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Experiences of environmental ERA-Nets in management of joint research programs - draft for workshop

".. This call has been a fantastic process of learn-
ing on each other procedures and administrative
culture, which constitutes a strong step forward to-
wards a European Research Area"

1. Introduction

The ERA-Net scheme is aimed at increasing the cooperation and improving the coordination be-
tween national and regional research activities. The strength of the transnational programs is in
bringing together experiences and knowledge of researchers from different countries. In the envi-
ronmental research in particular many issues cannot be researched only on the national level. Be-
cause of the nature of the environmental problems they are too vast and complex to be solved by
any one country alone, collaboration of several countries is vital.

Many ERA-Nets have established or plan to establish a joint transnational research program on a
particular theme. There are many ERA-Nets that are already in the stage where program man-
agement has been planned and agreed upon and the first joint calls have been announced. How-
ever, there are still several challenges that ERA-Nets are facing when planning, managing and
evaluating these research programs. Today's ERA-Nets are pilots of the future programmes.

Present study looks at the management challenges of the ERA-Nets for trans-national research
programs on issues important for environmental governance and identifying possible solutions for
building a mutual understanding on cost-effective, motivating and user oriented management of
the ERA-Net calls.

This study is part of the Work Package 3 activity of the SKEP ERA-Net, which aims to develop
good practices for program management. The Work Package 3 is led by Finnish Environment In-
stitute (SYKE) and Finnish Ministry of Environment. The work has been carried out by the re-
search team of the Finnish Environmental Institute for SKEP ERA-Net.

This draft report is aimed to present results from the data which has been collected during spring-
summer 2008 and to set the scene for the participants of a workshop in Helsinki. The full publica-
tion of the results of the study, including the outcomes of the workshop is expected to be published
in the beginning of 2009.

The upcoming workshop in Helsinki is aimed at presentation of the results of this report and devel-
oping the best practices for the joint calls based on discussions and work group exercises.

There will be several themes for discussions:

- Planning the joint call: Defining the rules of the call

- Defining the stakeholders of the joint call

- Learning from national programmes and between ERA-Nets

- Development of common evaluation and use of evaluation results

Also, from the workshop we hope to understand more about learning for ERA-Net joint calls:
- What is learned from ERA-Net joint calls?

- What problems are common for all: are solutions common too?

- What problems are specific: how is solved in particular case.

- Developing common guidelines and deadlines for all ERA-Nets,

- How to deal with overlapping issues

We would like to thank already at this stage all the ERA-Net respondents who have participated in
our research by filling the questionnaire, giving an interview or who are attending the workshop.

We invite comments on this draft by email to olga.mashkina@ymparisto.fi or you may bring written
comments with you to the workshop.
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2. General Characteristics

2.1 Research objectives

Generally, barriers that ERA-Nets face in trans-national research programs can be divided into
formal (e.g. legislative, due to diversity of funding rules and administrative practices or different
intellectual property rights) and informal (i.e. national differences in policy priorities resulting in dif-
ferent research interests, differences within cultural and communicative features, levels of scientific
competence between partners, different expectations related to trans-national research coopera-
tion).

The study aims to:

- analyze formal and informal barriers for effective planning and management of transna-
tional research programmes of environmental ERA-Nets.

- analyze how intercultural differences affect the management of the joint calls

- learn what happened in practice in ERA-Nets when they planned and implemented the joint
calls/research programmes.

- identify best practices for management of ERA-Net joint calls to avoid barriers in the future.

2.2. Data and materials

The empirical material for the study has been collected by combining various methods of social
science. Apart from document analyses of literature and programme related documents, informa-
tion on programme management was collected through an on-line survey of programme coordina-
tors and partners of the ERA-Net programmes and through interviews of programmes, which were
selected as cases for our research (see figure 1).

Figure 1. Data of the study
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- Agreement on funding and themes
- Proposal evaluation

- Intercultural differences

- Formal national regulations

- User- orientation/ communication

- Ex-post evaluation

The survey included 31 ERA-Net coordinators and partners from 12 countries and from 16 envi-
ronmental ERA-Nets. Respondents include both ERA-Net coordinators, steering committee mem-
bers, work package leaders, coming from ministries, research/academic institutions and universi-
ties, as well as agencies.

Some organizations are involved in several ERA-Nets and therefore can be at the same time in the
different stage of the joint call/programme. This have caused certain difficulties for the respondents
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to reply but as the respondents have specified on behalf of which ERA-Net they will be answering it
didn't create any methodological problems with data analysis.

Many ERA-Nets have launched or are in the process of planning joint calls. In our survey 60% of
respondents indicated that they have participated in a joint call already and only 3 % of respondent
s indicated that they haven't participated in any joint calls. All the others have had some experi-
ence, majority of them have carried out more than 1 joint call and 20% are taking part in transna-
tional programme. This is quite a change from the results of the ERA-Net survey in 2006-2007,
when 43% has not started any joint activities, 14 % are planning, 10% have launched and 23%
have completed joint activities (ERA-Net Survey 2006).

The three case studies were carried out to see in depth how the joint call preparation and imple-
mentation happened in practice. We have chosen BONUS, BiodivERSA and SKEP, as they allow
to represent different levels and structure of funding and ways of planning and management of the
calls. Table 1 below summarizes details of the joint call of the three case -studies.



Table 1 Summary of the joint calls details of the three ERA-Nets

SKEP

BiodivERSA

BONUS

Number of coun-
tries

17 government ministries and agencies, from 13
countries

19 major research funding agencies from 15 countries

10 research funding organisations from 9 countries

Stage of the joint
call

Pilot 1: June 2007, Pilot 2: February 2008, Main
call: January 2009

Launched November 2007

Launched September 2007

Amount

Pilot 1: 0,550M EUR virtual pot
Pilot 2: 0, 325M EUR, true common pot
Main call: 1.3 M EUR, virtual pot

21.36M EUR
virtual pot

22 M EUR
virtual pot

Proposal selec-
tion

Pilot 1: three projects got funded

Pilot 2: prequalification questionnaire before the
tender process.

Main call: planning in progress

181 initial proposals
47 proposals have been invited to go onto the full pro-
posal stage. Final decision in September

149 Letters of Intent 55 proposals have been invited to go
onto the full proposal stage. 16 got funded

Themes

Pilot 1: Sustainable consumption and production
Pilot 2: Science into policy processes

Main call: Emerging technologies for environmental
regulation (with 5 topics)

- Global change and biodiversity dynamics
- Ecosystem functioning
- Ecosystem services

- Linking Science and Policy
- Understanding Climate Change and Geophysical Forcing
- Combating Eutrophication
Achieving Sustainable Fisheries
- Protecting Biodiversity
- Preventing Pollution
- Integrating Ecosystem and Society

Call/programme
Management

- for the main call Call Steering committee was
established

- also 3 working groups established for call topic
development, framework, principles, procedures
and legal agreements, call communication & dis-
semination plans

-Establishment of secretariat, management committee,
scientific committee, and review panel

- more important is the Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU)

- management is flexible emphasis on strong trust
between partners

- Independent organisation BONUS EEIG was found.

- Joint Baltic Sea research program is managed by the secre-
tariat, the steering committee, the advisory board evaluation
panel, and the Call task force

Proposal evalua-
tion
procedure

In pilot calls proposal evaluation was not formal-
ized, there were no common guidelines developed
because there was a small number of proposals. In
the main call it has to be changed to make it more
simple and transparent.

Two stage process, initial letter and full proposal stage.
Agreeing on evaluation criteria took long time. Each
proposal is evaluate by three evaluators. Evaluation
committee consists of 22-23 experts of whom 1/3 have
policy and 2/3 scientific background. Also, there are
external evaluators separately from evaluation commit-
tee, also 1/3 with policy expertise

Common evaluation scheme was developed. Procedure was
a 2 step process. Proposals are evaluated in terms of scien-

tific content and relevance by 3 evaluators and then research
users rank the best scientific proposals.

