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Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippine,
Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam

Association of five major emerging national economies: Brazil, Russia,
India, China and South Africa
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Community Research and Development Information Service
Collaborative project

Combined Collaborative Project (Large-scale integrating project) and
Coordination and Support Action

Small or medium-scale focused research actions
Small or medium-scale focused research project INFSO (STREP)
Small or medium-scale focused research project INFSO-FET

Small or medium-scale focused research project for specific cooperation
actions dedicated to International Cooperation Partner Countries (SICA)

Large-scale integrating project
Large-scale integrating project INFSO-FET

Large-scale integrating project for specific cooperation actions dedicated
to International Cooperation Partner Countries (SICA)

Collaborative project for specific cooperation actions dedicated to
International Cooperation Partner Countries (SICA)

Collaborative Project Specific International Cooperation Actions (SICA)
Collaborative Project targeted to a special group (such as SMEs)
Coordination and Support Action

Coordinating action

Coordination (or networking) actions INFSO-FET

ERANET

ERANET Plus

Supporting action

Support actions INFSO-FET
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NSF
PPP
R&D
R&I
S&T
SE
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SME
SSH
STI
SWOT analysis

TIERS

UN
WP

WSSD

EU Member State
National Contact Point

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production
Technologies

Network of Excellence

National Science Foundation

Public-Private Partnership

Research and development

Research and innovation

Science and technology

Socio-Economic

Specific International Cooperation Action

Small and medium-sized enterprise

Socio-economic sciences and humanities

Science, Technology & Innovation

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats

The abbreviation TIERS has been directly taken up from the eCORDA
database. It is directly related to the scope of the present study, which
targets international cooperation with countries outside the EU and with
countries not associated with the Seventh Framework Programme
United Nations

Work Programme

World Summit on Sustainable Development



1 STUDY OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGIES

The purpose of this study on the international cooperation in the European Union's (EU) Seventh
Framework Programme (FP7) is to identify, analyse and assess the practices of international
research and innovation (R&I) cooperation with third countries (}), specifically targeting the
'Cooperation' specific programme and its ten distinct research themes. The study focuses on all FP7
R&I activities developed together with the EU's third country partners, i.e. countries not belonging
to the EU and not associated with the Framework Programme (FP).

The study aims to provide a comprehensive picture and assess approaches used in designing and
implementing international cooperation, both thematically and geographically, taking into account
the policy objectives and expectations against which impacts, benefits and limitations of
the increasingly ‘mainstreamed’ and decentralised international R&I cooperation policy can be
assessed. The comparative assessment of the effectiveness of FP7 international
cooperation instruments will form the basis for a number of policy recommendations for their
optimisation.

These recommendations relate to the further development of international R&I cooperation in
Horizon 2020. They intend to provide a contribution to how EU action can achieve appropriate scale
and scope, ensuring sufficient critical mass and avoiding fragmentation of effort.

The review and assessment of international cooperation in FP7 is based on a number of research
and assessment criteria, considering:

o the relevance of international cooperation activities in relation to the general strategy and the
specific thematic objectives of international cooperation in FP7, specifically addressing:
— the size of the activities, in relation to programme expectations;
-~ correspondence of the international cooperation portfolio with policies and themes;
-~ specific (bottom-up and top-down) technology-based drivers;
-~ the overall societal drivers, the grand challenges of international cooperation;

— the outliers in international R&I cooperation: themes, instrument, type of relation,
continuity of relations, etc.;

o programme efficiency and effectiveness:

-~ rules and procedures, and how these affect international cooperation projects and their
efficiency and effectiveness;

— the consequences of integrating international cooperation within the themes of FP7, as
opposed to a separated, top-down design and implementation;

— the effects of a bottom-up design and set-up of international cooperation;
— best practice approaches to design and implementation;
o programme impacts:

- the outputs, benefits and impacts of international cooperation on the different dimensions
addressed by R&I activities;

— the consequences on the main geographical directions of international cooperation, in R&I
terms, and in terms of joint support to knowledge growth.

o The study aims to:

— contribute to an increased understanding of how international cooperation has worked in
the 'Cooperation' specific programme of FP7;

- examine the experience from several perspectives: the fulfilment of the thematic goals,
the geographical directions, the programme design, the management, the critical mass,
the third country partner participation, and the participation experience of EU partners;

(%) See http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/capacities/international-cooperation _en.html online.




— assess the integration of international cooperation in the programme, and its direct and
overall policy strategies;

— assess resource efficiency and the thematic and geographical focus;
- review the effectiveness of the FP7 instruments for international cooperation;

— develop recommendations for further development of international cooperation in future
FPs.

. The study is based on a set of activities, tools and methodologies, aimed at providing different
perspectives on the international cooperation experience in FP7:

- reconstruction of the international cooperation strategy in the FP;

— structural analysis of activities and instruments, based on the programme documents and
the specific policies;

— statistical analysis of the data on international cooperation in FP7;

—  third country participants’ evaluation and assessment survey;

- EU participants’ (coordinators’) evaluation and assessment survey;

— thematic National Contact Points’ (NCPs’) analysis and assessment survey;

- interviews of policy officers in European Commission thematic units (the Directorate-
General (DG) for Research and Innovation, DG Communication Networks, Content and
Technology, and DG Enterprise and Industry);

— three geographical case studies.

1.1 FINAL REPORT STRUCTURE

The present final report aims at providing a comprehensive overview of the results of the different
empirical research lines that have been taken during the course of the study. It is complex in
nature, due to the large amount of qualitative and quantitative evidence, which helps portray a
comprehensive picture of international cooperation in FP7.

For this reason, we are presenting the main text of the final report as a concise document on
international cooperation in FP7. The related evidence, in the forms of figures and tables, is found
in two annexes: one internal annex providing the most significant elements of evidence; and one
external annex from which readers can retrieve the qualitative and quantitative data defining the
picture of our investigation.

A concise executive summary conveys the main messages on international cooperation.
The main report comprises the following

o A glossary, explaining all abbreviations used in the text.

o Section 1 covers study objectives, an outline of the empirical research, and the methodologies
applied for desk research, statistical analysis, individual and the group interviews and surveys,
as well as case studies.

o Section 2 focuses on desk research on the overall international cooperation set-up in FP7,
specifically in the 'Cooperation' specific programme across its 10 thematic areas. It highlights
the key points as identified both in the legal and the key policy documents.

o Section 3 presents the different funding instruments available in the FP for international
cooperation.

o Section 4 explains the approach to the thematic set-up of international cooperation by
European Commission services, addressing design, implementation, management, integration
and assessment.

. Section 5 showcases the statistical analysis emerging from the eCORDA database, which
gathers all the information on individual projects across all of FP7.



. Section 6 presents the three surveys, their analysis and assessment, and the emerging
highlights.

o Section 7 covers the three country case studies (on India, Tunisia and the United States), and
compares them with emerging facts from other areas of the empirical research.

o Section 8 proposes best practice towards achieving the objectives of international cooperation
in R&I.

o Section 9 presents conclusions and recommendations for international cooperation in R&I.

o The main quantitative facts are found in the annex to the main report; the greater part is
presented in a separate document, available along with the main report.

1.2 THE METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

The present study that collects factual evidence for policymaking at EU level is founded on an
articulate methodological structure, based on sound approaches. A specific methodological
approach has been developed for each of the different stages of the empirical research, as
explained below.

Reconstruction of the international cooperation strategy in the FP7 'Cooperation’
programme, and structural analysis of activities and instruments

This research activity created the conceptual and strategic policy foundation for the study. It was
based on an extensive review of the legal basis, the strategic foundations and the programme
documents of the EU’s FP7, of the 'Cooperation' specific programme and of the 10 thematic
programmes. This review created the basis for understanding the overall international cooperation
approach, implementation strategies and key elements of the specific support provided to research
teams.

This extensive review links the different set-up and implementation levels, and draws up a number
of synoptic tables; these were included in the study’s interim report (?) and are presented in the
current final report.

Statistical analysis of eCORDA data on international cooperation in FP7

One of the important analytical perspectives on international R&I cooperation is the quantitative
one. The purpose is to present the fundamental quantitative dimensions of the international
cooperation experience in the FP7 Cooperation programme. Our analysis has considered a great
number of projects, levels of funding, size of consortia and many other variables for international
cooperation activities across different thematic areas. In particular, we have compared
international R&I cooperation with the core EU-centred research and innovation activities in each
thematic area.

The principal source of information for the quantitative analysis is the eCORDA statistical database:
a full-scale set of data on all FP7 R&I projects, segmented by individual participants. We have used
a full extraction of the database, covering all FP7 calls until July 2013. eCORDA provides a very
large set of variables, including programme call, project start, value of research activities, level of
funding and participant type. The study consortium has processed the data under a full non-
disclosure agreement and has worked on aggregated data; this means that it is impossible to refer
to the information, data and opinions of any individual.

The key methodological steps included an initial data cleansing and tagging sweep, and processing
with SPSS™. We produced descriptive statistics accordingly and calculated absolute values and
relative values for the variables. The tables and charts were produced with MS Excel™ and
geographic information system (GIS) charts for the geographical representation of the data.

(?) Please see the Study Interim Report, Final version, 25.09.2013.

10



Interviews

The interviews were an important element that helped get a feeling for the perspective of the
European Commission on international cooperation; both from a general policy point of view and
from the specific thematic point of view.

Interviews proved a useful research technique when investigating personal opinions and when
obtaining information from experts with direct insight into international cooperation in the R&I
thematic areas.

The group interview involved nine policy officers from different Directorates-General (DGs) of the
European Commission and from different units. We posed a number of questions to policy officers:
subjects were the strategic set-up of international cooperation, the thematic strategies, the
implementation policies and relevant results and outcomes, the effectiveness of the grant
management process, sustainability, and the overall outcomes of international R&I cooperation.

The interviewees provided interactive responses on several topics: the real desirability and
feasibility of international cooperation in R&I, the relevance of the policies and instruments to
overall international cooperation, consistency between the more general FP7 international
cooperation strategy and the specific thematic objectives, planning of international cooperation and
its integration in the mainstream activities; and the priority setting.

Individual interviewees were from selected DGs (for Research and Innovation; for Communication
Networks, Content and Technology; and for Enterprise and Industry) and from a wide selection of
thematic and horizontal units supporting international cooperation activities.

The individual interviews were aimed at gathering in-depth information on the international
cooperation process at thematic level. We interviewed 12 European Commission officials from
different DGs, and reviewed the following elements: the ‘weight’ of international cooperation in the
officers’ thematic area; how international cooperation is embedded in specific work programmes,
and how priorities in themes and budgets are set; impacts in terms of overall science and
technology goals; the ‘success’ of international cooperation in relation to expected participation
dimensions and R&I outputs, and sustainability, and small and medium-sized enterprise (SME)
participation; the interest in specific ‘geographical directions’ for international cooperation in R&I;
the efficiency and effectiveness of the management and administration of these international
cooperation projects in the overall FP7 context; and the supporting role of National Contact Points
(NCPs).

The interviews proved to be a very effective empirical research activity, revealing a strong
consistency across the approaches, assessments and judgments of European Commission officers
on international R&I cooperation.

Surveys

Surveys are a key tool for empirical research to collect data from large or very large panels of
experts. Surveys allow the production of statistically meaningful evidence on information owned by
respondents, and on their opinions. The surveys are deeply rooted in the conceptual framework of
the study, which was used to define the key investigation questions for each survey target. In
other words, the conceptual framework, the desk and document research, the group interviews and
the individual interviews contributed to the shaping of the questionnaires. They were sent to:

o European Commission project coordinators involved with international third country partners;
o international third country partners participating in FP7 international cooperation projects;

o thematic NCPs in third partner countries.

In addition to these surveys, the study team cooperated with the Technopolis Group (3) in a sister
study on "European Added Value of EU Science, Technology and Innovation actions and EU-
Member State partnership in international cooperation" (2014). INTRASOFT International SA and

(®) Lot 3, ‘Measuring European Added Value of the EU-Member State Partnership in International Science & Technology
Cooperation’.
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Technopolis Group together developed two additional questionnaires aimed at NCPs with a focus on
international cooperation in the EU and in third partner countries.

The surveys were designed using our customised open-source online survey tool, and provided
each individual respondent with a personal ID and password, so they could respond online. The
survey targets were drafted using, firstly, the full-scale panel extracted from the eCORDA
database, including both EU partners and third country partners, and secondly, the full set of NCPs
in third partner countries. Table 1 presents an overview of the survey panels, the respondents and
the response rate.

Table 1 Breakdown of survey panels and survey respondents

‘Respondents Panel :::éaonse
European Commission coordinators 312 872 35.8%
Third country participants 834 2 352 35.5%
INCO NCP survey (non-EU NCP) 23 72 31.9%
INCO NCP survey (EU NCP) 27 56 48.2%
INCO NCP (thematic programme NCP) 108 365 29.6%

The data strings produced by the online survey tool were cleansed and processed with SPSS™ to
produce cross-tabulations, to calculate location and dispersion descriptive statistics (mean, median
and standard deviations). The descriptive statistics calculations were then processed with Excel™
to produce tables and charts to be used for the assessment. The full set of descriptive statistics has
been delivered in a separate document (*).

The descriptive statistics of the surveys were presented in a self-standing report (°) and then
integrated into the present final report.

Case studies

The case studies were designed for the analysis of international R&I cooperation from the
perspective of three different countries. It should be noted that the viewpoint is that of the
country’s experience rather than of a specific project’s experience. Case study countries were
selected based on the degree of overall economic and industrial development, and the related level
of Science and Technology (S&T) and R&I activities. One secondary dimension was the
geographical location. The countries, which were selected together with the European Commission
project officers, were India (a fast-growing country with a developing S&T base), Tunisia (a
Mediterranean partner country) and the United States (a developed economy and a strong player
in S&T).

The purpose of the case studies is to provide a comprehensive view of country representatives on
the multifaceted issues of international R&I cooperation, and in particular concerning the EU FP.
They are constructed to build on and complement the quantitative and qualitative analyses, and
include EU project coordinators, project partners, NCPs and policymakers of the three countries.

The value added element of each case study is to provide expert perspectives on the country-to-
country relationships, rather than the point of view of an individual with project-related experience.
This has broadened the perspective, further integrated information collected through the surveys
and the interviews, and allowed an additional combination with the facts emerging from the
eCORDA data. The section on the case studies in this report presents a comprehensive picture of
the country-to-country relationships and integrates them with the overall facts emerging from the
other areas of the empirical research.

(%) Internal Deliverables: eCORDA analysis v3, 04.08.2013.

(°) Internal Deliverables: International Cooperation survey third country respondents rev 1_0; International Cooperation survey
Thematic NCPs rev 1_0; International Cooperation survey EU respondents rev 1_0; International Cooperation survey EU
respondents vs Third country respondents rev 1_0.
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The United States is the largest EU partner in absolute dimensional terms, with 343 projects in
FP7; India is a partner in 190 projects; and Tunisia in 55. The three selected countries all have
bilateral S&T agreements (°) with the EU; a framework and a privileged forum to identify common
interests, priorities, policy dialogue, and the necessary tools for S&T collaboration. Moreover, the
United States and India are partners in specific actions in selected thematic areas. The case study
section unfolds the relevant policy context, focusing on S&T agreements and on cooperation
agreements in thematic areas, as well as on funding agreements.

The case studies process included fundamental desk research, and a number of interviews with R&I
players, NCPs and policymakers. The desk research covered the policy context and policy dialogue,
S&T agreements, thematic Cooperation agreements and funding agreements. The case study
interviewees were mainly identified through the survey respondents. Consistently with the study
design, we conducted 3 interviews with EU project coordinators, 10 with project partners from the
case study countries, and 5 with policymakers, NCPs or representatives of EU delegations in the 3
countries (7).

The interviews followed a semi-structured interview protocol, covering the following topics:

. respondent demographics, i.e. the respondent's affiliation and background;

o the scope of international R&I cooperation with the EU and the FP;

o motivation for international R&I cooperation;

. national strategies and interlinkages with FP7;

o effectiveness, outputs, outcomes, impacts (overall cooperation; not referred to projects);
. management and efficiency of the project;

o  experiences and room for improvement;

o future challenges and opportunities.

The case study interviewees were extracted from the eCORDA database according to the following
criteria:

o third country R&I players who took part in at least three FP7 R&I projects;

o EU project coordinators participating in at least five projects, in collaboration with third
country partners;

o the Community Research and Development Information Service (CORDIS) database provided
the information on NCPs in India, Tunisia and the United States.

The case study section presents the outcomes of the interviews, which are matched with the basic
framework analysis and the relevant facts emerging from the interviews, the surveys and the
statistical analysis of the eCORDA database. The latter in particular was used to illustrate
international cooperation patterns of the three case study countries. The survey responses
provided input to the issues of implementation and project realisation.

We interviewed three EU project coordinators engaged in international cooperation projects: one
from Germany, one from Denmark and one from Belgium. Furthermore, we worked with four
project partner representatives from India, four project partner representatives from Tunisia and
four project partner representatives from the United States. The interviews with policymakers, EU
delegations and NCPs included two representatives from India, two from Tunisia and one from the
United States. It should be noted that there are no NCPs in the United States. The interviews were
integrated with the survey responses of the three countries to provide additional information on
design, implementation and impacts of international cooperation activities. We considered the
responses of 24 American survey respondents, 54 Indian respondents and 15 Tunisian
respondents. In spite of the relatively small size of the specific groups of survey respondents, the
results proved to be helpful in illustrating country-specific patterns (8).

(®) See http://ec.europa.eu/research/iscp/index.cfm?pg=countries online.
(7) Final Report: Statistical and Graphical Annex. Table 68.
(®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphical Annex. Figure 83 to Figure 99.
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The case study interviews took place via telephone or Skype, between the months of October and
December 2013, and lasted between 25 and 105 minutes.

2 POLICY FRAME FOR INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN FP7: OVERALL AND
SPECIFIC THEMATIC OBJECTIVES

The EU's Framework Programme (FP) recognises that science and technological development (S&T)
has always been international by nature. The increasing internationalisation of industry and
services and the migration of industrial and technological development towards fast-growing
emerging economies and their increasing integration with the ‘western economies’ is a powerful
driver of global knowledge production and knowledge-sharing. Grand global challenges (such as
climate change, poverty, infectious diseases, threats to energy, food and water supply, citizen
security, network security and the digital divide) urge for effective global Science and Technology
(S&T) cooperation in the name of sustainable development.

These global challenges and the globalisation of industry, services and trade call for an awareness
of the impacts on science, technology and innovation, and possibly a new approach to international
cooperation in research and innovation (R&I).

Another important goal for the global operations in R&I is the development of the European
Research Area (ERA). The growth of ERA through greater integration and cross-border coordination
of research investments and activities positively impacts the competitiveness and attractiveness of
research and innovation (°). It is, however, vital that the growth of the ERA goes ‘hand in hand
with widening it, through enhanced cooperation with international partners’ (}°). An international
R&I policy is necessary to create a competitive role for Europe in the world.

The main objective of international cooperation in FP7 has been to integrate European excellence in
R&I into the global science and innovation context. Since the share of R&I funding provided by the
EU is relatively small in respect to the overall R&I investment made by Member States, it is
necessary to strengthen the partnership between Member States and the EU to sustain the general
international cooperation strategy of European Research. The international actions carried out
under the different programmes within FP7 are implemented in the context of an overall
International Cooperation Strategy. This international policy has three interdependent
objectives (') (*?):

o to establish strategic partnerships with international partner countries in selected
fields of science, so as to support European scientific and economic development, and to
engage the best international partner country scientists to work in and with Europe;

o to focus S&T activities on specific problems of international partner countries or of global
character;

o to improve access to global research, and facilitate contacts with international
partners (*3).

In this context, the following principles underlie EU S&T international cooperation (1*).

o Widening the ERA and making it more open to the world: promoting collaboration between
public and private research organisations and funding agencies, facilitating work across
borders and competition for excellence.

(°) See Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: A Strategic European Framework for
International Science and Technology Cooperation, Brussels, 24.09.2008.

(*9) Ibid.

(') 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
(2007-13), 30.12.2006.

(*?) International cooperation actions within the Cooperation programme support the first two objectives.

(*?) Ibid.

(**) Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: A Strategic European Framework for
International Science and Technology Cooperation, Brussels, 24.09.2008.
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. Ensuring greater coherence between research activities and other EU policies and funding
instruments, in order to strengthen the impact and influence of S&T on these policies.

o Enhancing the attractiveness of Europe as a research partner: improved competitive and
institutional research-funding, world-class infrastructures, greater researcher mobility and
good management of intellectual property rights.

o The EU and Member States working together to optimise S&T achievements and better
coordination.

o Fostering strategic S&T cooperation with key international partner countries, taking into
consideration that there are significant differences between advanced partners and countries
developing their science bases, while underlining that both types of cooperation are needed.

In 2012, the Commission communication "Enhancing and focusing EU international cooperation in
research and innovation: a Strategic approach" defined new principles (*°). It is accompanied by a
Staff Working Document, which presents background information, facts and data to demonstrate
how the global picture in research and innovation is changing, and how Europe is positioned within
the international context, thereby underpinning the need for a more strategic approach to
international cooperation in research and innovation in Europe. It also reflects how international
cooperation in research and innovation has been developed at Union level over recent years under
FP7, through S&T agreements, and with the help of funding provided through the Union’s external
instruments. It also provides an overview of international cooperation activities developed by the
Member States, as part of their own policies and programmes.

The International Cooperation strategy indicates that in order to achieve high-level results based
on the above principles, the first goal needs to be a stronger international dimension of the
ERA and the improvement of framework conditions for international S&T cooperation.

The stronger international dimension of the ERA should be achieved through:
. integration of neighbouring countries into the ERA (particular attention is paid to Egypt,

Morocco, Russia, Tunisia and Ukraine);

. fostering strategic cooperation with key international partner countries, using geographic and
thematic targeting.

The key aspects to improve the framework conditions for international S&T cooperation are:

o joint development of and access to research infrastructures to tackle scientific challenges;
. fostering researchers’ mobility and their global networking;

o further opening up of research programmes;

o managing intellectual property issues.

FP7 addresses international cooperation differently from the previous FPs. In FP7, international
cooperation is embedded in all European Union research support. The FP7 set-up makes a clear
reference to international cooperation in its introductory sections, focusing on both R&I and science
in general, but also on the specific domain of ICT.

International cooperation activities are developed according to three basic principles, explained
below.
o Programming, which includes both:

— a broad opening of international research collaboration in both programmes and in
research themes;

— programming of specific priorities for international partner countries and regions in
different calls for proposals across the thematic work programmes.

(**) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions. ‘Enhancing and focusing EU international cooperation in research and
innovation: A strategic approach’. Brussels, 14.9.2012 COM(2012) 497 final.
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. Targeting: specific actions for collaboration with international partner countries and regions
are embedded in each of the thematic programmes of FP7, allocating budgets at the level of
the relevant calls for proposals.

. Partnership and dialogue: introducing the focused principle of partnership in Specific
International Cooperation Actions (SICAs), guaranteeing a fair level of participation for third
country partners in cooperation with EU partners.

International activities in FP7 are complementary and synergetic. The 'Cooperation’ specific
programme was intended to enable the cooperation of different global research partners with
European researchers.

Procedures have been simplified: unique registration facility, reduced evaluation criteria,
simplified forms, etc. to facilitate potential participation from international partner countries, less
familiar with the FP.

2.1 INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE WORK PROGRAMMES

It is useful to explain the structure of the EU's FP7 for research and innovation: the overall
framework is set by the FP, which is proposed by the European Commission and adopted by the
European Parliament and the Council of the European Union.

The FP7 is structured in several specific sub-programmes, with specific R&I policy support
objectives: the present study focuses on the 'Cooperation’ specific programme, which is flanked by
four others: 'Ideas', 'People' and 'Capacities', and Nuclear Research (*®). The work programme of
the specific programme 'Cooperation' is, in turn, arranged into 10 thematic programmes, covering
different S&T areas: Health; Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology; Information and
Communication Technologies; Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production
Technologies; Energy; Environment; Transport; Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities; Space;
and Security. The international cooperation activities of the individual thematic programmes are
discussed below.

2.1.1 Ten thematic areas: analysis

Health

The objective of the Health thematic programme is to improve the health of European citizens and
increase the competitiveness and innovative capacity of European health-related industries and
businesses, while addressing global health issues, including emerging epidemics.

International cooperation is very important in this theme. Specific International Cooperation
Actions (SICAs) have been developed across almost the whole FP7 period (except for 2013).
Thematically, they mostly concern diseases, especially neglected infectious diseases and
international public health and health systems. The geographical focus is mainly on developing
countries including International Cooperation Partner Countries (ICPCs), the Eastern
Europe/Central Asia (EECA) region, the Western Balkans, the African, Caribbean and Pacific States
party to the Lomé Convention (ACP), the Mediterranean Partner Countries, Asia and Latin America.
In 2012 and 2013, efforts were shifted to programme-level collaborations: in rare diseases with the
United States, in innovative therapies with Australia, and with the United States and Canada in the
field of brain injury. The focus is on ensuring complementarity and coherence with international
efforts in addressing global health problems. To this end, a number of topics were developed that

(*%) The specific programmes constitute the five major building blocks of FP7:

. 'Cooperation' fosters collaborative research across Europe and other partner countries through projects by
transnational consortia of industry and academia;

. 'Ideas' supports ‘frontier research’ solely on the basis of scientific excellence;

. 'People’ provides support for researcher mobility and career development, both for researchers inside the European
Union and internationally;

. 'Capacities' strengthens research capacities, for Europe to become a thriving knowledge-based economy;

. Nuclear Research comprises research, technological development, international cooperation, dissemination of
technical information, and exploitation activities, as well as training.
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supported actions aimed at structuring the European contribution towards and collaborating with
international initiatives, in areas such as rare diseases, brain and brain-related diseases and large-
scale data gathering. Such topics were mainly presented in the latest work programmes (2012-
2013).

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology (KBBE)

The objective of this thematic programme is to help build a European Knowledge-Based Bio-
Economy (KBBE) by bringing together science, industry and other stakeholders, in order to exploit
new and emerging research opportunities that address social, environmental and economic
challenges. The KBBE theme has a strong emphasis on international cooperation. Apart from
special actions to enhance international cooperation developed throughout all the WPs (including
SICAs, coordinated calls, twinning of projects, and topics specifically highlighted as being research
areas which are particularly well suited for international cooperation), all topics are open to
international partner countries.

One of the major topics of international cooperation across the whole period was the contribution
to the UN Millennium Development Goals by eradicating extreme poverty and hunger, and to
ensure environmental sustainability. Since 2011, priority has also been given to cooperation with
industrialised countries. Cooperation of this kind focuses on emerging new scientific fields through
development of topics specifically highlighted as research areas that are particularly suited for
international cooperation with these countries. In the same period, priorities of the Strategic Forum
for International Science and Technology Cooperation (SFIC) have been recognised in the KBBE
Work Programmes (WPs), through fostering bilateral programme-level cooperation with India and
China.

Information and Communication Technologies (ICT)

The main objective of the ICT thematic programme is to help ‘improve the competitiveness of
European industry and [enable] Europe to master and shape future developments in ICT so that
the demands of its society and economy are met’. The ICT programme activities will continue to
strengthen Europe's scientific and technology base and ensure its global leadership in ICT, and help
drive and stimulate production, services and process innovation and creativity through ICT use and
value creation in Europe. The activities will ensure that ICT innovations are rapidly transformed
into jobs and growth for the benefits of Europe's citizens, businesses, industry and governments.

The international cooperation dimension is important throughout all the ICT WPs and aims to
support European competitiveness and to jointly address, with other regions of the world, issues of
common interest and mutual benefit. In general, the majority of topics dedicated to or encouraging
international cooperation focus on high-income countries, followed by Brazil, Russia, India, China
and South Africa (BRICS) and Latin American and Caribbean (LAC) countries. Brazil, Russia and
Japan are the countries particularly targeted in the 2011-2013 WPs.

