

A number of delegations want to see more flexibility (e.g. duration, size of consortia). 
The details mentioned include more bottom-up approach in collaborative projects and a 
more flexible size of budget and consortia. Some topics are too prescriptive. The 
potential problem with over-subscription could be solved with two-stage application 
procedures19, although this can also cause other problems such as delays. Prescriptive 
topics also have other advantages, making proposals more comparable for evaluators, 
one delegation points out. Another delegation points out that the very strict prescriptive 
approach might ‘stifle’ innovation. Some delegations link this also with a general 
simplification of the FP. One delegation suggests the concept of open arenas from 
Eureka as an opportunity. There is also one idea from a delegation about creating 
clusters of small collaborative projects (as a pilot). The possibility to join a project at a 
later stage is also mentioned as a way to attract more SMEs. In particular, this option 
could be suitable in large-scale projects. As an alternative to large-scale projects, the 
idea to cluster small- and medium scale projects should be revisited.

The majority of delegations are positive to the Coordination and Support Actions
(CSA) scheme. Several delegations suggest distinguishing more clearly between 
coordination activities and support actions. Several delegations see synergies with 
COST actions and a few suggest more integration between CSA and COST or ESF. 
Regarding the program processes, a large majority express that call for proposals
should be the dominating way of identifying the best implementing team. A number of 
delegations believe that tender procedure could be used e.g. when very clear defined 
objectives or where there is an immediate solution evident in advance. However, several 
delegations, especially from smaller countries, see a risk that tender procedures could 
lead to less competition. One delegation express that networking part is important, but 
should not be limited to CSA. 

Suggestions about the scheme includes that tender procedures could be used for service 
activities (NCP-network mentioned). Others include ideas about CSA being used more 
for relevant activities within initiatives like ETP and JPI, or actions undertaken through 
SFIC. There is also an idea that the Commission should be able to be a partner in CSA. 
A more specific idea to have more focused and smaller CSA for the NCP network 
projects avoiding having too many ‘non-committed’ partners.

A clear majority of the delegations express negative opinions or experience of the 
scheme Networks of Excellence. Some express that the idea is good at least to some 
part, or that it has become better and more focused than the earlier scheme (in FP6). A 

  
18 The Annual Work Programmes sometimes specify that ‘only one project is expected to be funded’
19 Often referred to as 2-stage procedure where the first stage is a ‘light’ application.
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majority consider that the scheme should be used carefully. A few delegations support 
the scheme and suggest it should remain as it is. A number of delegations indentify a 
problem for smaller countries to be involved or that actors in less favoured regions are 
excluded. One delegation believes other form of coordination in ERA makes the 
networks unnecessary. The fact that it has become easier to fund research activities in 
the NoE is specifically welcomed by one delegation, but the same delegation express 
concern over overlap with Large Collaborative Project scheme.

Suggestions from the delegations on reforms of the scheme include that the networks 
could consist of ERC grantees and coordinators of excellent collaborative projects. 
There are also suggestions to drop the requirement about creating a legal entity, which 
makes participation almost impossible for some actors. One delegation points out that 
NoE could be one way for strengthening of cross border cooperation between 
universities in order to develop excellent environments for research and innovation, 
including education. One other delegation however supported the Court of Auditors 
report that NoE promoted a good level of research cooperation but often did not achieve 
a progressive and sustainable integration.

The FP7 interim evaluation proposes closer connection between Marie Curie Actions and collaborative 
research projects and the use of research infrastructures in order to support the Knowledge Triangle. 
Questions:

• Do you agree with this approach – and how could this be achieved?
• Should there indeed be a special instrument/support mechanism to ‘ensure that important 

ideas and scientific breakthroughs supported through the ERC are accommodated and 
disseminated’?

Main results from the questionnaire
All delegations express a strong support for the Marie Curie (MC) scheme in 
general. Several delegations raise the importance of having MC continuing in its current 
form. Some delegations identify the fact that MC is bottom-up while the collaborative 
projects and infrastructures are top-down as a possible obstacle to efficient synergies 
between the schemes. Other delegations think it is important to keep the basic rules of 
MC, while not excluding synergies with other schemes. The great majority of 
delegations are positive to more synergies between MC and RI and Collaborative 
Projects, though some mainly see the potential with RI. A small minority of delegations 
believes that MC should stay a separate program, in one case motivated by the risk of 
complexity when mixing them. The relation to the Knowledge Triangle is mentioned by 
a minority of delegations, expressing the potential for MC to contribute to the 
Knowledge Triangle and ERA. One delegation also suggest more emphasis on 
education.

Ideas from delegations include that MC could be used as a top-up in Collaborative 
Projects, maybe with an opportunity to include this in a Collaborative Projects proposal. 
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One idea is to let RI projects (or organisations) apply for grants through MC. For small 
MS, there is an idea that MC could be better used for Brain Gain, in synergy with 
efforts in structural funds. 

A large majority of delegations are positive to support for further dissemination of 
ideas and results from ERC grantees' projects. A number of delegations express 
support to the scheme of Proof of Concept currently being introduced, while others 
express that it has to be evaluated before conclusions can be drawn. Several delegations 
believe that any funding for dissemination or further development of results should be 
solved in a more general way in Framework Programme, not only for the ERC 
grants. A small number of delegations believe that no special effort is needed in the 
ERC programme, but to raise awareness or maybe to deal with this on a national level. 
There are some concerns about putting a requirement on grant holders about innovation, 
thus there should be no requirement at any stage on the grant holders. 

A couple of other ideas are presented by delegations. A few delegations suggest to 
establish a Grantees Club, where the successful grant holders from the ERC schemes 
could gather and be present in research related (and political) events and media, in order 
to disseminate results and experience. There is also an idea about any funding for 
innovation/dissemination should be targeted at SMEs.

FP8 should give more emphasis to ‘the creation and exploitation of research Infrastructures in order to e.g. 
foster Innovation Union and digital Agenda goals’?

• How could this in your view be achieved?

Main results from the questionnaire
All delegations express support for RI in general and several indicated that they 
would favour have an increased budget in the next Framework Programme. Several 
delegations are of the opinion that industry must be more involved in the exploitation 
of RI than today, e.g. by using industrial PhD grants. In other words, although RIs are 
established according to scientific objectives, awareness of options for commercial use 
should also be promoted. Some believes it is best done bilaterally between the RI and 
the industrial partner. More emphasis on human resources and training of young 
researchers is mentioned by a number of delegations, but only a few linked to 
contribution to the Knowledge Triangle. Almost half of the delegations raise 
accessibility to RI as a critical issue that must be guaranteed and there are concerns 
especially for smaller member states. There are some ideas about synergies with 
collaborative projects and to open for travel grants for researchers in order to increase 
accessibility for researchers. A few delegations believe that more efforts on 
coordination with national initiatives and policies are needed. Some delegations 
mentions e-infrastructures managed by DG INFSO as a good model how to manage RI. 
Some delegations would like to see more possibilities to use SF for RI. The importance 
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of making proper analysis and action plans for new RI is mentioned by several 
delegations.

B3. The following horizontal questions are relevant for both FP7/CIP
Questions:

• Are there instruments which are redundant or could be merged or reformed (given the new 
objectives)?

• Are new instruments necessary (given the new objectives, e.g. to tackle grand/societal 
challenges)? Which are the most important criteria/requirements on any new instruments?

• Are the existing instruments suitable to facilitate the necessary international cooperation?

Main results from the questionnaire
The only instrument that a number of delegations mention in context of redundancy is 
Networks of Excellence (NoE). A majority of delegations has though identified some 
overlapping instruments which need streamlining or merging. Only a few delegations 
have identified and prioritised the same overlaps. There are more comments about the 
CIP programme than other instrument in the Framework Programme or other 
frameworks. Several delegations propose that CIP and the Framework Programme 
are joined. One delegation express that the pillars of the CIP needs show better 
synergies. A couple of delegations express that RoK is very similar to funding schemes 
in CIP and SF, where one delegation proposes that both RoK and RP should be in the 
SF. To different extent, many delegations believe there are overlap and risk for 
duplication between JTI, PPP, EIT and clusters under Eureka. One delegation propose 
to merge ERA NET and ERA NET plus. One delegation points out that a reform is 
needed in order to promote the knowledge triangle.

All delegations express that any new instruments should be considered only if 
really required. Although not all delegations support a moratorium of instruments, the 
majority believe that the current set of instruments should continue in the future, 
especially the Collaborative Projects. A number of delegations suggest making a review 
of current instruments for streamlining, alignment and effectiveness between them, as 
well as alignment with national schemes. 

Despite the reluctance for new instruments, some ideas are put forward by 
delegations. Some delegations express the need for a simple instrument (or scheme) for 
innovation, especially for small actors.  Several delegations mention the importance of 
collaborative projects and an idea mentioned is to have a specific SME scheme to 
increase their participation in Collaborative Projects. One delegation expresses the need 
of cross-thematic projects. Another idea is that there should be more focus on demand 
side innovation. Some delegation mentions that instruments must fit into the EIP 
concept, also opening for fields like taxation, environment regulation and energy policy.

The majority of delegations consider that INCO is well met by the current set of 
instruments; at the same time there is some criticism expressed and suggestions made 
for improvement. Many are of the opinion that the grand societal challenges must be 
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tackled at global level. A few delegations thus propose to talk about global cooperation
rather than international cooperation. Several delegations believe that a greater 
possibility for industrialised 3rd countries to be financed through the FP would be 
beneficial whereas other were not in favour. Several mentions the scheme within the 
Health theme in FP7 Cooperation, where US actors can participate with funding (from 
NIH), as a model for the future. 

The ideas about development of cooperation with 3rd countries include a better focus 
towards countries with similar priorities as the EU. 

There is a concern from some delegations about the unclear roles of SFIC and the 
current Programme Committee for INCO within FP7. One delegation believes there 
should be no specific program for INCO, but that international cooperation should be 
integrated in other parts of the Framework Programme. There are ideas to increase 
possibilities for international cooperation at macro regional level and to facilitate an 
increased industrial participation. One delegation points out the importance to 
cooperate more with the BRIC-economies.

B4. Streamlining of research and innovation support
The EUROPE 2020 Strategy, Innovation Union Communication and the FP7 Interim Evaluation argue that 
a more integrated approach is needed towards research and innovation in order to achieve better 
knowledge transfer between science and industry and a better exploitation of this knowledge.  
Questions:

• How and to what extent could the links between instruments that support research and 
innovation be strengthened in the next generation of EU research and innovation 
programmes?

• What are the most important changes needed in existing instruments and what new 
instruments could be needed, for this integration or strengthening of links20?

• Should the FP/CIP include innovation support services21? 
• A way of bridging research and innovation is through a stronger link between demand and 

supply. What instruments would favour this approach? Are the PPPs and the new European 
innovation partnerships the way to go?

• Are there any examples at national/regional levels (ministries, national agencies or research 
councils) which could be used at European level22 to better align instruments in the whole 
innovation cycle (fundamental research, applied research, development, demonstration, 
innovation,  deployment and user feed-back), so called ‘combined/integrated/holistic 
instruments? When addressing this question account can be taken to already submitted input 
to the questionnaire on Synergies, e.g. referring to Cluster policies, Vouchers/knowledge 
dissemination and valorisation schemes/knowledge transfer.

  
20 Taking also into account e.g. experiences of the European Technology Platforms.
21 e.g. technology transfer services and brokerage, IPR management advice both currently provided 
under CIP through the Enterprise Europe network and the IPR Helpdesk, training on financial 
management, investor readiness, business plan development, marketing and design training
22 Note, Preferably the response should not only be a description of national instruments but focusing on 
aspects and modalities which could be of interest to apply at European level.
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Main results from the questionnaire
There are two main categories of responses about how to better links research and 
innovation. To different extent, a large number of delegations mention closer 
coordination and even integration of the current framework programmes for 
research and innovation (CIP and FP). Several delegations point out that this must 
not be solved with new specific instruments. A majority of delegations list instruments 
of today having potential as supporting this linkage, with only minor changes in 
scope and focus. According to some delegations, more flexibility in or between the 
current instruments could also contribute to better links. A number of delegations 
believe that the EEN could be used more efficiently during the whole cycle from 
research to innovation. One delegation proposes to have a requirement for proposers to 
make an innovation assessment already at the proposal stage, clearly showing how the 
proposed project activities would contribute to new products or services. Another 
delegation expresses concern about regarding the CIP as an instrument to take care of 
results from research projects in the Framework Programme, i.e. more synergies 
between the two programmes. 

Instruments mentioned as possible to use more for the’ linkage’ are EIT and it's KICs, 
JTI, Eureka, RSFF and different SME activities.  KICs, RSFF and to some extent 
Eureka are especially mentioned in the context of “support to SMEs”. A more direct 
idea about SME is to have Demonstration Projects in the scheme Research for the 
benefit for SME. 

There are a large amount of ideas about existing instruments and possible new ones 
to better link research and innovation. There is no clear convergence, but some
common thoughts can be identified. Several delegations express their reluctance to 
creating new instruments, but to develop and coordinate better the existing set. The 
reoccurring ideas include more coordination of thematic areas in different stages of 
the innovation cycle (i.e. mainly between CIP and the Framework Programme). It is 
mentioned by several delegations to establish "connecting blocks" between different 
funding schemes, in order to have a smooth transition. One delegation proposes that all 
research projects should automatically receive funding at the end of the research project 
to continue with trials and demonstrations. Demonstrations and prototyping are also put 
forward by several delegations as a possible tool to be increased to get research closer to 
market. 

Flexibility and wider topics is another idea mentioned by some delegations. Size of 
consortia, time span of projects and in general less administrative burden are examples 
on what type of flexible measures mentioned. The Eurostars scheme is mentioned in 
this context. Another idea raised by a few delegations is to have more focus on the 
demand side, where the Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR) scheme of the 
US is mentioned as a possible model. Other aspects mentioned by delegations are 
education and entrepreneurship which is proposed to be included in the approach of 
linking research and innovation. The EEN is mentioned as potential actor linking 
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transnational technology transfer offices at universities and industry. As under other 
questions, some delegations mentions the importance of a functioning venture capital 
and loan guarantee system at EU-level.

The opinions on support at EU-level differ significantly. The majority of delegations 
are positive in general to support services for innovation. About half of these express 
that it should be with a rather limited budget and in some cases linked to similar support 
service for research. A few delegations believe that innovation support is most 
efficiently dealt with at national level, but some mentions that a few services could be 
provided at central EU-level. 