End-users in-
volvement

End users for the three calls are very different.

User orientation is addressed at the proposals stage,
(under dissemination of results and knowledge transfer/
Uses and impacts). ERA-Net management includes
a very broad group of stakeholders.

Involvement of end users from the beginning :thousands are
informed and participated in theme selection. Also research
users such as HelCom and there are decision bodies that can
make use of the research results

Program evalua-
tion

Prepared guidelines for ex-ante, mid-term and ex-
post evaluation but a specific mid-term or an ex-
post evaluation has not yet been planned for the
joint calls.

The ERA-Net research funding has not included
any programme evaluation into its management.
The programme secretariat is interested in doing
an ad hoc self-evaluation at the end of the pro-
gramme. The structure or the criteria have not
been planned as yet, even though the programme
has already been implemented.

Program evaluation is developed and implemented as part of
common scheme. Both a mid-term evaluation and a final
evaluation are planned. Final evaluation is to be divided into
scientific quality and management processes, and impacts of
the programme.
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2.3 Perception of benefits and barriers of transnational calls/programmes

As joint calls are a relatively new initiative there are still some doubts about their added value in
comparison to national calls. In our survey, majority of the survey respondents (70 %) believe that
joint calls have more added value when compared with national programmes, while 22% of re-
spondents had concerns about its significance. 7% of respondents saw the advantages only theo-
retically and a very small share of respondents (4%) didn't see any advantages at all. According
to some respondents it is either "still early to tell* or "both kinds of calls is necessary and useful”,
"it depends on a topic" Also, there was an opinion that some national programmes can also fund
transnational research (for example, in Netherlands there are no pure national calls which are open
for Dutch only).

Respondents mentioned the following to be the benefits of the joint calls:

Networking and international cooperation: benefit from work with prominent research
teams, scientist of different countries can learn from each other during a research project,
Access to a larger pool of research results for transfer to policy makers

Joint dissemination of research results increases the access to the results worldwide
Budget reduction on a national level (one has to pay only a part for research conducted).
Learn new administrative procedures

Generation of a European Culture beyond nationals and creation of European consortia.
Enhance science — policy interaction: strategic role of the research community with a com-
mon voice influence decision makers

Knowledge of who shares the 'same’ responsibilities in other countries

According to the survey results most benefit was in increased scientific competitiveness and ca-
pacity and higher quality research (see figure 2).

Figure 2. Ranking of the benefits of transnational calls, %

Increasing scientific competitiveness 7 25 _ 41,7
Faster exploitation | 25 25
Increased research capacity 7_ 52
Low er costs 7 45,8 12,5
Higher quality research _ 32
Opening up national programmes 7_ 40
0 100

‘ O no benefit @ some benefit O significant benefit

Because of the global nature of the environmental issues it would be logical to suggest that envi-
ronmental ERA-Nets should benefit more from transnational calls. However, our survey showed
that there is no unanimity about advantages of the joint calls for environmental ERA-Nets: 52%
respondents noted that there are more advantages for environmental ERA-Nets, while 44% of
respondents didn't see it any different compared with other ERA-Nets.

Among the main barriers of the joint calls is different nature ERA-Net partners and level of stake-
holder commitment as well as uneven benefits from “common pot” for partners, finding the com-
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mon and topic and timeline, while cultural difference and complexity of coordination and adminis-
trative costs didn't seem to be of a high concern.

According to the respondents of sixteen environmental ERA-Nets the main barriers of the joint calls

include the following issues (see figure 2) :

Political limits to open up national programmes

Uneven benefits from “common pot” for partners

Negative attitudes about spending national tax money in transnational projects
Lack of national budget, especially when funder participates in too many ERA-Nets
Agreeing on a common topic and a common timeline for a joint call

Different nature ERA-Net partners

Different level of stakeholder commitment

Cultural differences, complexity of coordination and administrative costs were perceived as less

significant challenges.

Figure 3. Ranking of barriers of transnational calls

Language & culture diversity [T87% [Rin5806 | 35 %
Intellectual propertyrights  [7 % [R520% | 41 %
High administration costs 15% [ 5206 | 33 %
Design of national financial administration 31 % B2 8 %

Inefficient coordination

Different levels of stakeholder commitment

40 %

1% 23 %

Different nature of ERA-Net partners 33 % [ 4% ] 22 %
Insufficient knowledge of similar national programmes 25 % [ 4% ] 29 %
Negative attitudes about spending national tax money 35 % I 2w ] 23 %

National legal funding limitations 37 % 2% 11%
Uneven benefits from “common pot” 42 % [ 3% ] 19 %
Increase of EU-influence on national funds 19 % [ 4w ] 37 %
Influential decision makers do not see the benefits | 30 % 6% 15 %
Limited political willingness 46 % [ 21% ] 27 %

0% 100 %

O significant barrier @ somewhat a barrier O not a barrier ‘

For example BiodivERSA ERA-Net identified the main challenges that is facing while planning and
managing the joint call:

Lack of available information about ongoing research: inventory and development of tools
for analysis

National priorities and working methods: learning from each other; finding common ground
Reluctance to relinquish control over national funding programmes: trust building and se-
curing political commitment

Diversity of funding agencies and programmes: finding innovative approaches to make the
more “blue-sky” and the more “policy oriented” agencies work together

An experience of learning by doing: finding areas of flexibility

BONUS ERA-Net identified possibilities and barriers for the joint call in their publication in 2005.
Possibilities and barriers were divided into formal and informal and three models of programme
structure and funding procedure have been analysed and discussed to make recommendations
for planning of the BONUS plus call. Possibilities of the joint call were clearly seen in increased
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integration between funding organization and environmental policy which will strengthen the
knowledge based management of the Baltic Sea problems.

SKEP ERA-Net has carried out two pilot calls before planning the main call. During the pilot calls
different models of funding were implemented and experience is gained on what could be possible
barriers in the main call: agreement on themes procedure, and development of the common pro-
posal evaluation procedure.

In the next chapters we will look into the issues identified as barriers in the joint calls and bring the
examples from the survey and case studies to better understand ERA-Net experiences in coming
to the agreement on funding, theme selection, proposal evaluation, overcoming national differ-
ences, reaching the end users and planning program evaluation.

Lessons learned:

/ Majority see the benefits of ERA-Nets joint calls (i.e. in networking, increased internationm
cooperation, larger pool of research results, learning experience, enhance science — policy
interaction, organizational learning)
Some doubts about added value of joint calls in comparison to national calls
No unanimity among respondents whether environmental ERA-Nets have more advantages
than other ERA-Nets
Main barriers are political unwillingness, limitations of national funding regulations, uneven
benefits from “common pot” for partners, finding the common and topic and timeline.
Different nature of ERA-Net partners: challenging for funding agencies and research pro-
grammes to work together
Cultural differences, complexity of coordination and administrative costs were note per-

\ ceived as significant challenges. /

Notes, comments, suggestions:
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3. Which funding scheme?

There are several funding schemes, which can be used by the ERA-Nets in the transnational pro-
grammes common pot, virtual pot, and a mixed mode.

Common pot - where thereisatransnational flow | A common pot model is often considered as a hin-
of funds. drance for partners to participate in trans-national re-
Virtual pot - where each funding partner pays search programmes. As some countries have national
only for participation of itsnational researchers | raqyations that impede funding research outside the
in a successful bid. country or there may be an implicit rule that national

Mixed mode-a part of the budget handled as . .
common pot, whilethe rest isvirtual. money has to be used for funding national researchers.