Throughout the whole period, a number of topics (objectives) in support of the Future and
Emerging Technologies (FET) schemes have been developed, taking into consideration the
international cooperation dimension.

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production Technologies (NMP)

The NMP theme mainly focuses on smart and sustainable growth for a greener industry, with its
three constituent activities being tools rather than ends in themselves. It covers the whole range of
industrial research activities. Its central objective is to improve the competitiveness of European
industry and generate knowledge to ensure its transformation from a resource-intensive to a
knowledge-intensive industry, by generating step changes in knowledge and implementing decisive
knowledge for new applications at the crossroads between different technologies and disciplines.
This will benefit both new, high-tech industries and higher-value, knowledge-based traditional
industries; there is a focus on the appropriate dissemination of RTD results to SMEs.

Based on the number of topics with an international cooperation dimension, WPs from 2007 to
2013 mainly focused on high-income countries and the BRIC region. Moreover, with the aim of
supporting the international initiative of Intelligent Manufacturing Systems (IMS), a number of the

17



topics promoted are particularly suitable for international collaboration under the IMS scheme (7).
Project partnerships that include independent organisations from regions participating in the IMS
initiative have therefore been encouraged (currently, these include the EU, Korea, Mexico,
Switzerland and the United States).

In 2007, initial contact was established with international partner countries such as China, India
and Russia. Since 2008, Coordinated Calls have been announced with China, India, Mexico, Russia
and the United States. Russia and Japan seem to hold major interest for international cooperation
in Nanotechnologies and Materials respectively; there have been two Coordinated Calls with Russia
(2009 and 2011) and Japan (2011 and 2013) in these areas.

In order to pave the way for a common understanding of regulatory needs by policymakers
globally, WPs have supported initiatives aiming to coordinate and exchange research data mainly in
the fields of environmental, safety and health issues for nanotechnologies.

Energy

The objective of the Energy thematic programme is to help further adapt the current energy
system into a more sustainable one, so as to be less dependent on imported fuels and more based
on a diverse mix of energy sources, in particular renewable energy carriers and non-polluting
sources. It also aims at enhancing energy efficiency, including by rationalising the use and storage
of energy, and addressing the pressing challenges of security of supply and climate change, whilst
increasing the competitiveness of Europe’s industries.

International Cooperation constitutes an important dimension in the Energy WP across the whole
programming period. Particular attention is paid to supporting important strategic bilateral
agreements and dialogues, as well as multilateral cooperation initiatives. One such example is the
Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum (CSLF), with many topics encouraging the participation of
the relevant partners from the CSLF (in particular Canada, China and the United States), and the
International Partnership for the Hydrogen Economy (IPHE) countries.

Several instruments are used to promote international cooperation: opening up all activities to
international participants; SICAs developed in several WPs; Coordinated Calls launched from 2008
to 2011 and targeting Brazil, India, Japan and Russia; initiatives for collaboration between projects
targeting Australia, China and Japan and industrialised/emerging economies as a whole; as well as
a pilot activity to support the exchange of researchers with Japan and the United States in the
domain of energy research, which was implemented in 2011.

In addition, across the whole period, the WPs secured resources to make annual financial
contributions required to participate in the International Energy Agency (IEA), where the EU
participates in activities in certain areas of energy research.

Environment (including Climate Change)

The objective of this theme is the sustainable management of the environment and its resources
by advancing our knowledge of the interactions between the climate, biosphere, ecosystems and
human activities, and developing new technologies, tools and services in order to address in an
integrated way of resolving global environmental issues. Emphasis is placed on prediction of
climate, ecological, earth and ocean systems changes; on tools and on technologies for monitoring,
prevention, mitigation of, and adaptation to environmental pressures and risks including on health;
as well as the sustainability of the natural and man-made environment.

International cooperation with participants from international partner countries is strongly
supported and encouraged throughout all areas and all the WPs in the Environment theme. The
strategic approach for international cooperation of EU environmental research includes an annual
identification of major cooperation countries and/or regions.

SICAs and Coordination and Support Actions (CSAs) in topics highlighted as being particularly
suited for international cooperation have been developed since the beginning of the programming
period. The main countries/regions targeted in the former include developing countries, ACP,

() Intelligent Manufacturing Systems (IMS) is an industry-led, global, collaborative research and development programme; it
started in 1995 as the world’s only multilateral collaborative R&D framework: see http://www.ims.org online.
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Africa, Asia, the Black Sea Basin, China, India, the Mediterranean Partner Countries (MPCs), the
Middle East, South America and the Caribbean. In the latter, many topics are open to all the
ICPCs (*®). When the geographical orientation is defined, particular emphasis (based on the
number of relevant topics) is given to the Mediterranean region, Latin America, North Africa and
the United States.

Cooperation with Africa, Latin America (on various topics) and India (on water technologies and
management) was particularly emphasised in 2010, 2011 and 2012 in SICAs and CSAs following
the relevant international commitments or/and multinational initiatives. Cooperation with the
United States is also highly supported throughout the WPs.

Transport (including Aeronautics)

Based on technological and operational advances and on the European transport policy, the
objectives set by the Transport thematic programme include the development of integrated, safer,
‘greener’ and ‘smarter’ pan-European transport systems for the benefit of all citizens and climate
policy, respecting the environment and natural resources; and securing and further developing the
competitiveness attained by the European industries in the global market.

The WP TRAN 2007-2013 mainly targeted Russia, China and Japan, and to a lesser extent Latin
America, India and industrialised countries. There is much variety in the funding schemes used:
these include SICAs, CSAs, ERA-NETs and coordinated calls. Apart from special schemes to
enhance international cooperation, all topics are open to international partner countries. Moreover,
a systematic approach on how to use the funding schemes seems to be in place. CSAs are used to
stimulate actions (networking events, workshops, etc.) to mobilise the research community to
participate in FP7. Within the current programme period covered by Horizon 2020, SICAs will be
launched using specific international cooperation actions for these countries. For some countries
(China, Japan and Russia), coordinated calls were developed at the end of the 2007-2013
programming period.

In general, programmes with a focus on industrialised countries like the United States or Japan are
used for joint development of knowledge and technology for the implementation of common
methodologies and tools.

Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities (SSH)

The field of SSH enables people to understand the way in which societies are organised and
governed, and how they evolve and change. The SSH thematic programme aims at the production
of new interdisciplinary knowledge, developing the interface of needs and expectations of
policymakers and other interested stakeholders, and strengthening the capability of the SSH to
contribute to social cohesion. In the beginning of the FP7 programming period, there were no
SICAs; there was only a selection of topics that were potentially interesting for international
cooperation. While all topics are open for international participants, since 2009, each WP has been
launching SICAs.

The geographical range is broad. Every work programme covered the regions of Africa, Asia, the
Caribbean, Latin America and the Mediterranean countries. However, Latin America, China and
India were the most frequently targeted regions. Industrialised countries have not been a focal
point.

Typical topics are the development of cities, poverty research, scarcity of resources (food and
water), social changes and political transformation. In order to encourage effective, structured and
coherent international scientific cooperation in the SSH at global level, the aim is to align research
agendas and enhance closer cooperation between national programmes of Member States,
Associated Countries and international partner countries.

Throughout the entire programming period, the priorities for international cooperation have
changed: from ‘normal’ research topics to ‘challenge-driven research topics’ contributing to Europe
2020, and finally to more ‘innovation-oriented research topics’. In other terms, the SSH
programme developed from the support to Research and Development (R&D) and knowledge
production to an integrated instrument which seeks to address the grand challenges of modern

(*8) The International Cooperation Partner Countries are specified in the guidelines for participating in FP7.
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society: climate change, depletion of natural resources, population growth and migration,
globalisation and multiculturalism.

Space

The objective of the FP7 Space work programme is to support a European Space Policy focusing on
applications such as Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES), with benefits for citizens,
but also other space foundation areas for the competitiveness of the European space industry and
scientific community. This will help meet the overall objectives of the European Space Policy,
complementing efforts of Member States and of other key players, including the European Space
Agency (ESA).

The significance of the international cooperation dimension in the Space theme is apparent in both
the general openness of the activities to participants from ICPC and industrialised countries, and
the relevant crosscutting actions (significantly targeting the defined geographical areas) included
across almost the whole period. For several topics, inclusion of international participants has been
referred to as particularly advantageous.

International cooperation with international partner countries has been supported in view of
expanding the use of earth observation data and the corresponding data-processing and
management methods in these countries. Enhancing relations with established space powers is also
important in order to facilitate broader space research alliances.

Among the developing regions, Africa has been targeted across the whole period as focal region for
international cooperation, mainly in terms of supporting the ‘GMES for Africa’ initiative.

Security

The objective of the Security theme is to develop the technologies and generate the knowledge
needed to protect citizens from threats such as terrorism, natural disasters and crime, while
respecting fundamental human rights including privacy. It further aims at ensuring the optimal and
concerted use of available and evolving technologies to the benefit of civil European security; to
stimulate the cooperation of providers and users for civil security solutions; improving the
competitiveness of the European security industry; and delivering mission-oriented research results
to reduce security gaps.

Each WP (2007-2013) emphasises that all actions of the Security theme were open to international
co-operation including both industrialized countries and ICPC countries. The only requirement
mentioned in the WPs is that the proposal including international participant(s) should clearly
explain to what extent the contribution of the international partner(s) is essential in order to allow
a better assessment of their potential co-funding.

Until 2012 there was no specific activity for international cooperation. Only during the last two
years several topics were earmarked for an enhanced international cooperation. Focus was given to
Security of infrastructures and utilities area, and US American homeland security research entities
were recognised as major international research partners.

No SICAs were developed during the whole FP7 period, despite the fact that the aforementioned
Council Decision had foreseen the development of SICAs ‘where there is mutual benefit, such as
research relating to security activities of global applicability, e.g. management of large-scale
disasters’.

2.2 THE COMPARISON OF BUDGETS

Table 2 presents a comparison of the budgets of the themes of the 'Cooperation' programme, in
respect of the allocation of budget to international cooperation. Some themes have a significantly
higher share of budget dedicated to international cooperation, compared to the overall
‘Cooperation’ programme budget:

o Health

. Food, Agriculture, Fisheries and Biotechnology (KBBE)
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o Environment.

For some areas, the budget share of international cooperation is about as high as the share in the
overall 'Cooperation' programme:

o Transport (including Aeronautics)

e SSH

A number of areas have a budget for international cooperation, which is slightly lower than the
general share of the Cooperation budget:

o Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production Technologies

o Space

o Security.

And finally, there is ICT, where international cooperation has a significantly lower share in

international cooperation than in the overall *Cooperation’ programme.

The statistics also show that the overall share of international cooperation in the ‘Cooperation’
programme budget is about 23%. In four areas, the share is significantly higher:

o Health: 31.87%

. Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology: 42.33%

. Environment (including Climate Change): 44.13%

e SSH: 34.83%.

These are the areas in which the international cooperation strategy of FP7 is particularly well
developed, and the thematic work programmes are very specific about this type of R&I activity
involving international third partner countries.
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Table 2 Budget shares dedicated to International Cooperation, compared to overall shares of the 'Cooperation' programme budget

(million EUR) (share) Intl. Coop. of
‘Cooperation’

Overall International Overall International
‘Cooperation’ Cooperation ‘Cooperation’ Cooperation
Health 6 100.00 1 944.00 18.82% 26.01% 31.87%
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology 1 935.00 819.00 5.97% 10.96% 42.33%
Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) 9 050.00 1 316.00 27.92% 17.61% 14.54%
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production Technologies 3 475.00 650.00 10.72% 8.70% 18.71%
Energy 2 350.00 469.00 7.25% 6.28% 19.96%
Environment (including Climate Change) 1 890.00 834.00 5.83% 11.16% 44.13%
Transport (including Aeronautics) 4 160.00 894.00 12.83% 11.96% 21.49%
Socio-Economic Sciences and the Humanities 623.00 217.00 1.92% 2.90% 34.83%
Space 1 430.00 250.00 4.41% 3.34% 17.48%
Security 1 400.00 81.00 4.32% 1.08% 5.79%
FP7 Cooperation programme budget allocation (2007-13) 32 413.00 7 474.00 100.00% 100.00% 23.06%
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3 INSTRUMENTS

This chapter provides a qualitative overview of the instruments available for international
cooperation in FP7, as presented in Table 1 of the interim report (1°). Quantitative aspects of the
use of instruments are presented in Table 5 (Section 10) of this document.

3.1 OVERVIEW OF THE INSTRUMENTS
3.1.1 Collaborative Projects

Collaborative Projects in FP7 have specific purposes in R&I support, and specific characteristics,
features and rules of operation to meet these purposes:

o support to research projects aimed at developing new knowledge, new technology, products or
common resources for research;

o size, scope and internal organisation of projects can vary (small or medium-scale focused
research actions to larger integrating projects);

o projects should also target special groups such as SMEs and other smaller actors;
o characteristics of Collaborative Projects:

-~ small or medium-scale focused research actions (STREPs), CP-FP;

— Large-scale Integrating Projects (IPs), CP-IP;

—  Collaborative Project targeting specific groups (such as SMEs), CP-TP;

— CP-CSA, which involves a combination of Collaborative Projects and Coordination and
Support Action (CP-CSA) funding schemes;

° implementation aspects:
— general opening of all themes to international partner countries;
— targeted opening;
-~ specific cooperation action dedicated to international cooperation (CP-FP-SICA);
-~ coordinated calls;

—  twinning of projects

3.1.2 Coordination and Support Actions (CSAs)

CSAs have an important role in international cooperation, as they help direct and shape
international cooperation activities. One of their functions in international cooperation in FP7 has
been to provide an evidence base for international cooperation decisions in thematic areas. CSAs
may include:
o coordination and networking activities, dissemination and use of knowledge;
o studies or expert groups assisting the implementation of the FP;
o support for transnational access to major research infrastructures;
o actions to stimulate the participation of SMEs, civil society and their networks;
o characteristics of CSAs:

— Coordinating or networking actions (CAs);

-~ (Specific) Support Actions (SSAs or SAs);

o implementation aspects:

(*°) Please see Study Interim Report, Final version, 25.09.2013.
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— used in the form of stimulation actions for development of partnerships between
communities of scholars, research institutions and agencies in the EU, and Associated
Countries in the FP and other world regions.

3.1.3 Networks of Excellence (NoEs)

NoEs fund activities to connect, share and disseminate knowledge and R&I actions by EU S&T
players, i.e. universities, research organisations, enterprises and SMEs. They establish links
between these players under a common theme, and support the networking activities. Their
specifications include the following:

. support of integration of activities/joint teams;

. characteristics of NoEs:

—  projects require minimum participation of three EU Member States, but are usually
expected to involve at least six countries;

— projects are provided grants for a maximum of seven years;

— the budget granted by the Commission is between EUR 1 million and 6 million per year,
depending on the number of researchers involved;

o implementation aspects:
— if NoEs are open for international cooperation, third countries can participate;

—  NoEs are used only in a few thematic programmes.

3.2 USE OF INSTRUMENTS IN FP7

A statistical analysis of the eCORDA database and comparison with quantitative data covering the
FP overall are presented in Section 5. An interesting comparison concerns the share of projects and
the budget shares between the overall 'Cooperation' thematic areas and the specific numbers of
projects and budget allocation for international cooperation. The full data set is shown in Table 3
and Table 4 of the present report.

o Collaborative Projects are approximately the same in international cooperation projects and in
the overall projects in the 'Cooperation' programme (79.68% vs 81.10%). The distribution
among thematic areas is, however, different:

— Food, Agriculture and Biotech, Healthcare and Environment have a higher share of
international Collaborative Projects than the FP average;

-~ ICT, Nanosciences, Transport and Security have a significantly lower share of
international cooperation projects;

o CSAs have also about the same share in the overall 'Cooperation' programme as in
international cooperation projects, even if the share in the latter is slightly higher. This can be
explained by the use of CSAs to make thematic and geographic feasibility assessments. The
only themes which are slightly lower in international cooperation are Nanosciences, Transport,
and Security.

o As concerns NoEs and research for the benefit of specific groups, their share is very low in the
overall 'Cooperation' programme; analysis does not yield much meaningful information.
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4 INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION: THEMATIC SET-UP AND MANAGEMENT IN
THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION

4.1 OVERVIEW

The European Commission is one of the key players in international cooperation in FP7. It has the
responsibility to guide, design and manage international cooperation activities, from both the
thematic and the geographic point of view.

In this study, interviews were carried out with European Commission policy officers in thematic and
horizontal units, as well as with officials in charge of the overall strategic coordination of
international research and innovation cooperation activities. The interviews provided direct
information on the principles of strategic set-up and operation of international cooperation in the
European Commission.

The EU's international R&I cooperation involves many bodies, entities and institutions. Interaction
between these bodies is not linear, but rather circular and interactive, as shown by the following
chart.

The EU and EC

hierarchy

A —— T
‘[ The third
country
partner policy
makers

The thematic

units

The
stakeholders

The horizontal

units

\J \J

The R&I
players

Figure 1: The Interactive relationships between international cooperation players

A number of entities, bodies and institutions are involved in international R&I cooperation. They
interact in a circular and interactive way. In FP7 the initiative is frequently of the European
Commission (EC): the EU and EC hierarchy defines the overall strategic and policy framework for
R&I and the international cooperation in the Framework Programme. The hierarchy provides
strategic input to the entities in charge of design and implementation of international cooperation
activities, and is also the recipient of feedback from the reporting, monitoring, evaluation and
impact assessment activities.

The main EU institutions involved in the research and innovation policy are the European
Commission, the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union. The present study
focuses on the Commission, which is the operational body of the EU, and acts upon different types
of mandate in International Cooperation and with different responsibilities. The two key
Directorate-Generals (DG) in the Commission in Research and Innovation are DG Research and
Innovation (RTD) and DG Communication Networks, Content and Technology (Connect), even if
some other Directorate-Generals may be involved as well. The DGs are structured in different
directorates. The directorates are in turn structured into units. These units are either at the level of
policy development or implementation. Some Units responsible for research are in charge of
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specific themes, e.g. as of December 2013, the “Aeronautics” theme was under the responsibility of
Unit 3 of Directorate H of Directorate General RTD and the horizontal unit Evidence-based
Programming of Research and Innovation Actions was under Directorate F of Directorate General
CONNECT.

The thematic units are in charge of the implementation of the strategic policy, working inside the
general policy mandate and the specific thematic area to design and implement support measures.
The horizontal units, which operate inside the different Directorate-Generals and can have specific
thematic responsibilities, are responsible for general support to international cooperation activities,
guiding programme design and implementation and the evaluation of specific thematic and
geographic actions.

Whichever set-up we consider, R&I players (academia, public and private research organisations,
individual researchers, enterprises and their research departments and SMEs) remain the key
actors in the R&I cooperation process, since they support the concrete discussion, design and set-
up of international cooperation research themes. They support the thematic units in defining
priorities, and in working together with third country partners to define the detailed objectives of
international cooperation activities.

The research and innovation stakeholders are all the bodies, entities and individuals who, in this
context, have an interest in the design of international cooperation activities. They are scientific
bodies, institutions, industrial bodies and civil society organisations which are consulted to provide
input to the international policymaking process.

The third country partner policymakers are a key player in the joint design and implementation of
international cooperation activities, harmonising S&T policies, creating common umbrellas and
supporting the joint implementation. Third country policymakers have a key role in working with
the EU and European Commission hierarchy to drive the international cooperation framework and
to make it work. There are two levels of partner country policymakers; those dealing with the high-
level policy design, and those in charge of the implementation level design.

There are also National Contact Points (NCPs) in third partner countries and EU delegations in third
countries which have the responsibility to act as bridges and antennas, as well as facilitators for
cooperation activities with the EU.

It is important to emphasise that interaction between these players is rarely hierarchical; it is
mostly circular and interactive in structuring developing processes to optimise output.
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Figure 2: International Cooperation project phases

Figure 2 highlights the overall process of the design of international cooperation activities. It is a
circular process comprising consultations, dissemination and knowledge-sharing activities, where
ex ante assessment plays an important role and ex post evaluation feeds into the future process.
Each activity can be assessed, and supports subsequent ones.

4.2 THE INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION PROCESS IN FP7

The typical international cooperation process in FP7 stems from the overall strategic and
framework set-up, which clearly indicates the need of international cooperation with third partner
countries in S&T, and specifically in the themes of the FP. The decisions on the FP, the set-up of
the sub-programmes and the design of the different thematic areas provide the legal basis as well
as the guidelines for actions of international R&I cooperation.

The FP already embeds the policy and legal basis for international cooperation, and in most cases,
the outline is already present for international R&I cooperation activities in each programme
theme. The proposal for international cooperation can emerge from high-level policy agreements,
from thematic level initiatives, or from policy-level requests. In other terms, different hierarchical
levels in the EU may be initiators of an international cooperation initiative in R&I. The proposal
initiates an internal consultation process in the European Commission, which leads to the internal
feasibility assessment of the proposal, to the evaluation of the opportunity, and to the definition of
the necessary resources. The internal consultation process involves the thematic units as well as
the horizontal international cooperation units, which are supposed to provide the overall support to
the activity and its assessment.

The internal consultation then moves outside the European Commission, growing into an external
consultation process, which sets the key principles of the approach and involves R&I players and
external stakeholders and policymakers in the decision-making process. The consultation activity
may directly concern S&T design and implementation, or focus on policy relevant issues as well. In
many cases, CSAs are launched to explain and facilitate the international cooperation assessment,
development and roadmap prior to the design and launch of international cooperation actions.

The outcome of these phases is an assessment document, addressing the thematic and
geographical issues related to international cooperation activities.
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Once the overall framework of the international cooperation action is defined, the process moves
on to design and integration. This can be pretty simple in case of plain openings, or may take more
time if designing common support tools, as seen in twinnings, coordinated calls, or joint calls. The
completed design and integration phase is never conducted in isolation, and involves the interested
parties. The final stage is the implementation, with the classic rigorous process of proposal
selection and grant award.

The horizontal units here have a particularly important role in supporting the decision-making
process and in facilitating a decision on the way forward. Last, but not least, there is the evaluation
of what has been achieved, and an impact assessment. The interviews highlighted several
experiences across thematic areas, where the horizontal coordination unit is taking action: (a) to
standardise the approach through templates, and (b) to maintain the necessary flexibility required
for R&I support.

It is confirmed that the main driver of international cooperation is a top-down process integrated
with a bottom-up check with players and stakeholders, which allows, in certain cases, the start of
work towards joint implementation. The thematic units elaborate their programmes according to
the overall legal basis. The thematic priorities are set according to the dynamics in the S&T area,
the external scenarios (the grand challenges) and the preliminary assessment of opportunities. The
bottom-up input focuses on the results of CSAs and the general input from the S&T community and
stakeholders.

The thematic units of the European Commission’s Directorates-General (DGs) play a very important
role in the process:

o they maintain links with the S&T community;
o they monitor the development and trends in their S&T areas;
o they ensure consistency with the overall policy umbrella and with the strategic guidelines;

o they monitor the main trends and developments at the global scene that could affect
international cooperation activities;

o they launch and manage CSAs to acquire deeper and broader insights into opportunities, risks
and success/failure factors;

o they undertake the preliminary assessment of the opportunities, in coordination and
cooperation with the horizontal units in charge of support activities;

o they reason and negotiate on the actions launched and on the necessary lines and resources;

o they design, launch and manage the specific calls, targeted at international cooperation with
partner requirements.

4.3 ISSUES FOR SUCCESSFUL INTERNATIONAL R&I COOPERATION

In general, the interviewed European Commission officials agree on the absolute importance of the
priority setting, covering the political, thematic and geographical aspects of cooperation. Resource
allocation necessarily needs to be selective to maintain a positive cost-benefit ratio, in keeping
with the interests of the EU in the medium and long term. Country strategic papers with Strengths,
Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) analyses and benefit assessments are an
important decision-making and sharing tool, ensuring the connection of the thematic units with
other services, allowing design and management best practice to be properly shared. Another
indication concerns the fact that not all international cooperation activities are undertaken by one
single DG, and that it might be advisable to establish communication mechanisms on approaches
and experiences.

The assessment is related to time, effort (and cost) to implement international cooperation, the
level and effectiveness. In several cases, the horizontal units of different DGs have developed or
are developing methods for a cost-benefit analysis and templates for the assessment of
international cooperation activities embedded in thematic areas.

Normally, the budget allocation to international R&I cooperation activities is quite low in respect to
the overall programme budget availability. There is therefore no particular competition between
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international cooperation support and the in-EU grants to R&I projects and initiatives. At the same
time, officials confirm that budgetary critical mass is not the determinant, but rather the focus of
the action and the benefits in sight (for both parties). In some cases, international cooperation
activities in FP7 were integrated with previously established initiatives.

International cooperation is considered a necessary trajectory in the FP, and is fully feasible with
the available instruments. Political will has made the FP7 the most open support programme. The
key wish of the interviewed officers, both from horizontal units and from thematic units, is that
Commission-internal communication and cooperation be further developed so as to allow an explicit
link between the different policy levels (R&I policy guidelines, Common Foreign and Security Policy,
Socio-Economic development and trade policies), and thus between the different hierarchical levels
in charge.

The all-encompassing framework should include all policy levels: R&I, the socioeconomic dimension
and science diplomacy.

In general, the Commission officials' assessment of the SICA dialogue is positive. European
Commission officials confirm the need for activity monitoring and measurement against concrete
objectives, to allow for important feedback. There are some limitations to the ‘regional’ approach to
international cooperation, due to the cultural differences between countries. There is a positive
combination of the bottom-up initiative with top-down political action, and an encouragement of
the increased activity by NCPs. The interviewed officials indicate that S&T cooperation should
always be kept within a formal dialogue. It is formal dialogue which allows the definition of
research and innovation cooperation support, possibly to synchronised or joint calls. In most cases,
all these joint activities require long preparatory activities whose purpose is not only the set-up,
but also to establish the necessary trust relationships to make the relationships work. In some
cases, bottom-up initiatives work autonomously, but in other cases, it is very helpful to have a
political umbrella.

These points will be further elaborated in the subsequent sections covering conclusions and
recommendations.

5 ANALYSIS OF ECORDA DATA ON INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

eCORDA is the database of all variables on R&I projects in FP7. The purpose of our analysis is to
provide a quantitative overview of the single projects, particularly from the thematic and
geographic perspective, and to combine these perspectives with the main dimensions of
international cooperation projects.

The statistical analysis has several aims: to identify specific patterns of international cooperation
implementation, to draw general conclusions from the analysis, and to present policy and
implementation choices from the thematic and geographical points of view.

5.1 MAIN DIMENSIONS

The following segmentation variables are available in the eCORDA database and have been
considered for the analysis of FP7 international cooperation participation:

. the thematic area;

. the geographic aggregation of international partner countries (LAC, ASEAN, etc.)

o the overall value of activities and the share of funding;

. the type of instrument (Specific Targeted Research Projects - STREPs, IPs, CSAs, including
types of contract);

o the number of partners;

o the number of participants;
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o the coordinating partner country/partner region;

o the project duration.

5.2 KEY FEATURES EMERGING FROM THE ECORDA DATABASE

The largest priority area for the 'Cooperation' programme, both in terms of number of projects and
participants, is the ICT area, which is more than twice the size of the second largest, Health.