The majority of delegations mention the EEN as a sufficient network for innovation 
services, especially since being at national level with central coordination. The opinions 
about the IPR-Helpdesk are less convergent and only a few delegations mention it as a 
success. 

A large majority of the delegations believe that the PPPs can contribute positively in 
bridging the demand and supply side of innovation. Positive comments about PPPs
include that it should contribute with measures in different programmes, providing a 
coherent system for both supply and demand. One delegation mentions the 
contributions from ETP as important in identifying technologies. PPPs could be used for 
this linkage. The need for openness (in terms of joining) of PPPs is stressed by some 
delegations. One delegation points out the need to use experiences from the Lead 
Market Initiative. Some, though, thinks it is too early to really evaluate the PPPs. The 
latter is also the case with EIP, which many delegations believe is still somewhat 
unclear initiative. However, several delegations express a positive opinion on the 
potential of EIP to linking demand and supply. 

The clear majority of delegations have mentioned interesting examples in this field 
varying from governance bodies or mechanisms to coordinate and align individual 
instruments in the innovation cycle to specific instruments which address part or the 
complete innovation cycle (“holistic policies”). 

In contrast with the observation of the synergies group that only a few countries have an 
overarching strategy for the complete Knowledge Triangle it appears that most 
countries have – at least to a certain degree – a strategy for the alignment of 
instruments in different stages of the innovation cycle. However, opinions differ 
from a kind of “modular approach” based on well-defined instruments for certain stages 
of the innovation process to efficient inter-linkages to a completely integrated, holistic 
approach integrating all stages. Most countries still seem to prefer the modular approach 
although the trend seems to move in the more integrated, holistic direction. 
Simplification of instruments is an important driver behind this.

Regarding the types of instruments of which aspects and modalities could be used at 
the European level many delegations have suggested voucher schemes and 
competence centres and cluster policies to support public-private cooperation and 
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interaction. Some countries suggested also the promotion of tech transfer schemes and 
instruments targeted at SME’s. In Annex 4 a summary of national examples are given. 
However, there are no indications on how these examples could be replicated at EU-
level.

B5. Programme or project funding?
FP7 saw a trend towards the intervention at ‘programme’ level (Article 169, ERA-NET + and JTIs) in order 
to get a higher leverage for the invested funding. At the same time the traditional ‘project-level’ instruments 
in the form of 'Collaborative Projects' are still the main funding instruments in FP7. 

The FP7 Interim Evaluation points out that ‘collaborative projects funded through Cooperation have been 
successful in stimulating cross border cooperation […..] and should continue to be prominent in FP8’. But it 
is also pointed out that ‘the tying together of national and EU-level funding is especially important in 
enhancing the leverage effects of FP funding’.

• What should the balance be in future research and innovation programmes between 
interventions at ‘programme’ level and funding of projects? (Note that this question deals with 
the principles/balance and not with the direct experiences of these initiatives, which are dealt 
with in questions C1 and C3)

Main results from the questionnaire
There is nearly full agreement that intervention both at project and programme 
levels are needed and that the intervention at project level should remain the main 
part. 

Several delegations point out that intervention at programme level is most suited in 
fields where it is ‘easy’ to define common areas of interest. Programme and project 
levels should be used for solving different kinds of problems and should have clearly 
different objectives. The leverage effect of programme level intervention is 
acknowledged as well as the structuring effect of these programmes (tackling 
fragmentation). 

The most common argument against the programme level is the mixed experience 
in the implementation and the lack of streamlining and harmonisation between 
different implementation instruments. Another reason for favouring the project level is 
the time aspect – implementation of programmes takes longer to get started.

Some delegations point out the risk that areas included in programmes are excluded 
from the framework programme projects. This is in particular a problem for 
countries not taking part in a programme It is important to include different stakeholders 
in the agenda setting in order to avoid closed clubs.

Finally yet importantly, it is pointed out by some delegations that whether or not the 
intervention is at programme or project level it will always be implemented by 
collaborative projects.
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B6. Other instruments
• What should be the role of financial instruments (such as the RSFF instrument) to fund 

research projects? How should they be managed? Is there a risk, as pointed out in the FP7 
Interim evaluation that funds do not lead to additional capacity building?

• Should pre-commercial procurement of research services be a new instrument under the 
future EU research and innovation programmes? For which topics / purposes would this 
instrument be best suited? 

Main results from the questionnaire
Almost all delegations answered the question on the role of financial instruments, but 
most focused exclusively on the RSFF instrument. Some countries indicate that they 
have no experience with the RSFF scheme. 

The clear majority is positive about the RSFF scheme and this majority would 
support its continuation in the next budgetary period. One delegation calls on 
entrepreneurs to stimulate cross border venture-capital with a top-up contribution from 
the EIB. Some delegations urge for a broader discussion on the future of financial 
instruments and the possible integration between RSFF and the CIP financial 
instruments. Venture capital should not be a policy alone, but connected to RSFF. For 
any new financial instruments, clear EU benefit should be shown.

A small minority of delegations recognises the observation in the FP7 Interim 
Evaluation that the RSFF might have the risk of not leading to additional R&D capacity, 
but it is generally considered too early to draw any conclusions on this now and it is 
suggested to further examine the risk of low impact. The imbalance in funding between 
industrial sectors and countries and the over-representation of large companies are
mentioned as other issues to further examine and follow.

There is also fairly broad consensus that the RSFF scheme should not only be 
attractive to large firms, as it appears to be at the moment, and should be focused 
more on SMEs and/or should be more attractive to SMEs trough specifically tailored 
instruments. At the moment, loans for SME seem still to be a too high risk for the EIB. 
Some delegations consider also that the RSFF should be more attractive to partner 
banks at national level. 

Several delegations have focused their reply on the low impact of the RSFF scheme 
on research infrastructures. Research infrastructures are often non-profit 
organisations and other support schemes might be needed to take this into account.

Delegations were clearly more divided on the need for a new EU instrument for pre-
commercial procurement in research and innovation. A majority seems to be positive 
about an EU variant of the US SBIR scheme, more likely under CIP2 than under FP8, 
but a significant majority is more reluctant. Not all countries have experience in this 
area, and some consider this as an issue that belongs to national policies only. 
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Furthermore, A PCP instrument might favour larger MS with strong developed 
industrial players, and difficult for smaller MS. Opportunities and barriers as EU policy 
instrument should therefore be thoroughly investigated. 

Delegations made different suggestions for a possible PCP instrument. One 
delegation notes that PCP should only focus on larger projects; PCP should be used 
when an immediate answer is sought. A contrasting idea is that PCP should be applied 
in research in complex areas where clear solutions cannot be easily detected, for 
example in areas such as eco-innovation, intelligent transport systems; water efficiency 
and pollution monitoring; energy and resource efficiency; urban development. PCP 
could be integrated in thematic calls where appropriate. One delegation mentioned that 
European Innovation Partnerships could be good basis or framework for using such an 
instrument. A PCP instrument at EU level should build on existing, SBIR or national 
examples like the Danish example for welfare and green solutions. One delegation was 
positive about a PCP instrument because it would support MS to better define and 
taking higher risks at procurement process. Another delegation emphasized that the full 
innovation continuum should be funded and that industry must pay a significant 
participation in such late-stage projects as they will earn the money from the final 
product.

C. Instruments to support the mobilisation and coordination of 
national/regional resources and promoting durable 
cooperation23

C1. main lessons from FP6/FP7
There are a number of initiatives and instruments that promote the coordination of national/regional 
programmes (ERA-NET (+), article 185, Joint Programming and in some cases also JTIs) with the aim of 
mobilising critical mass of (public) funding and overcoming fragmentation of the support landscape cross 
national boundaries. At the same time the FP7 Interim Evaluation considers ‘that efforts should be made to 
reduce the complexity of the current landscape of coordinating measures’. The FP7 interim evaluation also 
acknowledges the potential of the new coordinating instruments but points out the limited experience so 
far.

• What are the main lessons to be drawn from the experiences under FP6 and FP7 with these 
initiatives and instruments (including experiences on JTI24s in general as well as the 
experiences so far with the Joint Programming process and resulting JPIs)? Which 
instruments are best suited to give leveraging effects?

  
23 In accordance with e.g. Article 181.
24 JTI:s might not mobilise national/regional resources as such but it is suggested to include all JTIs in 
this question.
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Main results from the questionnaire
There is full agreement on the need for instruments to support the coordination of 
national/regional programmes. At the same time there is more or less the same level 
of agreement on the need to streamline and harmonise the existing instruments. 

However, there are very different views and experiences of the instruments available, 
mainly due to that some instruments are much older than others are. Smaller countries 
and in particular the EU12-countires are more hesitant towards coordination instruments 
as they fear they create closed clubs and/or are too labour intensive to take part in. In 
addition, these countries have problems with the national contribution to these 
programmes. The issue of real/virtual common pot is addressed by several delegations.

Several delegations stress that priority setting involving different stakeholders 
(government, funding agencies, industry and civil society) is an important element of 
these instruments but the implementation should be harmonised using e.g. the 
experiences from the Research Executive Agency (REA), taking into account however 
that ‘not one size fits all’.A more restricted participation could be expected by many 
countries in coordination initiatives in the future unless the negative factors are dealt 
with. 

There is strong support of ERA-NETs as well as ERA-NET Plus. They have already 
enabled the coordination of national programmes at a level not known previously and 
give a good return on investment from a limited Framework Programme budget. In 
general, it is proposed that experience from ERANETs should be used to develop other 
coordination instruments. One delegation points out that ERA-NET Plus represents a 
significant incentive to develop trans-national funding initiatives whereas one 
delegation pointed out that ERA-NET Plus should only is used if it is seen as a first step 
in longer-term cooperation through article 185.

There is also, but less, support for article 185. Several delegations points out that it 
should be used case-by-case and not seen as a continuation of ERANETs. 

There is also in general less support for JTI:s but here it depends very much on the 
degree of involvement. Countries more involved tend to be more positive (although 
there are critical comments about the complexity) whereas countries not involved, in 
particular smaller countries fear that these initiatives become closed clubs and advocates 
the use of PPPs implemented through calls in the Framework Programme. The JTI:s 
initiated are also very different in nature which makes aggregated experiences even less 
and more difficult. 

With a few exceptions most delegations think it is too early to judge JPIs – more 
experiences are needed. They should be seen as ‘emerging instruments’ as no funding or 
very little funding has been allocated so far. Several delegations point put the possibility 
to implement JPIs thorough article 185 and/or with top-up from the Framework 
Programme, one reason being that these initiatives have been agreed through a joint 
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process. Some delegations propose integration in the Framework Programme. However, 
a few delegations consider the JP process as a success.

A few delegations propose to create synergies between the coordination instruments and 
the EIPs.

In order to improve coordination instruments a number of proposals are put forward by 
delegations such as common rules, governance structures and decision-making 
structures. ERANETs and ERA-LEARN should be used more. It is important to engage 
and mobilise national funding bodies.

C2. Durable integration
Durable integration (e.g. university departments and/or research institutes), smart specialisation, shared 
resources, networks of excellence and platforms that integrate the "knowledge triangle" actors across 
borders (the KICs of the EIT) are parts of current strategies. This could also include instruments to support 
longer term institutional cooperation among university departments and/or research institutions25.

• Do we have the right instruments in order to promote a durable integration of resources and 
interaction of R&D and innovation actors in Europe?

Main results from the questionnaire
Nearly half of the delegations do not address these questions or address more general 
issues related to durable integration.

Some delegations are against specific instruments for durable integration with the 
argument that the present system is good and that a specific instrument is not needed. 
However, some of these delegations point out that harmonisation and bridging activities 
are needed.

Several delegations also proposes that the EIT and the KICs should be used or could 
be used as a model and points out the need for better cross border cooperation 
between universities to develop excellent environments. A few also in particular refers 
to the need to have better synergies with higher education and points to the need of a 
‘knowledge triangle’ – instruments. 

Some delegations argue that there should be more incentives for durable integration
(in particular in basic research) and two delegations refer to the report of the Expert 
Group of NoE and the proposal for Joint Research Initiatives. One delegation also 
points out that there is currently no good instrument for durable cooperation. Peer 
Learning Activities (through ERAC) are also proposed as a good way to learn about 
best practice and for dissemination.

  
25See Future of NoE: http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp6-evidence-
base/evaluation_studies_and_reports/evaluation_studies_and_reports_2008/expert_group_on_the_future_
of_networks_of_excellence.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
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C3. Co-funding and topping-up of national/regional programmes
The FP7 interim evaluation points to the so far limited experience with co-funding a topping up. Examples 
are COFUND and IRSES in the PEOPLE-programme. The progress of these actions should be monitored 
closely. 

• Should future research, demonstration and innovation programmes be used more to co-fund, 
topping-up national/regional programmes which meet some defined European added value 
(such as trans-national cooperation and/or opening up of national programmes)? 

• Are there any particular areas where this could be suitable?
• The opening up of national and regional programmes of EU interest could be one way to 

approach further integration. Could complementary Community support in the form of top-up 
funding encourage such cross border cooperation even if it would involve a limited number of 
Member States (e.g. at least four)? 

Main results from the questionnaire
There is a clear majority supporting both co-funding and top-up of national/ 
regional programmes.

Only a small number of delegations are against with the main argument that existing 
measures, e.g. ERANETs are sufficient.

Some additional delegations are cautions with reference to e.g. that we yet do not have 
enough experience of COFUND and IRSES. However, there are also positive comments 
on these programmes as new co-funding/top- up instruments. Another aspect being that 
it could require higher budget for the Framework Programme. Further studies are 
needed before any decision can be taken.

Among the countries supporting the concept important aspects are that the Framework 
Programme should have a catalytic or facilitating role. 

In order for co-funding and top-up to be acceptable it has to be transparent and á la 
carte. 

Co-funding and topping-up funding seem particularly useful when there is a need to 
reduce European fragmentation and promote cooperation, between national 
programmes in order to create critical mass. Top-up/co-funding could also be interesting 
to tackle e.g. structural weaknesses. A few delegations also suggest that it could tackle 
issues of cohesion. Although criteria should be used it is also important that 
national/regional programmes should not have to be adapted. Cautions are also raised 
mentioning ARTEMIS and ENIAC where co-funding has created problems. Finally, a 
few delegations stress the importance that the decision on co-funding and topping-up 
funding is in the hand of the funding bodies.

Several delegations propose that JPIs would be suitable for top-up. Other areas 
mentioned are mobility, PhD-training as well as activities within the CIP. 