Each of these modd's can be used with or without | EVEN in the absence of legal barriers to joint funding, it

"juste retour” is not a general practice to receive and distribute funds
With ‘juste retour’ means that trans-national from other parties and to fund researchers outside na-
projects are funded on a country by country basis | tional borders unless it is strongly linked to the national
(funding stays within national boundaries) and research interest. Thus, there is a concern of losing
financial benefit is derived from sharing the costs | administrative sovereignty and control of final funding
of each project. _ decisions as a result of a common pot model. Some
Without ‘juste retour’ meansthat projects are countries also point out that their national funds avail-

also funded mainly on a country by country basis,
but with some ‘ cross funding’ to maximise the
number of funding opportunities.

able for research are small, which makes it more diffi-
cult to present arguments for funding research outside
national borders. (AMPERA 2006).

3.1 Going with virtual pot

According to the summary of a EC workshop on joint calls (2006) virtual common pot is more ap-
propriate for topics where much research is ongoing in many partner countries and for internation-
alization of the researchers. A real common pot is less problematic when addressing a very rele-
vant but new or less investigated topic.

Virtual pots allow each country to continue to operate in its way. Virtual pots are becoming more
frequent, as they are easier and do not require exchanging funds and allow each programme to
fund national partners to national mechanisms. However, the downside of virtual pot is that it
doesn't ensure the funding for all the best projects. (EC Workshop 2006).

In our survey the majority of respondents have used the virtual pot (77%). Common pot was used
only by 8% and 23% chose the mixed mode. Compared to the results of the EC survey in 2006-
2007 virtual pot was used by 64% of respondents, common pot by 27% and mixed mode by 9%.
This shows the trend of increasing use of the mixed mode and decline of the common pot (EU
survey, 2007).

In many ERA-Nets, respondents noted that they would like to use the common pot, but it was not
working for them due to different reasons, such as some countries have limitations on using na-
tional research funding or national policies that prohibit funding foreign researchers.

After the funding scheme is decided, the steering committee gets together and partners decide on
how much their country is giving.
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BONUS had looked at all funding models and as a
result of discussions they had a virtual common
pot. To make decisions on how much funding
each country should give steering committee took
2004 as an etalon year. They studied what has
been funded and how much funding was con-
sumed in 2004. The aim was to estimate how
much each country is spending on marine re-
search and then discuss how much each country
will put towards the common pot. At the end the
figures received were in some proportions to the
national funding, but quite flexible. So, large de-
veloped countries tend to underestimating their
capacity to consume the funding, while the transi-
tion countries tend to overestimated. In the future
it would be better to see funding commitment to
be more equal distributed or have a set value
range (percent for all, i.e.12- 15 %).

BiodivERsSA: In the beginning there were talks
about the common pot. Everyone agreed that the
common pot is best but hardly anyone could do it
and therefore they decided not to take it. So now
every partner funds only their own country's re-
searchers and then we have some flexibilities if
needed and not to leave out some excellent pro-
jects. Some partners are able to fund other coun-
tries.

SKEP had tried different funding models in pilot
calls. The main call is planned to be virtual pot, as
it seems to be working best. The pilot calls were
quite small in amount of funding. Decision was
easy, however for the main call there were many
discussions on which partners are interested and
will fund which theme.

3.2. Participating vs. funding

In some cases partners are not able to fund and participate There was no unanimity in opinions
about member participation in case when they don't fund the call.

About half of the respondents considered that ERA-Net members should participate in the call pro-
cedure even if they don't participate in funding (52%) while the other half of respondents disagreed
(48%).

Participation of partners even when they are not funding the call seems to be valuable due to the
following reasons:
- participation is a learning process for future calls. When partner can observe, it can help
making decisions in the future on whether to participate or not
even if not funding the call, partners can bring valuable inputs as experts, and they can
benefit of the experience and of the results.

Participation when not funding seems to be unnecessary to some respondents due to the following
reasons:
there are too many problems anyway which have to be solved individually without allowing
"theoretical" discussions with non-active partners
it would unnecessarily complicate things and make burden for the administrator too large
and become too time consuming
it is difficult enough to involve those participating
there is little value added in them patrticipating in the design of the call procedure as they
may have ideas which are not applicable

Many respondents agree that there should be certain limitation of participation when not funding
the call:
those providing the budget for the call should decide, others can give comments, their say
should be more limited than that of funding partners, must not have veto right.
partner still can be involved by suggesting and discussing the call topics
partner can be involved as an external foreign expert for evaluation, providing the skills and
expertise and at the same time obtaining the experience of participation in the call.

However, it is not easy to make partners participate in any stage of a call if they don't' have a deci-
sion power.
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Timing was considered as a limiting factor and in some cases ERA-Net respondents explained that
it was impossible to wait until all members were ready and able to join the call, so the decision had
to be made as soon as sufficient funding was available and only consider the ideas and limitations
of those providing the funds.

Some ERA-Nets members are not able to fund the call because of national financial problems, in
spite of the potential benefit to them.

Interesting to note that when the results were cross-tabulated by type of organization the environ-
mental agencies acknowledged the importance of member participation in case if they don't fund
the call (71%), while majority of research councils considered this participation as not very neces-

sary (71%). For ministries it was 50-50% for and against.

SKEP:

One of the partners was not able to participate in
the call because as organization they participate
in many ERA-Nets, and they really overlap in
subjects. As a small agency, it is not possible to
follow up with all ERA-Nets and other funding and
to decide which ones to fund due to budget cuts.
In some national agencies there is a specific
budget for 3-4 years, and it is not flexible. Also,
some people are not totally convinced in the
added value of ERA-Net: giving money to the EU
and EU decides.

BiodivERSA:

Out of 19 partners all but 2-3 partners are funding
the calls. For example, one country is not funding
the joint call because the funding rules were too
complicated. They have been taking part in plan-
ning the call but not in deciding who to fund. An-
other partner did not fund because they saw that
the call was too applied. But there are other part-
ners from the same country who provide funding.
(there is a separate body for the joint call - the
call funding committee - where the countries
which don't fund are not part of).

3.3. National regulations

Some countries have national regulations that impede funding research outside the country or
there may be an implicit rule that national money has to be used for funding national own re-
searchers. Even in the absence of legal barriers to joint funding, it is not a general practice to re-
ceive and distribute funds from other parties and to fund researchers outside national borders
unless it is strongly linked to the national research interest. Thus, there is a concern of losing ad-
ministrative sovereignty and control of final funding decisions as a result of a common pot model.
Some countries also point out that their national funds available for research are small, which
makes it more difficult to present arguments for funding research outside national borders. How-
ever, at the same time there are partners that are open towards the idea of joint funding and con-
sider that there are no insuperable obstacles to it.

According to our survey results, partners' country formal regulations cause problems only for some
of the respondents: the share of those and the ones who didn't experience problems are the same
38%). Out of formal regulations the budget and the funding route were noted to be the most diffi-
cult to deal with. Funding foreign partners can sometimes be problematic depending on the na-
tional formal regulations. However, respondents noted that they have collectively found solution.
Policy in different countries regarding funding have been mentioned as also one of the biggest
challenges and resulted in fewer partners participating in the call than was wished.

In some cases, when a non EU-country becomes an ERA-Net member it causes more problems,
as the formal regulations systems are completely different.

When we looked at the answers of the respondents to better understand who are affected by the
formal regulations we found out the following:

Respondents who have had the virtual pot experienced slightly more problems than the
ones who have used the mixed pot.

12



Experiences of environmental ERA-Nets in management of joint research programs - draft for workshop

Most problems with the national regulations are at the planning and proposal evaluation
stage. Once the joint call is in the implementation stage the ERA-Nets are experiencing
less problems with formal national regulations.

Formal regulations are perceived more of a problem by ERA-Net coordinators than by part-
ners. However, it doesn't concern work package leaders, as they express both positive and
negative responses to this question.

3.4. Steering committees

Research programmes usually establish some form of a steering committee, which is responsible
for defining programme objective, research topics and themes. Sometimes steering committees
play an important role in overseeing the implementation of the call/programme and dissemination
of the results, but in some ERA-Nets a new committee is formed for implementation. Also in some
ERA-Nets a separate science committee is established to focus on the quality of science. (Holmes
2008).