A total of 1 319 projects with at least 1 international partner were funded under the 'Cooperation’
programme in the period from 2007 to 2013. The highest share of projects was under the priority
area Health (286 projects), followed by ICT (260 projects) and Environment (including Climate
Change) (171 projects). Food, Agriculture and Biotechnology followed with 168 projects. Among
the 1 319 projects, the distribution of international participation per priority area is pretty similar:
21.88% is in the Health programme, 17.06% in Environment (including Climate Change), 16.42%
in Food, Agriculture and Biotechnology and 16.11% in ICT. Environment (including Climate
Change) is the priority area with the most projects with international partner participation in
respect to all 'Cooperation' projects (40.1%), followed by Food, Agriculture and Biotechnology
(39.5%). The Health priority area comes third with 33%. Data show that even though the ICT
thematic area has twice as many international cooperation projects as Health, the Health thematic
area has the largest share of international partner country participants in FP7, meaning that in the
Health area, projects often involve more than one international country partner. In terms of
relative importance of participation in specific priority areas, Energy and Environment (including
Climate Change) as well as Food Agriculture and Biotechnology have the highest shares of
international participants, involving more than one international partner. On the other hand, the
share of international participants in all ICT projects was only 14% (see Table 5 in the Annex of
the present report).

Analysis of R&I project budgets by thematic area shows that areas with a relatively higher share of
international cooperation in respect to overall FP distribution (as shown in Table 6 in the Annex of
the present report) are:

o Health

o Food

° Environment

o Space

Thematic areas with a lower budget share in international cooperation are:

° ICT
o Nanotechnologies
° Transport

The highest share of Collaborative Projects as shown in Table 5 in the Annex of the present report
is in the areas of Health, ICT and Environment (including Climate Change); most CSAs are in ICT.

Considering the total cost of the project in international cooperation and the relevant European
Commission contribution (see Table 6 and Table 7 in the Annex of the present report), the
following is noted.

o Some priority areas are allocated or require more resources than others. The Health priority
area is receiving by far the largest financial contribution from the European Commission
(almost twice the average European Commission contribution).

o For the Health priority area, the ratio of European Commission financial contribution to all
participants against the European Commission financial contribution to international
participants is the lowest (1.6) compared to the average of 2.2, demonstrating that the rules
do not allow full funding of international partners.
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o Comparing the value of R&I activities of international partners and the contribution received,
data show that the cost share of international partners is about 10% of the total cost, vis-a-vis
an EU financial contribution of 8.7%. International R&I cooperation rules require that part of
the funding to international partner countries be granted by sources other than the European
Commission.

o International partners represent 18.9% of all participants in the projects in which they take
part.

The patterns of funding of the overall 'Cooperation' programme in all areas except Health are
similar to projects including international partners (Table 6 in the Annex of the present report).

In the 'Cooperation' programme overall, the number of participants in the ICT theme is almost
double that of participants in Health and Nanosciences, although the number of projects is similar
(Table 6 and Table 7 in the Annex of the present report).

Considering the total costs of projects per thematic priority of the overall 'Cooperation' programme
and the respective European Commission financial contribution, ICT has the highest cost and
receives the highest contribution, followed by the Health, Nanosciences and Transport thematic
areas (Table 6 in the Annex). Looking at the available budget per thematic priority of the overall
'Cooperation' programme presented in Table 7 in the Annex, we see that the ICT priority area
receives the highest available budget in the 'Cooperation' programme in terms of total cost of the
projects selected for funding and the respective European Commission contribution. There have
been 3446 international participants under the 'Cooperation' programme (2007-2013). Most
participation was under the calls published in 2011. Since then, international participants have
been decreasingly active (see Table 8 in the Annex of the present report).

5.3 ANALYSIS OF PROJECTS WITH THIRD COUNTRY PARTICIPANTS AND THEIR
COORDINATORS

The Health area provides the highest European Commission financial contribution to international
cooperation — almost 41% of the total — followed by Environment (including Climate Change) with
13.68%, and Food, Agriculture and Biotechnology with 12.44% (Table 9 in the Annex of the
present report).

It is worth examining the distribution of international partner country participants by income class
(industrialised countries/overseas territories, low income, lower middle income and upper middle
income) and by thematic area and region (Figure 12 and Figure 13 in the Annex). The data show
that low-income countries have the highest share of funding in the Health theme and also in the
Environment area. Lower-middle-income countries’ participants have received the most funding in
the Food priority area, while funding was also quite high for ICT.

As expected, data show that industrialised country participants are mostly attracted by the ICT and
Security priorities, probably because of the equal levels of participation with EU partners.

With regard to the distribution of international partners by thematic area, geographic
classification and European Commission financial contribution, the analysis reveals the
following points.

. In the Health priority area, industrialised countries (29.2%) and ACP African countries
(28.5%) have the highest participation rate, followed by Asian (17.6%) and Latin American
countries (11%). In terms of distribution of the European Commission financial contribution,
ACP African countries have received 33.8%, industrialised countries have received 26.6% and
Asian countries have received 19.1% (Figure 14 and Figure 15 in the Annex).

. In the Food priority area, Asian countries (21.2%) have the highest participation, followed by
African (20.3%) and industrialised countries (19.3%). The European Commission financial
contribution was mainly received by the ACP African countries (27.3%), the Asian countries
(22%) and the Latin American countries (19.4%) (and Figure 16 and Figure 17 in the Annex).

o In the ICT priority area, industrialised countries have the highest participation rate by far
(34.2%), followed by Asian (16.10%), Latin American (16%) and EECA countries (14.1%). As
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for European Commission financial contribution, most is allocated to industrialised countries
(32.1%). The EECA countries come next with 20.5% of the European Commission financial
contribution for the ICT priority area. Asian and Latin American countries follow with similar
allocation (16.1% and 16.7% respectively) (Figure 18 and Figure 19 in the Annex).

. In the Nanotechnologies priority area, EECA countries have the highest participation rate
(28.1%) followed by Latin American (26.4%) and industrialised countries (25.5%). The
pattern for European Commission financial contribution is a bit different. EECA countries
received 43.4%, Latin American received 26.3% and Asian countries received 19.4%.
Industrialised countries only received 2.6% of the European Commission financial contribution
for this priority area (Figure 20 and Figure 21 in the Annex).

o In the Energy priority area, industrialised countries, EECA and Asian countries have an almost
equal participation rate: around 22%. Latin American countries follow with 17%. In terms of
European Commission financial contribution allocation, industrialised countries have received
the most (27.3%). Asian countries follow with 24.8% and then Latin American countries with
16.9% (Figure 22 and Figure 23 in the Annex).

o In the Environment priority area, ACP African countries have the highest participation rate
(23.6%), followed by Asian (20.6%) and Latin American countries (16%). Industrialised
countries’ rate is 14.3%. The European Commission financial contribution is mainly allocated
to the ACP African countries (28.5%), the Latin American countries (23.4%) and the Asian
countries (20.6%). Mediterranean countries have a share of 8.9% while industrialised
countries received 4.2% of the European Commission financial contribution for the
Environment priority area (Figure 24 and Figure 25 in the Annex).

o In the Transport priority area, EECA countries have the highest participation rate (39.4%),
followed by Asian countries (21.3%) and industrialised countries (14.2%). In terms of
European Commission financial contribution received, EECA countries have the highest share
with 67.5% followed by Asian countries (13.20%) (Figure 26 and Figure 27 and in the Annex).

o In the Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH) priority area, Asian countries (23.6%) hold
the highest participation rate, followed by Latin American (20.2%) and ACP African countries
(16.9%). Most of the European Commission financial contribution is allocated to the Latin
American countries (26.8%), followed by ACP African countries (19.7%) and Asian countries
(17.5%). The share of industrialised countries in the European Commission financial
contribution allocation for the SSH priority area is 14.6% (Figure 28 and Figure 29 and in the
Annex).

o In the Space priority area, EECA countries hold the highest participation rate (41.3%),
followed by ACP African (24.7%) and industrialised countries (16.7%). In terms of European
Commission financial contribution, EECA countries hold the largest share (49.3%), followed by
ACP African (19.7%) and industrialised countries (16.6%) (Figure 30 and Figure 31 in the
Annex).

o In the Security priority area, industrialised countries have the highest participation rate by far
(64.7%). ACP African, EECA and Mediterranean countries have a similar participation rate
(11.8% each). The European Commission financial contribution for the Security priority area is
mainly allocated to the industrialised countries (80.1%). The rest of it is distributed to EECA
countries (13.1%), Mediterranean countries (4.1%) and ACP African countries (2.1%) (Figure
32 and Figure 33 in the Annex).

The overall European Commission financial contribution towards international partners for the
'Cooperation' programme shows that ACP African countries have received the largest share,
followed by industrialised countries, Asian countries, EECA countries and Latin American countries
(in the Annex).

On average, the highest contribution was received by the participants from countries and overseas
territories (PTOM) (%), followed by the ACP Pacific countries’ participants and the ACP African
countries’ participants.

In terms of individual country participation, Russia is first, with 356 instances of participation
(10.33% of the overall international partners’ participation), followed by the United States with 343
instances of participation (9.95%). China is next (255 instances), followed by India (196

(®°) Pays et Territoires d'Outre-Mer.
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instances), Brazil (172 instances), South Africa (171), Canada (134), Australia (120), Ukraine
(112) and Mexico (91). Other countries with high participation are Argentina (86), Morocco (74),
Japan (70), Egypt (68), Kenya (56), Tunisia (55), Ghana (46), Tanzania (44), Chile (42) and
Vietnam (41) (Table 11 in the Annex of the present report).

When it comes to the share of European Commission financial contribution received by each
country, the United States holds the largest share (12.77%), followed by Russia (11.47%) and
India (6.98%).

In our analysis of the preferences of the top 10 participants in terms of priority areas selected for
participation, we can conclude that Russia focuses more on Transport whereas the American
participations are mainly in the Health and ICT areas. The same applies to Australia, which focuses
also on Food, Agriculture, and Biotechnology. China focuses on Food, Agriculture, and
Biotechnology, ICT and Environment, and the same applies to Brazil. India has a clear focus on
Health and a lesser focus on Environment (Table 12 in the Annex of the present report).

According to our analysis, most projects with international partner country involvement are
coordinated by the United Kingdom (17%) and Germany (16.3%). As expected, there are a few
cases where the participant of an international partner country has been the coordinator (nine
participants from eight countries (') (see Figure 34 in the Annex).

The United Kingdom, Germany, France, Italy, Spain and the Netherlands represent 70% of all
coordinators. There also exist patterns of cooperation with specific international partners. British
organisations cooperate mostly with China, the United States and Russia, whereas Germany
cooperates with Russia, the United States and China. In fact, no large differences are evident for
the cooperation pattern of the United Kingdom, Germany, Italy, France and the Netherlands. Of
course, it is crucial to acknowledge that for both Germany and Italy, cooperation with Russia is
very important (18.5% and 13.1% respectively).

The situation regarding cooperation with other countries changes only in the case of Spain, which,
as anticipated, cooperates mostly with Latin American countries (Argentina, Brazil and Mexico) (see
Table 13 in the Annex of the present report).

6 SURVEYS

The following section presents a comprehensive overview of international cooperation in the FP7
'Cooperation' programme. The online survey targeting EU and third country partners and NCPs
serves as the information base for this section. We have used a full-scale survey sample drawn
from the eCORDA database for FP7 project participants and a full sample of the thematic NCPs in
third partner countries. Chapter 6 will analyse the perceptions, motivations and judgments of R&I
project participants in the EU's FP.

Figure 3 presents an overview of the different opinions of EU coordinators of international
cooperation projects, compared to the opinions of international third country partners. The figure
shows the core structure of the investigation, indicating the key investigation areas of the survey:

o the characterisation of international cooperation projects;

o the role of FP7 funding for the initiation and set-up of the project;

o management-related issues;

° impact;

o sustainability.

Please note that Figure 3 presents firstly the percentage of choices of respondents on a Likert
scale, where the left figures refer to the option on the left, and the right choices to the options on
the right. For example, third country partners indicate that most international cooperation projects

(?') These are two participants from the United States, one from Australia, one from Brazil, one from Cameroon, one from
Kenya, one from Monaco, one from Russia and finally one from South Africa.
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are of high technological complexity, shown by the sum of the blue and dark blue portions of the
bars, which total 64.60% of the responses. Since the respondents had only one option, the sum of
the bar values is 100%. The share of EU coordinators indicating that ‘international cooperation
projects are of very high technological complexity’ is slightly lower.

When the survey considers commercial risk, the shares of the answers are about the same for EU
coordinator respondents and international third country partners.

Furthermore, Figure 3 shows the opinion of respondents on diverse other issues such as the
importance of FP funding for international cooperation. In fact, a higher share of EU coordinators
than international third country partners indicates that FP funding is essential for the set-up and
implementation of international cooperation projects. In this case, the left side of the chart
represents ‘low importance’, and the right side of the chart *high importance’; it could also mean
‘untrue’ on the left side and ‘true’ on the right side.

Intuitively, the other scales always increase from left to right, considering ‘non-applicability’ vs
‘high applicability’, or rather ‘untrue’ vs ‘true’.

As the legend explains, green represents neutral value, blue represents positive or agreement
values, and red indicates negative value or disagreement.

The chart has been divided into two parts (I and II), for the sake of visual clarity. The second chart
- Figure 4 - concerns the issues of impact and sustainability from the perspective of the EU project
coordinators and the third country partners. Impacts are assessed considering different variables,
while asking respondents to express opinions on the value of impact indicators such as peer-
reviewed publications and patents.
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Figure 3: Opinions of EU project coordinators and of third country partners on
International Cooperation projects in FP7 (I)

Figure 4 shows that international third country partners indicate a significant impact on peer-
reviewed publications and a relatively limited impact on new or improved products and processes,
however, the impact on patents, licences and other IPRs and on market-oriented knowledge
creation is much larger.

The perception of the impacts of EU coordinators is slightly different when considering peer-
reviewed publications, products and processes, and significantly different when considering
patents, licences and other IPR issues.

In general, the opinion of EU coordinators on impacts seems slightly more positive than those
expressed by third country partners, which could depend on the type of involvement. International
cooperation projects seem to produce a more concrete type of impact, while the ‘academic’ type of
impact seems more limited.

In general, the opinions of international third country partners on sustainability tend to be slightly
more negative than those of EU coordinators.
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Figure 4 Opinions of EU project coordinators and of third country partners on the impacts and sustainability
of International Cooperation projects in FP7 (ll)

6.1 GENERAL MOTIVATIONS AND FRAMEWORK CONDITIONS, AND HAMPERING
FACTORS OF INTERNATIONAL R&D COOPERATION

One of the basic and widely accepted purposes of the European FP is to support international
research and innovation (R&I) cooperation. Reasons why the FP should be open for third country
participation are presented below; these reasons emerge from different types of empirical
research. Figure 5 gives a graphic presentation showing the set of potential motivations driving EU
coordinators when they include third country partners in FP7 projects.



/
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Figure 5 Motivations behind international R&D cooperation

The online survey provides the relevance of the
motivations (?2).

The main reasons for EU coordinators to include a third country partner are access to
complementary know-how, to pursue specific S&T goals, and access to specialised human capital.
Empirical research shows that the purpose of setting up an international R&D project in FP7 was

not to share scientific risks, nor was it to respond to market issues.

deeper insights concerning specific

The main purpose for joint projects seems to have been scientific knowledge, more than anything
else. The EU R&I players, i.e. academics and public and private researchers, frequently indicate
that one of their aims is also to support the local creation of an S&T base in the third partner
country.

Science, and not innovation, motivates international cooperation. This is also demonstrated by the
fact that the participation of enterprises in FP international R&I cooperation is significantly lower
than in the overall FP 'Cooperation' programme (see

Table 14 and Figure 36 in the Annex). This is shown firstly in the statistical overview of FP7
projects: the distribution of international cooperation participants clearly indicates an
underrepresentation of industry. The players are mainly academics and researchers who develop

(?%) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 31.
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long-term scientific cooperation relationships with third country partners, building important trust
relationships which facilitate the identification of common research interests, the setting and design
of project goals and the organisation of research consortia.

In some cases, the information gathered indicates that international partners were involved merely
in order to satisfy the access requirements of the calls for thematic international cooperation. In
such cases, which are less frequent, the leading project designers define an appropriate role for the
third country partner following the specifications of the call, rather than build on joint project
design activities.

Our empirical research also differentiated the points of view expressed by different types of third
country partners, i.e. industrialised countries, emerging economies, and less developed
countries (*3). EU project coordinators have a strong interest in accessing complementary know-
how when they cooperate with industrialised countries. The research results clearly show that this
is not the case when EU researchers and academics cooperate with emerging or less developed
countries (?4).

Most EU researchers indicate that they cooperate with industrialised third country partners to
access research infrastructures and test beds relevant to their work, while the majority of EU
project coordinators working with emerging economies or developing countries declare the explicit
purpose to be the boosting of research capacity and the transfer of knowledge to less developed
countries or regions (cohesion and local development) (?°).Trust and the length of the previous
experience are important elements for engagement in joint research activities. Therefore,
constructing international consortia often builds on existing relations.

The main objective of international cooperation in FP7 has been to integrate the European
excellence in R&I into the global science and innovation context. To achieve this on a broad scale,
third country cooperation covers and builds on the full range of FP7 instruments and their
application.

A discussion of the typical features of third country cooperation projects follows. This shows clear
parallels to conventional FP7 projects when compared with other (non-FP7) mainly nationally
funded R&I activities of participating organisations. In essence, the differences emphasised by EU
project coordinators and third country partners reflect differences between larger, cooperative and
application-oriented FP7 projects, and smaller nationally funded projects (including a broader range
from basic research to industrial development).

FP7 third country cooperation is characterised by a higher (technical) need of external cooperation
with external partners, higher scientific and technical complexity, long-term R&I orientation and a
stronger focus on applied research. However, international cooperation projects are perceived to
present less commercial risk and less scientific and technical risk than a typical research
project (%°).

6.2 THE ROLE OF SPECIFIC INSTRUMENTS PER THEME
6.2.1 Importance of cooperation activities

Collaborative R&I projects represent just one (but — as we will see — the most important) variant
from a broad spectrum of different means of international cooperation. Figure 6 shows the typical
means and strategies of international cooperation. This includes forms of cooperation that are
easily accessible for individual researchers, like publication activities, conferences or visiting
fellowships, but also forms of cooperation requiring far more organisational effort and capabilities,
like collaborative research projects or joint use of infrastructures. The online survey provides

(®®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 1, Figure 2, Figure 3.
(®" Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Table 1, Table 2, Table 3.

(*®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Table 4, Figure 4.
(®®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Table 5, Figure 5.
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deeper insights concerning the relevance of these forms and strategies of international cooperation

(27).

For both third country partners and EU coordinators, the empirical work (the survey but also the
eCORDA data analysis) shows that collaborative research projects are the most important form
of international S&T cooperation. Furthermore, among less complex forms of international
cooperation, networking activities and conferences/joint workshops are of high relevance.

Other forms of international cooperation, like joint graduate schools and PhD courses, the
development of local S&T applications or the joint use of infrastructures, are considered to be of
comparatively lower importance.

Our empirical research also differentiated the points of view expressed by cooperation partners
with different countries. We could observe differences; however, they do not significantly
correspond to a certain type of third country: i.e. industrialised countries, emerging economies or
less developed countries. Our empirical investigation did not come across any significant thematic
differences concerning the ways of cooperation that could explain the observed country-specific
differences.

The joint use of infrastructures is of higher
importance for EU coordinators. This
indicates that S&T cooperation with
emerging countries in Latin America
(excluding Brazil), but also highly
industrialised Japan, is important, whereas
it is less so for respondents who have
important cooperation with India, the
United States and Canada.

collaborative
research
projects

joint use
of infra-
structures

activities

Conferences
and Joint
workshops

larger
investigation
units/ broader
samples

As a matter of course, local S&T
applications’ development is of less
relevance for international cooperation
with industrialised countries. However
they are relevant for S&T cooperation with
emerging economies in Latin America
(excluding Brazil) and India (a less
developed country).

Networking
activities

Local S&T
applications
development

Visiting
fellowships

The significantly higher relevance of
dissemination and publication

activities for EU coordinators . . . . .
from Spain and Portugal who Figure 6: Different ways of international co-operation
have S&T cooperation with Latin

American countries (excluding

Brazil) can be explained by the common languages’ publication formats.

6.2.2 Importance and modalities of FP7 funding in the light of other funding sources for
international R&I collaboration

Our empirical research provides good arguments that affirm the high attractiveness of FP7 funding
for international cooperation. Excessively so, the availability of FP7 funding is a necessary
prerequisite to engaging in collaborative international research for most of the third country
participants and EU coordinators (%®). This is especially the case for international R&I cooperation in
the thematic area with the highest share of budget compared to the overall 'Cooperation' budget —
Health — but also for projects in the thematic area ICT.

(?”) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 9.
(®®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 10, Figure 11, Figure 15.
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The majority of researchers involved indicate that FP7 is an attractive alternative (among others)
to co-funding international S&T cooperation, but also that the availability of other public funding is
a necessary condition for engaging in collaborative international research

FP7 provides the most important funding source for international cooperation, both for third
country partners and EU coordinators. As a matter of course, third country respondents show a
much higher willingness to engage in collaborative international research (even if there are no
public funds available) than EU project coordinators. Third country partners from industrialised
countzrgies like the United States do not receive any automatic EU funding when collaborating with
FP7 (°°).

According to the principal category of respondents’ organisations, several differences can be
observed: the share of respondents confirming the relevance of FP7 funding but also other public
funding as a necessary prerequisite for collaborative international research is higher for public
research organisations and higher education institutions, compared to other types of applicants.
On the other hand, the responding private firms in the manufacturing sector confirm that they will
engage in collaborative international research, even if there are no public funds available.

International cooperation should be principally open to all third country partners, but differentiate
according to the allocation of EU funding. The political and geographical aspects of cooperation are
very important. EU funding is essential for developing economies and emerging economies to
participate in collaborative R&I projects. Roughly half of the EU coordinators are reluctant to
propose that all (even partners from industrialised third countries) should receive funding for
participation (°°).

The FP aims at establishing strategic partnerships with international partner countries within its
entire instrumental and thematic spectrum. Third country cooperation should not be separated or
restricted to specific instruments and calls.

This approach is broadly accepted; however, the majority supports the idea that EU-supported
international R&I cooperation activities require (complementary) specifically targeted calls within
the European FPs, due to their specific nature. This could be combined with a bottom-up definition
considering the interests and points of view of third country partners, as indicated by some third
country representatives interviewed for country-specific case studies (3!).

6.2.3 Effectiveness of EU-level mechanisms supporting STI cooperation objectives

The network of National Contact Points (NCPs) for international cooperation related to FP7, part of
which has been recently established, supports the creation of new project consortia and the
integration of new R&I players. In EU countries but also in third countries, NCPs are national
structures established and financed by national governments. The NCP systems can vary from one
country to another, and involve a number of very different actors: ministries, universities, research
centres, special agencies and private consulting companies. NCPs are familiar with the EU
mechanisms and rules that support international cooperation and provide personalised support to
(potential) participants at national level. In this study, third country NCPs have been asked to
assess the effectiveness of mechanisms implemented at EU level to support STI cooperation
objectives. Discussing effectiveness of mechanisms means focusing on outputs and results (3?) (33).

The general feedback of NCPs on mechanisms established by the EU was very positive. The
collected NCP statements related to why researchers/organisations in their country might prefer EU

FP7 mechanisms over national mechanisms, and vice versa (3*), are in line with previous results.

(*°) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 12, Figure 13.

(®°) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 39, Figure 40.

(®Y) See Final Report, Chapter 7.

(®?) The following specific measures were assessed by survey respondents: support for communication activities and dialogue,
networking; support for establishing STI agreement, specific regulation; support for establishing an information service,
learning platform, observatory; support for joint programmes or projects; support for the establishment of joint institutes;
research funding scheme; the mobility scheme; and finally, support for setting up foreign branches.

(®®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 21.

(®*%) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 22, Figure 23.
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Table 3 provides a short overview of this comparison.

Table 3 FP7 mechanisms compared to national mechanisms

The following NCP arguments in favour of EU | The following NCP arguments in favour of
FP7 mechanisms are the most important national mechanisms are the most important

Easier access to international research Provide better national visibility (71%)

community/network (90%) Are considered less time-consuming to apply for
Provide a better connection with leading minds (68%)
in the field (87%) Are better tailored to the existing national barriers

Provide a better reputation, position and status for and opportunities (64%)
participating researchers/organisations (83%)

Provide leverage of available funding/extra

funding

They can better ensure the establishment of

international consortia (79%)

6.3 THE SCOPE OF FP7 ACTIVITIES (ANALYSIS OF OUTCOMES)

FP7 international cooperation includes a broad range of strategic and operative objectives. The
results from the eCORDA data analysis and the survey analysis are consistent. These results clearly
show that the geographic scope of international cooperation is based on existing relations,
knowledge and perceived potentials. Furthermore, it reminds us that FP7 and international
cooperation within FP7 is initiated and coordinated to a considerable extent by academic research.

In order to assess the achievements of policy objectives of FP7, NCPs were encouraged to express
their opinions on diverse issues related to international cooperation (*®). Most of the NCPs confirm
the positive effects of FP7 international cooperation, according to nearly all objectives (*°) oriented
towards European players' interests.

These include the following:
o collaboration between European researchers and third country scientists and research

infrastructures has been facilitated;

o exchanges of best practice in S&T and research support policy have produced more efficient
and effective activities with the EU;

o the integration of Europe’s neighbours in the ERA has increased;
o Europe’s attractiveness as a STI partner has been raised;
° access to knowledge, resources and markets worldwide has been facilitated;

o the coordination of EU Member States and European Commission actions in strategic S&T
cooperation and information society dialogues with third countries has improved;

o the coherence and effectiveness of international cooperation in STI has increased over the
course of FP7;

o the overall scientific level of STI cooperation activities has increased over the course of FP7.

(®®) Coordination of EU Member States and European Commission actions in strategic S&T cooperation and information society
dialogues with third countries; improvement of framework conditions for cooperation between third countries and EU players
in research; international coherence and effectiveness of international cooperation; raising Europe’s attractiveness as an STI
partner; facilitation of access to knowledge, resources and markets worldwide; increasing thematic correspondence of FP7
STI international cooperation activities with national priority themes; lowering barriers to international cooperation activities
with third countries; raising of the overall scientific level of STI cooperation activities; knowledge spill-overs from third
partner countries to the EU partners and vice versa; the integration of Europe’s neighbours in the ERA; sharing of S&T and
research support policy best practice; facilitation of international cooperation with the best scientists and research
infrastructures in the world.

(®®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 6, Figure 7.
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However, NCPs also raised some criticism concerning objectives oriented towards third country
partners’ interests. Generally speaking, NCPs expect the benefit to be mutual. Highly developed
countries in particular feel there is an imbalance in benefit allocation.

Specific objectives that are perceived as not achieved are:

o facilitation of third country participation;
e reduction of barriers to enter FP7 consortia;

e good integration between national management procedures and EU FP7 STI management
procedures.

6.4 COOPERATION, SELECTION AND ROLE OF PARTNERS

FP7 international cooperation is demanding and usually builds on previous relations, if not on long-
term R&I cooperation then at least on other pre-existing relations. However, 30% of third country
partners entered a completely new cooperation relationship, affirming the principal openness of FP7
to international cooperation. To cement relationships for FP7 projects (°”), EU coordinators
(63%) contacted the third country partner directly. Sometimes, third countries are involved
through another EU partner. A structured competence-based selection process to ensure the
optimal qualification of the consortium is very rarely used. Only one EU coordinator was aware of
the supportive and integrative role of NCPs, which shows the limited and low awareness of the role
and activities of NCPs.

We have learned from the analysis of the eCORDA data that third countries have been project
coordinators only in nine cases, whereas they have been participants in 3 437 cases. The overall
feedback of EU project coordinators concerning the role of third country partners was mostly
positive (*®). A majority of EU project coordinators agrees that it was easy to match their own STI
interests with FP7 international cooperation requirements, and to coordinate and match the
research interests of the third country partner with the interests of the consortium.