One concern is from small countries which do not have the resources to take part and 
points out the importance of openness of such schemes.
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C4. Support instruments for research and innovation policies
A series of reports present guidelines for an optimal policy-mix of research and innovation (e.g. 
OECD innovation strategy and the forthcoming Handbook on Innovation Policy, CREST policy–mix 
reports, the EUROPE 2020 Integrated Guidelines and the Innovation Union Communication Self-
assessment tool)
A number of FP7 (OMC-Nets), CIP (PRO INNO Europe, Europe INNOVA) and Structural Fund (Interreg IV 
C) funded projects and platforms aim to help national and regional policy makers to improve their policies 
and policy mixes and to cooperate among each other.

The Innovation Union includes the promotion of "smart specialisation strategies" for more effective regional 
innovation strategies.
However, despite all these actions multilevel policy mixes (EU-national-regional) are not very well 
developed yet. 

• Do we need funding instruments to implement and to support multi-level policy learning and 
cooperation initiatives? 

• Is the instrument of grants based on calls for proposals that put the different policy-learning 
and cooperation initiatives in competition with each other the best? Would alternative 
instruments, e.g. based on service contracts to organisers / trainers / analysts established on 
the demand of the interested policy-makers be a conceivable model? 

Main results from the questionnaire
A clear majority of delegation answered this question. The responses were however 
divided concerning the need for multi-level policy learning, the effectiveness of current 
instruments and the need for (new) funding instruments to support and implement 
policy learning. 

Only a minority of delegations was clearly positive about the present instruments
and these delegations emphasized the need of a coherent policy mix of programmes 
between regional, national and EU level and of smart specialisation strategies that could 
link EU, national and regional levels. One delegation considers that policy-learning 
should also be funded to enhance in particular the interplay between R&D policies and 
none R&D policies. Only one delegation indicated that OMC-NET should be continued. 
One delegation mentioned that PRO INNO and Europa INNOVA have no real impact 
now. 

The existing instruments may not be effective due to the complexity of the rules and 
mechanisms applied. A wider communication may also be needed, as well as more 
guidance of the policy makers involved in all parts of the process. 

One delegation considers that a centrally coordinated, top-down, approach should be 
used for multi-level policy learning. Policy learning programmes should be defined 
well, and should also support the following implementation. Better coordination 
between current parallel policy learning initiatives is considered necessary. 

Even the delegations advocating support for policy learning express reluctance about 
the need of introducing new instruments in this area given the already existing 
“plethora” of instruments.
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A number of delegations from smaller MS emphasize the need to stimulate multi-
level policy learning and cooperation initiatives also by specialized funding 
instruments and also the linkage with the increase of human capacity in smaller MS, in 
order to better participate in policy-level cooperation. At the other hand, a lack of 
funding was considered not the only barrier for this participation. The major problem 
may not be a lack of resources but rather the complexity and diversity of approaches 
and models at the EU, national and regional levels causing a slower process of 
adaptation of policies and instruments to the actual needs. If we achieve much higher 
synergy and coordination between different levels in terms of policies as well as the 
implementation processes and instruments, the efficiency of all stakeholders at all levels 
will significantly increase. In addition, funding mechanisms help realizing these 
objectives. 

A number of delegations also mentioned alternative approaches for support 
instruments. Two delegations specifically mentioned the role of the JRC that could be 
strengthened to support policy learning. At present, it is not clear how aspects have been 
defined where the JRC is already playing a role. One delegation suggests top-up of 
national schemes rather than funding of policy learning activities. 

Only half of the delegations answered the second question by indicating a preference for 
competitive calls or service contracts in order to support policy learning. 

A minority of the delegations sees efficiency advantages in a wider use of service 
contracts, and some more sees this option at least worth of exploring or having potential 
in specific well-defined research tasks, e.g. when an international group of actors is not 
essential.

A clearly majority however has the option that, if funding instruments for policy 
learning are deployed, it should be primarily by competitive calls, and not service 
contracts. One delegation has clear argument against service contracts. Competition is 
the best way to encourage innovation and to raise and ensure continuation of the highest 
standards. Service contracts, while efficient in certain circumstances, risk complacency 
and reduce incentives to innovate and seek highest standards. They tend to favour a 
small number of consultancy firms who could anyway get involved in project 
competition, and may restrict the current breath of participants.

C5. Regional cooperation and cohesion
• Are there experiences in your country from instruments used in transnational regional 

cooperation which could be utilised at European Union level? 
• What are the experiences in your country with initiatives such as Regions of Knowledge and 

Research Potential (including capacity building) in FP7 or from the cluster initiatives under 
CIP? How should they be managed?

• Should the FP/CIP facilitate interaction with the Structural Funds? If yes, how?



62

Main results from the questionnaire
Few experiences and examples are mentioned other than in general terms, such as 
bilateral cooperation. The D-A-CH (Agreement between Germany, Austria and 
Switzerland) is mentioned as well as the Nordic cooperation (through Nordforsk, 
Nordic Energy Research and the Nordic Innovation Centre) and the Baltic Sea Region 
Strategy, including the article 185 BONUS. There is also an example of a regional 
programme, which is open to other Regions (Flanders). The INTEREG scheme is also 
mentioned by several delegations. Another example is the European Territorial 
Cooperation Programmes with one example from Austria, Czech Republic, Hungary 
and Slovakia. Finally, there are also examples such as ‘Money Follows Co-operation 
Line’ and Lead Agency.

Five delegations did not answer the question on the Regions of Knowledge and 
Research Potential schemes. Several delegations mentioned that these instruments are 
very important for best-practice exchange between regions or the establishments of 
infrastructures to improve regional R&D capacities. The two schemes have given to 
regional actors experience in coordination and collaboration, including with Structural 
Funds initiatives, without being responsible for too heavy projects. The relatively high 
SME involvement in both programmes is also praised. 

Nevertheless, the observation is also that these programmes are heavily oversubscribed
leading to a low success rate, which, in turn, tends to discourage actors to engage in 
such programmes. Two delegations mentioned that both programmes have proved to be 
the most inaccessible due to a lack of critical mass or even of existence of regions in 
these Member States; another delegation that universities in this country are not 
interested in mentoring activities.

More specifically on Regions as Knowledge, some delegations mention that this 
scheme contributed to exchange of know-how and experience among clusters and 
enabled regional authorities to familiarize with the Framework Programme and CIP, 
and in some cases even enabled them to link Framework Programme/CIP initiatives 
with further funding from the Structural Funds. On the other hand, one delegation 
suggests that there is overlap between RoK and RegPot vis-à-vis INTERREG. One 
delegation points to positive experience where local clusters have been conntected with 
other clusters around Europe.

Several delegations criticize the too low budget of the Regions of Knowledge 
programme to reach the objective of strengthening the research capacities of regions. 
Already existing clusters can easily benefit from RoK, but the scheme has a limited 
budget and a narrow focus, and can be demanding for actors. One delegation indicates 
that what most proposers miss is a sustainable implementation of Joint Action Plans; 
projects stay in the phase of a plan. Another obstacle is the concentration on only one 
topic each year, while the education dimension is inadequately addressed, posing 
problems for applicants who want to address the whole innovation cycle. One 
delegation suggested targeting RoK towards the EU12 countries.
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By definition, not all Member States have convergence regions eligible for the support 
by Research Potential support and not all delegations have experience with this 
instrument. One delegation mentioned that Research Potential is not tailored for 
Member States still setting up their research systems. But those delegations that have 
experience with this instrument are generally very positive about the relevance for 
capacity building needs of convergence regions, and the results on and acceptance by 
national beneficiaries. It was noted that Research Potential increases capacity and 
visibility of minor research centres, and has allowed researchers to make strong links 
with large consortia/projects of FP7. Another impact mentioned is the active 
involvement of regional stakeholders in the management of projects, and close 
networking links between REGPOT contractors. The downside of the high demand 
however, a “very low” budget and an “inequality” because of GDP criteria, is a 
relatively low success rate (one delegation from an EU 12 Member State mentioned 
only 23.5%). Most delegations seem nevertheless to appreciate a continuation this 
instrument in the next FP, but one delegation considered maintaining the instrument 
only desirable if its budget is significantly raised.

Some delegations pointed at the different definitions of clusters applied in different 
funding schemes, and EU cluster policy is fragmented at EU, national and regional 
levels and should be harmonised, supported by a merger of all EU cluster programmes 
in one programme. Also better synergies could be realized by coordinated information 
points, and the body of knowledge of the CIP programme regarding framework 
conditions for clusters could be better used. One delegation noted however, that CIP 
Clusters had no effect at all in this country. One delegation emphasized that clusters are 
the best platform for SMEs to increase cooperation and linkages with other SMEs. 

Most delegations replied to the question on Interaction between FP/CIP and the 
Structural Funds, some very extensive contributions were received. 

Some delegations stressed that clear intervention logic is needed at programme level 
as well as at system-level, and in this respect, some delegation called for a more 
strategic approach in the context of the Innovation Union Flagship, notably the “smart 
specialization” objective. Linking the Framework Programme and the SF in a clearer 
and more systemic and systematic way is considered critical to fully support 
investments in RTDI, exploit results of RTD activities and enable all regions to 
participate in RTDI at European level. The three programmes and their interaction 
should help increase European added value, and allow the flexible use of instruments 
and funds. It is considered important that all resources in Member States are used in a 
coherent way, and build a full potential at national and regional scale by integrating 
activities, reducing fragmentation, thus contributing to the development of ERA. Most 
delegations state that complementary funding should be possible – e.g. to improve 
research infrastructures - but not double funding, hence it should be clearly defined 
which RTDI activities are covered by the Framework Programme and which by the SF. 
Three delegations suggested further encouragement of countries receiving SF funding to 
dedicate a larger share to R&I (e.g. an “operational programme research and 
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innovation” or a new European Research and Innovation Fund (ERIF) as part of the 
SF), taking stock and evaluating the earmarking of Lisbon funded under the SF, as basis 
for a more advanced model under the EU 2020 strategy. One delegation listed a long list 
of possible measures to support the regional dimension, including new instruments in 
the next Framework Programme, e.g. centres of excellence, national technology 
platforms, etc.

At a more practical level, better and more systematic interaction between SF and 
FP/CIP could be realised by a number of “bridging measures”, concrete interfaces or 
connection points. Examples mentioned include supporting projects moving from one to 
the other (multi-stage funding approaches); allowing projects with a high evaluation 
in Framework Programme, but without funding due to the high competition, to be 
funded at national level from the SF; allowing funding of SMEs participating in EU 
project and funding of market introduction from collaborative Framework Programme 
projects; by SF top-up funding of research projects, a Framework Programme quality 
stamp giving access to SF funding, SF could help to complete measure in order to build 
research groups and industry capacity, e.g. by funding for extension of grand project 
results, pre-industrial demonstration projects, industrial prototypes and large scale demo 
applications of new ITC technologies, etc. In particular, more interaction could be 
possible in research infrastructures, SME support, cluster development and common 
societal dimensions with a clear regional dimension. Mobility and capacity building, i.e. 
the human (research) capital of regions, could be enhanced by the European Social Fund

Several delegations mentioned that SF/FP/CIP should also, or especially, be 
harmonised in terms of their governance and rules, resulting in a form of interface
and also a lower barrier to participate for key target groups such as SMEs. Possible 
sources of errors could be reduced if the regulatory framework, the administrative rules, 
the terminology used, the evaluation criteria (e.g. for campus development and large-
scale research facilities), etc were aligned as much as possible. Currently, the “checks 
and controls” of the SF are difficult for research work, one delegation observed. In 
addition, more coordination between SF/FP/CIP stakeholder support mechanisms could 
be realized, e.g. by a one-stop-information shop, joint information events, platforms for 
exchange of information on funding instruments, etc. When applying for SF R&I 
projects, participation in FP/CIP could be evaluated.

Some delegations suggested that all cluster related instruments of the SF, Framework 
Programme and CIP could be integrated in one cluster programme, and the 
innovation capacity of regions would thus be promoted with lesser resources. However, 
a clear majority of  delegations– including associated states - stated that FP/CIP and SF 
have distinct objectives (e.g. output orientation versus capacity building), and should 
therefore stay clearly separated in order not to distort the research balance and the 
progress achieved so far regarding the development of research agenda by regional 
authorities. SF are meant to be spent by MS, and it is up to MS to use these funds e.g. 
for research infrastructures. Bringing different programmes, with distinct objectives, 
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together without careful thought could create unnecessary confusion and dilution of 
activities and results, these delegations emphasise.

D. The role of Intergovernmental Organisations (IGO)
The panel of the FP7 mid-term review of COST26 concluded that the two main characteristics of COST 
actions: 1) networking of nationally-funded projects and 2) a bottom-up approach to identify areas for 
coordination and possible collaboration between national programmes; have a role and a value in the 
ERA. However the panel criticised the complexity of the governance structure for the COST. 

The COST ministerial conference in June 201027 expressed the importance of the European Union 
maintaining a strong and active involvement in all aspects of COST and emphasised that COST must: 
‘strengthen its role as an active player in the ERA both in its European and global dimension’.
As regards EUREKA, a Strategic Roadmap 2010-14 has been adopted28: "Towards a strong role of 
EUREKA in the ERA", where EUREKA should take a leading role in the ERA ‘as an attractive framework 
for European and international trans-border cooperation for industry, and in particular SMEs in market 
oriented and innovation in Europe’.

Finally, in a Statement of Intent signed between the European Commission (EC) and the members of 
EIROforum29 agreed to maintain and further develop their cooperation, for the benefit of European 
science.

• What should be the role of COST, EUREKA and other intergovernmental organisations30, in the 
implementation of the EUROPE 2020 strategy and the ERA?

• Under what conditions should the EU support those organisations and their projects 
financially?

• Are there any overlaps which could be optimised?

Main results from the questionnaire
All delegations, except one, answered these questions.  

The clear majority of these countries emphasise that both COST and EUREKA 
should continue their complementary role to FP, in the framework of Innovation 
Union and the ERA. They are extremely well prepared to achieve the aims of the ERA 
and to contribute to the implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy. One delegation 
emphasized that FP, JP, JTI, EIP, COST, EUREKA should avoid overlap, and 
complement each other. 