In our survey, 87% of ERA-Net respondents noted that their ERA-Net established steering com-
mittee for joint call planning and coordination.

There can be problems of ensuring appropriate representation on steering committees to create a
good balance between research and user perspectives. The stakeholders representation in steer-
ing committee is usually similar to the representation in the ERA-Net (ministries, environmental
agencies, research academies) consisting of funding institutions, WP- leaders and coordinators,
and sometimes national consultants (professors) depending on an ERA-Net and country.

In some ERA-Nets each country's research council appointed a member to the steering committee.
This person was either a researcher (university professor) or someone from the research council
and mostly professors from the participating countries.

Generally the ERA-Net respondents were pleased with the representation of their steering commit-
tee (48% perceived it as adequate and 22% as somewhat adequate for achieving a balance be-
tween research and user perspectives. However, quite high percentage of respondents (30%) did-
n't provide an answer whether their steering committee representation was adequate.

BiodivERSA:

It was decided that the management should be flexible and have no strict steering and other committees for
the project. There was only one large management body - a management team - but even that was not very
formalized. It has worked out well, because there is strong trust between the partners.

The themes that ERA-Nets are working with especially in case of environmental ERA-Nets may
overlap. However, when ERA-Nets have established good links among each other (i.e. MarinERA,
CIRCLE , BONUS and SKEP) the overlapping of the funding and the themes seems to be less, as
ERA-Nets are aware of what might be funded elsewhere.

Having the same organizations in several ERA-Nets also facilitates that. According to our survey,
Majority of the respondents perceived positively the fact that the same people can be involved in
several ERA-Nets. Respondents consider that it supports the linkages between the projects and
makes the call management easier (87,5% and 75% correspondingly). About 21% of the respon-
dents thought that it has no influence for management and a small group (4%) acknowledged that
having same organizations/people in several ERA-Nets creates problems.
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Lessons learned:

K Virtual pot funding structure dominates despite the wishes to do the true common p(h
(mostly due to differences in national regulations)
Agreeing on funding is more difficult then other stages of joint call.
Policy in different countries regarding funding is one of the biggest challenges and results
in fewer partners participating in the call than was wished. But once the joint call is in the
implementation stage the ERA-Nets are experiencing less problems with formal national
regulations.
Partners' participation even if not funding: no unanimity among respondents, but seems
that limited involvement is perceived positively

&- Links between ERA-Nets and same organizations in different ERA-Nets is seen as addi-/

tional value

Notes, comments, suggestions:
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4. Perception of overall management

Various ERA-Nets are currently in different stages of joint call/programme activities. However, de-
spite the different length of experience, majority had formed a very high opinion of overall man-
agement of the ERA-Net joint calls. According to the results of our survey the overall management
of the different stages of the joint calls was evaluated very positively (15% rated it excellent and
55% - good). There were no "poor"” or " very poor" estimates for any stage of the call.

Looking at each particular stage of the joint call/program we found out that management in scoping
for the themes was perceived quite positively by the majority of the respondents (18% excellent
and 59% good), while during the phase of scoping for funders, majority respondents felt that man-
agement was just satisfactory (43,5%). Respondents mentioned that there is a vicious circle be-
tween budget and themes: without themes no budget, without budget no involvement in theme
development.

Figure 4. Perception of management of the various phases of joint call/programme

scoping for the call topic 182% | 59T % [1376 %
scoping for the funders [T379 ] 34.8% [ 435 %
planning the programme 227 % [ 20.9% | 27,3 %

implementation of the call 22,7 % [ 455 % | 22,7 %
evaluation of the project proposals | 22,7 % [ 227 % | 22,7 % [ 3T8 %
initiating the programme | T82% 22 22.7% ] 364%
in general | IS% | 55 % [ 20% _ [IUY
0% 100 %

O excellent @ good O satisfactory O poor M verypoor @ cannotjudge

The cost of management of joint calls per project is significantly higher than for national projects of
a similar size and will be a big barrier in the future when project management costs have to be re-
duced.

As for many ERA-Nets management of these joint calls was something new, the calls were tackled
on an ad-hoc basis, problems were discussed and solved only when they arose. It may thus be
that the procedure can be completely different next time.

Joint calls create beneficial links between the ERA-Net partners: the older ERA-Net partners can

provide useful information to the younger ones. The learning process of the ERA-Nets brings con-
siderable benefits, that need to be assessed.
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Lessons learned:

General perception of management is good, scoping for funders perceived to be more less

positive than other parts of the joint call
A vicious circle between funding budget and themes: without themes no budget, without

budget no involvement in theme development.
Ad-hoc basis for solving problems

Comments, suggestions:
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S. Coming to agreement

Coming to agreement about funding structure, topics selection, evaluation of proposals and overall
management are perceived to be among the barriers for joint calls/programmes of ERA-Nets. In
this chapter we will look at how different ERA-Nets are coming to agreement, which issues are
more challenging, and how different participants feel about having a possibility to influence deci-
sions.

Majority of the respondents feel that they had enough possibilities to participate and influence de-
cision making in overall management of the joint call. In themes selection, majority of respondents
felt they had enough opportunities to influence the situation. However, almost 30% considered that
they had not enough to say in the decision about funding and duration of the call.

Figure 5. Possibilities to influence decisions during various parts of the joint call

4,2 %
Owerall management 83,3 % 4'0 8,3 %
i 12,5 %
Funding structure 66,7 % :E4,2 %
i 4,2 %
Duration/length 66,7 % ‘E4,2 %
i 4%
Topis [ To7 ]
0% 100 %

Oenough  msomewhat, but not enough O not enough O cannot say ‘

5.1. Theme selection

The way of how themes are selected differs between the ERA-Nets, but generally it is done
through meetings and oral discussions and emails, and to a less degree via websites (see figure
below).

According to the data collected 80% of the respondents felt that the national priorities in research
interests were being taken into consideration when topics for the joint calls were decided, while
16% felt it was accounted somewhat, but not enough.

Figure 6. Means of collecting suggestions for themes selection

meetings 65 % |
emails 55 % |
in oral discussions 45 % |

via website ZQ zo

by other means, please specify {10 %]

0% 100 %
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It was also suggested that theme selection has to be based on where research is needed the
most, instead of finding a topic that fits in all participating programmes. It was pointed out as a
good practice to use more time to define the objectives for the joint call and use them to select the
themes.

Some of the respondents mentioned that the theme for the call had been fixed to suite one organi-
sation which the others had to follow, which lead to a situation where the relevance of the theme
was important only for one organisation.

One of the suggestions proposed by the respondents was the idea of having a "stock exchange
for topics to be funded".

Several respondents mentioned that there had been very little time for the preparation of the 1
call, but it provided the ERA-Nets with experiences for the next call. Respondents also expressed
the opinion that in the future the selection of topics will be easier as their ERA-Net calls tackled this
guestion and come up with good practice.

There is a difference in theme selection in different ERA-Nets: in some (i.e. BONUS and Biodi-
VERSsA) the topics are evolved from the nature of the ERA-Net, like the Baltic Sea or Biodiversity,
and the thorough development of science plan and identifying the gaps in existing programmes
allowed for effective theme selection.

BONUS:

"During two years we have developed a Science
plan. There were meetings in several countries,
then in many countries they were followed up by
email discussions. A lot of people - close to thou-
sand looked and discussed it. Also many users
besides the scientific community looked at it.
Agreement on themes was very slow and lengthy
process, but | think it was worth it. When we had
the call, everyone around the Baltic was informed
about it, as they participated in developing it. It
was worth the process. Involving as many people
as possible took time, but it was worth it".

BiodivERSA:

"We built the science plan and it took one year to
plan it as we collaborated with various stake-
holders such as the Diversitas, UNESCO etc. and
it became very detailed. Then we went to the ac-
tual call planning. We had three meetings with
everyone and we used examples from other ERA-
Nets. Everyone was interested and it was easy to
agree on the themes as biodiversity is such a
transnational issue. Then we agreed on the cross-
cutting issues. That was quite easy."