To understand the barriers to international cooperation, NCPs were asked about serious
impediments in their country for researchers and stakeholders wishing to engage in international
STI cooperation with non-EU countries, that can most effectively be tackled at European level (*°).
Contrary to what one might expect, low importance is awarded to geographical distance and
cultural and language barriers.

The most important barriers indicated by NCPs are as follows.
o Lack of knowledge and information about the other country’s strengths and

complementarities.

o Lack of financial means to support and co-fund mutual research undertakings
(e.g. investments in research infrastructures, joint institutes).

e  The administrative burden of organising STI cooperation.
o Lack of networks and trustworthy relations.
o Lack of a legal framework for cooperation.

° Political barriers do exist in some countries. However in most countries, these barriers seem to
be of low importance.

(*7) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 35.
(*®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 36.
(®®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 37.
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6.5 EFFICIENCY AND MANAGEMENT

In recognition of some formal facilitation requirements of programme management, funding
administration but also participation in FPs did not decrease over the vyears.
Our empirical research shows a positive feedback on the evaluation process, contract negotiation
and funding modalities. As affirmed by EU coordinators and third country partners (%°), available
funding modalities are appropriate for the project set-up and operation. Proposal evaluation
and contract negotiation were timely and transparent, and clear information was given on the
evaluation process. Furthermore, project review procedures of FP7 international cooperation are
considered appropriate and easy to follow, Finally, the overall rules and procedures were adequate
to facilitate project implementation, and flexible enough to facilitate management of unexpected
outcomes.

One of the major challenges of programme coordination and implementation is communication and
dissemination of information, which is dealt with in a positive manner in FP7. Survey respondents
indicated that aspects of international cooperation were explicitly mentioned in the work
programme and the call documentation. Specific international cooperation programme objectives
were made easily available and were understandable, and proposed guidelines were comprehensive
and clear. As affirmed by respondents, the available international cooperation information and the
contact with the Commission services were useful for designing the project.

However, the majority of EU coordinators see potential to improve and simplify formalities and
reduce the administrative burden(*!); by streamlining and optimising specific call documents and
formalities, simplifying contract negotiation documents, and also simplifying reporting, evaluation
and auditing documents.

This feedback should be taken seriously, but interpreted carefully. Generally speaking, all R&I
funding programmes (EU and national) are confronted with an increasing administrative burden
(evaluation, documentation, control mechanisms, etc.), both for programme administration and for
applicants. Furthermore, previous experience has showed that both programme administration and
applicants become more efficient over time (the administrative learning curve). This argument is
supported by the fact that almost 70% of third country partners (*?) saw a need for significant
streamlining, optimisation and simplification.

Most EU researchers indicate that the level of funding was appropriate; that the budget allowed
an appropriately sized consortium to reach the critical mass for implementing the project and
generating the anticipated results. The feedback concerning the available level (volume) of funding
was cautiously positive (*3). In contrast, the argument that programme rules could have led to a
complex project size with significant transaction costs did not find broad agreement.

6.5.1 Assessment of effectiveness of the NCP system

As mentioned above, the European Commission set up a network of National Contact Points (NCPs)
across Europe to raise awareness and provide support to FP applicants in their native language. A
parallel network of NCPs has been set up in third countries. The following paragraphs primarily
refer to third country NCPs that face very different political and budgetary framework conditions.

When assessing the role of the NCPs in facilitating the project and disseminating information, third
country partners (**) tend to evaluate NCPs more positively compared to EU project
coordinators (**). This makes sense when one takes into account that EU project coordinators
usually do not interact directly with third country NCPs. Figure 7 provides a quick overview over the
main statements concerning the role of NCPs. For convenience, we have indicated the percentages
of «xagreement» and «full agreement» of EU project coordinators and third country partners.

(*°) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 42, Figure 43.
(*Y) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 47.
(*?) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 46.
(*®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 49, Figure 51.
(**) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 52.
(**) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 53.

43



INCO National Contact Points effectively fulfil their
role as facilitators for the participation into the
programme 46,8%
The NCP was a key enabler to combine the
national S&T support instruments with the EU 43.4%
instruments A
The NCP was a key enabler in the setup of the
participation of the third country partner and in
providing information

The NCP was a key enabler in the initial setup of
the international cooperation part of the project 43,4%

The NCP clearly presented international
cooperation related programme information and
project design principles

0,
The NCPs were a main source of information 20,8%
40,0%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

B EU Coordinators (Agree and Fully Agree) ® Third-Country Partners (Agree and Fully Agree)

Figure 7 The role of NCPs

NCPs were introduced to combine national STI support instruments with the FP7 funding scheme.
Thus NCPs have been asked to indicate whether FP7 international STI cooperation rules and
management approaches match the corresponding rules and instruments in their own country (%°).
Generally speaking, notwithstanding the more sophisticated management approach, FP7
international STI cooperation rules are seen as largely compatible with conventional national
instruments.

Figure 8 shows how the situations of national frameworks in third countries compare with EU
instruments. There is a good match of «Project evaluation rules», of «Administrative rules», of
«Project design rules», of «Contract amendment rules», and of «Contract setup rules».

(*°) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 54.
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0,
Contract amendment rules. 23,5%

0,
Administrative rules, activity reporting. 31,6%
Project flexibility rules, changes in S&T
and research process due to...

0,
Contract management rules. 26,1%
0,
Project initiation. 28,4%
0,
Contract setup rules. 29,2%
0,
Project evaluation rules. 32,3%
Funding scheme (co-funding, level of
funding, timing of payment, etc).

30,5%

Project design rules.

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

H Strong and Complete match

Figure 8: NCPs' opinion on correspondence between national R&I support
instruments and EU FP instruments

A limited number of NCP respondents stated that the applicable FP7 international STI management
rules and approaches are suitable for international STI cooperation activities in their country (*).
Some NCPs see room for improvement on contract amendment, rule drafting and time to contract,
including negotiation with the European Commission. On the whole, the survey shows a limited
feedback on this particular aspect, which seems to be indicative of the still limited influence and
mandate of third country NCPs, which has also been mentioned in interviews with third country
NCPs.

NCPs have also been asked to assess the general appropriateness of FP7 international STI
management rules and approaches (*®). The majority of NCPs gave positive feedback concerning
the level and amount of funding, the purposes of international cooperation projects and the
structure of funding schemes. However, NCPs also emphasised that there is significant room for
reducing the administrative burden related to FP7 STI international cooperation.

Policy cooperation between the EU and international third partner countries in order to support the
progress of discussions of global issues is seen in a positive light as well. However, qualitative
analyses indicate that the current top-down policymaking process should be complemented by an
integrated bottom-up approach that includes third country interests.

6.5.2 Assessment of effectiveness by NCPs
The online survey of NCPs also provides deeper insights concerning the effectiveness of the
international STI cooperation policy in FP7 (*°). The majority of NCPs assess the design of FP7

international STI cooperation policies positively, in the sense that they are appropriate for:

o effective strategic and policy cooperation;

o scientific and technological thematic cooperation.

(*”) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 55.
(“®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 56.
(*°) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 57.
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NCPs' feedback on the effectiveness of the operation of the NCP system and on interaction
with the European Commission (°°) indicates relative high satisfaction with the information flow
from the European Commission. The European Commission is regarded as an efficient partner for
promoting FP research in the NCP countries. More than half the NCPs affirm that the network of
NCPs is appropriately structured and organised, and that cooperation with NCPs in other countries
has positive effects. Considering the programme management of the European Commission (%),
about half of responding NCPs indicate that they agree that contact with the Commission services,
and that information provided was easily understood and effective.

However, it should be mentioned that NCP structures are quite heterogeneous. They include NCPs
which do not receive sufficient support and financial resources at national level.
For almost a quarter of NCPs, cooperation with NCPs in other countries is not seen as facilitated or
being effective. A quarter is also unaware of data and information originating from the European
Commission.

6.6 OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS

The main objective of the survey analysis is to present a topical picture of the current situation of
FP7 international cooperation. However, its main focus is not on outcome and impact analysis.

Researchers (°?) gave their views on selected indications of impact of participation of third country
partners and partners from the EU. In general, international cooperation seems to have fared well;
however, once again, third country partners are more positive than EU project coordinators.

FP7 international R&I cooperation shows positive effects on scientific publications, for both third
country partners and EU researchers. Furthermore, FP7 international R&I cooperation has had
positive effects on innovation. For more than half of responding third country partners, the
participation of the EU partner had also significant impact on new or improved processes.

FP7 international cooperation helped open up new markets, develop new knowledge and make
contacts. More than two-thirds of third country partners (°3) and far more than half of the EU
project coordinators (°*) state that it supported the development of various new skills, in terms of
applications of scientific tools and methods or R&I project management, and the adaptation of
product development to local needs.

Third country partners and EU project coordinators share some criticism concerning impacts of FP7
cooperation on the improvement of health or safety of employees, new market entries, increased
market shares or the achievement of specific socioeconomic development goals beyond S&T.
Bearing in mind the discussion on main motivations and objectives of international cooperation, it
should be noted that about one-third of third country partners and almost 40% of EU coordinators
did not perceive improvements in networking with EU and third country industrial actors. This does
not mean that there is no room for better integration of industrial partners from both EU and third
countries.

However, major impacts of FP7 international cooperation concern scientific capability-building and
integration into the scientific community. The vast majority of researchers, both from EU and third
countries (°°), perceive positive impacts of the FP7 international cooperation on their respective
organisations and the organisations' strategies (°°).

Concretely, FP7 international cooperation supported:

o further development of previous joint research activities, based on previous STI cooperation
activities;

inal Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 58.
(°°) Final R t: Statistical and Graphic A Fi 58
inal Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 59.
(°1) Final R t: Statistical and Graphic A Fi 59
inal Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 60, Figure 61.
52) Final R Statistical and Graphic Al Fi 60, Fi 61
inal Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 62.
(°3) Final R t: Statistical and Graphic A Fi 62
inal Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 63.
>4) Final R Statistical and Graphic A Fi 63
(°®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 64, Figure 65.
(°®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 66, Figure 67.
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o improved access to complementary know-how in their specific S&T area, and knowledge-
sharing with the respective partner;

. the achievement of specific S&T goals with specific partners from third countries/EU partners,
which need to be addressed on a global basis;

. the improvement of networking with third country/EU research actors.

Furthermore, about 70% of third country partners affirm that the international cooperation project
facilitated the scientific exploitation of research results. They also note that it raised the ability to
disseminate and exploit technological knowledge, and that it allowed the development of new
strategic STI cooperation.

6.7 SUSTAINABILITY

Sustainability of a project can mean various things: further development according to the
innovation chain, the maintenance of capacities build-up, and follow-up projects. The following
section covers different interpretations of the sustainability of FP7 international cooperation.

6.7.1 Overall sustainability

The vast majority of both EU and third country partners (°’) are convinced that applications
developed within the specific projects are likely to have further deployment potential in the near
future, concerning additional funding opportunities on the basis of the FP7 reference, the attraction
of additional R&I investment and the commitment of current partners.

At least a third of third country partners and about 40% of EU project coordinators state that the
project consortium has identified a clear commercial potential for applications, which will be carried
further by the project team beyond the duration of the project.

The majority of researchers affirm a formal commitment of current partners to further develop
research activities of the project (*®), and indicate that project partners including the third country
partner already set up a follow-up project, in order to further develop project activities.

The main position of survey respondents is that R&I follow-up activities beyond project completion
should be mainly funded by EU-supported R&I programmes (°°).

Some 27% of third country partners and 24% of EU project coordinators confirm the purpose of
developing innovation activities, while only 7% aim at commercialisation and market access
activities.

In a nutshell, FP7 international cooperation is expected to show clear additionality and impacts on
international integration of scientific research that is of higher quality, continuity and sustainability.
Direct impacts on participating organisations and their structures and capabilities can be expected.
Potential impacts on innovation, international science industry linkages, market development or
competitiveness are not excluded, but usually are not seen as a direct outcome of FP7 international
cooperation.

(%) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 70, Figure 71.
(°®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 72, Figure 75.
(°°) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 73, Figure 76.
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7 CASE STUDIES

The case studies have the purpose of describing three international cooperation experiences in
three different geographic areas: one industrialised country, the United States; one emerging
economy, India; and one Mediterranean partner country, Tunisia. The case studies provide deeper
insights into international cooperation in S&T in the EU's FP7 programme from the third country
perspective. They build on and complement the previous quantitative and qualitative analyses.

7.1 THE BACKGROUND TO THE THREE COUNTRY CASE STUDIES
7.1.1 India (°°)

India is a fast-developing country. After achieving an average economic growth rate of 8.8%
between 2003 and 2008, it declined slightly to 7.6% between 2009 and 2012. In PPP terms, India
is the fourth largest economy of the world (°!) and the world’s second most populated country. Its
R&I expenditure increased from 0.81% to 0.88% of the gross domestic product (GDP) from 2002
to 2012. India has moved from being a technology borrower to a technology producer. It has also
been able to attract a good share of foreign direct investment (FDI) in R&I in recent years, and
currently over 470 foreign firms have opened up R&I centres in India.

The EU is India’s largest trading partner, and the EU has been the biggest investor in India, with a
cumulated EUR 20.0 billion since 2000. India has become the fourth largest international
partner for the EU under the FP7. The EU 2013 'Cooperation' work programme included the EU-
India SSH Platforms, the ‘Capacities’ work programme a number of actions under ERA-NET and
ERA-NET+, and overall there has been an increased coordination of international cooperation
activities of the EU Member States and Associated Countries towards India (°2). The European
Commission has issued a humber of coordinated calls for proposals, co-funded by India, in areas
of computational materials science, food and nutrition research, solar energy research and water-
related challenges, with a total budget of EUR 60 million. Indian researchers have participated
actively in the FP7 and EU Member States and the European Commission have been working since
2009 on an India pilot initiative on water and bioresources. A Joint Declaration on Research
and Innovation was signed at the EU-India Summit of 10 February 2012 (°3). There is an EU-
India S&T agreement (%%).

Besides cooperation with the EU, Indian R&I cooperation relationships are growing at global
level. India has signed bilateral S&T agreements with 45 countries around the world, and set up
joint laboratories with Germany and France, and joint programmes with Australia, Belgium,
Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States, and several other countries.

India has a strong public-sector drive in R&I. The Indian president declared the decade of
innovation (2010-2020), and the government set up a National Innovation Council in charge of
a road map for the promotion of innovation throughout industry, society and the broader
economy (%°). The 12™ Indian Five-Year Plan (2012-2017), adopted at the end of 2012,
provides the key policy guidelines for Indian S&T. The key strategic objectives are increasing
funding for R&I, gaining access to large global R&I infrastructures and working with international
partners (°°).

(°°) Except for specially marked phrases, the source of the text is from
http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/export/sites/default/galleries/generic_files/file_0441.pdf and

61http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/expor‘c/sites/defauIt/gaIIeries/generic:_files/file_0347.pdf online.

() See
http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/opencms/information/country pages/in/country?section=0verview&subsection=0
verview online.

(°?) See http://ec.europa.eu/research/iscp/pdf/india_comm.pdf online.

(%) See http://ec.europa.eu/research/iscp/index.cfm?pg=india online.

(Z‘;) See http://ec.europa.eu/research/iscp/index.cfm?pg=countries online.

(°°) See
http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/opencms/information/country pages/in/country?section=0verview&subsection=0
verview online.

(°°) See http://ec.europa.eu/research/iscp/pdf/india_comm.pdf online
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7.1.2  Tunisia (°)

Tunisia is a developing country; however, the Tunisian per capita GDP (PPP) is one of the highest in
Africa. Tunisia scored an average annual growth of 5% over the last decade. The country has a
diversified economy, with a growing industrial base. The agricultural sector stands for 8% of the
GDP, industry for 32% (including extractive industries like phosphate, petroleum and gas) and
services for 60%. The main drivers of growth — tourism and the phosphate industry — continue to
face difficulties. Tunisia suffers from high unemployment, especially among young people. Human
resources are a key challenge, since a mere 36.9% of the population aged between 18 and 24
have completed tertiary education. Tunisia became the cradle of the ‘Arab spring’ (2011-2012).
Foreign-owned enterprises have continued to leave Tunisia since then.

To build an effective national system of innovation has been one of the core policy goals since the
late 1990s. However, the R&I share on GDP of 0.71% in 2009 is relatively low (although it is high
compared to other countries of the Middle East and Africa). Private and public investment in R&I is
limited; the main actors are public research organisations and university research with over 80% of
government appropriations. The target of the government is to raise the GERD to 1.5% of the GDP
by the end of 2016. External funding of R&I mainly comes from the EU FP and bilateral cooperation
programmes. The low technology profile of SMEs is the most important barrier to R&I investment.
The lack of framework conditions hampers commercialisation of research.

The relationships between the EU and Tunisia are close. The EU and Tunisia have signed a Euro-
Med Association Agreement, and the EU remains Tunisia's main trading partner. Tunisia
participates in the European Neighbourhood Policy. A Scientific and Technological
cooperation agreement between the EU and Tunisia was signed in June 2003, and entered into
force in épril 2004. By 2010, Tunisia had signed eight bilateral S&T agreements with EU Member
States (*°).

7.1.3 United States (°°)

The United States is an industrialised country with the largest economy in the world, with GDP
(purchasing power parity) of around EUR 12.2 trillion (USD 15.2 trillion) or EUR 38 800 on a per
capita basis (USD 48 111) in 2012. The American economy suffered from a GDP downturn in 2008
and 2009. The American population of 315.1 million ("°) is the third largest in the world. The
United States has a huge science base. Human resources measures indicate that the share of the
population aged between 30 and 34, and having completed tertiary education, accounts for 29.9%.
The number of employees engaged in knowledge-intensive manufacturing and services sectors and
the share of the S&T workforce has increased. The United States has a large R&I sector,
representing more than EUR 320 billion (USD 406.7 billion) in 2011. The private sector funds more
than 60% of all R&I, and performs nearly 70% all R&I. American public R&I funding is mainly
performed by higher educational institutions, leaving a mere 12% to government agencies.

The American research system is large and decentralised. Policy is bottom-up driven by
departments and agencies. The current administration has placed greater emphasis on increasing
R&I as a percentage of GDP beyond the 3% mark, and has also focused attention on linking
research focus areas to economic development goals. Addressing the economic downturn and
budget deficits remains an ongoing concern of American policy. The current administration has
initiated several cross-agency programmes over the past three years, to foster greater linkages
between R&I policy. Nevertheless, continued uncertainties prompted by the economic downturn
and sluggish recovery have been a major barrier to private R&I investments in the United States.

The United States does not have a national strategy concerning participation in EU FPs. Typically,
participation is based on decisions of individuals or groups of researchers. Umbrella agreements
exist with the EU — the S&T agreement with the EU (’!) — and 15 Member States (’?). These

(°7) Except for specially marked phrases, the source of the text is
http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/export/sites/default/galleries/generic files/file 0432.pdf online.

(°®) These are Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain and Norway.

(°°) Except for specially marked phrases, the source of the text is
http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/export/sites/default/galleries/generic files/file 0417.pdf and
http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/opencms/information/country pages/us/country?section=0verview&subsection=B
asicChar online.

(’°) See http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/opencms/information/country pages/us/country?section=0verview online.

("Y) See http://ec.europa.eu/research/iscp/index.cfm?pg=countries online.
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agreements provide frameworks for S&T cooperation, intellectual property protection, research
access and related topics, but usually do not indicate explicit fields for cooperation. There are also
networks that promote United States-Europe scientific cooperation and S&T presence within
diplomatic offices, academic exchange programmes, and cooperative actions of individual
organisations and researchers. The United States has umbrella S&T agreements with 38 non-EU
countries.

7.2 CASE STUDY RESEARCH
7.2.1 FP7 international cooperation activities in three case-study countries

Analysis of the eCORDA data shows that the United States accounts for 343 instances of
participation in the FP7 'Cooperation' programme (almost 10% of all participation); India accounts
for 196 instances of participation (almost 6% of all participation), and Tunisia for 55 instances of
participation (1.6% of all participation). AlImost half the American participants are higher education
establishments, while research organisations are the main participants from India and Tunisia (’3).
Considering the type of participation, one-fifth of the American participants in the 'Cooperation’
programme are private commercial organisations, something most likely related to the large weight
of the private sector in R&I in the United States. On the other hand, one-fifth of Tunisian
participation is from public research centres, and only 11% is from private research organisations;
this could be interpreted as a possible indication of the need to further develop the local R&I
system.

The case studies have shown that the United States and India are partners of high interest to
European R&I players in several thematic areas, as explained below.
o The United States is a particularly important partner in the following thematic areas.

— Health, in the fields of rare diseases and brain injury. More than one-third of American
projects and participation is in the thematic area Health, which is consistent with the
American knowledge base in health care and related technologies, as well as with the
level of American health expenditure and investment in R&I.

-~ ICT, sharing the advanced knowledge-bases.

— Nanosciences, where in several cases, coordinated calls for R&I grants have been
launched.

-~ Energy, in the field of solar energy and in the field of energy research.

— Transport. The United States is a cooperation partner in the domain of ship safety in
Arctic conditions and safe flights under icing conditions. There is a focus on population
aging and access to transport services.

-~ Security, where cooperation is particularly advanced on international security research
efforts and the development of synergies between civil, security and defence research and
the relevant infrastructures.

— Socio-economics, in particular through the transatlantic Social Sciences and Humanities
(SSH) platform (focus on Canada, the United States, Mexico and Brazil).

o India is a major partner country in several thematic areas.
-~ Knowledge-Based Bio-Economy (KBBE). Cooperation on a bilateral programme level.
— Joint research activities via coordinated calls in Nanosciences.

- In Energy, cooperation is developed in the field of solar energy as well as within actions
addressing environmental issues of energy policies, energy supply interdependency,
technology transfer and capacity-building.

(7®) These are Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Hungary, Poland, Romania,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland and Sweden.
(7®) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Table 67.

50



- Environment, in particular for joint research on international commitments, especially in
water technologies and management.

- Transport, for knowledge-sharing, particularly in alternative fuels research.
-~ In Socio-economics, for the development of the EU-India SSH platform.

The eCORDA data (’*) provide further information on India—-EU cooperation activity, showing that
Health accounts for most of the participation. Indian policymakers confirm that there is strong
interest in the development of cooperation activities with the EU in the Health area. ICT knowledge
is very important in India, and the country has significant interest in cooperating with Europe. In
addition, European R&I players have a strong interest in cooperation in Transport, Environment
and KBBE.

The areas where Tunisian researchers cooperate with European players are principally Food,
Agriculture and Biotechnology (7). Key areas of interest are Health and Environment. In the
interviews, it was mentioned that Tunisia has a great number of researchers, old and traditional
labs and organisations in Health, Biotechnology and Agriculture. In themes such as Energy and
ICT, the scientific community is not yet well structured.

7.2.2 Why do researchers in case-study countries aim to work with Europe?

The case studies present a multifaceted picture of the motivation behind international cooperation
with EU countries.

In general, all three case-study interviewees confirm that the main motivations for international
cooperation activities are:

o collaboration and exchange with top researchers worldwide;
o improvement of knowledge and experience;

° design of cross-border research tasks to enhance data access, scientific information, use of
research facilities and sharing of research results;

o technological and scientific networking with international scientists;
o production and sharing of scientific knowledge.

The points above are the key motivations from the perspective of all three case studies. However,
additional interesting information and viewpoints are provided by different interviewees:

o Indian interviewees indicate that mutual benefits in relationships with the EU are very
important. Indian project partners indicate that the design of the R&I cooperation activities
should meet their needs and produce solutions for Indian society and the Indian market.
Concerning funding, Indian case study participants indicate that it is ‘nice to have’ in the case
of basic research. The absence of funding, on the other hand, would be a serious obstacle to
international cooperation with the EU. Funding by the FP is essential for long-term projects,
according to the Indian interviewees.

o One of the key motivations for francophone Tunisia is to enlarge the research networks, in
particular toward English-speaking countries, and to increase opportunities for developing R&I
relationships to enhance the S&T base. Access to more opportunities for research is another
motivation. For Tunisia, FP funding is particularly important to enable participation in large
projects with significant impact, to internationalise CVs, and to be recognised in the
international scientific community.

o American interviewees indicate that FP7 international cooperation activities are a good
opportunity to support mobility and exchanges through network building, conferences and
student exchange, especially for the benefit of junior researchers and students. One key
position emerging from the American case study is that, since the FP rules do not allow
automatic funding of American researchers and R&I organisations, international cooperation
activities with the EU do not necessarily use the FP. The availability of funding together with a
substantial benefit from international cooperation projects is essential for the commitment of

(74 Ibid.
(') 1bid.
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American partners. Otherwise, American R&I organisations prefer to use bilateral agreements
with European countries and organisations.

The motivations of the case study participants are supported by the survey results regarding the
importance of the availability of FP funding to third partner countries (7®). However, the share of
respondents differs: availability of FP7 funding is a necessary prerequisite to engaging in
collaborative international research for 86% of Tunisian survey respondents, vs 70% of Indian
respondents, and 60% of American respondents. Considering the availability of other funding
sources, the shares are reversed: only 53% of Tunisian respondents indicate that availability of
other funding is a necessary prerequisite to engaging in collaborative international research, vs
65% of Indian survey respondents and 70% of American respondents. Slightly over 40% of
American survey respondents indicate that they would engage in international research, even if
there were no public funds available, and this percentage increases to over 60% of Tunisian and
Indian survey respondents. Here, an inconsistency is evident between the responses in the case
studies and the responses to the survey.

There seems to be a high correlation between countries with consolidated R&I funding systems and
the importance of ‘external’ funding, such as that provided by the EU FP for research and
innovation (’”). Tunisian R&I players indicate that the FP and the EU development programmes are
of high importance; a relatively low share indicates that national R&I programmes are important.
The explanation is probably that the national programmes in Tunisia are relatively less developed
than those in India, and less than the American R&I support programmes. Actually, American R&I
players indicate that national R&I and development programmes are of relatively high importance,
while EU R&I and development programmes are of much lower importance. Indian policymakers
confirm that the EU international cooperation programmes are of similar importance to national
programmes and they confirm that the EU FP is the main instrument of cooperation, and is
deployed for almost all S&T fields.

7.2.3 Specific interest in FP7 international cooperation

Through the case studies, we have specifically investigated the motivations and importance of
international cooperation for third country partners, who have clearly confirmed the importance of
the nature and benefits of international cooperation activities carried out. Most of the Indian and
Tunisian survey respondents confirm the low or very low scientific, technical or commercial risk of
research activities carried out under FP international cooperation (“®). American respondents in
general are more critical: they indicate that international cooperation projects are rather short-
term oriented, and that they are loosely connected to other in-house projects, even if they are
normally situated in a core technology area of the organisation.

Overall, stakeholders of the three countries confirm that these projects are of higher scientific or
technical complexity. In general, it seems that the United States uses international cooperation
more for specific projects where external collaborators are needed or specific output is expected,
whereas Indian and Tunisian partners — also because of the different funding situation — value
international cooperation activities for reasons of exchange and joint knowledge-building.

7.2.4 Instruments supporting international cooperation

On the one hand, the case studies and general eCORDA analysis indicates that there are quite
consistent patterns of use of the different instruments in the 'Cooperation' programme:
Collaborative Projects and Coordination and Support Actions (CSAs) have the same share, and the
other instruments’ share is negligible (7°). However, a more focused analysis of the case studies
indicates that CSAs are used more in countries like India and Tunisia, and much less for the United
States. This has several possible explanations: international cooperation with the United States is
based more on bilateral agreements and is marked by the fact that there is no single contact point
for these activities, but rather, several bodies and institutions in charge of R&I and science
development. Also, the FP does not make any funding available to American organisations, and
thus the bottom-up and bilateral approach might be preferred to a structured approach, based on
structured analyses in selected S&T themes. The eCORDA statistics show that for India, about 30%

(7%) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 84.
(”7) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 85.
(’®) Case study interviews.