A clear majority is also considering that the current financial support from EU to both 
COST and EUREKA, as important ERA instruments that are highly appreciated by the 
researchers’ community, should continue, and some delegations stress that these 

  
26 http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/docs/en/cost-fp7-mid-term-evaluation.pdf
27 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/misc/115266.pdf
28 http://www.eurekanetwork.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=198d5458-27e1-44f4-a6d9-
afce96a5e167&groupId=10137
29 See in this respect the recent Statement of Intent signed by the EC and EIROforum signed on 
24.06.2010. http://www.eiroforum.org/media/press_releases/archive/jun10_EC_collaboration.php
30 Notably CERN, EFDA JET, EMBL, ESA, ESO, ESRF, ILL.
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initiatives should be further strengthened and extended. Both COST and Eureka 
should maintain links to FP networking and industrial initiatives. 

However, there was also the view that EU funding to COST and EUREKA should be 
subject to an increase of MS budget (i.e. the level of funding from the EU should 
depend on the level of funding from MS), or should be made dependent on the 
contribution to cross-border cooperation. Another delegation indicated that if Member 
States would have to contribute some additional funds for it, COST would become 
endangered. The actual financing model is appropriate. COST/Eureka should be 
supported provided they contribute to ERA, and that no overlap between them would 
exist, guaranteed through monitoring etc. One delegation requested for a specific budget 
allocation for COST as part of the overall budget for the new Framework Programme. 

Two delegations indicated that COST and Eureka should be subsumed in FP/ERA, 
also financially. As an ERA instrument, COST may then be implemented by the 
Research Executive Agency. Another suggestion is a separate budget line in the next FP 
for the support to EUREKA/COST.  One delegation also suggests that no additional 
funding from EU should be needed, as this funding should come from MS. Topping-up 
could be considered if all MS are included. 

Two delegations mentioned overlap between COST actions and ESF Research 
networks, and suggested that it would be worth considering having all research oriented 
network activities, including COST, compiled in one programme. 

A number of delegations suggested improved dialogue and cooperation between 
COST and EUREKA in order to improve complementarity between their actions, 
while maintaining their significant roles and characteristics. As concrete example, it was 
suggested that the joint technical groups between EC, COST and Eureka should be 
supported for better synergies and complementarities. They should for example share 
forums, information of various activities, workshops, conferences, seminars, trainings 
etc. COST and EUREKA should both as well as reinforce their links with the industrial 
initiatives of the Framework Programme. 

More specifically regarding COST, a majority of delegations emphasized the added 
value of COST for ERA. COST is very important for small MS because its bottom-up 
and á la carte character and specific target on young researchers. Some delegations 
emphasized that the intergovernmental structure of COST should be kept; if the COST 
status would change that could imply many uncertainties without any added value to the 
present situation. 

One delegation called COST “a European ‘Exploratorium’ of new ideas in the most 
promising fields of research, thus functioning as a generator of initiatives in the 
Framework Programmes and as potential source of industrial applications in 
EUREKA". COST reduces isolation and enhances communication within the ERA. 
Delegations made a number of other specific remarks on COST:
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• COST could be an early signalling instrument for programme level collaboration; 
• COST and FP should be connected more, e.g. upgrading of successful COST actions 

into an FP project;
• COST could contribute to knowledge triangle;
• COST should have light but high level financial support;
• COST should be simplified;  
• Support to COST should be based on potential outcome;
• Support to COST networking activities under next FP should be independent of its 

legal status; 

More specifically on EUREKA: this intergovernmental initiative is also mentioned by a 
clear majority of delegations as successful and as important in its specific role, trans-
border cooperation of industry. EUREKA is a well-functioning bottom-up initiative for 
concrete industry projects close to market. One delegation emphasized the efforts of the 
European Innovation Agencies using the model of a “virtual common pot”. One 
delegation points out however that EUREKA is more connected to national strategies 
and priorities and does not have a ‘pan-European character’. Some delegations 
expressed support for EUREKA’s well developed strategic roadmap. EUREKA 
addresses some of the important aims of the European 2020 Strategy in its Strategic 
Roadmap e.g. internationalisation, financing innovation through EIB and response to 
the so-called Grand Challenges within its strategic initiatives. Especially SME 
friendliness and fast decisions are appreciated by several delegations. Via the funding
programme Eurostars, particularly SMEs have a better access to funding for their 
international cooperation projects.

Some other specific remarks are: 

• EUREKA could be an instrument for not quite successful ERA Nets. 
• EUREKA is especially important as knowledge triangle is supported, especially 

SME. 
• EUREKA could be used as best practice for future industry oriented efforts.
• Eureka also important in its specific role, trans-border cooperation of industry.

The article 185 initiative Eurostars, co-funded by the EU from FP7 and implemented 
by EUREKA, is praised by many delegations, by one delegation even considered as an 
instrument which could be seen as model to integrate national budgets. Several 
delegations mention the need of continuation after 2013; one delegation suggests even 
stronger support by the European Commission through a higher financial contribution. 
One delegation considers Eurostars as a pilot, to be followed in other areas for both 
R&D and post R&D phases. Eurostars could be extended to fund next step in innovation 
chain. 

One delegation emphasized the need for harmonised funding of EUREKA from all 
MS, while another delegation mentioned the need of harmonizing the funding of 
activities between EUREKA, JTI:s and Art 185 initiatives. 
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Severe delegations mentioned the need to reduce the current overlap between 
EUREKA and other instruments, notably Joint Technology Initiatives and other 
instruments of FP/CIP. More specifically, the overlaps mentioned are: Eureka Clusters 
ITEA / CATRENE – ARTEMIS / ENIAC (JTI:s); EUREKA – ERANETs –
EUROSTARS. 

Only a limited number of delegations addressed the issue of other intergovernmental 
organizations than EUREKA and COST. A few delegations mentioned the need of 
better interactions as for example between EIROForum and ESFRI and closer 
cooperation between EU and these intergovernmental organisations in general. More 
specifically, one delegation suggested that intergovernmental organisations should 
contribute to sharing knowledge about running a large research infrastructure. These 
organizations should contribute to overcome the fragmentation of nationally or 
regionally funded research and innovation in the ERA. 

One delegation mentioned the need of involving other non-governmental European 
science organizations in the dialogue, like EUROHORCS and ESF. EU funding to 
these organisations should be available towards mobilisation and coordination of 
national funds in ERA, done through open calls.

E. Soft Law instruments and Legislation
• What do you consider the most important areas where soft law and/or legislation31 could be 

used to support EU research policy objectives and how should such instruments relate to the 
EU research funding instruments? 

Main results from the questionnaire
Less than half of the delegations who responded to the questionnaire have answered this 
specific question. One delegation clearly indicated it would answer the comparable 
question in the Green Paper on the Common Strategic Framework.

Most countries that answered this question, expressed a preference for soft law, such 
as recommendations, charters etc. According to these delegations, the ERA should be 
implemented with minimum legislation, with the ERIC regulation as a good example 
when legally binding rules are needed. However, soft law should also be used carefully 
to avoid an overload that would hinder real progress. Existing legislative instruments 
might be necessary to execute framework conditions such as the European research 
infrastructure consortium (ERIC) or the creation of new European instruments like the 
European Institute of Technology. One delegation considers that soft law should 

  
31 e.g. Code & Charter for  researchers, Framework for State Aid to Research and Innovation, Council 
Regulation on the Community legal framework for a European research infrastructure consortium 
(ERIC); possible future legislation under the new Article 182.5
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especially be used in areas that are difficult or not possible to harmonise. Soft law could 
also guide, support and explain binding legislation proposed and adopted by the EU.  As 
a more general observation, one delegation noted that the information about existing 
soft law and relevant (binding) legislation for research is currently not sufficient and 
should be boosted.

One delegation noted the relevance of soft law and/or legislation for research in general, 
particularly to the areas where multiple policy objectives appear (higher education, 
innovation, basic research) that can benefit from these instruments since they usually 
imply slow and sensitive changes. One delegation mentioned the European Innovation 
Partnerships as a possible framework for soft law/legislation that should be used to 
establish an efficient internal market for R&D. 

One delegation emphasized the high impact of Recommendations of the Commission or 
guidelines, when these recommendations are drafted with the support of stakeholders 
and are in line with the Member States general objectives. Examples are the 
"Recommendation on the management of intellectual property in knowledge transfer 
activities and Code of Practice for universities and other public research organisations", 
the "Practical Guide to EU Funding opportunities for Research and Innovation" and 
even the Council Conclusions on "Raising the attractiveness of EU Research and 
Innovation Programmes: the challenge of simplification". 

Two delegations mentioned mobility of researchers and/or mobility of knowledge (e.g. 
patents) as well-suited area for common soft law instruments and/or legislation. 
However, one of these delegations considered that better than laws would be to have 
schemes that are so attractive that states adopt them voluntarily. Other issues that are 
mentioned concern the introduction of a lump sum method of cost reimbursement32, 
rules for Joint Technology Initiatives and for the protection of IPR for all researchers.

F. Additional issues
Taking into account the wider issue of a review of ERA-related Instruments as pointed out in the Council 
conclusions of 3 December 2009:

• Are there any additional issues/studies (compared to those listed in section 4) and/or 
benchmarking/pilot schemes [e.g. as proposed in the simplification discussion] which should 
be taken into account and/or initiated as an input to FP8 and to other initiatives planned within 
the EUROPE 2020 Strategy and the Innovation Union?

• Apart from the concrete questions that are mentioned before are there any other remarks, 
considerations or suggestions that you want to make to improve and simplify the ERA 
landscape?

  
32 Note that this would seem more to be an issue for the CSF Rules. 



70

Main results from the questionnaire
A number of comments and remarks have been put forward, in particular relevant to the 
question A on the ERA-landscape. These comments and remarks have been addressed 
under the response to question A and other relevant questions.
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Annex 2: Analysis and synthesis of existing 
evaluations/studies and other relevant 
sources

Apart from the overall FP7 midterm review, there are a large number of relevant 
activities, mid-term reviews and independent evaluation studies, and political 
conclusions thereafter, which formed relevant background information and input for this 
exercise. Delegations were encouraged to use a number of named studies when 
responding to the questionnaire. Other recent (evaluation) reports have become 
available since then. The complete overview including relevant sources can be found in 
Annex 1 (46 references). 

Hereunder we have summarized some of the main conclusions of this material with 
relevance for the ERA landscape. By definition, these conclusions relate mainly to 
existing instruments and therefore are less relevant for the question on missing 
instruments in the ERA landscape and any gaps and needs for reforms in the context of 
the new policy context of EUROPE 2020 and Innovation Union.

Relevant elements for the review of ERA related instruments in available policy 
initiatives, reviews, evaluations and studies. 

A. The overall landscape

The "Expert Group for the FP7 Interim Evaluation" considered that efforts should be 
made to reduce the complexity of the current landscape of coordination measures 
and to improve their design in order to allow for fully exploiting their potential 
synergies. For FP8, a possible solution could be to adopt a one-for-one principle in 
which new instruments can only be introduced if an old one is abandoned 
(‘moratorium’). Alternatively, a process for merging different instruments or, if need be, 
discontinuing some of them should be set up.

A need for a more coherent design of ERA initiatives/instruments and for addressing 
the weaknesses of current ERA governance schemes was advocated in a study 
commissioned by the European Parliament. This would need involvement of European 
bodies and stakeholders and legislative changes in Member States to remove obstacles 
for participation in ERA initiatives.

B. Instruments at EU level: direct EU funding of research activities 

B.1 Seventh Framework Programme instruments

As regards the Cooperation part and the actions implemented through call for 
proposals the FP7 Interim Evaluation seems broadly satisfied and very few remarks 
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about the instruments are made (in contrast e.g. in the FP6 post-evaluation). The 
recommendation for a greater scope for bottom-up definition of projects by open 
calls is particularly relevant. 

Related to this, the ex-post FP6 panel noted the disappearance of collaborative 
frontier research in the FP, the former NEST instrument, a function not yet undertaken 
by the ERC, without clear grounds. The more recent evaluation of the ICT programme 
(see under 5) recommended to ensure that this Programme contains a good balance 
between consensus-based R&D and longer-term, more disruptive R&D, by expanding 
the resources of FET and to extend the scheme into FP8. The Commission proposed 
earlier, in 2009, already to strengthen higher risk research in the strategically important 
area of ICT. 

The FP7 interim evaluation of the ICT programme of Cooperation contained some 
critical observations about the proliferation of the number of instruments. The panel 
recommended that the Commission should clarify how the portfolio of instruments is 
intended to support both ICT Programme and ERA goals. Furthermore, to respond 
to the globalisation of R&D and to make best use of potential global partnerships, the 
global reach of the ICT Programme should be extended taking into account the 
differing characteristics of various parts of the world. 

The project Netpact: Structuring Effects of Community Research – The Impact of 
the Framework Programme on Research and Technological Development (RTD) on 
Network Formation33 concluded that smaller teams (maximum of 5 members) have a 
higher partner co-publication than larger projects. Individual also responded that larger 
projects were not efficient. An overall conclusion was that Performance decreases as 
project size increases. One reason for this could be that the trust between partners is 
larger in smaller projects.

FP instrument for institutional cooperation

In its 2008 evaluation, it was recommended to stop the instrument of the Networks of 
Excellence, which was introduced under FP6. The EU Court of Auditors was in 2009 
very critical about the long-term viability of the research networks created by FP6.
The Council considered in 2010, inter alia, that future spending programs should be 
based upon explicit intervention logic as well as "SMART" objectives for each 
instrument and performance indicators to monitor the expected outputs, outcomes and 
impacts. The 2008 NoE evaluation highlighted a possible gap in the ERA landscape: the 
lack of an instrument focusing on durable cooperation between institutions. The 

  
33http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp6-evidence 
base/evaluation_studies_and_reports/evaluation_studies_and_reports_2009/structuring_effects_of_comm
unity_research_ 
_the_impact_of_the_framework_programme_for_rtd_on_network_formation.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=n
one, 30-CE-0130222/00-22
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evaluation panel proposed for the future a revised instrument: ‘Joint Research 
Initiatives’, oriented towards long-term (academic) research of 'slender' alliances 
between universities and research organisations. These would be the institutional 
complement to the individual researchers funded through the ‘Ideas’ specific 
programme and the European Research Council. A variant of such JRIs, to facilitate the 
pooling of skills and risks by transnational groups of research and technology 
organizations (RTOs) was advocated more recently by a stakeholder organisation. In a 
2009 study commissioned by the European Commission to take stock of the Research 
Performing Organisations (RPOs) and Intergovernmental Research Organisations 
(IROs), one of the recommendations was that the EU should continue to support 
strategic cooperation among RPOs through the FPs and adapt existing instruments to 
cope with the specific conditions and challenges of the RPOs. The new European 
Institute for Innovation and technology (EIT) is supposed to overcome the 
shortcomings of the instruments deployed so far, and should contribute more 
significantly to durable institutional cooperation and to integration of the knowledge 
triangle, notably to the formation of highly integrated public-private partnerships of 
universities, research organisations and businesses, the highly integrated Knowledge 
and Innovation Communities (KICs). No evaluation report is yet available of the EIT. 