However, not everything went smoothly according to some respondents : "...there were deep and
hectic discussions on the balance between basic research, policy relevance and applied science.
Some partners had very strong view of one or the other".

On the other hand, there are ERA-Nets which didn't have to decide on any theme because when
the themes grew up we could easily check with other ERA-Nets so that we were not overlapping”
did not make any decision when they were formed on what kind of subjects to do in the calls.

SKEP:

".. theme selection in the main call was more difficult than in the pilot calls. There were extensive discus-
sions beforehand and quite a long list of possible themes. We haven't screened out the topics. We should
have realized it earlier that we may not be able to have all the themes, but when it was realized, the decision
was very efficient. Two topics had to be left out, which were very interesting, but not fitting very well with the
other topics."

When the themes are too broad, everyone seems to agree, but when it needs to be more narrow it
becomes more of a problem because some partners are not interested. So there needs to be a
good representation of themes, but narrow enough at the same time. Also, it is important to think
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about the themes as "flexible, live and adaptable” as it takes long time to develop and come to
agreement on the themes.

5.2. Proposals evaluation process

There are as many proposal evaluation procedures as there are partners in ERA-Nets. There can
be a one step or a two step procedure. Also proposal evaluation procedure differs depending on
the type of evaluators used (whether there is a boards of evaluators, or external experts).

However, in many ERA-Nets evaluation of the proposals is a two-stage process. First, there is a
scientific evaluation done by experts and a selection by a board). Second is a policy relevance
ranking of the highest ranking proposals from the first stage (by steering committee or other
body). In some ERA-Nets, users are also invited to look at the proposals and rank them according
to their relevance.

There are also examples of ERA-Nets which used a 'false' two stage, where the proposals are not
really evaluated in the first stage, but used for identifying most suitable evaluators.

The main challenge in proposal evaluation in the joint calls - is the difference of evaluation focus
between partners. When different type of research projects are evaluated (applied, scientific or
policy oriented) it is very difficult to compare them and provide one ranking. For example, in cases
when two stage project evaluation process was used (scientific peer review and national) it is diffi-
cult to match them afterwards, unless there is a clear procedure for decision making .

For overcoming these differences in proposal evaluation majority of ERA-Nets develop common
evaluation guidelines where they agree and set up a common evaluation criteria and also deter-
mine how the evaluation procedure will be carried out. Some ERA-Nets, like BONUS and Marin-

ERA developed and published the common evaluation procedures/scheme guidelines, which de-

scribe details of carrying out proposal evaluation.

In our survey all the respondents had a common set of project proposal evaluation criteria for
their ERA-Net joint call (and 80% of respondents perceived this evaluation criteria appropriate).

In BONUS ERA-Net proposal evaluation guide-
lines were developed as a part of common
evaluation scheme. Proposals are evaluated in
terms of scientific content and relevance. There
are two stages, letter of intent and full proposals.
In the first stage every application is send to 3
evaluators, then a task force group looks at it. The
second stage — full application, which were sent to
evaluators; at the end there was a meeting of
evaluators, where each application was dis-
cussed. Each application got written scientific
evaluation feedback. Then DG Environment, and
others were invited to look and say whether the
list was good. Then, steering committee invited
the users to look at the list, which included only
scientifically high rankings (including 4.0 rank-
ings). So, all the projects with scientific ranking of
5.0 were taken without discussions.

In BiodivERSA project evaluation is a two stage
process, initial letter and full proposal stage.
However, agreeing on evaluation criteria took long
time. Some agencies were prepared to fund pro-
jects which had no policy relevance as long as
they had excellent scientific quality while others
were prepared to fund projects with lower scien-
tific quality if they brought relevant knowledge to
policy making. It was awkward situation. But in the
end the two were combined Evaluation commit-
tee consists of 22-23 experts of whom 1/3 have
policy background and 2/3 scientific background.
Also, there are external evaluators separately
from evaluation committee,of which 1/3 is with
policy expertise. Each proposal is evaluated by
three evaluators. All evaluators take a look at all
criteria including policy relevance.
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In SKEP pilot calls proposal evaluation procedure was not very formalized. There were no common guide-
lines developed because there was a small number of proposals. However, there were still quite many dis-
cussions. In the main call the proposal evaluation procedure has to be formalized and changed to make it
more simple and transparent.

5.3 Gender equality

Another issue that needs to be discussed here is how the gender equality is treated in proposal
evaluation in joint calls. When there is a change from national calls to the transnational there can
be problems in adjusting the evaluation criteria. For example, in some countries (Sweden) the na-
tional requirement is that at least 30 % of the researchers within an application should be women,
otherwise the application is dropped. In other countries there are no such requirements. So, there
has to be a compromise of national rules and finding the agreement that all partners accept.

In BONUS ERA-Net, different national regulations on gender equality has been analysed and
common rules have been established. Gender policy is explained in the evaluation guidelines of
each organization.

According to our survey results, majority of ERA-Nets use international scientific experts when they
evaluate proposals (88% of our respondents) and much less use the expertise of national experts
and funding agencies (20% and 24% correspondingly). Research users have a say in the evalua-
tion of the proposals in only 8% of cases in our sample.

5.4. Differences in national priorities

There were no major problems in proposal evaluations that were expressed by our survey respon-
dents. However, differences in national priorities for policy and science were considered to be
somewhat a problem by 24 and 36% of respondents correspondingly (8% of respondents noted
that national priorities for policy are a problem).

"The international experts evaluated the project proposals, afterwards the funding bodies decided what pro-
jects to support, mainly based on the evaluations, but also considering national interests."

Figure 7. Problems in proposals evaluation in ERA-Net joint calls

differences in communication | 24704 = 52 % | 24 %
differences in national decision making |~ 32706 = 52 % | 16 %
18 %
differences in national priorities for policy | 24% | 48 % | 20%

14 %
differences in national priorities for science [ 8606 44 % [T16%

14 %
linking the complex funding structure with the other 2 AT
| 44% o

criteria - l

0% 100 %

24 %

@ problem @msomewhat a problem O nota problem O cannotsay ‘

5.5. Conflict of interests

Most ERA-Nets combine different types of organizations: research funding agencies, as well as
ministries and research institutes. In countries with better developed science and administrative
structures, the functions are more defined, but in some countries (i.e. in the new EU member
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states), people combine the ERA-Net activities and their own research activities. In the old EU
countries, on the other hand, people in funding bodies have experience but the connection with
universities/research institutes may be very thin.

When a decision is being made which research project should get funded there may be a conflict
of interest in countries where the roles are not so clearly defined. The question appears: "how
much influence the funding agency (partner) has on projects that will be funded?" Various ERA-
Nets and various partners in ERA-Net have different strategy and experience dealing with issue.

Some ERA-Nets developed guidelines for management of conflicts of interest:

"Usually procedure is the following: partners declare their conflict of interest and when those pro-
jects are being discussed the partner just leaves the room and doesn't participate in the discus-
sion. lItis reflected in the minutes of the meetings".

In some ERA-Nets the problem occurs when some of the funders rely on the statements of the
evaluators and the committees while other funders want to have a stronger role and keep the
strings in their own hands.

5.6. Comparison with national calls

There were many discussions comparing the value of ERA-Nets joint calls and national pro-
grammes. According to the survey results there is no unanimity between the ERA-Nets respon-
dents about this matter (see figure 8). Funding seems to be the most questionable 38% of respon-
dents believe it is more difficult to agree on funding than in national programmes, and 42% think
that it is just as difficult.

There is a different situation with theme selection. In comparison with other issues agreeing on
themes is actually seems to be quite similar and even easier in joint calls than in national programs
(36% and 24% correspondingly) (see fig.8).