(’°) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Table 67.
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of the projects are CSAs, and for Tunisia, 36% are CSAs. In the United States, only 15% of the
projects are CSAs; the others are mainly cooperative projects.

The case studies show a clear correlation of the S&T level of a country and the history of
relationships in R&I, and the need to undertake targeted exploration initiatives like those funded by
CSAs. However, it should be noted that three of the overall 26 Networks of Excellence (NoEs) are
with American partners.

The American case study confirms that Collaborative Projects are of high importance, as are
dissemination activities and conferences/joint workshops (8°). American stakeholders from
academia, research and policymaking also indicate that visiting fellowships and exchanges for third
country researchers are of high importance. In any case, American case study interviewees confirm
their interest in developing relationships with European organisations and institutions as well as
their expectation to become more involved in Collaborative Projects, which are considered a good
opportunity for young researchers. It should also be emphasised that there are some
incompatibilities between the FP contractual and project administration rules, and some of the rules
applicable in the United States, which have, in some cases, led to the withdrawal of the American
partner.

According to Tunisian case study participants, Collaborative Projects and networking activities are
nearly of equal importance, and (confirming eCORDA data), the main cooperation activities are
Collaborative Projects (research and S&T) as well as Support and Coordination actions. Tunisian
stakeholders place a great deal of importance on networking, dissemination and information
sharing. The Indian case study confirms that the most important activity concerns Collaborative
Projects.

7.2.5 Role of third country partners and set-up of S&T initiatives and projects

In general, the statistical analysis of eCORDA shows that in most cases, third country partners play
a participant role (8!). In fact, only 9 projects of 3 446 were led by a third country partner. In two
of the nine cases, the coordinator comes from the United States; in the other cases, they were
from Australia, Brazil, Cameroon, Kenya, Monaco, Russia and South Africa.

The Tunisian interviewees in the case study confirm that most FP international cooperation
proposals were built on previously established relationships. Both Tunisian and Indian case study
participants confirm that in most cases, project participants had a long history of cooperation or
that they shared a positive reputation in the scientific community. In all cases, the EU project
coordinator made a contact based on the reputation of the prospective third country participant
and their visibility in the field.

The Tunisian NCPs participating in the case studies indicate that connections between organisations
are often established when Tunisian researchers present their work and project ideas in European
networks or use partner search sources (‘CORDIS’, the ICT Partner Search Network ‘Ideal-ist’,
requests to NCP). American case study participants indicate that they get in contact via European
contacts and networks. Participation in the project can be problematic when there is no prior
knowledge of the prospective partner by the EU coordinator. Interviewees emphasise the issue of
knowledge and trust, which requires personal contacts and joint activities. EU coordinators also
highlight problems arising when the third country partner does not receive any EU funding, which
sometimes makes it difficult to get the necessary results.

7.2.6 Expected impacts related to policy objectives

The Indian policymakers participating in the case studies indicate that international cooperation
with European institutions is a great priority for Indian policymakers and project participants. India
is willing to increase exchange and mutual cooperation and contribute with their share of financial
resources to create partnerships for mutual input, control and benefit. From the Indian perspective,
global partnerships are the fundamental way forward to find solutions for global and especially for
Indian grand challenges in health, agriculture and environment.

(®%) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 115.
(®") Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Table 67.
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The interviews confirm the common effort of EU and Indian policymakers towards the grand
challenges, which are of great interest to India as well. Cooperating in international consortia is
therefore seen as an opportunity for Indian scientists to become familiar with European knowledge,
and with solutions that can be adapted to the Indian context to generate favourable economic,
social, and societal impact. At the same time, Indian policymakers confirm that European players
have the chance to access the local market and to cooperate with Indian partners. The main
criterion adopted by Indian S&T when selecting projects for funding, is that of excellence rather
than according to geographical targeting.

The Tunisian NCPs and R&I players have indicated the main policy objectives behind international
cooperation: (1) promote the integration of Tunisian researchers into the European scientific and
societal system, (2) promote the S&T standing of Tunisia to the EU research community, (3)
improve the integration and adaptation of global challenges to the specific priorities of the country,
and (4) improve the economic attractiveness for technology investments in Tunisia. The key
thematic priorities for Tunisia are sustainability of natural resources and safety of food and food
security; Tunisian policy aims to integrate these interests with the EU approaches. Tunisian NCPs
play an effective role in coordinating and aligning national STI policies with European Commission
priorities. Tunisia has launched a programme to promote R&I, which will run from 2011 to 2014,
with a EUR 12 million fund provided from the EU. The resources will be used to build strong
scientific partnerships between Tunisian researchers and their counterparts in the EU through joint
scientific research projects.

It is mentioned in the ERAWATCH profile that R&I linkages between the United States and Europe
are deep, multiple, and long-standing, and this is reflected in an array of research policy activities
involving multiple programmes and actors. American S&T policy encourages the further
strengthening of ties with European counterparts (32). Policymakers and project participants in our
case study have confirmed that there is no FP equivalent in the United States. Funding is driven by
objectives and priorities of specific departments and funding agencies, such as the National Science
Foundation (NSF). There is no direct relationship between the funding criteria of the EU FP and of
the American funding agencies. Cooperation between the NSF and the European Commission is
thematically driven, and is more at programme officer or organisation level than at project level.
The evaluations of the NSF are mainly oriented towards the American policy principles and the
United States and agency interests. The United States also looks for cooperation with the EU to
leverage funding to address the grand challenges. The approach of the United States, and in
particular, of the NSF to the grand challenges is different from the EU approach. While the NSF is
more a basic research-funding organisation, the European Commission's 'Cooperation' specific
programme is perceived as more top-down focused and focused on applied sciences. In general,
American funding agencies are interested in developing cooperation with the EU, and in particular
as part of Horizon 2020. They can see its opportunities and consider cooperating inside the
framework, and confirm the coherence between the United States and EU thematic priority setting.

7.2.7 Effectiveness, outputs, sustainability and impacts

Indian and Tunisian survey respondents indicate more often than American participants that the
output impacts of international cooperation activities with EU researchers is significant. According
to American respondents, the most important impacts concern peer-reviewed publications, but also
the development of new skills in the application of scientific tools and methods, and in some cases,
expanding market knowledge and contacts.

Also, the Indian case study participants confirm that their participation in FP-supported
international cooperation activities have significant impact on peer-reviewed publications, and 80%
see a very significant or significant impact on other scientific publications. They also agree that
international cooperation often opens up new market knowledge and contacts, and allows
development of new skills in the application of scientific tools and methods as well as new skills in
adapting product development and local needs; it also supports the development of new skills in
engineering/applied sciences.

(%?) See
http://erawatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/erawatch/opencms/information/country pages/us/country?section=InternationalisationOfST
Cooperation&subsection=0rientation online.
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The Tunisian case study confirms the positive impacts of international cooperation activities. The
vast majority of Tunisian respondents see a very significant or significant impact on peer-reviewed
publications, on new or improved services and on organisational innovations, and agree that the
most important projects support the development of new skills in the application of scientific tools
and methods, and the development of new skills in managing R&I projects.

All three case-study country participants agree that international cooperation in FP7 improved
networking with EU research actors (83). It also allowed them to achieve specific global S&T goals
together with EU partners, and improved access to complementary know-how in the specific S&T
area.

The American case study shows that joint activities allowed further development of previous joint
initiatives based on previous STI cooperation projects.

For over 78% of Tunisian respondents, international cooperation in FP7 improved research
conditions in the third country partner organisation, and for 73% of Indian respondents, it
facilitated exploitation of research results.

The survey results are confirmed by the qualitative case study interviews: Indian and Tunisian
interviewees consider projects as successes and appreciate the exchange of expertise and
information, and the building of strong partnerships. Indian stakeholders, however, mention that in
some cases, it appears that the core output of a joint project is just a presentation at a conference,
which can be achieved through other means. There is an expectation of more concrete results.

Indian stakeholders also indicate that more concrete outputs would be useful for SMEs, including
pilot and demonstration projects. The Tunisian interviewees also confirm that advances in
technological knowledge remain rather limited, probably also due to the mainly scientific character
of FP international cooperation activities. They also indicate that the knowledge acquired remains
within European laboratories.

Also, EU coordinators indicate that the main outcomes of FP international cooperation activities
concern networking and standardisation, and thus are not aimed at mere knowledge production
and producing concrete results. The case study participants also complain that there is no
dissemination budget after project completion.

In respect to the sustainability of international cooperation projects (8*), only about half of Indian
and American survey respondents agree that there is a formal commitment of current partners to
further develop research activities of the project, while 80% of the Tunisian respondents agree with
this statement. For Indian respondents, sustainability depends for most respondents (88%) on the
attraction of additional R&I investment, and for most Tunisian respondents (84%), on the
commitment of the current partners to sustain the project.

The case study interviews confirm the general sustainability of projects. The key criteria for
sustainability are diverse.

o Indian interviewees indicate that they plan to cooperate in further projects with consortium
partners in the future. In specific cases, national programmes would make available additional
funding.

e Tunisian project partners are preparing new projects with partners, although they mention
that they always need funding (from Europe, the World Bank, the United Nations (UN) or their
university). An important aspect for sustainability for project partners is the integration into
research networks.

o American participants indicate that partnerships with consortium partners are in general
sustainable, but that it is mostly due to the pre-existing and stable relationships within
consortia. In general, FP international cooperation projects were an excellent means to build
up further relationships, but it is quite likely that future initiatives and projects will be based
on bilateral agreements between organisations or countries, and will not necessarily involve
EU programmes.

(®%) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 118.
(®%) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 119.
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Indian interviewees indicate that the FP is not highly relevant for large companies, which are well
equipped to directly tackle their R&I issues. These companies have their own R&I budget to fund
developments themselves, and are therefore not dependent on FP7 funding, which from their
perspective has a time to market that is too long. It is not easy for European SMEs to work in the
Indian market, since they lack contacts and human and financial resources. One of the strategic
goals of international cooperation activities in FP7 should, according to the interviewees, be support
for SMEs in accessing the Indian market, for example by cooperating with the European Business
and Tech Centre Delhi (EBTC), which connects SME clusters in Europe with Indian clusters and
supports SME participation in work programmes. SMEs would also benefit from pilot and
demonstration projects leading to demonstration and capacity-building. The focus should be on the
actual development of products (important for firms — they need applicable results). Indian
stakeholders and policymakers indicate that it takes more time to see the output for SMEs (in
terms of products and market), than for larger enterprises. They also mention conflicting interests
in managing intellectual property rights between universities (who aim at publications) and firms
(who want to protect the outputs through patents, and to produce applicable results).

Tunisian case study participants consider that participating in FP7 will greatly increase their
chances of attracting industry.

7.2.8 Management and efficiency

In terms of management and efficiency, the interviews and survey results (8°) from India, Tunisia
and the United States show the following.

o Indian respondents evaluate management and efficiency much more positively than American
respondents. Some 70% of Indian survey respondents agree to positive statements regarding
FP7 programme management and administration. American respondents are much more
critical in this respect.

e The vast majority of all three country respondents agree (to a different extent) on the
simplification and optimisation of administrative requirements. Indian and Tunisian
respondents agree on the appropriateness of the level of funding and project budget, while
American respondents are much less positive about this aspect (they do not receive automatic
EU funding).

o Interviewees from all three case-study countries agree on the need for activity reporting;
however, the efficiency of FP management related to this is criticised. EU coordinators indicate
that application guidelines and reporting are reasonable, although organisational and
administrative tasks are demanding for coordinators. There can be tensions in management
budgets for coordinators taking on the role for the first time and having to support third
country partners who are not familiar with European bureaucracy and regulations. For this
purpose, EU coordinators suggest less synthetic and clear guidelines.

o Besides the demanding administrative requirements, Indian project partners mention
problems regarding travelling and mobility. They indicate that the aim of mobility should be
taken seriously, and consider that diplomatic channels need to be sensitised to reduce
bureaucratic issues when travelling (expiration of visas). Student exchanges from Europe to
India should be stimulated. In general, Indian policymakers state that there might be
problems finding Indian funds to match European requirements. R&D policy design should take
account of different cultures in planning and (financial) reporting.

o Tunisian case study participants highlight slow and sluggish administrative procedures —
mainly from the Tunisian side — and propose training on administration and management
after the project starts. Interviews with NCPs revealed that overly complicated regulations and
administrative requirements within FP7 led to a denial of participation within FP7.

o According to American interviewees, rigid accounting requirements are problematic. Complex
and bureaucratic application requirements — even when there is no funding possibility for
American partners — hamper cooperation. The United States’ and the European Commission’s
reporting systems have different requirements. American institutions set up and maintain
American government-approved reporting systems (e.g. effort reporting) to comply with
American government regulations and allow the receipt of American government funds.

(®%) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 122 and Figure 123.
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Therefore, European Commission FP programme requirements are often not feasible or
allowed. Many FP grants require an annual external audit by an EU certified firm, which
certifies that American institutions are meeting EU funding and reporting requirements. For
American institutions, this can be problematic, since they do not operate with EU-approved
systems, and the cost of the audit would be prohibitive. American policymakers indicate that
American project participants need to fulfil American regulations and meet American reporting
requirements when they get funding from the American agency — requirements to meet
European Commission standards therefore place a double burden on them.

7.2.9 Role of NCPs

Regarding the role of NCPs in third countries, experts in the workshop (8¢) highlight the need for
awareness that third partner country NCPs often have a different history to EU and associated
countries’ NCPs, and that most of them have been very recently established. Statements from
interview partners further spotlight the problem when NCPs in third countries are not funded by the
European Commission.

NCPs therefore often need to be involved in projects, which limits resources for NCP-related
activities. Experts in the workshop confirm that the role of NCPs should be strengthened. All
experts agree that investment in third partner thematic NCPs should be better leveraged. In
general, the role of NCPs needs time to develop, since almost all of them are relatively new. The
interviews and survey results (87) from India, Tunisia and the United States indicate the following.

o The Indian case study confirms that NCPs are helpful in accessing the EU FP. However, most of
the Indian respondents are critical in respect to the effectiveness of NCPs.

o Interviews with Indian policymakers indicate that since India is a big country, the NCP’s role is
limited, since it is not well utilised. A neutral agency, fully in charge of information
dissemination, could have higher impact.

o Also, Tunisian NCPs are primary engaged in other activities. However, in contrast to India,
where only two NCPs have been established, Tunisia has eight on a much smaller geographical
scale. Tunisian stakeholders generally indicate that the NCP was a key enabler in combining
national S&T support instruments with EU instruments, and that the INCO NCP effectively
fulfils its role as facilitator for participation in the programme. The Tunisian case study
participants indicate that the NCPs were a main source of information, organising meetings
with other research centres to exchange experiences and challenges in FPs. The NCP clearly
presented programme information and it was a key enabler in the initial set-up of the project.
Furthermore, Tunisian NCPs try to represent Tunisia globally, and organise events to connect
and promote dialogue between the European Commission and the research community. To
improve Tunisian participation in the FP, interviewees suggest a closer exchange of
experiences with EU NCPs.

7.2.10 Challenges and room for improvement

All three case studies confirm that there are challenges concerning the administrative and
management requirements of international cooperation in the FP. The interviewees mention issues
related to funding instruments and availability of funding to third country partners.

Indian interviewees indicate that there is a strong will to foster cooperation with Europe, and that
there are three major challenges related to this.

o Fighting fragmentation: India is not only a partner to the European Commission as manager of
the FP, but also to most EU Member States. This means while there is much cooperation with
India, it is too fragmented and uncoordinated, leading to financial constraints and problems of
efficiency. To avoid duplication of efforts and to gain a critical mass, coordination and unity of
the Member States is needed. The ‘EU/MS-India meeting of the Group of Senior Officials’
(GSO, 8 October 2013) is mentioned as one possibility for jointly identifying areas of common

(%) Internal Deliverable: Workshop with Experts and European Commission Officials, Report, 20.11.2013.
(®7) Final Report: Statistical and Graphic Annex. Figure 121.
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interest and priorities in working together. The following steps will investigate actual
implementation, and identify gaps and necessary actions. A large joint information campaign
was organised in 2011 and 2012, with the purpose of illustrating unity and maintaining
diversity, since India expects a strategic scale of cooperation.

. Mutual cooperation among equals in R&I: the perception of Indian policymakers and players is
of a mainly EU-centric design of international cooperation activities of the FP. There is
willingness to facilitate real cooperation, and to convert cooperation to joint cooperation,
including joint funding and joint decisions about regulations, objectives, modalities (accounting
for cultural differences), evaluation processes, etc. to improve the situation of both sides, but
this needs to be done according to the principle of mutual interest.

o Flexibility of funding modalities: Indian policymakers indicate that new and more flexible
models of funding are needed. On the one hand, this means that applications of different
funding models could be decided from case to case (e.g. Joint Centres of Excellence, NoEs,
etc.). On the other hand, it also means that funding modalities and financial rules should not
be too rigid. There is an issue with conversion rates changing from the time financial forms are
submitted and the grant’s funds are received.

Tunisian interviewees are closely affected by the very uncertain social situation in Tunisia. The key
issues raised in the case study concern firstly the coordination of R&I policy programming, and
secondly the funding modalities:

o Concerning the coordination of programming, Tunisian case study participants mention the
importance of specific calls with incentives to involve them as third country partners and to
coordinate them with national programmes.

o With reference to the funding modalities, interviewees mention the issue of low funding of
Tunisian partners.

The general attitude of American case study participants is favourable in respect to international
cooperation with the EU, and the cooperation with EU research institutions is in general very
important. The interviewees, however, face two main issues:

. The compatibility of administrative requirements. Administrative requirements pose significant
obstacles to the participation of American bodies, also due to conflicting regulations and
requirements, which impose a double administrative burden on them, at the very least.

. The funding modalities. Interviewees indicate that they would expect to be funded when
American partners offer a service within a consortium (the same way a European project
partner would be funded for the same service). They also indicate that participation of
American players is not always permitted in all thematic programmes. Rigid funding modalities
are a further obstacle.

8 OVERVIEW AND BEST PRACTICE TOWARDS ACHIEVING OBJECTIVES

The study has examined international cooperation in the EU’s FP7 with a particular focus on the
'Cooperation' specific programme, from different perspectives and using different methodological
approaches to capture various viewpoints on EU R&I cooperation with third countries not
associated with FP7.

The review of the FP7 legal basis and of the strategic and implementation programmes confirms
that S&T development has always been international in nature. Policymakers are very much aware
of the need to address the grand societal challenges, leveraging R&I cooperation at global level.
The FP7 takes into account the increasing internationalisation of industry and services and the
migration of industrial and technological developments towards fast-growing emerging economies,
and the need to integrate them with the ‘western economies’; a powerful driver of global
knowledge production and knowledge sharing.

In fact, the grand global challenges (such as climate change, poverty, infectious diseases, threats
to energy, food and water supply, citizen security, network security and the digital divide) call for
effective global S&T cooperation for sustainable development, and the FP is increasingly focused on
these objectives. The main objective of international cooperation in FP7 has been to integrate
European excellence in R&I into the global science and innovation context, establishing strategic
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partnerships with international partner countries in selected fields of science, focusing S&T
activities on specific problems of international partner countries or of global character, and
improving access to global research, facilitating contact with international partners.

The study clearly shows that within FP7, international cooperation activities are developed
according to the basic principles of programming, targeting, and partnership and dialogue. They
are not developed as a stand-alone activity, but are complementary and synergetic with FP
research activities overall. The European Commission is working hard to simplify procedures and
reduce the administrative burden for participants, while at the same time safeguarding monitoring
and public expenditure accountability.

The 'Cooperation' specific programme in FP7 is structured into 10 thematic areas, all of which have
an international cooperation strategy: Health; Food, Agriculture and Fisheries and Biotechnology
(KBBE); ICT; Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and New Production Technologies (NMP);
Energy; Environment (including Climate Change); Transport (including Aeronautics); Social
Sciences and Humanities (SSH); Space; and Security.

Among these themes, Health, Food, Agriculture, Fisheries and Biotechnology, and Environment
have a significantly higher budget share dedicated to international cooperation, compared to the
overall 'Cooperation' programme budget. For Transport (including Aeronautics) and SSH, the
budget share of international cooperation is about as high as the share in the overall 'Cooperation'
programme. Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production Technologies, and
Space and Security have an international cooperation budget that is slightly lower than the general
'Cooperation’' share.

Among the FP funding instruments, the most frequently used for international cooperation are
Collaborative Projects and Coordination and Support Actions (CSAs); the former for the actual
research activities, and the latter for the set-up and design of international cooperation activities.

As expected, the European Commission is one of the key players in international cooperation in FP7
and has the responsibility to guide, design and manage international cooperation activities from a
thematic and geographic perspective.

However, international cooperation can be driven by different bodies:

o the high policymaking level deals with top-level agreements with third country partners and
with the definition of umbrella cooperation agreements; R&I cooperation is part of such
agreements;

o the thematic units in the Commission DGs are in charge of designing areas of the 'Cooperation’
Work programme;

o the horizontal units in the Commission provide support to the international cooperation design
and implementation activity, at the level of both DG and thematic area.

Important support for design and implementation is provided by:

o R&I players
o policymakers in partner countries;
o agencies in charge of R&I policy implementation

o other stakeholders such as user groups.
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8.1 BEST PRACTICE IN INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION POLICY DESIGN

While there may be different ‘drivers’ of international R&I cooperation in the FP, the ‘modus
operandi’ of the European Commission is very similar across the different DGs and thematic units,
which have in place a flexible and articulate process to design and manage international
cooperation. Independently from the input received, European Commission services undertake an
international cooperation feasibility study, often through the horizontal international
cooperation units. This study analyses the key aspects of the possible international cooperation
action, and it is significantly enhanced by the units launching specific CSAs to examine the
opportunities of a specific S&T area with a specific geographical direction.

The key principle adopted by the Commission is that international cooperation requires a careful
analysis of costs and benefits, and that a rational allocation of resources is necessary. Many of the
horizontal units are developing standard templates to design the feasibility studies. In FP7, the
European Commission has been developing common standardised approaches focusing on a clear
priority setting, and on the clear definition of the S&T benefits and the associated costs. The
political, thematic and geographical aspects of cooperation are very important, and the allocation of
resources needs necessarily to be selective and to relate to the interests of the EU in the medium
and long term. The priority setting includes both the thematic and the geographical dimensions.

The thematic units responsible for the practical design and implementation of international
cooperation activities (under CSAs or independently) normally launch a number of assessment
and information dissemination initiatives to explore certain thematic subject matters and to
involve experts, R&I players and stakeholders from the EU and from international partner
countries. These can take the form of workshops, seminars or other communication activities that
bring together experts and R&I organisations and institutions with common interests. The output of
this S&T dialogue might relate to the overall policy level, or to specific implementation issues for
common or coordinated activities.

Even when international cooperation feasibility studies can embed a cost-benefit analysis, budget
allocation to these R&I projects is relatively low, and the key decision-making elements and the
benefits are the focus of the action (for both parties), while critical mass is not as important.

In some cases, experts have suggested producing country and thematic strategic papers with a
SWOT analysis and cost-benefit assessment systematically. However, there is a serious risk of
detaching these papers from the reality of a certain thematic area in a specific country. It is likely
that such an effort, when carried out on all possible S&T areas and for all geographic areas, will be
too rigid and effort-consuming, and will lead to some gaps.

As a matter of fact, there are some R&I and knowledge areas in which global-scale test beds are
very important, in order to actually validate the finding of the research activities. In other areas,
where the EU as a test bed is sufficient, there is no reason to expand these specific initiatives
beyond the EU.

One very important aspect in the current set-up of international cooperation in the FP is retaining
the necessary flexibility of a combined bottom-up approach with an adequate policy umbrella. It
responds flexibly to top-level policy requirements and to the needs of the specific thematic units,
and it is the most efficient approach for handling the investigation and assessment needs of
international cooperation in the FPs. It would probably be useful to implement structured internal
communication mechanisms to share approaches across the European Commission services.

Another best practice adopted in some of the R&I managing units is retaining the continuity of
activities, integrating them with previously established initiatives and embedding them in pre-
existing networks. In other words, international R&I cooperation is kept on a consistently
developing path.

All thematic units have confirmed that they are used to cooperate intensively with EU
representations in third partner countries, while collaboration with NCPs and their networks is
somewhat patchy. In some cases, there is very intense cooperation inside and across thematic
units to design and structure international cooperation activities. Given the important investment of
the EU in NCPs, it would be advisable to leverage their capabilities and networks better.

Thematic units and horizontal units are used to intensively collaborate.
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8.2 QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

The policy documents of the FP7 place an explicit emphasis on international cooperation; this is
confirmed by the statistical review. Some areas have a greater weight in FP7 'Cooperation'
international activities in terms of number of projects: Health, Food, Environment and Space. The
analysis also shows that there are some priority areas that receive more resources than others: the
Health area is one such example.

The statistics show that although the overall work programme for 'Cooperation' (from 2007 to
2013) had a stable trend, international cooperation activities increased sharply from 2007 to 2009,
remained stable in 2009 and 2010, increased again in 2011 and dropped in 2012, and then sharply
rose in 2013.

FP7 international R&I cooperation projects in the Health area prevailingly involve industrialised
countries and African partners, and to a slightly lesser degree, Asian and Latin American countries.
The financial contribution in Health is highest for African partners and quite high for industrialised
country partners. It is slightly lower for the Asian region. Research in Food is about equal in
industrialised countries and in African and in Asian countries, and slightly lower in Latin America.
The largest financial contribution in Food goes to Africa; this is followed by Asia and Latin America.

The highest share of ICT projects is given to industrialised international partner countries, followed
at a distance by EECA countries. The highest share of nanotechnology projects lies with EECA
countries, followed by the Latin American region and industrialised countries in general. The
highest financial contribution goes to EECA countries.

The most important partners for FP7 international cooperation are Russia, the United States, China,
India, Brazil and South Africa. These 6 countries have a cumulated number of 1 493 projects
(43.3% of the total) and a financial contribution of over EUR 223 million (48.33% of the total). The
United Kingdom, Germany, France, Italy, Spain and the Netherlands represent 70% of all
coordinators. The project and funding statistics show that they work mainly with Argentina, Brazil,
China, India and Mexico.

It should be noted that all types of participant organisations, higher education establishments,
research organisations and private commercial entities are about equally represented in the FP
'Cooperation' Work programme. However, international cooperation R&I projects have a very high
share of higher education establishments and public research organisations, and a quite limited
share of private sector R&I bodies.

The statistical review offers a clear picture of the type of activities carried out, showing a well-
defined process and also the allocation of resources to themes and to international partner
countries.

8.3 THE SURVEYS

The surveys focused on the perception of EU project coordinators, international country partners,
and NCPs. They provide deeper insights concerning the specific relevance of different motivations
to international R&I cooperation. International cooperation is here seen as important for accessing
complementary know-how, for pursuing specific S&T goals, and for developing new STI
cooperation. Third country cooperation builds on the full range and application of FP7 instruments.
In essence, the differences emphasised by EU project coordinators and third country partners
reflect differences between larger, cooperative and application-oriented FP7 projects and smaller,
nationally funded projects.

The surveys investigated a vast range of issues related to FP7 international cooperation: survey
respondents indicate that collaborative research projects are the most important S&T cooperation
activity. Survey respondents noted a number of advantages of FP7 international cooperation
compared to national funding mechanisms:

o easier access to the international research community/network;

o better connection with leading minds in the field;
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o a better reputation, position and status for participating researchers/organisations;
o better leverage of available funding/extra funding;
. better for ensuring the establishment of international consortia.