FP Instrument for researchers’ careers and mobility

The FP7 Interim Evaluation emphasized that mobility and training of researchers
continues to be underpinned by the ‘Marie Curie actions’ under the People 
programme. Five actions have been of particular importance: individual fellowships, 
Initial Training Networks (ITN), Industry-Academia Pathways and Partnership (IAPP), 
co-funding of international, national and regional fellowships programmes (COFUND) 
and the International Staff Exchange Scheme (IRSES). The Marie Curie scheme has 
been successful so far and making a valuable contribution to the development of the 
human capital of researchers. ‘Points to watch’ however are according to the FP7 
Interim Evaluation the low success rate of the Initial Training Networks (ITN), and the 
impact and efficiency of COFUND and IRSES, for which evidence is still limited. 

FP Instruments to enhance European Research Excellence

The FP7 Specific Programme “Ideas” is since 2007 implemented by the  European 
Research Council (ERC) in order to support frontier research in Europe. ERC grants 
are awarded through open competition to individual scientists, irrespective of their 
origin or nationality, who are working or moving to work in Europe. The sole criterion 
for selection is scientific excellence. The ERC offers two funding schemes:  the 
Starting Independent Researcher Grants for promising young scientists and the 
Advanced Investigator Grants for established outstanding scientists. In 2009, an 
independent review panel found that overall, the European Research Council has 
succeeded beyond expectations in attracting outstanding scientists across Europe and 
abroad to serve on its panels. The ERC has received thousands of applications, which 
were all well reviewed despite the difficulties inherent in setting up such a complex 
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endeavour in such a short time. The FP7 Interim Evaluation was equally positive. The 
panel mentioned in addition to the 2009 evaluation evidence that suggests that the ERC 
is leveraging different research strengths through its competitive funding, and 
resulted in calibration between the ERC and national research councils as the latter 
increasingly ‘accept’ the ERC evaluation results as a basis for awarding grants to 
highly-rated researchers who fail to be funded by ERC. 

Despite this overall positive appreciation, the 2009 panel found also some fundamental 
problems related to rules and practices regarding the governance, administration and 
operations of the ERC, not adapted to the nature of modern “frontier” science 
management. The panel gave a number of mainly governance related recommendations. 
Based on the observation that the goals of the ERC cannot be achieved within an 
executive agency structure, steps should be taken to new structure under article 171, by 
the start of FP8. The FP7 Interim Evaluation panel considered additionally that there are 
reasons to be concerned also about the low success rates. Following Council 
conclusions calling for the Commission "to carry out by July 2011 an independent 
evaluation as a follow-up to the Review recommendations”, a Task Force has been set 
up to explore in 2011 the various options and legal possibilities related to the ERC’s 
future governance. Early 2011, the ERC has launched a new type of grant: the so-called 
Proof of Concept. It is designed to provide funds to enable ERC-funded ideas to be 
developed to a point where opportunities for potential commercialisation can be 
realised.

FP Instruments for the access to and construction of research 
infrastructures 

Under FP6 (2002-2006), a budget of € 140 million euro was available for design 
studies and construction of new infrastructures. The EU Court of Auditors published 
in 2010 an audit report that was especially critical about the scheme for Community 
support for the construction of new infrastructures. This had a limited impact on the 
emergence of a fabric of research facilities in Europe. In its response, the Commission 
indicated that it had further developed support to construction in FP7 and had put this 
on a different footing, through a strategic top down approach based on the ESFRI list, 
intended mainly for the preparatory phase. 

The Expert Group for the FP7 Interim Evaluation pointed out that the current level of 
funding may be inadequate for the full exploitation of research infrastructures by 
European scientists. In the later years of FP7, a priority should be to boost RIs where 
possible and to ensure that the investments already made in them are used to maximum 
effect. This reasoning also suggests that more emphasis should be given in FP8 to the 
creation and exploitation of RIs, not least to foster Innovation Union and Digital 
Agenda goals. 

According to RI users in FP6 projects, approximately 90% of researchers would not 
have been able to carry out their work without RI support. The Expert Group observes 
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that although the sheer numbers of scientists taking advantage of RIs is large and 
growing, more could be done to integrate the human capital and infrastructure 
strands of funding, given the costs for researchers to travel to RIs and, in some cases, 
to pay for access. It is not fully clear what this should mean for the current sizable part 
of support measures regarding RIs in FP7, Integrating Activities, which provide a wider 
and more efficient access to, and use of, existing research infrastructures in EU 
Member States, Associated Countries and at international level. 

FP /EIB Instrument for debt-finance  

The Risk Sharing Finance Facility (RSFF) introduced in 2007 was the first European 
scale programme to use debt-based finance to complement the more traditional 
financing means, such as grants for research under the Framework Programmes, or 
equity as provided by the European Investment Fund (EIF). Over the relatively short 
period of its existence the RSFF turned out to represent a particularly welcome 
instrument for addressing debt financing of RDI in Europe, especially as the financial 
crisis unfolded. It helped some of the most innovative firms in Europe to maintain their 
RDI investment and reinforce their financial position at a time when banks and other 
financial institutions were reducing access to finance for high-risk investments, while 
also providing loan finance to those innovative SMEs not interested in private equity 
funding. The panel urged however, the Commission and the EIB to increase the 
numbers and range of SMEs financed under RSFF in a proactive way, through a range 
of appropriately specialized intermediaries whether banking or non-banking institutions. 
The Mid-Term evaluation (July 2010) recommended that the RSFF should be continued 
beyond 2013, and become a specific, more visible part of FP8 with a dedicated 
Community funding of no less than € 5 bn under the EC window. This window should 
not cover only R&D but also innovation. The FP7 Interim Evaluation noted that is hard 
to demonstrate that the funding allocated to large companies genuinely lead to 
additional capacity building over and what large companies would finance anyway. One 
relevant recommendation from the evaluation is that the EC and the EIB should reflect 
on the use of RSFF as a means of increasing the resources available to universities and 
research organisations to complement their existing sources of financing, for their 
investments in Public Private Partnerships as well as to research infrastructures of 
European interest. The panel recommended as well a complement to the existing 
facilities, the development of new forms of public-private RSFF to meet RDI needs in 
regional development areas.

FP: SME instruments and SME participation

FP6 saw the European Commission introduce a number of calls for proposals dedicated 
to SMEs, and SMEs were given the opportunity to identify topics they deemed 
significant. In addition, the European Commission set the target of allocating 15% of 
the overall budget in the Thematic Areas to SMEs. Under FP7, the EU continued to 
earmark 15% of the EUR 32.4 billion budget of the thematic ‘Cooperation’ specific 
programme for SMEs. At the same time, the funding rate for SMEs was raised to 75%, 
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the requirement for SMEs to obtain expensive bank guarantees was scrapped, and the 
audit certificate requirements were reduced. The intellectual property (IP) rules were 
also simplified under FP7, giving project partners greater freedom to determine their 
own IP arrangement. This is hoped to raise the chances for the protection and future 
commercial exploitation of project results. SMEs are also the beneficiaries of the 6-year, 
Eurostars programme. 

A 2010 study focuses on SMEs that participated in projects funded under the Thematic 
Programmes of FP5 and the Thematic Areas of FP6. One of the aims of the study was to 
identify the profile of SMEs participating in the thematic programmes. This revealed 
that SMEs participating in EU-funded projects could be roughly divided into two main 
groups, depending on the extent to which their own objectives are aligned with those of 
the project, and the SME’s level of involvement in the project. This is a revelation, as 
until now the classification of SME participants was done according to size (micro-, 
small, medium-sized) and R&D intensity (low-, medium-, ‘high-tech’) in an over-
simplified manner. Their intentions and motivation to take part in the framework 
programme were not considered although this element has far-reaching consequences 
on the level of their involvement, the exploitation of research results and thus the 
benefits they can gain from participation. In addition, the study sheds new light on the 
reasons why SMEs embark on EU-funded projects, the skills they bring to the project 
and the factors influencing the extent to which SMEs benefit from the projects. 
Together, the findings highlight the need for a comprehensive SME strategy covering 
the entire framework programme. This strategy would acknowledge the assets, skills 
and knowledge SMEs bring to projects, and would take account of the fact that for 
SMEs, business objectives and impacts are as important as technical objectives and new 
knowledge development. 

Some interesting recommendations for such a strategy are the following. 

Firstly, the SME Strategy should specify precisely the expected impacts of the 
framework programmes on SMEs. Clear, impact-related targets need to be defined 
based on the SMEs’ own assessment of whether knowledge creation and business 
objectives have been met and whether or not exploitation activities take place during or 
immediately after the project. 

Secondly, the content of the framework programmes should be made more attractive
to SMEs Funding alone will not attract SMEs to the framework programmes — the 
content of projects must address SMEs’ interests. For example, SME-specific calls for 
proposals should be launched and more experts who understand SMEs’ needs should be 
involved in project evaluations. 

Thirdly, attracting leading SMEs in different fields and sectors to take up key roles in 
EU-funded projects will demonstrate the attractiveness of the framework programmes 
to the wider SME community. Fourthly, a strategy should be developed to bridge the 
gap between knowledge creation and exploitation. Many SMEs would benefit from 
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further support to exploit promising research results. Options here include the creation 
of an Exploitation Fund and the identification of a scheme that could support activities 
designed to move research results closer to market.

A second 2010 report on SME participation in FP7 monitors the EU-contribution 
granted to SMEs in FP7 projects and examines the SME participation in the Seventh 
Framework Programme up to 1 October 2010. It concludes that the choice of 
instruments and topics play a major role and have achieved very different results under 
FP7 (while overall still not reaching the 15% target)34.

B.2 CIP instruments

The Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP) 2007-20131 is one 
of the key EU funding instruments in support of competitiveness. The CIP is made up 
of three sub-programmes with the following objectives: the Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation Programme (EIP), the ICT Policy Support Programme (ICT-PSP) —
information society acceleration and the Intelligent Energy Europe Programme (IEE) —
promotion of energy efficiency and renewable energy sources. The three sub-
programmes use a variety of instruments:  

a facilitating access to finance through loan guarantees and venture capital of the EIP 
or the ELENA Facility of the Intelligent Energy Europe (IEE); 

b offering business support services, such as the Enterprise Europe Network. 
Intermediaries supported in the past include: innovation agencies, chambers of 
commerce and regional development agencies;   

c pilot and market replication projects, in the eco-innovation and ICT sectors, for 
example;  

d measures supporting innovation, such as Europa INNOVA or PRO-INNO Europe; 
e promoting trans-national cooperation and mutual learning among relevant 

public and private players, including business and innovation providers or policy 
makers at the European, national and regional levels; 

f promotional campaigns, such as the Sustainable Energy Europe Campaign;  
Europe-wide studies aimed at improving policy. 

  
34 Of the FP7 Capacities programme: "research for the benefit of SMEs" part: 84,9% of EU 
contribution goes to SMEs (with some 60% of beneficiaries being SMEs). Under the Cooperation part of 
the FP7, where the bulk of FP7 funding is available, from the support to Eurostars (the inter-
governmental activities or Eureka for coordinating national SME research funding across borders): 71% 
of the participants in funded projects are SMEs with 79% of the public funds going to them. Regarding 
the Joint Technology Initiatives / public-private partnerships: SME participation is 22,2% (the 
average of the Cooperation projects is only 16,7%) and 16,1% EU contribution goes to SMEs in JTI:s (the 
average of the Cooperation projects is only 14,7%). The Clean Sky JTI scores 34%, ARTEMIS 
(Embedded Computing Systems ) 27% and ENIAC (ICT) 24% of SME participation. In terms of topics:
Nanosciences, nanotechnologies, materials and production technologies + Security Research + Energy 
Research + Transport Research (including aeronautics) seem to be the most attractive themes for SMEs. 
Of the Ambient Assisted Living (a joint programming type of initiative) 39% of the participants are 
SMEs.
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The interim evaluation of CIP identified some shortcomings: a lack of visibility as a 
framework programme and more should be done to improve linkages with other EU 
programmes, such as FP7 and the Structural Funds. It emphasized that there would be 
scope to strengthen the leverage effect of CIP by institutionalizing and improving its 
linkages with these other EU programmes. It mentioned also potential overlaps with 
other EU programmes (e.g. financial instruments: CIP and Structural funds; eco-
innovation: CIP and LIFE+) and gaps in the area of innovation support (support for 
innovation skills). At the same time, more funding for relevant projects that may not fit 
under specified themes was advocated, analogous to the Future and Emerging 
Technologies (FET) under FP7. 

CIP: specific instruments

According to its interim-evaluation, CIP should also focus on a small number of 
themes and activities where there is strong intervention logic for EU support and 
strong prospects for European added value being generated. The themes and activities 
that appear to meet these criteria include: 

• Enterprise Europe Network – integrated business and innovation support services in 
the EU and 18 other countries; 

• financial instruments – see next paragraph;
• mutual policy learning – see paragraph C.4; 
• eco-innovation market replication projects – see hereunder;  
• Pilot A projects, which ensure the EU-wide interoperability of ICT-based solutions 

between Member States and Associated States in the context of agreed policy
objectives.

At the time of the CIP interim evaluation the eco-innovation scheme was too recent for 
a meaningful assessment. By end 2010 the results were impressive in terms of interest 
from innovative firms (that leads to strong over-subscription). The format of small-scale 
consortia or individual firms that want to carry out proof of (commercial) concept 
activities with a view to first application / market introduction across the Internal 
Market seems to suit very well the needs of innovative firms.