Agreeing on duration of the programme for the joint calls appears quite similar to the national pro-
cedure (64% of respondents recognized it, while only 8% thought it was more difficult). Agreeing
on funding structure and proposal evaluation criteria seem to be more difficult for respondents
(38% and 36%) .

Figure 8. Comparison of finding consensus in joint calls and national programme

Proposal evaluation
i 36 % 8% | 16 %
(criteria) . . .
Funding structure 38,50 % 42,30 % V.70 9411,50 %
Duration/length of the
8% 12% | 16%
programme
Topics selection 28 % 24 % ] 12 %
0% 100 %

O more difficult than national @the same as national O easier than national O cannot judge ‘
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Comparing the process of finding consensus in joint calls with national programmes - agreeing
about duration of program - is most similar with national programmes, while agreeing on funding
structure and proposal evaluation is more difficult.

According to the majority of respondents the overall consultation process was successful (84%).
Several respondents commented that finding agreement took longer than in a national call, it was
more laborious, but the results were interesting.

Lessons learned:

K Theme selection is a lengthy process, but worth it and input of research users is crucial \
- Themes are "flexible, live and adaptable”, need to be broad and narrow enough at the
same time, also avoiding potential overlapping
Respondents generally feel that they had enough possibility to affect the decision and sat-
isfied with the process
Among problems in proposal evaluation differences in national priorities for policy and sci-
ence are somewhat a problem
common formalized procedure for proposal evaluation including details on evaluators, con-
kﬂlCt of interest, gender issues makes life of ERA-Net easier. J

Notes, comments, suggestions:
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6. Reaching for the end-users

End-users involvement in the ERA-Nets research is very important and many ERA-Nets develop at
the planning phase of the project a strategy for communication with end users. In the joint calls the
situation is similar (Fig.9).

According to the questionnaire results, the main stakeholders are the ERA-Net team (68%). Other
stakeholders included other employees in the organization participating in the ERA-Net call (40%)
as well as members of the research community, councils, ministry members, policy makers (to-
gether 40%) who also influence the theme selection for the joint calls.

According to our survey results, about 12-16% of ERA-Net respondents didn't have any coopera-
tion with end-users during any stage of joint call.

When it comes to research users involvement most of the ERA-Nets have defined their end users
either formally or noted that they know them informally (36% and 52% correspondingly). How-
ever, 12% of ERA-Net representatives didn't not define their end-users neither formally or infor-
mally.

The formally defined end-users include: scientists, policy makers, agencies/ ministries / industries,
applied research stakeholders, urban planners Commissions, EU DG Environment and others.
Among the informally listed end-users are: the public sector, policy makers, consultants, ministries
and the research community, industries (mainly SME's).

A small number of ERA-Nets established or plan to establish a separate national body to enhance
collaboration with the end-users (11,5%). For example, in BiodivERsSA IFB became a coordinator
for that purpose, and SKEP is establishing Communication Committee for its main call. However,
the majority of respondents (88, 5%) haven't done so.

As many ERA-Nets are still in the planning or implementation stage it was difficult for them to esti-
mate the end-user involvement in the later stages such as dissemination and evaluation of a pro-
gramme.

However, during the topic selection the involvement of the end-users was quite high — 50% of re-
spondents believed it was enough involvement, while 25% acknowledged the involvement but
thought that it was insufficient.

During the review of proposals the picture is slightly different: the number of ERA-Net respondents
who are satisfied with the end-user involvement is much lower than in the topic selection phase,
and accounts for 25%.

It is important to take into account that in some ERA-Nets certain projects of the research pro-
gramme can be more user-oriented than others (36% of respondents), however this is difficult to
judge (according to 44% of respondents).

According to SKEP, pilot calls are very useful in terms of learning the communication with stake-
holders.

"In the case of the second pilot call (virtual common pot) we had to quite carefully enlist organisa-
tions and make them aware of the call. That process was also linked to recruiting people for the
peer review process. We made a lot of useful contacts with people, particularly in the UK, with in-
stitutes, government departments, other agencies. That helped to publicise the call as well. So
that was a whole new learning exercise: how do we connect the joint call with business users
within the organisation”.
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Figure 9. End-users involvement
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6.1 Channels of communication

It has been recognized that there is no one best way for communication of research to the end
users and approaches need to be tailored to the audience and circumstances (Holmes 2008).
According to our survey results the ERA-Nets are using the communication channels, shown in
figure 10.

Figure 10. Communication channels

Seminars, works hops 17 2% [T6.7% ] 38,9 %
Reports, guidance documents, training materials 35,3 % Ly.F%—b,Ql% 41,2%
Electronic media (e-mail, website) 313 % | 31,5 % | 37,5 %
Press releases, TV, radio 294%  TT.8%I11.8 %] 47.1%
Publications, scientific articles (avg: 2,765; 29.4 % [CI76% ] 529 %
Other meetings [I33% 26,706 ] 60 %
Questionnaires §37 26706 ] 33,3 % T 33,3 %
0% 100 %
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It was pointed out that to improve the communication of the results it is important to make a com-
munication strategy, which identifies the key targets and the best way to approach them and im-
plementing it systematically (Holmes, 2007)

As it could be seen from above figure 10, meetings and workshops were considered to be the
most useful tools for communicating the end results by the majority of the respondents. To make
the communication of results better, it was proposed that focused (transnational) workshops for
end-user groups within the topics of the joint call could be organized, intermediaries and EC chan-
nels could be used as channels.

Some of the proposed tools were included sophisticated power point (including audio) with instruc-
tions for the actual use of the hard copy report in order to appeal to all senses at the time.
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In our survey, the communication of the results to the end users was difficult to judge for many
ERA-Nets (71%) as many of them are in the planning stage of a joint call. However, of those who
could provide an answer, 21% noted that the intermediate results were communicated to the end-
users. The main channels of communication of intermediate results according to our respondents
included: public media channels, a mid-term seminar, and reports.

Respondents noted the importance of involving the end-users from the very beginning of the re-
search process in the different stages of the programme implementation starting from the identifi-
cation of research needs. They also pointed out that by adapting the communication to their under-
standing one enhances dissemination of results and reaches the end-users more effectively.

BONUS's theme — Baltic Sea — involved very
wide range of end users. When developing the
theme for joint call there conferences were held,
which brought together all the marine researchers
from the country and it was a very unique oppor-
tunity in some countries, like Russia. The follow
up discussions and communication with stake-
holders has been done differently in each country,
in some through email discussions or workshops.
In the end, the end-user involvement was very
successful and high, almost everybody in the
Baltics know about BONUS .

SKEP: End users for the three calls are very dif-
ferent. Maybe that has been a drawback of SKEP
that there has been three calls with very different
end users. Maybe it should have involved the end
users more. It has been more difficult to have a
good dialogue with the end users with this type of
calls compared with national calls.

BiodivERSA: It was initiated by the science policy
process of IPBRS. Many of the research themes
arose from the IPBRS. End-users are also present
in the advisory board of BiodivERSA.

In many ERA-Nets research users are being involved in the programme evaluation, 41% of re-
spondents noted that research users are involved in the evaluation panel.

User involvement also depends on the nature of research and research topic. For example, Mari-
Fish ERA-Net is specifically aimed at comparing the evidence base for fisheries managers and
therefore there are direct links to the end-users. Application oriented projects can be more user-
oriented (i.e. end-users of technologies). In some cases, ERA-Nets research basis is such that
user involvement is not so crucial if the project produces e.g. a new tool for decision making con-
cerning environmental problems, as was pointed out by some respondents.

When one compares SKEP with BONUS it is a totally different organization and discussion about
the research users. In BONUS, the end users are large organizations as the Helsinki Commission
(HELCOM), Commission's marine strategy group etc. They have been deeply involved in the de-
sign of the research plan, and there are decision bodies that can make use of the research results,
while it is not so easy to do the same in other ERA-Nets.