The survey results clearly indicate that the geographic direction of international cooperation is
based on existing relationships between research actors and on the development of relationships
through communication and dissemination activities. They also reflect clearly that in FP7,
international cooperation was initiated and coordinated mainly by academia.

The survey also shows that the work of NCPs that favours international cooperation needs to be
brought to the fore and better integrated into the overall design and implementation process: NCPs
are key for broader participation of new R&I players not necessarily related to pre-existing research
networks. It must also be noted that many NCPs in international partner countries have only
recently been established. According to survey respondents, one of the main challenges
successfully handled by the European Commission concerns programme coordination and
implementation, and the related communication and dissemination of information.

Survey participants are quite critical of the administrative burden connected with European
Commission international cooperation. However, this feedback needs to be interpreted carefully in
the light of the continuous effort of the European Commission to simplify and speed up
administrative procedures of R&I funding. It also seems implicit that a certain level of bureaucracy
be involved in the expenditure of public funds and the associated needs to monitor and review R&I
policies; this generates administrative burdens (evaluation, documentation, control mechanisms,
etc.) for the programme administrators and applicants.

In general, R&I actors in third countries have a very positive view of NCPs as relates to the EU
project coordinators engaged in international R&I projects. Also the case study interviews, subject
matter of the next section, indicate that EU coordinators communicate with their international
country partners directly. They also indicate that NCPs play a very important role in disseminating
the ‘FP culture’ at local level, mobilising R&I players in third partner countries and improving their
knowledge of and participation in EU funding. The general indication is that NCPs need to be further
integrated and leveraged to improve the overall impact of FP international cooperation.

The surveys have also addressed the issue of sustainability of international cooperation projects. In
fact, the vast majority of international country partners believe that the applications developed
within the specific projects are likely to have a further deployment potential in the near future.
Consortium partners are normally committed to further develop project research activities.
However, over one-third of international country partners and about 40% of EU project
coordinators indicate that the project consortium has not identified a clear commercial potential for
applications and that exploitation activities will be carried out after project completion. We must
highlight the prevalence of academic partners in international R&I cooperation: this limits
exploitation possibilities through innovation. The issue of sustainability is a critical one, since most
of the respondents in this study, but also in other assessment initiatives, are bound to public (and
probably also EU) funding for the continuation of their projects. The overall experience in FP
assessment shows that only a small number are really sustainable projects with autonomous
follow-ups.

In general, the survey demonstrates that international cooperation seems to have fared well in
FP7. The participating players are quite satisfied, and most criticisms are consistent with the
remarks generally made on EU-level R&I programmes.

This holds true in particular for:

° the administrative burden
. the circulation of information
o the sustainability of projects.

The impact of international cooperation projects and programmes can be improved through a more
integrated approach that maintains the necessary flexibility, but deals with the selection and
assessment procedures. To this end, the Support Actions are extremely important, because they
provide an additional benchmark for the evaluation and auditing process of international
cooperation projects.
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8.4 THE CASE STUDIES

The case studies provided a more direct and open insight into the perspectives of three different
types of international partner countries: a Mediterranean partner country, Tunisia; a high growth
country, India; and an industrialised country, the United States.

The case studies confirm that all involved stakeholders, policymakers, NCPs and R&I players are
strongly interested in international cooperation activities with the EU.

Many case study participants indicate that the benefit needs to be mutual. Fast-developing and
developed countries convey a feeling of an imbalance in benefit allocation. There is a clear request
for a more integrated bottom-up approach to be merged with the top-down policymaking process,
i.e. ensuring that the interests and points of view of international country partners are increasingly
taken into account when designing the activities and setting up the projects.

The Indian interviewees confirm that they are committed to provide co-funding for joint India-EU
projects, and their strong preference for the FP as an international cooperation policy instrument.
They also confirm that there is a limited scope for involving large enterprises, since these handle
international cooperation in R&I on their own. India also indicates that the NCP network needs to
be better supported, since there are only two NCPs covering the immense territory of India. All
case-study participants from the three countries indicate that it is necessary to deal with the
fragmentation of international cooperation activities: the European Commission is not the only
counterpart — so are most of the individual Member States.

All countries indicate that funding from the FP is essential to allow for participation. This holds
particularly true for Tunisia, which has a developing R&I system and needs support from the EU but
also from the United States. Further analysing the different points of view in the three different
partner countries reveals that:

o Tunisia requires support and help, both for the development of its R&I system and manage the
procedures involved in successfully participating in international cooperation activities with the
EU;

o India takes a peer approach, addressing common interest, balancing benefits and tailoring
administrative rules to the specificities of the local situation;

o the United States highlight the complexities (and sometimes, incompatibilities) of the
administrative and reporting requirements, which impose and unduly burden American
participants, if they not impede their participation at all;

o in some cases, stakeholders like the Tunisian interviewees stress their desire for more
streamlined administrative procedures and an increased ‘cultural’ integration of accounting
and administrative requirements;

o in Tunisia in particular, the current socio-political situation hampers policymaking and
administration functions, making interaction with the EU more difficult.

The United States does not have a national strategy in respect to the FP. Thematic policies are
managed by single agencies or government departments, and in spite of this, Americans remain
important participants in FP international cooperation. Interviewees remark that the absence of
funding does not incentivise the participation of American players, and a vast majority of case
study participants indicate that the availability of funding is a necessary prerequisite.

More generally, the key messages emerging from the case studies are that international partner
countries require a better balancing of mutual benefits, and improvement of integration, policy
coordination and implementation integration. In some cases, the timeframe of FP international
cooperation projects is too short to achieve the targeted objectives. In all cases, networking is
important to case study participants: they search for workshops and conferences, and for
opportunities to build mutual trust. In general, trust-building is extremely important for the success
of cooperative R&I activities, both in general and specifically in international cooperation.

The case study participants indicated that it is very important to establish, consolidate and
maintain global partnerships for the grand challenges; international cooperation is one of the key
elements needed to deal with these challenges. Another key aspect concerns SMEs: their position
is not very easy, and they must overcome many obstacles owing to their limited size. All players,
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but especially Tunisian and Indian interviewees, note that the role of SMEs in international
cooperation should be supported and their access to benefits improved.

One last important element concerns the bureaucratic requirements for mobility: a joint diplomatic
effort is necessary to allow the issuing and renewal of researchers' visas.

8.5 RECOMMENDATIONS

This study on international R&I cooperation in FP7 is based on an extensive review of empirical
evidence. Different sources have been used, providing qualitative and quantitative data and
information on how international cooperation in R&I is designed and implemented and on its
results.

The emerging picture is that of a sound and rational approach which combines the flexibility
requirements of S&T development with the accountability needs of public policies. However, several
recommendations can be made to further improve good practice in international cooperation
activities in EU FPs.

o The European Commission has a leading role in proposing an integrated and holistic approach
to design and implementation, but effectiveness and performance seem in some cases to be
restricted to a specific thematic area and the initiative of individuals. Increased communication
across European Commission DGs and between Commission units can spread the benefits of
best practice in this area.

o There are European Commission services that have developed best practice approaches to
design and implement international cooperation activities: the assessment of international
cooperation opportunities following specific templates is noted, in particular. These templates,
with flexible implementation guidelines could be spread across the different Commission
services, including both horizontal units and vertical thematic units.

o In general, there is a wide range of international cooperation activities across the European
Commission. Using a flexible approach, a centralised sharing and coordination of approaches,
would allow sharing of best practice and tools developed across different services. This
coordination function, which needs to be very ‘lean’, could span across all DGs and act as an
information-sharing facility on feasibility studies and on the use of a common template for
international cooperation on geographic and thematic directions and design of CSAs.

o Since the international cooperation policy design process requires continuous feedback to
improve policymaking and policy implementation, coordination at European Commission level
could include the development of templates to describe international R&I cooperation results
and impacts, which could be shared internally.

o On the other hand, the study shows that R&I, and especially international cooperation in R&I,
requires a particularly flexible approach. It is therefore not recommended that a SWOT
analysis and cost-benefit assessment for S&T themes and geographic directions be carried out
systematically; instead, these could be left to the initiative of the services holding the subject-
matter expertise.

o R&I stems from a combination of research-driven knowledge creation and demand-driven
development of scientific and technological solutions. The coordination process of international
R&I cooperation should ensure that both ‘supply-driven’ and the ‘demand-driven’ research
equally contribute to the shaping and design of R&I activities. This is supported by the policy
design of the Horizon 2020 FP: it is moving from a ‘science-and-society’ approach towards
‘science-in-society’ and ‘responsible research and innovation’, taking particular account of the
societal grand challenges.

o There are certain thematic areas, such as ICT and health care, which hold a notable status in
particular within international R&I cooperation, since they are especially concerned with
international competition. European Commission coordination should consider this aspect in
particular, in the design of thematic and geographic research activities.

. The Commission has been working to optimise the administrative burden for R&I support
programmes. There are still margins for improvement in FP research administration, as
indicated by the difficulty experienced by international third country partners in familiarising
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themselves with the rules. Another area of improvement concerns the differences in
contractual and accounting rules, for example between the EU and the United States; an issue
that could be addressed by the Commission to avoid it turning into an obstructive factor to
third country participation in the FP.

The European Commission involves EU representatives in the design of the international
cooperation process. However, involvement of NCPs in international third partner countries is
still uneven. The reasons probably lie in the relatively recent establishment of many
international NCPs, and the need to improve their set-up and range of operations. The study
shows that R&I players strongly support the activities of NCPs, and that the assessment is
very positive. The developing approach to international R&I cooperation could increasingly
leverage the capabilities, skills and resources of NCPs in international partner countries.
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revised versions)

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,
Materials and New Production Technologies - NMP - Work Programme 2011

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,
Materials and New Production Technologies - NMP - Work Programme 2012

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,
Materials and New Production Technologies - NMP - Work Programme 2013 (including the
revised versions)

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Socio-Economic Sciences and
Humanities - Work Programme 2007 (including the revised versions)

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Socio-Economic Sciences and
Humanities - Work Programme 2008

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Socio-Economic Sciences and
Humanities - Work Programme 2009 (including the revised versions)

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Socio-Economic Sciences and
Humanities - Work Programme 2010

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Socio-Economic Sciences and
Humanities - Work Programme 2011 (including the revised versions)

European Commission, FP7 Cooperation Work Programme: Socio-Economic Sciences and
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10 ANNEX

Table 4 FP7 Cooperation programme projects, by priority area and participant number

Projects % of .
Distributi  with intl. o projects % of internati
on of artner Distribu ciila kb internatio onal
c - S tion of partner nal partner
Projects projects participat intl participatio . s
with intl.  with intl.  ions. no artner | Min e i
partner partner of p respectto P p p

e .. » . ici ts/ total roject
participat participat internatio particip 5 Co/operati \l:vit:\

on internati

participan onal

ts partner
participat
ion

Health 866 14.72% 9 554 14.32% 286 21.68% 754 21.88% 33.0% 7.9% 2,64

Distributi
Total on of all TOtBL ; Distributi
Cooperati humbero on of all
LULERE e participant .5, ticipat

- s of L
projects Cooperatio ions by

Priority area Cooperatio
n projects b : iorit ts b .
in eCORDA 4 n projects [DIIARSY ion ion by nal ants by Cooperatio

. Priority n projects
Priority partner Area in the

area participan priority
ts area

priority in eCORDA area
area

Food, Agriculture,

and Biotechnology 425 7.22% 6 303 9.44% 168 12.74% 566 16.42% 39.5% 9.0% 3,37

Information and
Communication 1 865 31.70% 17 929 26.87% 260 19.71% 555 16.11% 13.9% 3.1% 2,13
Technologies
Nanosciences,
Nanotechnologies,
Materials and new 683 11.61% 8 527 12.78% 107 8.11% 231 6.70% 15.7% 2.7% 2,16
Production
Technologies

Energy 311 5.29% 3433 5.14% 71 5.38% 153 4.44% 22.8% 4.5% 2,15

Environment
(including Climate 426 7.24% 5935 8.89% 171 12.96% 588 17.06% 40.1% 9.9% 3,44
Change)
Transport
(including 640 10.88% 7 833 11.74% 110 8.34% 254 7.37% 17.2% 3.2% 2,31
Aeronautics)
Socio-economic

Sciences and 209 3.55% 2229 3.34% 63 4.78% 178 5.17% 30.1% 8.0% 2,83
Humanities
Space 211 3.59% 2 146 3.22% 69 5.23% 150 4.35% 32.7% 7.0% 2,17
Security 222 3.77% 2 667 4.00% 14 1.06% 17 0.49% 6.3% 0.6% 1,21
General Activities o o
(Annex IV) 26 0.44% 179 0.27% 0
Total 5884 100.00% 66 735 100.00% 1319 100.00% 3 446 100.00% 22.4% 5.2% 2,61

Source: eCORDA.
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Table 5 Projects by project funding scheme (projects with international partner
participation, compared to all projects of the Cooperation programme)

Funding instrument and thematic area

Intl. partner
participations
% thematic area by group

Cooperation programme
% thematic area by group

CPs (Collaborative Projects) 79.68% 81.10%
Health 18.57% 12.61%
Food, Agriculture, and Biotechnology 9.78% 5.56%
Information and Communication | 14.03% 25.93%
Technologies
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials | 6.90% 9.99%
and new Production Technologies
Energy 4.62% 4.55%
Environment (including Climate Change) 10.08% 5.32%
Transport (including Aeronautics) 6.75% 8.21%
Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 3.94% 3.01%
Space 4.55% 2.97%
Security 0.45% 2.94%
CSA (Coordination and Support Action) 18.73% 17.81%
Health 2.88% 1.99%
Food, Agriculture, and Biotechnology 2.88% 1.63%
Information and Communication | 5.23% 5.10%
Technologies
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials | 1.21% 1.61%
and new Production Technologies
Energy 0.76% 0.73%
Environment (including Climate Change) 2.35% 1.75%
Transport (including Aeronautics) 1.59% 2.67%
Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 0.68% 0.51%
Space 0.68% 0.61%
Security 0.45% 0.76%
General Activities (Annex IV) 0.44%
NoE (Network of Excellence) 0.91% 0.88%
BSG (Research for the benefit of specific | 0.68% 0.20%
|_groups)
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Table 6 Projects with international partner participation by Priority Area, Project Total Cost and Project EU Financial Contribution

Intl. partner participations All participants of projects with intl. partner participation Excluding
(1319 projects) intl.
| partners
No of No of Only intl. Only intl. Average No of ‘All’ participants - | All participants Average avg.
Priority area Projects intl. partners - partners- intl. total project total cost - project EU project EU project EU
partner participants participants partners EU | partici @ (EUR) financial financial financial
particip total cost (EUR) EU financial LHLELTE]L pants contribution contributio | contributio
ants contribution contributio (EUR) n (EUR) n (EUR)
(EUR) n (EUR)
Health 278 530 510.40 189 219 017.26 250 953.60 1944 079 032.49 1431 019 038.58 395 637.00 433 740.84
Food, Agriculture, | 168 566 94 447 759.85 57 451 603.66 101 504.60 2663 819 346 770.41 597 460 325.00 224 356.11 257 514.89
and Biotechnology
Information and | 260 555 84 233 011.00 42 501 805.00 76 579.83 3125 1 316 559 370.00 920 454 559.00 294 545.46 341 615.86
Communication
Technologies
Nanosciences, 107 231 50 765 191.82 21 085 856.55 91 280.76 1 549 650 204 004.85 440 037 974.60 284 078.74 317 869.59
Nanotechnologies,
Materials and new
Production
Technologies
Energy 71 153 41 836 972.57 23 563 377.83 154 009.01 883 469 236 700.68 296 366 522.86 335 635.93 373 702.94
Environment 171 588 94 182 633.45 63 185 491.03 107 458.32 2755 834 631 547.36 625 943 275.95 227 202.64 259 694.41
(including Climate
Change)
Transport (including | 110 254 54 582 051.24 27 749 086.80 109 248.37 1 850 894 068 053.86 568 443 330.30 307 266.67 338 780.85
Aeronautics)
Socio-economic 63 178 28 916 213.02 22 114 627.66 124 239.48 775 216 452 975.93 166 530 495.77 214 878.06 241 902.63
Sciences and
Humanities
Space 69 150 19 052 516.26 12 855 652.65 85 704.35 718 250 117 881.79 174 737 516.67 243 367.01 285 003.28
Security 14 17 3 124 898.92 2 008 049.46 118 120.56 259 80 842 376.79 61 040 236.37 235 676.59 243 934.66
General Activities
(Annex 1IV)
TOTAL 1319 3 446 749 671 758.53 461 734 567.90 133 991.46 18 194 7 475 538 714.16 5 282 033 275.10 290 317.32 326 844.23
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Table 7 All Projects of the Cooperation programme by Priority Area, Project Total Cost and Project EU Financial Contribution

Total
budget .
g All - . All - Average project EU
per All - . All - All - project . - . 2
themati DT number of L = DI RS participants EU financial Lt Chisd el
Priority area of . . total cost . " EU financial contribution/numbe
(o] q participant total cost contribution . . .
. project (EUR) contribution r of all participants
priority s s (EUR) (EUR) (EUR) (EUR)
(million
EUR)
Health 5404 630 838.59 | 5404 632 362.99 | 4 001 678 765.58 | 4 001 678 765.18 418 848.52
Food, Agriculture, and 1.935 425 6 303 1942 481 097.45 | 1943 089 201.85 | 1433 585 248.35 | 1433 855 924.35 227 487.85
Biotechnology
Information and
Communication 9.05 1 865 17 929 9 000 235 106.88 | 9 000 235 108.88 | 6 302 348 651.00 | 6 302 348 649.00 351 517.02
Technologies
Nanosciences,
Nanotechnologies,
Materials and new 3.475 683 8 527 3841664 654.13 | 3841729 085.72 | 2655282 152.42 | 2655282 152.42 311 396.99
Production
Technologies
Energy 2.35 311 3433 2183 657 588.87 | 2171614 070.07 | 1357 589 033.28 | 1351 512 533.28 393 682.65
Environment (including
Climate Change) 1.89 426 5935 1828 448 402.41 | 1828448 402.42 | 1372575873.56 | 1372575 874.66 231 268.05
Transport (including 4.16 640 7 833 3 055 366 024.01 | 3 055 654 394.61 | 2002 142 599.42 | 2002 142 599.42 255 603.55
Aeronautics)
Socio-economic
Sciences and 0.62 209 2229 615 070 296.29 615 070 298.72 454 003 336.08 454 003 336.08 203 680.28
Humanities
Space 1.43 211 2146 790 581 600.39 790 581 601.89 569 320 891.36 569 320 891.36 265 293.98
Security 1.4 222 2 667 1244 417 507.94 | 1244417 511.54 874 831 995.38 874 831 994.87 328 021.00
Ge“(:r:l: ::tl"‘;')t'es - 26 179 389 880 185.30 389 880 185.30 269 287 984.13 269 287 984.13 1 504 402.15
Total 5 884 66 735 30 296 4633 302.2 | 50 505 352 223.099 | 21292646 530.5 | 21286 840 704.7 318 975.66
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Figure 9 Number of projects and of participants, per thematic priority
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Figure 10 Total projects’ cost and EU financial contribution,
per thematic priority
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Figure 11. Total budget available per thematic priority, against total project cost
and EU financial contribution

Table 8 Participants by grant signature year and project start year, including projects

both with international

programme (Table 8 in the eCORDA report)

Intl. partners participations

partner participation and of the complete Cooperation

Cooperation programme

100.00%

3 446

‘ 100.00%

66 735

. Grant W Grant Project
signature % start % signature % start

3.11% 0.52% 5.54% 0.45%
2008 558 16.19% 573 16.63% 11 923 17.87% 13 996 20.97%
2009 753 21.85% 683 19.82% 11 867 17.78% 10 274 15.40%
2010 757 21.97% 731 21.21% 11 962 17.92% 12 466 18.68%
2011 834 24.20% 822 23.85% 12 784 19.16% 12 355 18.51%
2012 358 10.39% 441 12.80% 12 582 18.85% 12 790 19.17%
2013 79 2.29% 178 5.17% 1919 2.88% 4554 6.82%

100.00% 66 735 100.00%
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Table 9 Participants from international partner countries by Priority Area and by participants
Budget (Table 9 in the eCORDA report)

Average
Intl. partner - intl.
o Number of intl. Intl. Qa_rtners - % of part! |pan_ts EU % of partners -
Priority area partners participants the total financial the total EU
participations total cost (EUR) contribution financial
(EUR) contributio
n (EUR)
Health 754 21.88% 278 530 510.40 37.15% 189 219 017.26 40.98% 250 953.60
Food, Agriculture, | ;. 16.42% 94 447 759.85 12.60% 57 451 603.66 12.44% 101 504.60

and Biotechnology

Information and
communication 555 16.11% 84 233 011.00 11.24% 42 501 805.00 9.20% 76 579.83

technologies
Nanosciences,
Nanotechnologies,

Materials and new 231 6.70% 50 765 191.82 6.77% 21 085 856.55 4.57% 91 280.76
Production
Technologies
Energy 153 4.44% 41 836 972.57 5.58% 23 563 377.83 5.10% 154 009.01
Environment
(including Climate 588 17.06% 94 182 633.45 12.56% 63 185 491.03 13.68% 107 458.32
Change)
Transport
(including 254 7.37% 54 582 051.24 7.28% 27 749 086.80 6.01% 109 248.37

Aeronautics)
Socio-economic

Sciences and 178 5.17% 28 916 213.02 3.86% 22 114 627.66 4.79% 124 239.48
Humanities
Space 150 4.35% 19 052 516.26 2.54% 12 855 652.65 2.78% 85 704.35
Security 17 0.49% 3 124 898.92 0.42% 2 008 049.46 0.43% 118 120.56
Total 3 446 100.00% 749 671 758.53 100.00% 461 734 567.90 100.00% 133 991.46
250
200

M Industrialised countries / Overseas
Territories

150

B Lower-middle-income

100
= Upper-middle-income

50 H Low income

Figure 12 No of participants of international partner countries by income class, per
thematic area
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Figure 13 Percentage of participation of international partner countries by
income class, per thematic area
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Figure 14 Thematic area Health - distribution by geographical location
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Figure 15 Thematic area Health - EU financial contribution
by geographical location
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Figure 16 Thematic area Food - distribution by geographical location
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Figure 17 Thematic area Food - EU financial contribution by
geographical location
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ICT - participations (%)
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Figure 18 Thematic area ICT - distribution by geographical location
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Figure 19 Thematic area ICT - EU financial contribution by geographical location
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Nanotechnologies - participations(%)
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Figure 20 Thematic area Nanotechnologies - distribution by
geographical location
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Figure 21 Thematic area Nanotechnologies - EU financial
contribution by geographical location
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Energy - participations (%)
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Figure 22 Thematic area Energy - distribution by geographical location

Energy - EC Financial Contribution (%)

30,00%
25,00%
20,00%
15,00%
10,00%
5,00%

0,00% e ; ; ;

(9&. (3/ %\v %Qv (Jol (}O/-
S be X < NS NS
\g & & o S S
N S S N & &
> & & 2 S <
N ¥ ¥ N

Figure 23 Thematic area Energy — EU financial contribution
by geographical location
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Figure 24 Thematic area Environment - distribution by geographical location
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Environment - EC Financial Contribution (%)
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Figure 25 Thematic area Environment - EU financial
contribution by geographical location
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Figure 26 Thematic area Transport - distribution by geographical location
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Transport - EC Financial Contribution (%)
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Figure 27 Thematic area Transport — EU financial contribution by
geographical location
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Figure 28 Thematic area SSH - distribution by geographical location
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SSH- EC Financial Contribution (%)
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Figure 29 Thematic area SSH - EU financial contribution by
geographical location
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Figure 30 Thematic area Space - distribution by geographical location
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Space - EC Financial Contribution (%)
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Figure 31 Thematic area Space - European Commission financial
contribution by geographical location
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Figure 32 Thematic area Security — distribution by geographical location
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Security - % of EC financial contribution
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Figure 33 Thematic area Security — EU financial contribution
by geographical location
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Table 10 Structure of EU financial contribution, by geographical area

Country group Participations ey ﬁrfanc.ial Avera.ge E.U
contribution (EUR) contribution (EUR)
INDUSTRIALISED COUNTRIES 791 86 908 205.99 109 871.31
TIERS-INCO-ACP-AFRICAN 642 111274 014.71 173 324.01
TIERS-INCO-ACP-CARIBBEAN 16 2628 761.20 164 297.58
TIERS-INCO-ACP-PACIFIC 4 701 241.00 175 310.25
TIERS-INCO-ASIA 634 86 663 619.01 136 693.41
TIERS-INCO-EECA 573 73 423 248.58 128 138.30
TIERS-INCO-LATINAMERICA 522 71 669 309.50 137 297.53
TIERS-INCO-MEDITERRANEAN 254 27 178 566.91 107 002.23
TIERS-INCO-WESTERNBALKAN 4 201 675.00 50 418.75
TIERS-PTOM 6 1085 926.00 180 987.67
Grand total 3446 461 734 567.90 133 991.46
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Figure 34 The EU financial contributions by geographical area

Table 11 Participants from international partners by Country (Table 13 in the
eCORDA report) (%%)

% of the total EUR % of the total

1. Russia 356 10.33% 52 948 051.81 11.47%
2. United States 343 9.95% 58 979 654.51 12.77%
3. China 255 7.40% 26 425 936.57 5.72%
4. India 196 | 5.69% 32 240 609.34 6.98%
5. Brazil 172 | 4.99% 24 771 897.96 5.36%
6. South Africa 171 4.96% 27 824 662.49 6.03%
7. Canada 134 | 3.89% 7 596 137.09 1.65%
8. Australia 120 | 3.48% 7 591 716.55 1.64%
9. Ukraine 112 | 3.25% 13 335 371.19 2.89%
10. Mexico 91 2.64% 10 211 411.73 2.21%
11. Argentina 86 2.50% 11 081 938.11 2.40%
12. Morocco 74 2.15% 7 641 914.37 1.66%
13. Japan 70 2.03% 5 601 726.01 1.21%
14. Egypt 68 1.97% 7 866 546.22 1.70%
15. Kenya 56 1.63% 9 735 955.05 2.11%
16. Tunisia 55 1.60% 6 028 354.73 1.31%
17. Ghana 46 1.33% 7 550 862.29 1.64%
18. Tanzania (United Republic

of) 44 1.28% 12 352 797.42 2.68%
19. Chile 42 1.22% 4 663 899.18 1.01%
20. Vietnam 41 1.19% 4 905 755.10 1.06%

(8) Includes EU budgets and contributions.
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Table 12 Distribution of the 10 international partner countries with most participation per thematic area (%°)
(Table 14 in the eCORDA report)

United

Thematic area Russia States China India Brazil Canada Australia Ukraine Mexico
Health 10.96% 35.57% 12.94% 28.57% 13.37% 22.81% | 26.12% 26.67% 6.25% 6.59%
Food, Agriculture, and Biotechnology 11.52% 12.24% 18.04% 14.29% 15.70% 19.30% | 18.66% 18.33% 11.61% 12.09%
Information and Communication Technologies 10.39% 20.12% 18.04% 14.29% 15.70% 9.36% 17.91% 24.17% 7.14% 9.89%
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials

and new Production Technologies 10.96% 8.45% 3.14% 5.61% 5.81% 2.34% 5.22% 7.50% 13.39% 34.07%
Energy 6.46% 4.66% 7.06% 5.10% 6.98% 2.92% 4.48% 5.00% 7.14% 5.49%
Environment (including Climate Change) 10.96% 7.87% 17.25% 18.37% 17.44% 19.30% | 11.19% 10.00% 20.54% 17.58%
Transport (including Aeronautics) 21.91% 2.04% 14.12% 5.10% 13.95% 8.19% 8.21% 5.00% 16.96% 1.10%
Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 3.09% 3.21% 7.84% 7.65% 6.98% 6.43% 4.48% 0.83% 6.25% 8.79%
Space 13.76% 4.66% 1.57% 1.02% 4.07% 8.19% 2.99% 0.83% 8.93% 4.40%
Security 1.17% 1.17% 0.75% 1.67% 1.79%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(®°) Thematic areas with participations above 15% of the total country participations are light green; areas with participations between 15% and 25% are light brown; areas with participations
above 25% are light blue.