CIP Financial Instruments

The CIP Financial instruments implemented by the European Investment Fund are the 
High growth and innovative SME facility (GIF) and the SME guarantee facility 
(SMEG). The first instrument has two schemes: risk capital for innovative SMEs in 
their early stages (GIF1) and risk capital for SMEs with high growth potential in their 
expansion phase (GIF2). The second instrument has Four "windows" that give access to 
funding for loan guarantees; microcredit; equity and quasi-equity guarantees and 
securitisation - guarantees to support securitisation structures to assist financial 
intermediaries in mobilising debt finance for SMEs. The CIP-EIP interim evaluation 
concluded that the CIP financial instruments are highly effective and efficient: they 
have reached a large number of SMEs at a relatively low cost to the EU; they have 
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demonstrated leverage in SME financing; increased the supply of debt and equity 
finance in most Member States; and the ETF Facility has actually generated revenue. 
They are underpinned by a strong market failure rationale, being driven by the access to 
finance constraints faced by start-up and growing SMEs. The instruments are also 
designed in a market-friendly way i.e. minimising their unintended consequences (such 
as crowding out effect) while at the same time promoting private financial market 
activity (for example, through demonstration effect). 

Some more critical observations are that the micro-credit window is designed to 
extend credit to disadvantaged or financially excluded groups and, and is thus more 
geared towards social than competitiveness objectives. There is also a risk of overlap 
between ERDF programmes managed by DG Regional Policy. The application process 
is considered too complex and time consuming; and reporting is considered to be 
resource intensive and onerous by the financial intermediaries.

C. Instruments to support the mobilization and coordination of national/regional 
resources and promoting durable cooperation

Among other recommendations, the evaluation of the two ICT Joint Technology 
Initiatives ENIAC and ARTEMIS call for better alignment of Member States 
priorities at EU level, including agreement on multi-annual, binding budgetary 
commitments. It also urges for strategic re-focusing of the two bodies, and stated that 
industry needs to demonstrate a stronger commitment towards a European strategy if 
the two partnerships are to accomplish their initial ambitions. The initiative for a JTI for 
Innovative Medicines has led to the largest public-private partnership in health research 
in the world, with a budget of 2 B euro. The first mid-term evaluation of the JTI IMI 
was overall positive. IMI constitutes a novel model for "open innovation". However, the 
funding reimbursement and sharing of intellectual property were not considered 
satisfactory for all research actors involved and this could potentially limit the successes 
of IMI. The evaluation of the JTI Clean Sky is not yet available at this moment. 
Representatives of all JTI:s recommended to review the current legal status of JTI:s, 
and to consider a special “Community body" status under the EU Financial Regulation. 
The panel recommended greater coordination of the JTI:s and the related Eureka 
clusters, but does not recommend integration of the clusters into the JTI:s for the 
present or for 2013 renewal. Such integration should, nevertheless, remain a long-
term aim. The Expert Group MTR FP7 recommended that all JTI:s are monitored 
closely in the second half of FP7 to make sure that adhere properly to the agreed 
principles. 

As part of the 2008 European Economic Recovery Plan, the Commission has launched 
in 2009 three Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs), followed later by a fourth The 
three PPPs should combine short-term economic and fiscal measures in the Recovery 
Plan with longer-term "smart investments" in research and development to lay down a 
strong base for the future competitiveness of European industry. They should boost 
research efforts in three large industrial sectors - automotive, construction and
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manufacturing - which have been particularly affected by the economic downturn and 
where innovation can significantly contribute towards a more green and sustainable 
economy. The fourth initiative is focusing on the future internet. No evaluation results 
are yet available for these initiatives. 

The 2006 evaluation of the FP6 ERA net instrument delivered considerable evidence 
of the attainment of short-term goals of the ERA net instrument introduced under FP6. 
Recommendations concerned the risk of creating a new type of fragmentation caused by 
uncoordinated and partially overlapping ERA-NET initiatives, the need for a shared, 
strategic vision of the role of ERANETs and other trans-national RTD initiatives in the 
further development of the European Research Area and the need for structural and 
organisational framework informed by this strategic vision and geared towards the 
harmonisation of procedures and practices across all joint calls and programmes. These 
were addressed under FP7, including by the setting up of NETWATCH, an information 
platform for transnational R&D programme collaboration35.  In the ERA toolbox, ERA-
NET Plus is one of three instruments designed to enhance European-wide coordination 
between national funding bodies. The other two are the “classic” ERA-NET as 
mentioned above and Article 169/185 hereunder. What sets ERA-NET Plus - introduced 
under FP7 - apart is that it is designed for the implementation of a single call, co-funded 
by research funders and the Commission. No funds are provided for coordination 
activity, and it relies on pre-existing networks. The evaluation of the FP7 ERA-NET+ 
instrument indicated that the instrument in its first, experimental phase, assessed 
against its expected impact, overall has performed well. A mapping by IPTS in 2011 
showed that all EU Member States are highly involved in the ERA-NET scheme. 
PM Policy Brief. 

The first ever article 169 initiative (now article 185) was established in 2003 as the 
European and Developing Countries Clinical Partnership (EDCTP) by 15 European 
countries to develop new clinical interventions and adapt existing treatments to address 
the needs of sub-Saharan Africa in the field of poverty related diseases. The EDCTP 
was mainly funded under FP6 and extended to 2010 at no extra costs. The mid-term 
evaluation in 2007 analysed the difficulties facing this initiative and the prerequisites 
for other new research programmes based on this Treaty basis. For EDCTP to continue, 
the Member States who created and own it were urged to take all necessary measures to 
provide the promised levels of financial support and to drastically improve the EDCTP 
governance and performance. One of these improvements was to simplify and 
streamline co-funding, from a virtual to an actual common pot, in order to reduce 
operational complexity. The 2009 evaluation noted a dramatic increase of output, but 
also that EDCTP had still not yet succeeded in the networking and co-ordination of 
European national clinical trials programmes. The “co-funding” arrangements 
constituted still a major source of difficulties and confusion. Only seven Member States 
had, until April 2008, shown substantial commitments. The complex co-funding 

  
35 http://netwatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/nw/
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requirements generated multiple evaluations and unnecessary administrative delays 
and costs, and there were discriminations on the basis of the nationality of researchers in 
certain countries. A new initiative (“EDCTP-II”) is currently considered and could 
build on the current EDCTP.

The two recent evaluations of the two article 185 initiatives which started more 
recently under FP7 (AAL and Eurostars), are clearly more positive about the 
potential of future use of this Treaty based instrument. The AAL Joint Programme 
brings together 20 EU Member States, three associated countries and the European 
Commission, and supports ICT-enabled solutions for ageing well that can be launched 
on the market in two to three years and become commercially viable. The overall 
assessment of AAL is clearly positive as regards relevance and results of the AAL JP, 
even if the programme has been operational for two years only and projects have not yet 
been completed. The Panel considers that the AAL JP can provide highly relevant 
solutions to the challenge of demographic ageing and at the same time be a successful 
example of the use of Article 185 TFEU for innovative research cooperation between 
Member States with EU support. The Panel acknowledged especially the responsive 
financial contribution of the participating countries, which has gone well beyond the 
legally required minimum and a strong participation of SMEs. The Panel considered it a 
remarkable achievement that in just a few years the AAL JP countries have engaged in 
such close cooperation. 

The independent evaluation of Eurostars, an article 185 initiative to create as 
sustainable European R&D support mechanisms for R&D performing SMEs and to 
harmonise national R&D support programme, concluded this is a good programme, 
which meets its objectives and adds value to European R&D performing SMEs. 
Eurostars should not only be sustained but preferably its budget should be increased in 
the future. The central evaluation combined with a formal screening of individual 
applicants at their national levels is considered as best practice in terms of clear and 
transparent organisation and timely accomplishment. However, in spite of good 
progress, some scope for further improvement also remains. Firstly, to further improve 
the harmonisation and synchronisation of the national procedures for offering 
support for R&D intensive SMEs: national differences in procedural efficiency and in 
procedures themselves remain unacceptably high. Further improvements are necessary 
to impose common eligibility rules; to reduce time-to-contract to the benchmark set by 
the best performers; to increase funding in some Member States, and to eliminate 
double reporting in project monitoring. The independent experts considered that the 
European Commission should play a more active role in furthering these goals. It was 
also pointed out that ‘most of the successful participants already have experience in EU 
R&D programmes’ which means that the target group is limited. The experts also 
considered that efforts towards the organisation of a Virtual Common Pot should be 
continued, although it recognises that there are difficulties in that respect, which go 
beyond the Eurostars evaluation and have to be coordinated with the overall progress of 
ERA. It is too early to assess either the socioeconomic impact of the programme or the 
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outcomes of individual projects. Hence, a more in-depth evaluation at a later stage is 
recommended. 

In summary, the recent evaluations of the Joint Technology Initiatives, ERA-Net(+) 
and two article 185 initiatives indicate that these instruments contributed effectively 
to the pooling of national resources and bringing, sometimes even increased, national 
efforts together to address common challenges. It is too early to assess the broader 
socioeconomic impact of these programmes. These instruments and initiatives have 
clearly increased the level of cooperation between Member States, although sometimes, 
only after a - perhaps unavoidably - long period of years. The evaluations indicate 
however also a further need for better alignment of Member States priorities at EU level 
and to further improve the harmonisation and synchronization of national funding 
programmes, notably regarding funding rules that should not allow national interests to 
dominate above European strategic objectives. In addition to these FP instruments, the 
Council has called in 2008 on the Commission and Member States to explore the 
potential of Joint Programming in research, asking for joint activities to be launched 
by 2010 as a contribution to solving major societal challenges. The progress in the area 
has been well documented by the Belgian Presidency36. Finally, the FP7 Interim 
Evaluation emphasised that the proliferation of coordination instruments has increased 
the complexity of ERA, but it also provides a suite of tools that can be used in a 
strategic way to advance the vision of ERA.

C.4 Support instruments of research and innovation policies

The OMC net scheme under FP7 originated with CREST, as an extension to its OMC 
activities. The 2010 evaluation concluded that OMC net has no evidently distinct role 
to play in the new policy context (ERAC and other major new initiatives) as its 
function of mutual learning and coordination at the national regional level is supported 
by other schemes and developing in a variety of fora (OECD, conferences). A redesign 
of the scheme should be undertaken only subject to testing the need, ensuring its distinct 
role and making best use of the considerable experience with programme design and 
implementation in different DGs of the EC.  

CIP supports mutual policy learning among regional and national policy makers both 
in a horizontal perspective (in particular through monitoring and benchmarking tools 
such as the Innovation Policy TrendChart, the Regional Innovation Monitor, the 
European Innovation Scoreboard and the Innobarometer surveys, as well as studies and 
expert groups), as well as with a specific view on the improvement of innovation 
support services and their adjustment to new forms of innovation, important sectors and 
emerging new sectors (PRO INNO Europe and Europe INNOVA initiatives). 

  
36 Securing the Knowledge Area, November 2010, 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/10/st16/st16191.en10.pdf
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The public consultation on the future of the CIP showed that over 70% of the 
respondents found "Increased coordination and exchange of best practices between 
national/regional administrations regarding business related policies" relevant or very 
relevant. The combined ex-ante evaluation and impact assessment of the successor to 
the CIP-Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme considered the analytical tools for 
innovation policy development as highly useful and efficient

C5. Regional cooperation and cohesion and research and innovation

In November 2010, the European Commission published its fifth Report on Economic, 
Social and Territorial Cohesion which shows that the EU's cohesion policy has made 
a significant contribution to growth and prosperity and promoting balanced 
development across the Union. However, despite these achievements, large economic 
differences between regions remain, as well as striking regional differences in areas 
ranging from productivity, to infant mortality rates and vulnerability to climate change. 
Drawing on lessons learnt from the current and previous programming periods as well 
as discussions with stakeholders, the report makes a series of proposals for reforming 
the policy. The report underlines that Cohesion policy must address new challenges, in 
line with the EU2020 objectives. Future funding should focus on a limited number of 
priorities, in line with the goals set by Europe 2020 strategy for achieving 'smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth'. The report also proposes ideas for simplifying the 
delivery system by reducing red-tape, and improving evaluation, performance and 
results through more effective target-setting.

The primary conclusion to emerge from the Synthesis report of the 2000-2006 ERDF 
evaluation is that cohesion policy made a major contribution to the economic 
development of the regions assisted by the Structural Funds over the 2000-2006 
programming period. This is especially so in “Objective 1 regions” but significant 
effects are also evident in regions receiving “Objective 2” funding despite the relatively 
small amount of financing involved. At the same time, cohesion policy helped to further 
social cohesion and improve territorial balance across the EU. In regions receiving 
Objective 2 support, the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) was 
concentrated much more on enterprise support than in most Objective 1 regions. 
Together with tourism and including support for research and innovation, this 
accounted on average for around 60% of the total funds allocated.  Much of the focus, 
therefore, was on one of the main drivers of economic growth. Tangible evidence of the 
positive effects of ERDF support in policy areas which represent key drivers of 
economic growth was compiled for all countries from the administrative data available 
and from the many case studies as well as from the national reports. As an example, in 
the German region Thüringen, R&D expenditure per worker was significantly 
larger in firms receiving aid for this than in those not doing so. As the report makes 
clear, funding over the 2000-2006 period under both Objective 1 and Objective 2 was in 
virtually all cases dispersed over a wide range of policy areas and measures. There is a 
strong case for concentrating funding in particular regions on a limited number of 
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objectives in order to try to ensure that they have a tangible impact and achieve critical 
mass. 

The 2010 Communication Regional Policy contributing to smart growth in Europe 
2020 sets out the role of Regional Policy in implementing the Europe 2020 strategy,  in 
the area of smart growth and in particular the flagship initiative, "Innovation Union". It 
calls on policymakers in Member States at all levels to act without delay to invest more 
of the resources still available from the ERDF in the present programming period on 
smart growth. It first looks at what is the situation in regions with respect to R&D 
and innovation and at the resources regions have planned to invest in these areas. It 
then describes the main elements of a strengthened effort in support of R&D and 
innovation under EU Regional Policy. A key plank is to encourage national and 
regional governments to design ‘smart specialization strategies’ to help regions 
identify their best assets. Concentrating resources on a limited number of priorities will 
ensure a more effective use of public funds and help to lever in higher levels of private 
investments. Other actions include reinforcing ERDF support for education, research 
and innovation and drawing on complementary support from FP7 and CIP;  making 
more extensive use of financial engineering instruments, increase use of ERDF on 
inter-regional cooperation in research and innovation to enhance access to 
international research and innovation networks; making better use of public-
procurement to increase the innovation content of products, processes and services 
with the public sector taking on the role of lead customer to stimulate research and 
innovation; using EDRF to fund shortlisted FP7 and CIP projects that could not be 
financed due to the high number of quality project applications and the shortage of 
funds in these programmes. 