Lessons learned:

Most of the ERA-Nets have defined their end users either formally or noted that they know
them informally

In many ERA-Nets research users are part of evaluation panel

Depending on type of research users in some ERA-Nets they are able to provide more in-
fluence

Notes, comments, suggestions:
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7. Using results of research programme

Involvement of the research users is closely related to the dissemination of the research results.
The dissemination of research results has been addressed in many ERA-Nets through separate
Work Packages (i.e. SKEP, BiodivERsA, BONUS, CRUE and others). However, some ERA-Nets
don't have a particular work package on this.

In our survey 45% of the environmental ERA-Nets have prepared a formal dissemination plan, and
33% are in the progress. For some ERA-Nets dissemination plan is part of a communication plan
(4%). Even though the importance of having a dissemination plan from the early stages has been
noted in many publications, 16% of respondents noted that they have no formal dissemination
plan.

Generally, the dissemination of the research results is done by ERA-Net secretariat, Steering Com-
mittee, ERA-Net partners, the project leaders, and the researchers themselves through publica-
tions.

Steering committees play a very important role in the dissemination of the results, it structures the
way of dissemination, develops an effective network. According to ERA-Net respondents, the
steering committee typically coordinates the dissemination of the results to improve the integration
of knowledge. However, several respondents pointed out that the steering committee doesn't play
any role in dissemination of results and its role is rather to monitor the projects.

Defining the audience in the beginning of the programme allows to identify the channels which
would suit the best the dissemination of the results to the end-users. Many ERA-Nets are just in
the beginning phase of their joint calls, so they were not able to describe the dissemination chan-
nels that they are planning to use in detail.

Workshops/seminars and publications as well as scientific publications are the most commonly
used way to disseminate results of the joint calls/programmes (78%, 73% and 61% correspond-
ingly). About half of the respondents (52%) noted the importance of the electronic media. Press
releases were considered being an effective way to disseminate the results by 39% of respon-
dents. Usually a combination of communication channels is used, so it is reflected in the results
(see Fig.10).

Figure 11. Ways for results dissemination for ERA-Net joint calls

Workshops/seminars ] 78,3 %

Publications 173,9 %

Scientific articles 160,9 %

Electronic media 152,2 %

Press releases 139,1 %

With the help of intermediaries [ 117.4%
Other [ 113%

0% 100 %

When analyzing problems that may take place during the dissemination phase more that half of the
respondents couldn't provide an answer, mostly due to the fact that they haven't reached this
phase yet.
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However, based on the information provided by the other respondents, the lack of interpretation
and language were considered to be "very serious problems" according to 16% and 5% corre-
spondingly. Differences in intellectual property rights are also causing problems in 15% (Fig.11)

Role of intermediaries/interpreters is essential to put the research results into context and in pro-
portion, using the language that can be understood by policy makers and other stakeholders. Ac-
cording to the survey results the highest number of respondents mentioned lack of interpretation to
be very serious problem.

Figure 12. Main problems in dissemination of the results of the joint calls to the end users
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Lack of interpretation/intermediary |[TISBWAN] [ 158% | 632 %
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Use of communication methods in different countries |[JIBBWoR]. 211% | ] 57.9%
0% 100 %
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Majority of the respondents were not able to say if in practice things were different from what was
planned as they haven't reached the dissemination level yet. Those who have experienced it al-
ready, shared the opinion that the plan and the practice didn't differ much and dissemination went
beyond their expectations.

Lessons learned:

K Many ERA-Nets have a formal dissemination plan \
- Workshops/seminars and publications as well as scientific publications are the most com-
monly used way to disseminate results of the joint calls/programmes, but use of the com-
munication methods vary in different countries
Lack of interpretation and language are one of the big problems in research results dis-
semination
k Role of steering committee in dissemination varies /

Notes, comments, suggestions:
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8. Challenges of joint research programme evaluation

For the majority of ERA-Nets outputs are monitored at the end of the call or a programme (59%)
and for many of the researchers have to submit their work once a year (47%). The lower percent of
respondents noted that researchers had to report their results only when feel necessary (12%).
Among the other ways to monitor outcomes are project leaders annual meeting attendance, mid-
term and final seminars/ reporting of the projects (6%). Majority of the respondents mentioned de-
veloping and using common requirements for the final reports for all projects (71% ). Monitoring of
outputs was considered adequate by majority of respondents.

When planning programme evaluation for transnational programme, ERA-Net partners have to
agree on the terms, basis and types of evaluation. Defining type and timing of evaluation was per-
ceived not to be a problem (33% and 41%, while about 50% were not able to judge). Focus of
the evaluation - whether it should be scientific quality, user orientation or cost effectiveness - was
more often causing a problem. Only 17% didn't see it as a problem, while 29% mentioned to have
faced problems either rarely or more often.

Programme evaluation can consist of a variety of evaluation approaches (e.g. peer review, internal
evaluation or evaluation by external experts). Several researchers pointed out that there is no uni-
versally applicable method for evaluation and that it is usually necessary to understand the setting
of the evaluation and the discourse in which its results are located before the choice of approach
can be fully appreciated (Georghiou and Roessner, 2000, Kanninen and Lemola, 2006).

According to respondents many ERA-Nets have a formal procedure for the systematic evaluation
of the research programme (54%), in the form of reports, mid-term seminars, evaluation at the
end of the ERA-Net projects, or an evaluation form with criteria. Those who don't have formal sys-
tematic evaluation procedure or didn't get to the evaluation stage (27% and 18% correspondingly)
use or intend to use informal processes, feedbacks etc.

When planning the evaluation it has to be decided what type evaluation the ERA-Net joint pro-
gramme will be using: ex-ante, ex-post evaluation or a mid-term. According to Kivimaa et al (2008)
it seemed important that there is continuity between ex-ante and ex-post evaluation, so that the
objectives and the evaluation criteria would be coherent during the whole programme cycle. In our
survey 47% of respondents noted that their ERA-Net had carried out the mid term evaluation.

When planning programme evaluation it is necessary to develop common evaluation mechanisms
for all funding partners. Even though many ERA-Nets have developed the common evaluation
mechanisms there are national differences which have an influence on how it is done. The major-
ity of respondents noted that to some extent the national evaluation mechanisms had an influence
on how programme evaluation is carried out.

BONUS ERA-Net developed guidelines for a common evaluation scheme as a recommendation
from the partners. The programme evaluation will be carried out by an international panel ap-
pointed by the programme steering committee. Researchers, policymakers, people with previous
experience in programme management and other stakeholders are included. The guidelines spec-
ify that clear and measurable goals should be unanimously agreed by various partners and set in
the planning phase of the programme.

Concerning the basis for the programme evaluation scientific outcomes were balanced with the
policy relevance of the programme (100% and 76% correspondingly). International benefit per-
spective was also seen as one of the main grounds for evaluation for quite many respondents
(59%). Relevance to the private sector was less significant, it accounted for only 12%. No one
respondent included relevance to NGO as a important basis for programme evaluation.

Programme evaluation can be carried out by external experts (consultants) or through self-
evaluation. Usually, ERA-Nets establish the evaluation panels for their joint calls/programmes. Ac-
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cording to our survey results 44% already have evaluation panels and 28% are in the progress of
establishing one. Evaluation panels in majority of ERA-Nets consist of representative of the fun-
ders (54,5%) scientific experts (36%) call coordinators (27%). People from outside of ERA-Net are
part of the evaluation panel according to 18% of respondents and 9% of respondents mentioned
that researchers and programme users were part of their programme evaluation panels. Majority of
the respondents considered the evaluation panel for programme quite adequate.

There is a clear division of responsibilities in programme evaluation of the joint calls. Scientific re-
sults are more often evaluated by a formalized procedure and international experts (54,5%), while
socio economic results are evaluated more by national experts (25%) and programme board
(28%). User orientation of the project is done by stakeholders and national experts (29%), while
the policy effects are more often evaluated by the programme board (29%).