90



100,00%

90,00%

80,00%

70,00%

60,00%

50,00%

40,00%

30,00%

20,00%

10,00%

0,00%

ASSOCIATE

CANDIDATE

MEMBER States

International
partners

Figure 35 Coordinators of projects with international partners

Table 13 Summary table: EU-27 selected coordinators and top 10 participants
(Table 16 in eCORDA report)

ALl German France
Kingdom M % of % of
. . % of 215 o 145 o
224 Particip I . partici | total : partici | total
rojects 5 tOta. . Bligiess P partici RIS parti
298 ‘ particip 495 p 431 cip
particip. particip particip
- . 18.53 :

1 China 66 11.04% Russia 90 % Russia 42 9.74%

United o United 13.39 . o
2 States 62 10.37% States 66 % China 36 8.35%
3 Russia 42 7.02% China 26 5.58% g”'ted 25 5.80%

tates

Italy Spain Nether
123 P ELT
. . . 117
project Partici . 101
projects, ’
s,329 p projects,
. 309
Particip o 240
Particip. . .
5 particip
. . . 10.42
1 Russia 43 13.07% | Argentina | 28 9.06% | Russia 25 %
2 g”'ted 39 11.85% | Brazil 24 7.77% | India 21 8.75%
tates
3 India 26 7.90% | Mexico 22 7.129 | Ynited 21 8.75%
’ ’ States ’
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Table 14 Participants from international partner countries, per organisation

activity type

Participants

International partner

Cooperation programme

participants % Participants %
HES Higher or secondary 1443 41.9% 22518 33.7%
education est.
REC Research organisations 1054 30.6% 16 878 25.3%
PRC Private commercial 463 13.4% 22 117 33.1%
PUB Public body (excluding 340 9.9% 3425 5.1%
research and education)
OTH Other 146 4.2% 1797 2.7%
Grand total 3446 100.0% 66 735 100.0%

41,9%

33,7% 30,6%

HES REC

I nternational partners

=== COOPERATION programme

PRC

Participant Activity Type

PUB

OTH

Figure 36 Participants per organisation activity type
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GLOSSARY

AC
ACP

ASEAN countries

BRICS

BSG-CSO

CP

CP-CSA

CP-FP

CP-FP-INFSO

CP-FP-INFSO-FET

CP-FP-SICA

CP-1P
CP-IP-INFSO-FET

CP-IP-SICA

CP-SICA

CP-SICA-INFSO

CP-TP

CSA

CSA-CA
CSA-CA-INFSO-FET
CSA-ERANET

CSA-ERA-PLUS

Associated Country
African, Caribbean and Pacific

Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar,
Philippine, Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam

Association of five major emerging national economies: Brazil,
Russia, India, China and South Africa

Research for the Benefit of Specific Groups - Civil Society
Organisations (BSG-CSO)

Collaborative project

Combined Collaborative Project (Large-scale integrating
project) and Coordination and Support Action

Small or medium scale focused research actions

Small or medium-scale focused research project INFSO
(STREP)

Small or medium-scale focused research project INFSO - FET
Small or medium-scale focused research project for specific
cooperation actions dedicated to international cooperation
partner countries (SICA)

Large-scale integrating project

Large-scale integrating project INFSO - FET

Large-scale integrating project for specific cooperation actions
dedicated to international cooperation partner countries

(SICA)

Collaborative project for specific cooperation actions dedicated
to international cooperation partner countries (SICA)

Collaborative Project Specific International Cooperation Actions
(SICA)

Collaborative Project targeted to a special group (such as
SMEs)

Coordination and Support Action

Coordinating action

Coordination (or networking) actions INFSO - FET
ERANET

ERANET Plus
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NCP

Supporting action

Support actions INFSO - FET

Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum

Concentrating Solar Power

European and Developing Countries Clinical Trials Partnership
Eastern Europe/Central Asia

European Research Area

EU Energy Initiative for poverty eradication and sustainable
development

Future and Emerging Technologies

Framework Programme

Group on Earth Observation

Global Earth Observation System of Systems
Global Monitoring for Environment and Security
Human Frontier Science Programme (Organisation)
International Cooperation

International Co-operation Partner Countries
Information and Communication Technologies
International Energy Agency

Intelligent Manufacturing Systems

International Cooperation

International Partnership for the Hydrogen Economy
Joint Research Centre

Johannesburg Renewable Energy Coalition
Knowledge-Based Bio-Economy

Latin America and Caribbean

Millennium Development Goals

Mediterranean Partner Countries

EU Member State

National Contact Point
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NMP

NOE

PPP

R&I

S&T

SICA

SMEs

SSH

STI

STREP

TIERS

UN

WP

WSSD

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new
Production Technologies

Network of Excellence

Public-Private Partnership

Research & Innovation

Science & Technology

Specific International Cooperation Action

Small and medium sized enterprises

Socio-economic sciences and humanities

Science, Technology & Innovation

Specific Targeted Research Projects

The abbreviation TIERS has been directly taken up from the
eCORDA database. It is directly related to the scope of the
present study, which targets international cooperation with
countries outside the EU and with countries not associated
with the 7t" Framework Programme.

United Nations

Work Programme

World Summit on Sustainable Development

INTRODUCTION - READERS’ GUIDE

The current document presents the statistical and graphic illustration of the findings of the study on
"International Science and Technology Cooperation in the EU's Seventh Framework Programme:
the specific programme ‘Cooperation’ and its thematic areas". The aim of this document is to
complete the main report with self-explanatory tables and graphs, presenting the outcomes of the

statistical analysis.

This document, which is an annex to the main study report, consists of:

e The key questions of the survey questionnaires conducted during the study

e The illustration of the responses in tables and graphs

e The illustration of the three case studies’ findings in graphs: USA, India, Tunisia

This document should be used in combination with the main report, in order to provide a full insight

and essence of the study outcomes.
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QUESTION 4A [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE MAIN REASONS FOR WHICH
YOUR ORGANISATION COOPERATES WITH INDUSTRIALIZED ECONOMIES (E.G. USA,
CANADA, JAPAN ETC.) IN THIRD COUNTRIES IN FP7 R&I PROJECTS

Table 15 - Main motivations for the cooperation with industrialised third
country partners for the EU coordinator

Low Not so Low Not so High High

Neutral

Importance Importance Importance Importance

Further development of
previous joint STI
cooperation research
activities

7,2% 9,3% 19,1% | 29,4% 35,1%

Access to complementary
know-how in your 2,2% 5,4% 8,5% 33,0% 50,9%
specific S&T area

Access to human capital

. 15,4% 13,3% 30,9% 22,9% 17,6%
in your S&T area

Access to specifically
relevant research
infrastructures and test
beds

11,9% 10,9% 24,9% | 25,9% 26,4%

Better access to FP7
research grants because
of international 14,0% 18,8% 26,1% 24,2% 16,9%
dimension of on-going
research

Building up research
capacity and transfer
knowledge to less
developed countries or
Regions (Cohesion and
local development)

14,2% 19,3% 23,4% 20,3% 22,8%

Pursue specific
socioeconomic
development goals
beyond S&T

23,1% 23,7% 24,9% | 17,3% 11,0%

Bringing knowledge
creation closer to
markets: seeking
business opportunities

17,0% 17,5% 18,6% 23,7% 23,2%
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Figure 1 - Main motivations for the cooperation with industrialised third country
partners for the EU coordinator

Q4a Please indicate the main reasons for which your organisation cooperates with
industrialized economies (e.g. USA, Canada, Japan etc.) in third countries in FP7 R&D
projects.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Further development of previous joint ST| cooperation

research activities 7

Access to complementary know-how in your specific S&T
area

Access to human capitalin your S&T area

HLow Importance

Access to specifically relevantresearchinfrastructuresand

mNotso Low Importance
testbeds

wNeutral

Better accessto FP7 research grants because of Notso High Importance

international dimension of on-goingresearch mHigh Importance

Building up research capacity andtransferknowledgeto

less developedcountries or Regions (Cohesion andl local
development)

Pursue specific socioeconomic development goals beyond
S&T

Bringing knowledge creation closerto markets: seeking
business opportunities

QUESTION 4B [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE MAIN REASONS FOR WHICH
YOUR ORGANISATION COOPERATES WITH EMERGING ECONOMIES (E.G. CHINA, INDIA,
BRASIL ETC.) IN THIRD COUNTRIES IN FP7 R&D PROJECTS

Table 2 - Main motivations for the cooperation with emerging third country
partners for the EU coordinator

Not so Low

Low

Importance Impor Neutral
tance

Further development of previous
joint STI cooperation research 6,7% 11,9% 23,3% 25,9% 32,1%
activities
Access to complementary know- o o o o o
how in your specific S&T area 4,5% 17,4% 27,4% 23,9% 26,9%
Access to human capital in your 13,8% 12,2% 27,0% | 28,0% 19,0%
S&T area
Access to specifically relevant
research infrastructures and test 16,3% 23,4% 25,0% 18,5% 16,8%
beds
Better access to FP7 research
grants because of international 11,8% 17,4% 22,1% 24,6% 24,1%
dimension of on-going research
Building up research capacity and
transfer knowledge to less o o o o o
developed countries or Regions 11,9% 11,9% 18,4% 24,9% 32,8%
(Cohesion and local development)
Pursue specific socioeconomic o o o o o
development goals beyond S&T 20,8% 17,4% 25,3% 18,5% 18,0%
Bringing knowledge creation closer
to markets: seeking business 20,1% 13,0% 16,8% 19,6% 30,4%
opportunities
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Figure 2 - Main motivations for the cooperation with emerging third country
partners for the EU coordinator

Q4b Please indicate the main reasons for which your organisation cooperates with
emerging economies (e.g. China, India, Brasil etc.) in third countries in FP7 R&D
projects.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
I

1.9% 23,3% 25,9%

27.4% 23,9%

2.2% 27,0% 28,0%
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ mLow Importance

23,4% 25,0% 18.5% Notso Low Importance
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ Neutral

17,4% 221% 24,6%

11,9% 18,4%  24.9%

17,4% 25,3% 18,5%

13,0% 16,8% 19,6%

Further development of previous joint STl cooperation
research activities

Access to complementary know-howin your specific S&T
area

o

Access tohuman capitalin your S&T area

Access to specifically relevantresearchinfrastructuresand
testbeds

Betteraccessto FP7 research grants because of Notso High Importance

international dimension of on-going research EHigh Importance

Building up research capacity andtransfer knowledgeto
less developed countries or Regions(Cohesion andlocal
development)

Pursue specific socioeconomic development goals beyond
S&T

Bringing knowledge creation closerto markets: seeking
business opportunities

QUESTION 4C [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE MAIN REASONS FOR WHICH
YOUR ORGANISATION COOPERATES WITH DEVELOPING ECONOMIES IN THIRD
COUNTRIES IN FP7 R&D PROJECTS

Table 3 - Main motivations for the cooperation with developing third country
partners for the EU coordinator

Not so Low Not so High

Importance Importance Neutral Importance Importance
Further development of previous 11,5% 12,6% 22,4% 25,7% 27,9%
joint STI cooperation research
activities
Access to complementary know- 13,5% 15,7% 26,5% 25,4% 18,9%
how in your specific S&T area
Access to human capital in your 16,3% 18,6% 25,0% 25,0% 15,1%
S&T area
Access to specifically relevant 23,0% 20,1% 27,0% 16,1% 13,8%
research infrastructures and test
beds
Better access to FP7 research 13,4% 14,5% 23,7% 22,6% 25,8%

grants because of international
dimension of on-going research
Building up research capacity and 12,3% 5,3% 20,3% 22,5% 39,6%
transfer knowledge to less
developed countries or Regions
(Cohesion and local development)

Pursue specific socioeconomic 19,5% 10,3% 27,6% 18,4% 24,1%
development goals beyond S&T
Bringing knowledge creation closer 24,6% 14,3% 17,7% 21,7% 21,7%

to markets: seeking business
opportunities
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Figure 37 — Main motivations for the cooperation with developing third country
partners for the EU coordinator

Q4c Please indicate the main reasons for which your organisation cooperates with
developing economies in third countries in FP7 R&D projects.
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Further development of previous joint STI cooperation
research activities

Access to complementary know-how in your specific S&T
area

Access tohuman capitalin your S&T area

HLow Importance

Access to specifically relevantresearchinfrastructuresand

“Notso Low Importance
testbeds

mNeutral

Betteraccessto FP7 research grants because of =Notso High Importance

international dimension of on-going research mHigh Importance

Building up research capacity andtransfer knowledgeto

less developedcountries or Regions (Cohesion andlocal
development)

Pursue specific socioeconomic development goals beyond
S&T

Bringing knowledge creation closerto markets: seeking
business opportunities
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QUESTION 11 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE IMPORTANCE OF
MOTIVATIONS, WHICH MAY HAVE DETERMINED THE INCLUSION OF THIS THIRD
COUNTRY PARTNER IN YOUR PROJECT.

Table 4 - The motivations for the inclusion of a third country partner in the R&D
project

Not so Not so
Low High
Importan Importan

Low

Importan

Q11#1 Further development of
previous STI joint research 13,0% 9,7% 19,9% | 24,1% 33,3%
cooperation activities

Q11#2 Access to complementary
know-how in your specific S&T

; . 3,6% 8,8% 13,5% | 28,7% 45,4%
area and knowledge sharing with
third country partners
Q11#3 Access to human capital | - g, 14,9% 24,0% | 22,1% 21,2%
in your S&T area
Q11#4 Pursue specific S&T goals
with specific partners from Third o o o o o
Countries (TIERS), which need to 14,2% 6,1% 22,2% | 30,2% 27,4%
be addressed on a global basis
Q11#5 Networking with third 5,2% 7,3% 20,2% | 29,6% 37,8%
country research actors
Q11#6 Networking with third 25,1% 13,8% 23,2% | 20,7% 17,2%
country industrial actors
Q11#7 Networking with third 22,5% 14,7% 19,1% | 23,5% 20,1%

country policy actors

Q11+#8 Access to specifically
relevant research infrastructures 14,6% 17,0% 23,6% | 21,2% 23,6%
and test beds

Q11#9 Pursue specific
socioeconomic development goals

beyond S&T, contributing to 24,4% 18,7% 26,9% | 11,4% 18,7%
societal development in third

country

Q11#10 Bringing knowledge

creation closer to markets and 22,8% 17,8% 22,3% | 21,3% 15,7%
ensuring better market access

Q11+#11 Exploitation of research 11,3% 9,9% 25,5% | 27,4% 25,9%
results

Q11#12 Develop new strategic | g o, 8,7% 23,3% | 33,0% 25,2%
STI cooperation

Q11+#13 Focus on basic research 23,3% 14,1% 23,3% | 17,0% 22,3%
Q11#14 Share scientific and 35,1% 20,2% 22,3% | 14,9% 7,4%

technological risk
Q11#15 Improvement of
research conditions for your 24,0% 16,8% 26,5% | 18,4% 14,3%
organisation

Q11#16 Improvement of
research conditions in third 18,5% 11,5% 25,0% | 22,5% 22,5%
country partner organization
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Figure 38 — The motivations for the inclusion of a third country partner in the
R&D project for the EU coordinator

Q11 Please indicate the importance of motivations, which may have determined the inclusion of this third
country partner in your project.
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Q11#1 Further development of previous STljoint
research cooperation activities

Q11#2 t I tary know-how in your
specific S&T area and knowledge sharingwith...

Q11#3 Accessto human capitalin your S&T area

Q11#4 Pursue specific S&T goals with specific
partners from Third Countries (TIERS), which need..

Q11#5 Networkingwith third country research actors
Q11#86 Networking with third country industrial actors

Q11#7 Networking with third country policy actors
®Low Importance

Q11#8 At_:cessto specifically relevantresearch

"Notso Low Importance
infrastructures andtestbeds

= Neutral
Q11#9 Pursue specific socioeconomic development

=Notso High Import
goals beyond S&T, contributing to societal... otso High Importance

mHigh Importance
Q11#10 Bringing knowledge creation closerto
markets and ensuring better market access

Q11#11 Exploitation of research results
Q11#12 Develop new strategic STl cooperation
Q11#13 Focuson basicresearch

Q11#14 Share scientificandtechnological risk

Q11#15 Improvement of research conditions foryour
organisation

Q11#16 Improvement ofresearch conditionsin third
country partner organization

QUESTION 6 [TIERS]: COMPARED WITH YOUR TYPICAL RESEARCH PROJECTS, HOW WOULD YOU
CHARACTERIZE THE INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION PROJECT IN TERMS OF...?

Table 5 - Characterisation of the typical research project in respect to the
international R&D cooperation project for the Third country partner

Neither
Strongly . agree Strongly
disagree LR RS nor agree
disagree
Q6#1 Little Scientific and technical complexity o o o o o
vs. High Scientific and technical complexity 4,8% 6,6% 24,2% 36,8% 27,8%
Q6#2 Short term oriented R&D vs. Long term 6,8% 15,2% 26,9% 30,7% 20,3%

oriented R&D

Q6#3 Feasible without external collaborators vs.

() [v) o, o, o,
Only feasible with external collaborators 11,0% 12,5% 25,6% 29,0% 21,9%

Q6#4 Little links with other in-house projects vs.

() [v) o, o, o,
High links with other in-house projects 7,9% 12,1% 30,3% 28,2% 21,6%

Q6#5 Strong focus on basic research vs. Strong

o o 0 0 0
focus on applied research 8,4% 10,3% 26,4% 28,2% 26,7%

Q6#6 Little scientific and technical risk vs. High

o, o, o, o, o,
scientific and technical risk 18,1% 22,7% 34,7% 18,6% >,9%

Q6+#7 Low Budget vs. High Budget 10,6% 19,3% 34,0% 24,2% 11,8%
Q6+#8 Situated in a core technology area for your
organisation vs. Situated in a periphery area of 25,3% 16,1% 28,4% 19,4% 10,7%

your organisation

Q6#9 Little commercial risk vs. High commercial

Fiok 35,7% 22,6% 26,9% 10,2% 4,6%
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Figure 5 - Characterisation of the typical research project in respect to the

international R&D cooperation project for the Third country partner

Q6 Compared with your typical research projects, how would you characterize the international
cooperation project in terms of...?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q6#1 Little Scientific andtechnical complexity vs High Scientific and technical
complexity

36,8%
Q6#2 Shortterm oriented R&D vs Longterm oriented R&D

Q6#3 Feasible without external collaborators vs Only feasible with external
collaborators

Q6#4 Little links with other in-house projects vs High links with other in-house
projects

Q6#5 Strong focus on basic research vs Strong focus on appliedresearch

Q6#6 Little scientific andtechnicalrisk vs High scientific andtechnicalrisk

Q6#7 Low Budgetvs High Budget

Q6#8 Situatedin a core technology area foryour organisation vs Situatedin a
periphery area of your organisation

Q6#9 Little commercialrisk vs High commercial risk

m\ery Low
Hlow
mMedium
High
mVery High

QUESTION 12 [EU-COORDINATOR]: COMPARED WITH YOUR TYPICAL RESEARCH
PROJECTS, HOW WOULD YOU CHARACTERIZE THE INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

PROJECT IN TERMS OF...?

Table 6 - Characterisation of the typical research project in respect to the

international R&I cooperation project for the EU coordinator

Neither
Disagree agree nor Agree
disagree

Strongly

disagree

Q12#1 Little Scientific and

Strongly
agree

technical complexity vs. High 5,0% 9,4% 28,4% 29,9% 27,3%

Scientific and technical complexity

Q12#2 Short term oriented R&D
vs. Long term oriented R&D

8,6% 10,1% 28,7% 29,9% 22,8%

Q12#3 Feasible without external

collaborators vs. Only feasible with | 7,6% 13,4% 17,9% 28,2% 32,8%

external collaborators

Q12#4 Little links with other in-

house projects vs. High links with 12,4% 16,8% 29,2% 27,6% 14,0%

other in-house projects

Q12#5 Strong focus on basic

research vs. Strong focus on 14,3% 12,8% 23,7% 28,6% 20,7%

applied research

Q12#6 Little scientific and

technical risk vs. High scientific and | 19,8% 18,3% 31,3% 22,6% 7,9%

technical risk

Q12#7 Low Budget vs. High
Budget

11,7% 16,1% 35,2% 21,6% 15,4%

Q12#8 Situated in a core
technology area for your
organisation vs. Situated in a
periphery area of your organisation

24,4% 20,3% 24,0% 22,1% 9,2%

Q12#9 Little commercial risk vs.
High commercial risk

31,9% 23,0% 27,9% 11,8% 5,4%
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Figure 6 - Characterisation of the typical research project in respect to the
international R&I cooperation project for the EU coordinator

Q12 Compared with your typical research projects, how would you
characterize the international cooperation project in terms of...?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q12#1 Little Scientific and technical complexity vs
High Scientific and technical complexity

(93]
[
o
B
S
M
o
o
S

Q12#2 Shortterm oriented R&D vs Longterm oriented
R&D

Q12#3 Feasible without external collaborators vs Only
feasible with external collaborators

Q12#4 Little links with otherin-house projects vs High mVery Low

links with other in-house projects ‘ 2‘9’2%‘ ‘ 27"'6% Low
Q12#5 Strong focus on basicresearch vs Strong focus Medium
on appliedresearch ‘ 23’-“"% ‘ ‘28’67 High
Q12#6 Little scientific and technical risk vs High = Very High

18,3% 31,3%

35,2%

20,3% 24,0%

scientific andtechnicalrisk

Q12#7 Low Budgetvs High Budget

Q12#8 Situated in a core technology area foryour
organisation vs Situated in a periphery area of your
organisation

Q12#9 Little commercialrisk vs High commercialrisk

QUESTION 7A [NCP]: PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU AGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS ON THE OVERALL DEVELOPMENT OF FP7 INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION
BETWEEN 2007 AND 2013.

Table 7 - The opinion of the NCP specific features of R&D international
cooperation in FP7 2007 and 2013

Completely .. ‘ Fully
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
The coordination of EU Member States and
European Commission actions in strategic S&T 0.0% 10.2% 30.6% |40.8% | 17.3%

cooperation and Information Society dialogues
with third countries has improved.

The Framework conditions for the cooperation
between third countries and EU players in 0.0% 16.8% 37.6% |33.7% |10.9%
research have improved.

The coherence and effectiveness of
international cooperation in STI has increased |1.0% 7.1% 31.6% |46.9% |12.2%
over the course of FP7.

From the perspective of our national players
participating in EU Research and Innovation
activities, Europe has become more attractive
as an STI partner.

1.0% 8.2% 25.5% |46.9% [17.3%

From the perspective of our national players
participating in EU Research and Innovation
activities FP7 STI policy cooperation has 3.1% 11.5% 25.0% |42.7% |16.7%
facilitated access to knowledge, resources and
markets worldwide.

From the perspective of our national players
the thematic correspondence of FP7 STI

. . . L - 4.2% 5.2% 36.5% |[39.6% |13.5%
international cooperation activities with

national priority themes has increased.

From the perspective of our national players 7.0% 27.0% 39.0% |20.0% |6.0%

third country participation of STI actors in FP7
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STI international cooperation activities is
easier.

Completely
Disagree

Disagree ‘ Neutral Agree

Fully
Agree

We have the feeling that the overall scientific
level of STI cooperation activities has
increased over the course of FP7.

2.1%

12.4%

22.7%

42.3% | 19.6%

There have been significant knowledge
spillovers from third partner countries to the
EU partners.

1.1%

13.2%

38.5%

34.1%|12.1%

There have been significant knowledge
spillovers from EU partners to third partner
countries.

1.1%

8.5%

31.9%

46.8% | 10.6%

The integration of Europe’s neighbours in the
ERA has increased.

2.4%

6.1%

25.6%

48.8% | 15.9%

The sharing of S&T and research support
policy best practices has produced more
efficient and effective S&T international
cooperation activities with the EU.

2.3%

5.7%

25.3%

49.4% | 16.1%

International Cooperation made it easier for
Europe’s researchers and universities to work
with the best scientists and research
infrastructures in the world.

2.2%

4.3%

18.5%

47.8% | 26.1%

Figure 7 - The opinion of the NCP specific features of R&D international

cooperation in FP7 2007 and 2013

0%

Please indicate if you agree with the following statements.

20% 40%

60%

100%

The coordination of EU Member States and European Commission actions in strategic S&T
cooperation and Information Society dial with third ies has impi .

The Framework conditions for the cooperation between third countries and EU playersin
research have improved.

The coherence and effectiveness of international cooperation in STl has increased over the
course of FP7.

From the perspective of our national players participating in EU Research and Innovation
activities, Europe has become more attractive as an ST partner.

From the perspective of our national players participating in EU Research and Innovation
activities FP7 STI policy cooperation has facilitated access to knowledge, resources and markets

worldwide.

From the perspective of our national players the thematic correspondence of FP7 STI
international cooperation activities with national priority themes has increased.

From the perspective of our national players third country participation of STl actors in FB7 STI
international cooperation activities is easier.

‘We have the feeling that the overall scientific level of STI cooperation activities has increased
over the course of FP7.

There have been significant knowledge spill-overs from third partner countries to the EU
partners.

There have been significant knowledge spill-overs from EU partners to third partner countries.

The integration of Europe’s neighbors in the ERA has increased.

The sharing of S&T and research support policy best practices has produced more efficient and
effective S&T international cooperation activities with the EU.

International Caoperation made it easier for Europe's researchers and universities to work with
the best scientists and research infrastructures in the world.

m Completely Disagree

™ Disagree

= Neutral

W Agree

m Fully Agree
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QUESTION 7B [NCP]: PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU AGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS ON STI COOPERATION ACTIVITIES WITH FP7.

Table 8 - The opinion of the NCP specific features of R&D international
cooperation in FP7 2007 and 2013

gg:;g::iely ‘ Disagree Neutral ‘ Agree ::II!Z e
There is a close cooperation between the policy
makers of our country and the EU policy makers |, 4o, 27.7% 31.9% | 20.2% |12.8%
to develop joint STI international cooperation
activities.
There is a close cooperation between the policy
makers of our country and the EU policy makers 7.6% 28.3% 33.7% 22.8% |7.6%
to harmonise the main STI development lines.
We believe that there is a good integration of
national (3rd country) STI support policies and EU | 6.5% 29.0% 36.6% 22.6% |5.4%
policies.
There is a good integration of national
management procedures and EU FP7 STI 12.4% 34.8% 31.5% 20.2% |1.1%

management procedures.

It is easy for third country participants to enter
FP7 consortia designing and implementing 18.8% 40.6% 23.8% 13.9% | 3.0%
international STI cooperation activities.

There are a significant number of repeating 3rd
country participants in FP7 international STI 4.5% 15.7% 28.1% 39.3% |12.4%
cooperation projects.

It is very frequent that 3rd country participants
enter into a stable and continued relationship with | 6.5% 17.4% 30.4% 30.4% |15.2%
EU partners and consortia.

Figure 8 - The opinion of the NCP specific features of R&D international
cooperation in FP7 2007 and 2013

Indicate whether you agree with the following statements on STI
cooperation activities with FP7.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

There is a close cooperation between the policy | | | |
makers of our country and the EU policy makers 27,7% 31,9% 20,2%
to develop joint STI international cooperation...
There is a close cooperation between the policy
makers of our country and the EU policy makers .% 28,3% 33,7% 22,8%
to harmonise the main STI development lines.