No evaluation reports are available yet regarding the FP7 instruments Regions of 
Knowledge and Research Potential and these instruments were not addressed by the 
Mid-term Evaluation of FP7. However, Technopolis report Assessment of the impact 
of the ‘Regions of Knowledge’ programme concludes that RoK is clearly focused on 
‘research driven clusters’ in contrary to other EU cluster initiatives targeting industrial 
clusters. In this way RoK is complementary to activities in the CIP and SFs. A three 
pillar approach is discussed covering cluster emergence/development at 
regional/national level, common strategy for specific sectors (e.g. lead markets) and 
implementation of the common research actions (which could be the CSF if the projects 
reach the quality criteria).

The NORDERA project looked at Lessons Learnt from Nordic Cooperation in the 
Context of ERA. One focus of the project was the scope and intensity of Nordic R&I 
collaboration in recent policy initiatives at European level involving public sector policy 
actors (e.g. ministries and funding agencies) at EU and national levels in the 
formulation of strategic R&D agendas. The report analyses Nordic participation in the 
ERA-NET scheme, Article 169 projects (Article 185 of the Lisbon Treaty), Joint 
Programming Initiatives (JPIs), European Technology Platforms (ETPs) and related 
Joint Technology Initiatives (JTI:s). Among the conclusions it is noted: 
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Nordic countries participate in the great majority of the joint initiatives analysed. In 
the ERA-NET scheme, on average, Nordic participation is slightly higher than the MS 
average and is similar to the Mediterranean countries. 

The Nordic countries are highly specialised in certain fields of national interest, but at 
the same time, they participate in a broader range of networks that are not directly 
linked to their areas of expertise. This is particularly true for Finland and Sweden. A 
plausible explanation is that these countries are exploring new areas by joining a large 
number of international networks and that their internationalisation strategies are based 
on the principle of “observe and learn”. 

The Nordic countries (with the exception of Norway) present a distinct pattern that is 
different from the rest of the European nations, with lower than expected levels of 
participation for countries with such high R&D intensities. In general terms, the 
long history of cooperation in R&D and innovation in the Nordic region may partially 
explain this, with participation in Nordic schemes ‘competing’ with participation in 
European schemes, but it is difficult to conclude from this analysis that existing Nordic 
R&I cooperation is a substitute for, rather than a supplement to, collaboration at a wider 
level. 

However, it cannot be argued that a joint Nordic strategy actually exists. The distinct 
specialisation profile of the individual countries as well as their different behaviours in 
joining networks indicated different participation patterns. 

In terms of the actors involved, the Nordic countries participate in EU instruments 
almost exclusively through national funding agencies. The Nordic region through its 
Nordic cross-border institutions was only involved in a small number of initiatives 
(mainly ERA-NETs). 

In this respect, it is interesting to note that the Nordic countries on average allocated a 
higher proportion of funding via a real common pot than the Mediterranean 
countries and large countries. Furthermore, the analysis indicated that a real common 
pot was more frequently used in networks with intense Nordic participation than in 
networks with no Nordic participation. This may suggest that the Nordic countries have 
the capacity to influence funding-related decision-making processes, to a greater or 
lesser degree. 

Successful examples in the Nordic region, such as the Top-level Research Initiative
(TRI), can serve to encourage a move towards the use of real common pots at EU level. 
The TRI initiative provides support for cross-border communities, allocating funding on 
the basis of competence and excellence rather than national affiliation. The development 
of the TRI sub-programmes has inspired the Nordic countries to adapt their research 
programme portfolios to a certain degree – demonstrating that schemes using the real 
common pot model have the power to influence national research priorities.
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D. The role of intergovernmental organizations

Set up in 1971 together with the European Communities as intergovernmental 
framework for the co-ordination of research, COST has now 35 European member 
countries. Notwithstanding the multiplicity of policy objectives already being pursued 
for the ERA within the Framework Programme, the 2010 evaluation panel of COST 
strongly agreed that there is both the need and the possibility within the ERA for a 
‘bottom-up networking’ instrument for nationally funded research projects. The 
participating countries are currently reflecting about the future of COST. In the 2010 
evaluation three possible organizational options were identified (strong Inter-
Governmental COST Organization funded by the COST member states via a 
common pot; COST Actions fully integrated into and taken over by the European 
Science Foundation (ESF)37, and funded by the ESF member organizations, end of 
inter-governmental approach; COST Actions as Coordinated Actions integrated into 
the EU funded ERA instruments under the FP, end of the inter-governmental 
approach). The options were acknowledged by a ministerial conference on 15 June 2010 
including an annexed vision on the role of COST in the ERA 2020. While the second 
option – integration of COST into ESF - is no longer a realistic option, due to the 
preference of the ESF members to concentrate on more strategic activities to enhance 
the quality of European science in stead of implementing funding schemes, the 
Members of COST via the Senior Officials Committee (CSO) intend to take decisions 
on appropriate proposals ensuring maintaining COST as viable framework, at the latest 
before the end of FP7. 

Founded in 1985, EUREKA now unites 39 member countries and counts the EU as its 
40th member. Together, they promote international, market-oriented research and 
innovation through the support they offer to SMEs, large industry, universities and 
research institutes. EUREKA also manages the Eurostars Joint Programme, set up 
under article 185 in partnership between the European Commission, 27 Member States 
and 6 countries associated with FP7. A Strategic Roadmap 2010-14 has been adopted 
by the 15th EUREKA Ministerial Conference (Berlin, 25 June 2010). It offers a vision 
for EUREKA to take a leading role in the ERA. The roadmap puts forward three key 
priorities: EUREKA takes a leading role in the ERA as an attractive framework for 
European and international trans-border cooperation of industry notably SMEs,  
secondly, EUREKA has widened its toolbox and thematic scope in areas where 
industrial RTDI in international cooperation yields added value in terms of growth and 
competitiveness of European companies and in response to major societal challenges 
and thirdly, EUREKA has triggered significantly enhanced coordination of public RTDI 
measures in the member countries, with a view to strengthen transnational cooperation. 
The vision should regain greater political and financial commitment of the participating 
governments. Reaching this vision requires that all EUREKA instruments (individual 

  
37A non-governmental association of 78 organisations devoted to scientific research in 30 European 
countries, based in Strasbourg, France, see www.esf.org
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bottom-up projects, Eurostars, Clusters and Umbrellas) contribute to the implementation 
of the EUREKA strategy through their operations so as to best respond to the needs of 
businesses and their member countries’ economies. Alongside its bottom-up principle, 
EUREKA should step up its efforts and implement a more strategic approach for the 
member countries to support their national priorities through cooperation arrangements 
in 'variable geometry'. In order to foster an accentuated profile of EUREKA in the ERA, 
EUREKA will focus more on potential synergies and complementarities between 
its own support mechanisms and other European initiatives and instruments.

Since the early 1950s, a number of powerful research infrastructures and laboratories 
have been developed and deployed by a number of other European 
Intergovernmental Research Organisations for the benefit of Europe's scientists.
These organisations have set up a co-ordination and collaboration Council 
(EIROforum). EIROforum is a collaboration between eight European 
intergovernmental scientific research organisations that are responsible for 
infrastructures and laboratories: CERN, EFDA-JET, EMBL, ESA, ESO, ESRF, ILL and 
European XFEL. The mission of EIROforum is to combine the resources, facilities 
and expertise of its member organisations to support European science in reaching 
its full potential. The eight EIROforum organisations have extensive expertise in the 
areas of basic research and the management of large, international infrastructures, 
facilities and research programmes. EIROforum entertains close links with the 
European Commission. Underpinned by the 2010 Statement of Intent, the cooperation 
is practical in nature, and ranges from research programming to e-science, including 
human resources and training and mobility of researchers; research infrastructures;  
intellectual property and knowledge sharing; international cooperation in research, etc. 
There are also agreements between specific EIROforum organisations and the European 
Commission, like the 2011 Memorandum of Understanding between the EC and 
EMBL, in which the two organisations pledged to consolidate and further develop the 
ERA. In their recent position paper on FP8, EIROforum emphasizes the funding of 
European-level research infrastructures, indicating that support from the Framework 
Programme may significantly enhance the value of ancillary activities of European RIs 
for society as a whole, generating important synergies between the Member State and 
EU funding streams. Apart from more common recommendations, EIRO-forum in 
particular advocates for continuity and coordination between the European Commission 
and Member State Programmes, in order to secure longer-term funding for highly 
successful activities that have not been able to develop to their full potential and/or 
secure a continued exploitation beyond the duration of the initial contracts. 
Furthermore, to ensure improved coordination and exploitation of synergies, new 
initiatives within a next FP should take full recognition of European-level activities 
by the Member States.
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Overview of background documents and studies used
A. The overall landscape

i. The new Treaty38

ii. The EUROPE 2020 Strategy39

iii. Innovation Union Communication40 and the Conclusions on Innovation 
Union for Europe (Competitiveness Council, 26 November 2010); 

iv. 2009 ERA-toolbox41,

v. ERAWATCH EU profile inventory42,
vi. ERAC opinion on recommendations and possible options to achieve 

more synergies between Knowledge Triangle and Cohesion Policies at 
various governance levels (ERAC 1204/10, 21 June 2010) 43;

vii. Studies and reports from the European Parliament on FP-simplification 
and ERA governance (November 2009)44

viii. "Securing The Knowledge Area" Belgian Presidency report on the 
realisation of the European Research Area (November 2010)45

B. Instruments at EU level: direct EU funding of research activities 

ix. Ex post evaluation of FP6 2002-2006 (February 2009)46

x. Communication on the progress made under FP7 (April 2009)47, the 
Midterm review of FP748 (November 2010), the Commission’s 
response to it (February 2011)49 and Council Conclusions 
(Competitiveness Council of 9 March 2011)50;  

xi. FP7 interim ICT evaluation51 and interim evaluation of the Information 
and Communication Technologies Policy Support Programme (ICT 
PSP)52;

  
38 http://www.era.gv.at/attach/ImpactoftheLisbonTreatyontheResearchArea.pdf
39 http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET%20EN%20BARROSO%20%20%20007%20-
%20Europe%202020%20-%20EN%20version.pdf
40 COM(2010) 546 final, 6.10.2010
41 ERA toolbox: a typology of European-level instruments, presented to CREST at its 326th meeting in 
Prague, June 2009; http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/docs/en/crest-44.pdf
42 http://cordis.europa.eu/erawatch/index.cfm?fuseaction=eu.content&countryCode=EU&topicID=680
43 http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/10/st01/st01204.en10.pdf
44 ITRE, Draft report on simplification, 2010/2079(INI) 23.06.2010; Evaluation of the European Research 
Area (ERA); Governance Aspects Study 16.11.2009, 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/studies/download.do?language=en&file=28251#sear
ch=%20governance%20
45 http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/10/st16/st16191.en10.pdf
46 http://ec.europa.eu/research/reports/2009/pdf/fp6_evaluation_final_report_en.pdf
47 http://ec.europa.eu/research/reports/2009/pdf/fp7-progress-report-communication-270409_en.pdf
48 http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/index_en.cfm?pg=fp7
49http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/other_reports_studies_and_documents/commission
_response_fp7_ie_report_2011.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
50http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/intm/119692.pdf 
51http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/information_society/evaluation/rtd/fp7_interim/catalysing_european_competitiv
eness_v3.pdf
52 http://ec.europa.eu/cip/files/docs/cip_ict_psp_interim_evaluation_report_en.pdf
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xii. Moving the ICT Frontiers, A strategy for research on future and 
emerging technologies (FET) in Europe (April 2009)53 and Council 
Conclusions of 3 December 200954;

xiii. CIP-interim evaluation (2010)55;
xiv. Special Report No 2 of the European Court of Auditors on design 

studies and construction of new infrastructures under FP6 (2010)56 and 
Council Conclusions thereafter of 25-26 November 201057; 

xv. Mid-term evaluation of the Risk-Sharing Financial Facility (July 
2010)58;

xvi. Evaluation Review of the European Research Council’s Structures and 
Mechanisms, “Towards a world class Frontier Research Organisation”, 
following the Commission’s decision of 11 March 2009 (C(2009) 
1871) to create “a panel of independent experts for the review of the 
structures and mechanisms of the ERC” (July 2009)59

xvii. Impact Assessment of the participation of SMEs in the themes of FP5 
and FP6 (2009)60 and analysis of SME-participation in FP7 (Autumn 
2010)61

xviii. Structuring Effects of Community Research – The Impact of the 
Framework Programme on Research and Technological 
Development (RTD) on Network Formation62

C. Instruments to support the mobilization and coordination of national/regional 
resources and promoting durable cooperation

xix. Expert Group on the Future of Networks of Excellence (September 
2008) 63, the Special Report of the Court of Auditors No 8/2009 on 

  
53 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/events/fet/2009/documents/fetcom.pdf
54 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/intm/111719.pdf
55 http://ec.europa.eu/cip/files/docs/interim_evaluation_report_march2010_en.pdf
56 http://eca.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/1/4948725.PDF
57 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/intm/118004.pdf
58 http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/other_reports_studies_and_documents/mid-
term_evaluation_of_the_risk-sharing_financial_facility_(rsff)_-
_expert_group_report.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
59http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/other_reports_studies_and_documents/fp7_interim
_evaluation_expert_group_report.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
60 http://ec.europa.eu/research/sme-techweb/pdf/impact-assessment-fp5-
fp6_web.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
61 http://ec.europa.eu/research/sme-techweb/pdf/smes-in-fp7-autumn-2010-exec-
summ_en.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
62http://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/fp6-evidence 
base/evaluation_studies_and_reports/evaluation_studies_and_reports_2009/structuring_effects_of_comm
unity_research_ 
_the_impact_of_the_framework_programme_for_rtd_on_network_formation.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=n
one, 30-CE-0130222/00-22
63 http://ec.europa.eu/research/reports/2008/pdf/expert-group-on-the-future-of-noes_final-report.pdf
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Networks of Excellence and Integrated Projects (October 2009) and 
Council Conclusions thereafter of 10 May 201064;

xx. Evaluation of ERA-NET (December 2006)65 and ERA- NET+ Scheme 
(September 2010)66, IPTS Study "Developing the European Research 
Area: Opening-up of national R&D programmes and Joint R&D policy 
initiatives" (2010),  IPTS Study Mapping ERA-NETs across Europe: 
overview of the ERA-NET scheme and its results67;

xxi. Mid-Term Independent Extern Review Report of the European and 
Developing Countries Clinical Trials Partnership (EDCTP Programme) 
(“Van Velzen”, July 2007)68, Independent External Evaluation EDCTP 
2003-200969; EDCTP-II roadmap70; 

xxii. JTI Sherpa report (January 2010)71,  Interim reviews of the JTIs 
(ARTEMIS and ENIAC Interim evaluation (July 2010)72 and First 
Interim evaluation of the Innovative Medicines Initiative Joint 
Undertaking73; 

xxiii. Interim review of Article 185 AAL (December 2010)74 and Article 185 
Eurostars Programme Interim Evaluation (December 2010)75;