SKEP:

The ERA-Net has prepared guidelines for ex-ante, mid-term and ex-post evaluation but a specific mid-term
or an ex-post evaluation has not yet been planned for the joint calls. It has, however, evaluated the experi-
ences of stakeholders regarding the planning and management of the first pilot call through questionnaires.
The programme will finish after the ERA-Net has come to an end. Some kind of maintenance of the coopera-
tion is planned to enable follow-up and ex-post evaluation of the programme. There are plans to do a mid-
tem evaluation on the 1* pilot call.

BiodivERSA :

The ERA-Net research funding has not included BONUS:

any programme evaluation into its management. Both a mid-term evaluation and a final evaluation
The programme will finish after the ERA-Net has are planned to be carried out. Final evaluation is
come to an end, so there will not be any funding to be divided into two phases. The first is focused
left to carry it out. The programme secretariat is, on scientific quality and management processes,
however, interested in doing an ad hoc self- and the second phase is focused on the impacts
evaluation at the end of the programme. The of the programme. The mid-term evaluation and
structure or the criteria have not been planned as the first part of the final evaluation will be under-
yet, even though the programme has already taken by an evaluation panel appointed by the
been implemented. The ERA-Net funding pro- programme steering committee, while the second
gramme is not carrying out a mid-term evaluation. part of the evaluation could be done by the repre-
The ERA-Net management includes a broad sentatives of the EC and a relevant regional body.
group of stakeholders which could show potential

if a stakeholder evaluation was to be carried out.

The problems that ERA-Nets faced with ex-post evaluation are similar to the case of research dis-
semination. As many research projects will be finished in 2-3 years, it will be impossible to do any
evaluation of the research programme, unless it has been planned/budgeted in the beginning of
the programme. So, from the evaluation point of view it is important that ERA-Nets exist in some
form for the entire period of the research programme. This is very unlikely according to our results.

Lessons learned:

K Many ERA-Nets have a formal procedure for the systematic evaluation of the research pr(h
gramme

Defining focus of the evaluation - whether it should be scientific quality, user orientation or
cost effectiveness - often causing a problem.

Not many ERA-Nets have research users in their programme evaluation panels

If programme evaluation is not planned and funds for it are not allocated from the beginning
of research programme, there is a possibility of failure of carrying it out due to the closure of

K ERA-Nets. j

Notes, comments, suggestions:
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9. Overcoming national differences

"..most helpful was the time we spent together,
been frustrated together, learned to work to-
gether."

Different countries have different traditions and ways to fund research. For example, in Sweden
there are a lot of different research agencies/councils, while in Denmark there is one for basic sci-
ence. In new EU member states traditions are also very different, as they have some legacy of the
Soviet history of public research funding. When compare for example the Scandinavian countries
with Germany, France, Estonia, Latvia and so on it is not easy to have a common project. It takes
time to learn these traditions of research funding in different countries. One of the goals of ERA-
Nets is for researchers and agencies from different countries to learn to plan and work together.
Results of our survey and interviews show that it has been a very successful learning experience.
ERA-Nets have created networks of research agencies, ministries, scientists and research users
from different countries. During the time of the ERA-Net joint activities people got to know each
other, differences and similarities of research funding and planning, nuances of administrative
routines and different communication modes.

National differences and intercultural factors play a very important role in the ERA-Net joint
calls/research programmes. In order to plan and implement a joint call partners have to come to
agreement (see chapter 4) on various details of management and coordination. As we have shown
earlier national formal regulations create problems, sometime to the point that partners are unable
to participate/fund the call.

According to our results national legal barriers for funding were considered to be significant for
respondents from Sweden, UK, Ireland and Italy, somewhat difficult for respondents from France,
Germany and Netherland, and Norway but not a barrier at all for respondents from Austria. When
planning a joint call formal regulations cause some problems, but not for all countries. Respon-
dents from France, Germany and Norway didn't experience any problems due to this factor, while
respondents from Sweden, Netherlands, Ireland, and UK have expressed this concern.

When asked about the national/intercultural differences, many respondents suggested that differ-
ences between countries are not so problematic as differences between various agencies in ERA-
Net. So, coming to agreement is a problem not because partners are from different countries, but
because they represent different types of organizations. Thus, it is more difficult to agree on a
theme or on a proposal ranking between a "blue sky" oriented funding agency and policy oriented
funding agency, than two of similar kind agencies but from different part of Europe.

Interesting point which was noted by many respondents is that scientists from different countries
have worked together for many years, especially in natural sciences. So, there is a lot of experi-
ences and people already know each other well. What new in ERA-Nets' joint programs is that now
research agencies have to work together and between them there is far less experience and net-
works. Various research agencies have very different priorities and ways of operating. In some
ERA-Nets, ministries and research agencies appointed research institutes to represent them in the
ERA-Net at one point, as they had more knowledge of the themes and scientists.

National differences still cause certain problems during planning and implementation of the joint
calls. According to the survey different levels of bureaucracy was the only category which received
a mark as "a very serious problem" and 44% of respondents noted that it was often a problem.
National research expectations and difference in the accounting rules and salaries were consid-
ered as often occurring problems by 20% and 25% correspondingly (see figure 13).
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It was interesting to see how the respondents see the different levels of bureaucracy among the
ERA-Net members, even though the majority of the respondents experience some problems, the
answers slightly varied depending on the country. Based on results of cross tabulation, respon-
dents from France, Norway and Sweden have experienced problems, while Germany and Finland
didn't express such a strong concerns.

Differences in accounting and salaries systems were considered as a problem by 25% of respon-
dents. Mostly they are respondents from Austria and Ireland, while respondents from Norway and
Germany noted that they didn’t experience the problems of this factor. French and Finnish re-
spondents didn't have unanimity among their answers gained from their citizens.

Differences in national research expectations was not a problem for respondents from France and
Norway and Finland, while respondents from Sweden, Netherlands and Austria noted it as exist-
ing. Similar picture is in perception of difference in the national levels of competence: respondents
from France and Norway don't see any problems, while respondents from Sweden, Ireland and
Austria has mentioned it as a occurring problem. Motivation of the researchers was seen as a
problem for only some respondents and particularly from Sweden, Ireland, while the respondents
from Norway and France didn’t perceive it negatively. National differences in human resource
management (HRM), quality of the research results was not considered to be a problem for the
majority of the respondents.

Figure 13. Possible problems in joint call's implementation due to national differences

differentlevels of bureaucracy among your ERA-Net ﬂ 1 5105 = 20%

members I %

national differences in quality of the research results 36 % | 24% | 36 %

differences in the national levels of competence [S%] 24 % [——386% 32 %

differences in national research expectations 0% 1 32%  [es24060 1%

differences in motivation of researches among your ERA- 5% PR 2% 07

Net members

differences in HRM among your ERA-Net members 32 % | 32% | 32 %

national differences in the accounting rules and salaries |[[III25760 7 50 Voo 00omms 25 % |

0% 100 %

W very serious problem @ often a problem Orarelya problem Enota problem O cannotsay‘

Among other barriers that we assessed through the survey, language and cultural diversity were
considered to be a problem to some degree by respondents from Netherlands, Austria, Finland,
Sweden, Norway, while respondents from Germany and Portugal didn't see it as a barrier. French
respondents supported both opinions: some respondents considered language and cultural differ-
ence to be a barrier and some — not.

Intellectual property right and data was not perceived as a problem by respondents from France,

Ireland and Portugal, but in respondents from UK, Norway, Netherlands and Austria considered it
to be somewhat or significant problem.
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Lessons learned:

There are certain similarities among opinions of the respondents based on country of origin
of the ERA-Net respondent

National differences in the bureaucracy levels cause most problems during implementation
of the joint call/programme

Inter-organizational differences are stronger than intercultural (funding agencies vs. re-
search institutes) and cause more barriers in all stages of the call

Notes, comments, suggestions:
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