Regional cooperation and cohesion

xxiv. Synthesis report of the 2000-2006 ERDF evaluation (March 2010)76, 
Fifth Report on Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion (November 
2010)77, and Regional Policy Smart Growth Communication (October 
2010)78;

xxv. NORDERA project (Lessons Learnt from Nordic Coordination in the 
Context of ERA)79

  
64 As approved a “A item” by the 3013th meeting of the Council, Brussels, 7 May 2010, 9257/10, 8622/10 
FIN 139 RECH 131
65 ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/coordination/docs/era_net_review_report_dec2006_en.pdf
66 http://www.era.gv.at/attach/ERA-NetPlusReview2010.pdf
67 http://ipts.jrc.ec.europa.eu/publications/pub.cfm?id=3919
68 http://ec.europa.eu/research/health/infectious-diseases/poverty-diseases/doc/ier-report-edctp-
programme_en.pdf
69 http://ec.europa.eu/research/health/infectious-diseases/poverty-diseases/doc/iee-report-edctp-
programme_en.pdf
70 http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/planned_ia/docs/2010_rtd_016_renewal_edctp_en.pdf
71 ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/fp7/docs/jti/jti-sherpas-report-2010_en.pdf
72 http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/information_society/evaluation/rtd/jti/index_en.htm
73http://www.tetalap.hu/fp7interim/images/stories/document_publications/IMI_First_Interim_Evaluation.
pdf
74 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/research/aal/interim_review/index_en.htm
75 Reference to be added
76 see: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/pdf/synthesis_eval2000_2006.pdf
of March 2010 
77 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/reports/cohesion5/index_en.cfm
78 Com (2010) 553 final, 6.10.2010,  
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/communic/smart_growth/comm2010_553_e
n.pdf
79 http://www.nordera.org/
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xxvi. Assessment of the impact of the ‘Regions of Knowledge’ 
programme, Technopolis, April 2011

Support instruments of research and innovation policies

xxvii. Assessment of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in Research 
Policy (January 2009)80 and the ex-post evaluation of the FP6-2005-
RTD-OMC-Net Pilot Scheme (July 2010)81;

Intergovernmental organizations

xxviii. FP7 Mid-term Evaluation of COST 201082;
xxix. Strategic Roadmap 2010-14 (adopted by the 15th EUREKA Ministerial 

Conference, June 2010)83; 
xxx. Study on Research Performing Organisations (RPOs) and 

Intergovernmental Research Organisations (IROs) in the evolving 
European Research Area (2009)84;

Charter to establish the EIRO-forum collaboration (signed by the Directors General of 
the partner organisations on 12 November 2002)85, Statement of Intent, signed by the 
Directors General of the partner organisations of EIRO-forum and the European 
Commissioner for Research and Innovation (24 June 2010)86; position paper on FP8 by 
EIRO-forum (January 2010); Memorandum of Understanding between the European 
Commission and EMLB to renew cooperation, signed on 4 March 201187.

  
80 http://www.era.gv.at/attach/omc_coordination_2009.pdf
81 Reference to be added 
82 http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/docs/en/cost-fp7-mid-term-evaluation.pdf
83 http://www.eurekanetwork.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=198d5458-27e1-44f4-a6d9-
afce96a5e167&groupId=10137
84 http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/docs/en/executive-summary-rpo-22-11-
10.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
85 http://www.eiroforum.org/downloads/charter.pdf
86 http://www.eiroforum.org/downloads/statement_intent.pdf

87http://www.embl.de/aboutus/communication_outreach/media_relations/2011/110304_Heidelberg/PR04
mar11_en.pdf
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Annex 3: ERA-toolbox

As a point of departure the 2009 ERA-toolbox as well as the ERAWATCH EU profile 
inventory88 has been used. The ERA Toolbox identifies the following categories of 
instruments/tools:

1 Direct EU funding of research activities, related support services, 
infrastructure and networking among research and innovation actors. The 
funding has different forms: mainly grants (for projects and scholarships), loan 
based funding (RSFF) and service contracts. 

Main bulk of funding is within FP7, the Structural Funds (mainly research 
infrastructure, clusters and networks, technology transfer, applied research) 
and parts of the CIP (mainly technology transfer, brokerage and IPR 
support services)

2 Support for the mobilisation and coordination of national/regional funding
(processes of “ERA-optimization’ and leverage). 

Member State driven instruments like ERA-NET, ERA-NET+, Article 185 
(former Article 169), COST-actions, EUREKA-actions, JPIs, EIT-KICs as 
well as other IGOs. 

3 Support for national and regional policy development and coordination either 
in the form of grants to public bodies in charge of research policy or in the form of 
analytical input. 

OMC, Regions of Knowledge, Research Potential, NRP, university 
modernisation agenda, monitoring exercises, ERAWATCH, Key figures on 
science and technology, Innovation Policy TrendChart, Innobarometer 
surveys, European Innovation Scoreboard, European Cluster Observatory, 
etc.  

4 European Union legislation impacting ERA
E.g. the existing Directive on third country researchers; possible future 
legislation under the new Article 182.5.

  
88 http://cordis.europa.eu/erawatch/index.cfm?fuseaction=eu.content&countryCode=EU&topicID=680
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Annex 4: Overview of answers on national 
experiences of aligning instruments in the 
whole innovation cycle

Type of arrangement Country Instrument Objective

Competence Centres Austria Support research 
programme involving 
companies and 
scientists

Concentrate cooperation between 
science and industry (COMET)

Estonia Long term RTDI 
collaboration

Centres of Technology Competence 
aiming at enhancing synergies 
between innovation and research.

Greece Creation of regional innovation poles
Cluster policies Latvia Cluster development 

programme
Enhance cooperation of 
entrepreneurs with education and 
research institutions

Czech 
Republic

Cluster-programme Cluster point-platform: support 
clusters, platforms poles of excellence

Germany Cluster-programme support leading edge clusters (KICs)
Estonia Centre of technology 

competence
Cooperation between academia, 
industry and public sector

Belgium Cluster development Marshall plan 2, integrated cluster in 
French speaking part (research, 
education, innovation)

Spain National and regional 
Cluster policies

Pooling together research and 
innovation coupled to higher 
education institutions

Denmark Strategic Platform for 
Innovation and 
Research

Make it more attractive for industry to 
participate in R&D activities with 
Danish Universities and other 
innovation agents

Finland Strategic Centres for Science, 
technology and Innovation to renew 
industry clusters and to create radical 
innovations

Portugal Setting up of Innovation networks
Vouchers/knowledge 
dissemination

Estonia Innovation vouchers Stimulate cooperation of SME’s with 
universities and research institutions

Netherlands Regional attention 
and action for 
knowledge circulation 

Improve knowledge exchange 
between SME’s and universities of 
applied research

Cyprus Innovation Vouchers Whole innovation cycle for SMEs
Czech 
Republic

Innovation Vouchers (starting)

Ireland Innovation vouchers
Portugal Voucher schemes to promote innovation and R&D 

capabilities and skills in SMEs
Mobility schemes Estonia Doctoral courses in 

enterprise
Synergy between education and 
innovation
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Type of arrangement Country Instrument Objective

Spain Inncorpora Fostering cooperation technologists 
within public and private sector

Denmark University Centre in 
Beijing

Facilitate access to leading Chinese 
research environments. Danish 
enterprises get easier access to staff 
that have insight in culture of both 
countries.

Education schemes Netherlands Entrepreneurship and 
education

Stimulate students to become more 
entrepreneurial

United 
Kingdom

Engineering and 
industrial doctorates

Combines PhD-level research with 
taught courses, while students spend 
75% of their time working directly with 
a company

Denmark Industrial PhD 
programme

PhD student divides his or her time 
between university and company. The 
company receives a wage subsidy.

Denmark Industrial PhD grant 
for Chinese students

Industrial PhD projects for students 
with a master degree from a Chinese 
University. The company has to be 
locations in both China and Denmark

Denmark Danish strategy for 
Education and 
training in 
Entrepreneurship

Framework for how Denmark will 
educate and train the entrepreneurial 
business managers and employees of 
the future.

Denmark Elite Programmes at 
Universities

Valorisation 
schemes/knowledge 
transfer

Netherlands Valorisation 
programme

Link entrepreneurship in higher 
education with starting new business

Netherlands Valorisation grant Grant covering both education and 
entrepreneurship

Austria Grants Help SMEs that have started the 
cooperation with research 
organisations (easy2innovate)

Belgium TETRA-programme promoting 
technology transfer

Spain INNPACTO Fostering cooperation between public 
and private sector for development of 
joint R&D projects

United 
kingdom

Higher Education and 
Innovation Fund

Support and develops knowledge 
exchange between universities and 
the business community

Portugal Pre-seed funding pre-seed funding for research results 
with commercial value

Integrated 
programmes

Netherlands Innovation 
programme

Programme covering complete 
innovation chain with strong 
involvement of secondary and tertiary 
education

Germany partnerships and 
innovation alliances

High Tech Strategy – to strengthen 
innovation processes

Latvia Market oriented Programme: 
cooperation between 
universities/research centres and 
SMEs/larger enterprises, longer term 
cooperation
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Type of arrangement Country Instrument Objective

Norway Research Council of Norway, full 
spectra of research and innovation, 
establishment of centres and clusters

Governance Slovakia Ministry of Education Integrated coordination of education 
and research policies

United 
Kingdom

Department for 
Business, Innovation 
and Skills

Brings together Science and 
Research, business and innovation, 
and education and skills focussed on 
delivering synergies between the 
three axes of the knowledge triangle

United 
Kingdom

Research Councils 
and Industry

Funding of public/private research. 
Decisions are taken by Council with 
members from academia, business 
and user communities

Denmark Partnerships with 
Universities and the 
business sector

External board and advisory panels 
for universities with representatives 
from the business sector

Austria Regular dialogue Dialogue between national and 
regional policy makers with focus on 
R&D, taking into account innovation 
and higher education

Austria Performance 
contracts with 
universities 

Contracts cover higher education, 
science and relations with third 
partners, especially companies
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Annex 5: Abbreviations and acronyms

BRIC Brazil, Russia, India, China
CF Cohesion Fund
CIP Competitiveness and Innovation Programme
CSA Coordination and Support Action
CSF Common Strategic Framework
DG ENTR DG Enterprise and Industry
DG INFSO DG Information Society and Media
DG RTD DG Research and Innovation
EAFRD European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
EC European Commission
EEN Enterprise Europe Network
EIP European Innovation Partnership
EIT European Institute of Innovation and Technology
ELENA Facility European Local Energy Assistance
ERAB European Research Area Board
ERC European Research Council
ERIC European research infrastructure consortium
ERIF European Research and Innovation Fund  as part of the SF
ESFRI European Strategy Forum for Research Infrastructures
ERDF European Regional Development Fund 
ESF European Science Foundation
ETP European Technology Platform
EURAB European Research Advisory Board
EIROForum A collaboration between eight European intergovernmental scientific 

research organisations that are responsible for infrastructures and 
laboratories: CERN, EFDA-JET, EMBL, ESA, ESO, ESRF, ILL and 
European XFEL

EUROHORCS European association of the heads of research funding organisations 
(RFO) and research performing organisations (RPO).

Europe INNOVA Partnership for better Innovation Support
FET Future and Emerging Technologies
ICT Information and Communication Technologies
IEE Intelligent Energy Europe
IGO Intergovernmental Organisations 
INCO International Cooperation (within FP7 Capacities programme)
INTEREG Aims to stimulate interregional cooperation in the EU financed under the 

European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
IRE-Network Innovating Regions in Europe Network
IST Information Society Technologies
JPI Joint Programming Initiative
JTI Joint Technology Initiative
KIC Knowledge and Innovation Community (EIT)
LLL Life-long Learning



97

LIFE+ The LIFE programme is the EU’s funding instrument for the environment 
(LIFE+ runs 2007 -2013)

LLP Life-long Learning Programme
MC Marie Curie Actions (within the FP7 People-programme)
NCP National Contact Point
NEST New and emerging science and technologies
NoE Network of Excellence
OP Operational Programme
PCP Pre-Commercial Procurement
PPP Public Private Partnership
PRO INNO EUROPE New and better innovation Policies for Europe
PSP Policy Support Programme
REA Research Executive Agency
RI Research Infrastructures (within FP7 Capacities programme)
RP, RegPot Research Potential (within FP7 Capacities programme)
RoK Regions of Knowledge (within FP7 Capacities programme)
RPO Research Performing Organisation
RSFF Risk Sharing Finance Facility
RTO Research and Technology Organisation
SBIR Small Business Innovative Research 
SEG Synergies Expert Group
SF Structural Funds
SRA Strategic Research Agenda
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Annex 6: Ad-hoc Working Group – List of 
Members

ERA INSTRUMENTS
Country Members Address

BE Mr Pieter DEPAUW IRSIB/IWOIB
ES Ms Candida FUENTES

Mr Serafín de la Concha 
Ministerio de Ciencia e Innovacion (MICINN)
CDTI, Ministry for Science & Innovation

FR Mr Bertrand BOUCHET Ministère de l'Enseignement Supérieur et de la 
Recherche, Direction Générale de la Recherche et de 
l'Innovation

NL Ms Francien HEIJS 
Mr Arie van der Zwaan

Ministry of Education, Culture and Science
Ministry of Education, Culture and Science

SE Mr Dan ANDRÉE 
Chair

Ministry of Education and Research/Vinnova

SI Ms Jana KOLAR Ministry of Higher Education, Science and Technology
UK Mr Chris NORTH Department for Business Innovation & Skills (BIS), 
NO Mr Erik YSSEN Ministry of Education and Research
TR Ms Didem Ozan ÇELIKKANAT EU Framework Programmes National Coordination 

Office. TUBITAK
EC Mr Marnix SURGEON DG RTD-A

Mr Stéphane VANKALCK DG RTD-B
Mr Herman Van Der Plas DG RTD-B
Ms Sofie NORAGER DG INFSO
Ms Katja Reppel DG ENTR