We believe that there is a good integration of B Completely Disagree

national (3rd country) STl support policies and EU .6 29,0% 36,6% 22,6%
policies. Disagree
There is a good integration of national Neutral
management procedures and EU FP7 STI - 34,8% 31,5% 20,2% 1,1%
management procedures. Agree
It is easy for third country participants to enter M Fully Agree

FP7 consortia designing and implementing - 40,6% 23,8% 13,9%
international STI cooperation activities.
There are a significant number of repeating 3rd

country participants in FP7 international STI zlé 15,7% 28,1% 39,3%
cooperation projects.
It is very frequent that 3rd country participants
enter into a stable and continued relationship 17,4% 30,4% 30,4%
with EU partners and consortia. |
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QUESTION 2 [TIERS]: FROM YOUR PERSPECTIVE, HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE
FOLLOWING TYPES OF INTERNATIONAL S&T COOPERATION ACTIVITIES?

Table 9 - The third country partners’ opinion on the importance of the types of
international S&T cooperation activities

Not so .
Low Not so Low High High

Importanc Importanc
e e

Importanc O

e

Q2#1 Collaborative research

o) 0, 0, 0, 0,
projects 1,6% 4% 2,4% 13,9% 81,7%
Q2#2 Integrate larger investigation
units/ broader (test) samples into 4,1% 7,1% 18,8% 34,3% 35,7%

the R&D project

Q2#3 Visiting fellowships/exchange
schemes at third country 2,0% 5,3% 16,7% 29,9% 46,1%
organisations

Q2#4 Visiting fellowships exchanges
for third country researchers

- ; 2,6% 6,2% 16,2% | 31,3% 43,8%
allowing for research stays in your
country (longer than 1 month)
Q2#5 Joint graduate schools and 4,4% 8,2% 19,1% | 29,4% 39,0%
PhD courses
Q2#6 Conferences, Joint Workshops | 0,9% 4,3% 13,5% 30,2% 51,1%
Q2#7 Networking activities 1,4% 3,8% 12,5% | 32,1% 50,1%
Q2#8 Dissemination activities 2,3% 5,3% 17,2% 29,8% 45,5%
dQ:\Z?O'I;‘r’rfg'nf&T applications 3,1% 6,9% 18,6% | 32,6% 38,9%
Q2#10 Joint use of infrastructures 4,0% 7,4% 20,4% | 32,1% 36,1%

Figure 9 - The third country partners’ opinion on the importance of the types of
international S&T cooperation activities

Q2 From your perspective, how important are the following types of international S&T cooperation activities?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q2#1 Collaborative research projects
Q2#2 Integrate larger investigation units/ broader (test) samples into
the R&D project

Q2#3 Visiting fellowships/exchange schemes at third country
organisations

Q2#4 Visiting fellowships exchanges for third country researchers

allowing for research stays in your country (lenger than 1 month) W Low Importance

W Notso Low Importance
Q2#5 Joint graduate schools and PhD courses
m Neutral

Q2#6 Conferences, Joint Workshops W Notso High Importance
m High Importance

Q247 Networking activities

Q2#8 Dissemination activities

Q2#9 Local S&T applications development

Q2410 Joint use of infrastructures
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QUESTION 5 [EU-COORDINATOR]: FROM YOUR PERSPECTIVE, HOW IMPORTANT ARE THE
FOLLOWING TYPES OF INTERNATIONAL S&T COOPERATION ACTIVITIES?

Table 10 - The EU coordinator opinion on the importance of the types of
international S&T cooperation activities

Not so -
Low Not so Low High High

Importanc Importanc
e e

Importanc Importanc

()

Q5#1 Collaborative research projects | 2,4% 1,4% 3,4% 16,1% 76,7%
Q5#2 Integrate larger investigation
units/ broader (test) samples into 5,4% 11,6% 25,3% 31,1% 26,6%

the R&D project

Q5#3 Visiting fellowships/exchange
schemes at third country 4,9% 10,6% 26,6% 29,3% 28,5%
organisations

Q5#4 Visiting fellowships exchanges
for third country researchers

- ; 6,3% 10,5% 25,4% 23,8% 34,0%
allowing for research stays in your
country (longer than 1 month)
Q5#5 Joint graduate schools and 8,4% 13,6% 26,0% | 24,0% 28,0%
PhD courses
Q5#6 Conferences, Joint Workshops 1,8% 6,9% 21,2% 37,2% 32,8%
Q5#7 Networking activities 1,5% 5,1% 17,8% 33,8% 41,8%
Q5#8 Dissemination activities 0,4% 8,8% 27,4% 29,9% 33,6%
Q5#9 Local S&T applications 7,4% 16,2% 28,8% | 24,9% 22,7%
development
Q5#10 Joint use of infrastructures 7,3% 16,3% 27,2% 26,0% 23,2%

Figure 10 - The EU coordinator opinion on the importance of the types of
international S&T cooperation activities?

Q5 From your perspective, how important are the following types of international S&T cooperation
activities?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q5#1 Collaborative research projects
Q542 Integrate larger investigation units/ broader (test) samples
intothe R&D project

Q5#3 Visiting fellowships/exchange schemes at third country
organisations

Q5#4 Visiting fellowships exchanges for third country researchers

allowing for research staysin your country (longer than 1 month) W Low Importance

= Notso Low Importance
Q5#5 Joint graduate schools and PhD courses
H Neutral

Q5#6 Conferences, Joint Workshops = Natso High Importance
W High Importance

Q547 Networking activities

Q5#8 Dissemination activities

Q5#9 Local S&T applications development

Q5#10 Joint use of infrastructures
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QUESTION 3 [TIERS]: PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU AGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS:

Table 11 - The third partner country assessment of FP7 international
cooperation features

Completely ‘
Disagree

Disagree ‘ Neutral ‘ Agree

Q3#1 The availability of FP7 funding is a
necessary pre-requisite for us to engage in 8,3% 6,0% 15,6% 21,5% | 48,7%
collaborative international research

Q3#2 The availability of other public funding
is a necessary pre-requisite for us to engage 5,7% 6,3% 20,5% 29,2% 38,3%
in collaborative international research

Q3#3 The availability of FP7 funding is an
attractive alternative (among others) of co- 3,0% 3,6% 12,0% 24,8% | 56,7%
funding collaborative international research

Q3#4 We do engage in collaborative
international research also if there are no 11,4% 16,0% 17,6% 23,2% | 31,8%
public funds available

Figure 11 - The third partner country assessment of FP7 international
cooperation features

Q3 Please indicate whether you agree with the following statements
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q3#1 The availability of FP7 fundingis a necessary pre-requisite for 21.5%
usto engagein collaborative international research U

Q3#2 The availability of other public fundingis a necessary pre- 29.2% mCompletely Disagree
requisite forus to engage in collaborative internationalresearch ’ HDisagree

mMNeutral

Agree

Q3#3 The availability of FP7 fundingis an attractive alternative a\ace =Fully Agree
(among others) of co-funding collaborative international research .

Q3#4 \We do engage in collaborative internationalresearch also if 2329
there are no public funds available U

QUESTION 6 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU AGREE WITH THE
FOLLOWING STATEMENTS:

Table 12 - The EU coordinator assessment of FP7 international cooperation
features

Completely Disagree  Neutral Agree

Disagree

Q6#1 The availability of FP7 funding is a necessary pre-

requisite for us to engage in collaborative international 5,9% 5,9% 10,8% 23,6% 53,8%
research

Q6#2 The availability of other public funding is a

necessary pre-requisite for us to engage in collaborative 5,1% 11,0% 19,0% 26,4% 38,5%

international research

Q6#3 The availability of FP7 funding is an attractive
alternative (among others) of co-funding collaborative 1,9% 10,4% 13,8% 27,1% 46,8%
international research

Q6#4 We do engage in collaborative international
research also if there are no public funds available

22,1% 23,3% 16,4% 18,3% 19,8%
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Figure 12 - The EU coordinator assessment of FP7 international cooperation
features

Q6 Please indicate whether you agree with the following statements:
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q6#1 The availability of FP7 fundingis a necessary pre-
requisite for us to engagein collaborative international
research

Q6#2 The availability of other public fundingis a necessary
pre-requisite forusto engagein collaborative international
research

mCompletely Disagree
mDisagree

mheLtral

mAgres

Q6#3 The availability of FP7 fundingis an attractive mFully Agree
alternative (amongothers) of co-funding collaborative
international research

Q6#4 We do engage in collaborative international research
alsoifthere are no public funds available

QUESTION 4 [TIERS]: PLEASE INDICATE HOW IMPORTANT THE FOLLOWING FUNDING
SOURCES ARE FOR YOUR INTERNATIONAL STI COOPERATION PROJECTS?

Table 13 - The third country partners’ opinion on the funding sources of its
international STI cooperation projects

Low Not so Low Not so High High
Neutral

Importance Importance Importance Importance
Q4#1 Own funds 14,9% 16,3% 22,1% 19,5% 27,2%
Q4+#2 National R&D programmes 5,0% 9,6% 18,8% 22,9% 43,7%
Q4#3 National development 8,5% 9,8% 20,1% | 28,0% 33,6%
programmes
Q4#4 EU R&D programmes 5,1% 6,6% 13,2% 28,3% 46,8%
Q4#5 EU development 8,4% 8,9% 16,2% | 30,6% 35,9%
programmes
Q4#6 Third country funding and 13,0% 13,5% 22,6% | 24,1% 26,8%
incentives

Figure 13 - The third country partners’ opinion on the funding sources of its
international STI cooperation projects

Q4 Please indicate how important the following funding sources are for your international STI

cooperation projects?
fis Progs:

0% 20% 80% 100%

Q4#1 Own funds

Q4#2 National R&D programmes

| ow Importance
Q4#3 National development programmes “Notso Low Importance
=Neutral
= Notso High Importance

Q4#4 EU R&D programmes
mHigh Importance

Q4#5 EU development programmes

Q4#6 Third country funding andincentives
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QUESTION 7 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE HOW IMPORTANT THE FOLLOWING
FUNDING SOURCES ARE FOR YOUR INTERNATIONAL STI COOPERATION PROJECTS?

Table 14 - The EU coordinator opinion on the funding sources of its
international STI cooperation projects
Low Not so Low Not so High High
Neutral
Importance Importance Importance Importance
Q7#1 Own funds 21,8% 16,3% 22,2% 16,0% 23,7%
Q7#2 National R&D programmes 9,9% 15,3% 22,6% 26,6% 25,5%
Q7#3 National development 15,3% 20,9% 241% | 21,3% 18,5%
programmes
Q7#4 EU R&D programmes 2,4% 3,1% 5,2% 23,6% 65,6%
Q7#5 EU development 10,4% 7,9% 15,4% | 27,1% 39,2%
programmes
Q7#6 Third country funding and 24,0% 24,4% 22,7% | 19,4% 9,5%
incentives
Figure 14 - The EU coordinator opinion on the funding sources of its

international STI cooperation projects

Q7 Please indicate how important the following funding sources are for your
international STI cooperation projects?
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q7#1 Own funds

QT7#2 National R&D programmes

M Low Importance
Q7#3 National development programmes “Notso Low Importance

mNeutral
= Notso High Importance

Q7#4 EU R&D programmes .
mHigh Importance

Q7#5 EU development programmes

QT#6 Third country fundingand
incentives
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Figure 15: The third country partners’ opinion on the need of FP7 funding to
engage in collaborative international research in relation to thematic areas
(Q3_1 # Q1) [TIERS]

RQ3#1 The availability of FPT funding is a necessary pre-requisite for us to engage in collaborative
international research

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S50% 60% 70% 20% 90% 100%

Health (4+5High importance)

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology (4+5 High
impertance) m 1+2 Disagree

u Meutral

m4+5 Agree

Information and Communication Technologies (4+5 High importance)

Environment (including Climate Change) (4+5 High importance)

IIf

Figure 16: The EU coordinator opinion on the need of FP7 funding to engage in
collaborative international research in relation to thematic areas (Q3_1 # Q1)

(Q6#1*Q2) The availability of FP7 funding is a necessary pre-requisite for us to engage in
collaborative international research

0% 10% 20% 230% 40% S50% 60% 70% &80% S50% 100%

Health {(4+5High importance)

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnelogy (4+5 High
importance) m 1+2 Disagree

w Meutral

m4+5 Agree

Information and Communication Technologies (4+5 High importance)

Envienment (including Climate Change) (4+5 High importance)

JIf
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Figure 17:

partners in relation to thematic areas (Q4 # Q1) [TIERS]

Cross-Tabulation ‘Importance of funding sources’ for third country

RQ4: indicate how important mﬁnl""{’wjﬁ'ﬂ fundé'ﬁlﬂ sourges aretlfﬁg YDUTSMETWESAEﬂl S'UD%DDPEE&DH 0% 100%
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% E
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Figure 18: Cross-Tabulation ‘Importance of funding sources’
coordinators in relation to thematic areas (Q7 # Q2) [EU-Coordinator]

for EU

(Q7*Q2) Indicate how importantﬂwe follming fléﬂﬂing splrces %&for your inlemionalr&ll cmmatiorbu% 100%

Health (4+5 High importance)

g
= Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, (4+5 High i i )
§
E Information and Communication Technelogies (4+5 High importance)
o
= Envionment (including Climate Change) (4+5 High importance)
= Health (4+5 High importance)
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Figure 19:
certain regions’ for third country partners in relation to thematic areas (Q2 #
Q1) [TIERS]
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Figure 20:

Cross-Tabulation

‘Importance of S&T cooperation activities

in

certain regions’ in relation to thematic areas (Q5 # Q2) [EU-Coordinator]

(Q5*Q2) Importance of S&T cooperation activities for S&T thematic areas.
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Figure 21:

different regions (Q5 # Q1) [EU-Coordinator]

Cross-Tabulation ‘Importance of S&T cooperation activities’ in

(@5*Q1) In which regions are certain types of international 5&T cooperation activities of great importance?
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QUESTION 12B [NCP]: WHAT ARE, OVERALL, THE MECHANISMS THAT MIGHT BE TAKEN
AT EU LEVEL WHICH YOU THINK ARE MOST EFFECTIVE TO ACHIEVE THE DESIRED
INTERNATIONAL STI COOPERATION OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCHERS AND RESEARCH

ORGANIZATIONS IN YOUR COUNTRY?

Table 15 — The NCP opinion on the EU level mechanisms to achieve the desired
international STI cooperation objectives of the researchers and research

organizations in its country

Not at all Little . Most

‘ effective effective b Al | B Esie effective
Support to communication activities and, dialogue, 1.0% 2.9% 10.7% | 36.9% 48.5%
networking.
SupporF to establish STI agreement, specific 2.1% 3.1% 12.4% | 46.4% 36.1%
regulation.
Support to establish an information service, learning 1.0% 5.9% 12.9% |36.6% 43.6%
platform, observatory.
Support to joint programmes or projects. 1.9% 1.9% 7.7% 22.1% 66.3%
Support to the establishment of joint institutes. 2.0% 2.9% 15.7% 28.4% 51.0%
Research funding scheme. 1.0% 5.8% 10.7% 30.1% 52.4%
Mobility scheme. 2.0% 7.1% 9.2% 34.7% 46.9%
Support to set up foreign branches. 1.0% 7.1% 20.4% 36.7% 34.7%

Figure 22 - The NCP opinion on the EU level mechanisms to achieve the desired
international STI cooperation objectives of the researchers and research

organizations in its country
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QUESTION 11A [NCP]: BASED ON YOUR OWN OBSERVATIONS AND THE FEEDBACK
RECEIVED FROM RESEARCHERS AND STAKEHOLDERS IN YOUR COUNTRY, WHY WOULD
THE RESEARCHERS/ORGANISATIONS PREFER THE EU FP7 MECHANISMS TO THE
NATIONAL MECHANISMS?

Table 16 — The NCP assessment of the preferences of national researchers of EU
FP7 mechanisms over the national mechanisms

Not at all Low Very

Neutral Important , . 4-nt

important important

Fill a gap in the available mix of 4.6% 5.7% 29.9% | 40.2% 19.5%
national instruments.

Complement work conducted within

the Member State on issues and 4.5% 10.2%  |26.1% |43.2% 15.9%
problems, which have a European

dimension.

Could not have been organised by a | 5 g0, 13.5% 23.6% |41.6% 15.7%
single Member State.

Provide a leverage of available 4.2% 4.2% 12.6% | 45.3% 33.7%
funding / extra funding.

Provide economies of scale. 2.4% 8.3% 26.2% |50.0% 13.1%
Provide a critical mass of 1.2% 9.8% 24.4% |40.2% 24.4%
uptake/users of the results.

Provide a better connection with 1.1% 2.1% 9.5% |45.3% 42.1%
leading minds in the field.

Ensure better uptake and

implementation of standards and 3.7% 6.1% 28.0% |47.6% 14.6%
regulations.

Reduce research risks. 8.0% 8.0% 26.1% 142.0% 15.9%
Reduce commercial risks. 9.2% 13.2% 38.2% |30.3% 9.2%
Provide for a better reputation,

position and status for participating 1.1% 1.1% 14.7% |42.1% 41.1%
researchers/organisations.

Easier access to international research 2.1% 2.1% 6.3% 44.2% 45.3%
community / network.

Provide more freedom to operate. 3.4% 14.9% 31.0% |37.9% 12.6%
Better ensure the establishment of |, o, 3.2% 16.0% |47.9% 30.9%
international consortia.

Source of longer-term funding. 4.2% 9.4% 20.8% |39.6% 26.0%
Provide for more travel. 6.6% 8.8% 26.4% |35.2% 23.1%
The EU programme conditions are an

incentive for inclusion of others than 3.5% 5.9% 28.2% |38.8% 23.5%
the usual partners.

Address problems arising at 3.5% 10.6% 27.1% |45.9% 12.9%
Community level.
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Figure 23 - The NCP assessment of the preferences of national researchers of

EU FP7 mechanisms over the national mechanisms

Based on your own observations and the feedback received from researchers and
stakeholders in your country, why would the researchers/organisations prefer the EU FP7
mechanisms over the national mechanisms?
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QUESTION 11B [NCP]: BASED ON YOUR OWN OBSERVATIONS AND THE FEEDBACK
RECEIVED FROM RESEARCHERS AND STAKEHOLDERS IN YOUR COUNTRY, WHY WOULD
THE RESEARCHERS/ORGANISATION PREFER THE NATIONAL MECHANISMS TO THE EU
FP7 MECHANISMS? BECAUSE NATIONAL MECHANISMS TO SUPPORT STI COOPERATION:

Table 17 - The NCP assessment of the preferences of national researchers of
the national mechanisms and their characteristics over the EU FP7 mechanisms

Not at all Low
important important

Very
important

Neutral Important

Fill a gap in the available mix of EU | 5 3o, 18.8% 31.3% |32.5% 11.3%
instruments.

Are better tailored to the existing 4.1% 5.2% 26.8% | 43.3% 20.6%
national barriers and opportunities.

Provide a leverage of available 3.3% 20.9%  |30.8% [23.1% 22.0%
funding / extra funding.

Are less time consuming to apply for. | 11.5% 8.3% 12.5% |30.2% 37.5%
Involved less fierce competition. 5.3% 15.8% 22.1% |35.8% 21.1%
Provide a better connection with 12.4%  |29.2%  |24.7% |21.3% 12.4%
leading minds in the field.

Ensure better uptake and 8.0% 18.2%  |37.5% |29.5% 6.8%
implementation of results.

Reduce research risks. 9.6% 21.7% 33.7% |26.5% 8.4%
Reduce commercial risks. 11.5% 25.6% 38.5% |20.5% 3.8%
Provide for better national visibility. 4.2% 7.3% 17.7% |44.8% 26.0%
Provide more freedom to operate. 6.4% 13.8% 28.7% | 35.1% 16.0%
Are a source of longer-term funding. [9.7% 20.4% 29.0% |26.9% 14.0%
EU R&I programme rules are one of

the main reasons for the inclusion of | g 5o, 17.3% 29.6% |32.1% 12.3%
international country partners into

S&T projects
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Figure 24 - The NCP point of view on the preferences of national researchers in
relation to the national mechanisms and their characteristics over the EU FP7
mechanisms.

Based on your own observations and the feedback received from researchers
and stakeholders in your country, why would the researchers/organisation
prefer the national mechanisms over the EU FP7 mechanisms? Because
national mechanisms to support STl cooper
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QUESTION 1 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE OVERALL IMPORTANCE OF
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COOPERATION FOR YOUR ORGANISATION 1IN THE
FOLLOWING REGIONS. 'YOUR ORGANISATION’ IS DEFINED AS THE RESEARCH
UNIT/GROUP YOU ARE INTENSIVELY WORKING IN.

Table 18 - The EU coordinator assessment of the overall importance of science
and technology cooperation for its organisation in the following global regions

Low Not so Low Not so High High

Importance Importance B Importance Importance

Africa 30,6% 17,4% 16,9% 16,9% 18,3%
Sub-Saharan Africa 41,3% 13,9% 14,9% 14,9% 14,9%
Caribbean 51,3% 20,5% 13,3% 7,7% 7,2%

Pacific Region 41,0% 20,5% 17,4% 11,8% 9,2%

Asia (excluding China and India) 20,9% 13,0% 20,9% 26,0% 19,1%
China 12,6% 11,3% 20,2% 26,9% 29,0%
India 16,8% 15,5% 21,8% 24,1% 21,8%
(E:fgfurgif;?f:sg;d Central Asia 9,5% 16,9% 33,3% | 22,9% 17,3%
Russia 17,0% 15,2% 26,3% 21,0% 20,5%
Latin America (excluding Brazil) 18,3% 14,7% 24,6% 19,6% 22,8%
Brazil 18,3% 12,7% 20,1% 21,4% 27,5%
Mediterranean Partner Countries 10,2% 6,8% 25,8% 22,0% 35,2%
Western Balkan Countries (Kosovo) 40,2% 18,6% 24,6% 8,5% 8,0%

USA, Canada 7,8% 5,5% 14,9% 27,5% 44,3%
Japan 20,0% 14,3% 17,8% 20,0% 27,8%
Taiwan 35,3% 17,6% 19,6% 16,2% 11,3%
South Korea 31,6% 18,1% 17,2% 18,1% 14,9%

Figure 25 - The EU coordinator assessment of the overall importance of science
and technology cooperation for the organisation in global regions

Q1 Please indicate the overall importance of science and technology cooperation for your
organisation in the following regions.
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QUESTION 8 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE GEOGRAPHICAL ORIGIN OF
YOUR MOST IMPORTANT PARTNER IN FP7 INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION PROJECTS:

Table 19 - The EU coordinator’'s most important partner in FP7 international

cooperation projects

Frequency %
Africa 19 6,9%
Sub-Saharan Africa 22 8,0%
Pacific Region 8 2,9%
Asia (excluding China and India) 13 4,7%
China 23 8,4%
India 11 4,0%
Eastern Europe and Central Asia (excluding Russia) 21 7,7%
Russia 23 8,4%
Latin America (excluding Brazil) 21 7,7%
Brazil 13 4,7%
Mediterranean Partner Countries 33 12,0%
Western Balkan Countries (Kosovo) 2 0,7%
USA, Canada 49 17,9%
Japan 8 2,9%
Taiwan 2 0,7%
South Korea 6 2,2%
Total 274 100,0

Figure 26 - The EU coordinator’'s most important partner in FP7 international

cooperation projects
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QUESTION 9 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE INSTITUTIONAL TYPE OF
YOUR MOST IMPORTANT PARTNER IN FP7 INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION PROJECTS:

Table 20 - The EU coordinator’s institutional type of the most important partner
in FP7 international cooperation projects

Q9 Please indicate the institutional type of your most important partner in FP7 international
cooperation projects:

N Valid 289
Missing 23
Frequency /)
Government or public administration 32 11,1
Private research organisation or laboratory 13 4,5
Public research organisation 81 28,0
Higher Education Institution or University 120 41,5
Non Governmental Organisation 11 3,8
Business enterprise 23 8,0
Research or Technological Service Provider 5 1,7
Other 4 1,4

Figure 27 - The institutional type of the most important partner in FP7
international cooperation projects for EU coordinators

Q9 Please indicate the institutional type of your most important partner
in FP7 international cooperation projects:

45%

40%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

o B B = = —
Higher Public Government  Business Private Non Research or Other
Education research or public enterprise research  Governmental Technological
Institution or  organisation administration organisation Organisation Service
University or laboratory Provider

XLV



QUESTION 1 [TIERS]: PLEASE INDICATE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FOLLOWING SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY THEMATIC AREAS FOR YOUR ORGANISATION

Table 21 - The third country partner’'s assessment of the importance of science
and technology thematic areas for its organisation

Not so Not so .
Low . High
Importa S oy Importan
ncep Importa Importan p
nce ce
Health 15,5% 6,8% 12,6% | 13,6% 51,5%
F(_)od, Agriculture and Fisheries, 13,3% 9,0% 12,8% | 16,6% 48,2%
Biotechnology
Information and Communication o o o o o
Technologies 13,0% 9,6% 16,3% | 20,4% 40,7%
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,
Materials and new Production 16,0% 14,4% 21,3% | 25,5% 22,8%
Technologies
Energy 19,4% 10,2% 16,2% | 19,0% 35,2%
Environment (including Climate 9,7% 6,1% 9,9% | 20,4% 53,9%
Change)
Transport (including Aeronautics) 33,7% 13,1% 17,4% | 13,6% 22,1%
Socio-economic Sciences and 21,6% 8,2% 16,6% | 22,2% 31,4%
Humanities
Space 45,4% 14,7% 13,2% | 11,4% 15,2%
Security 33,8% 17,2% 19,1% | 14,3% 15,6%

Figure 28 - The third country partner’'s assessment of the importance of science

and technology thematic areas for its organisation
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QUESTION 5 [TIERS]: PLEASE INDICATE THE THEMATIC AREA OF COOPERATION WITH

YOUR MOST IMPORTANT PARTNER IN FP7?

Table 22 - The Third country partner’s area of international cooperation with its

most important partner in FP7

Frequency %
Health 175 21,8
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology 145 18,0
Information and Communication Technologies 85 10,6
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production 68 85
Technologies !
Energy 40 5,0
Environment (including Climate Change) 161 20,0
Transport (including Aeronautics) 47 5,8
Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 49 6,1
Total 804 100,0

Figure 29 - The Third country partner's area of international cooperation with

its most important partner in FP7
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QUESTION 2 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE
FOLLOWING SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY THEMATIC AREAS FOR YOUR ORGANISATION

Table 23 - The EU coordinator’'s assessment of the importance of the following
science and technology thematic areas

Low Not so Low Not so High High

Importance Importance b LT Importance Importance
Health 19,7% 7,9% 11,4% 18,4% 42,5%
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, 19,0% 11,7% 13,4% | 14,7% 41,1%
Biotechnology
Information and Communication o o o o o
Technologies 17,5% 11,5% 15,9% 13,5% 41,7%
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,
Materials and new Production 12,4% 15,0% 25,9% 18,4% 28,2%
Technologies
Energy 22,4% 12,9% 13,7% 20,3% 30,7%
Environment (including Climate 16,8% 8,6% 12,3% 20,9% 41,4%
Change)
Transport (including Aeronautics) 37,9% 13,4% 14,3% 12,9% 21,4%
Socio-economic Sciences and 28,6% 14,3% 17,4% | 15,6% 24,1%
Humanities
Space 48,4% 13,1% 9,4% 9,9% 19,2%
Security 38,7% 13,1% 15,8% 14,0% 18,5%

Figure 30 - The EU coordinator’'s assessment of the importance of the following
science and technology thematic areas

Q2 Please indicate the importance of the following science and technology thematic areas for your organisation.
0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

reattn OO 7.0%  114%  184% A
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries. Biotechncloay | NNTEIDRN 41.7% " \34% 047 D
smacommntston ot RS FSS NNTS S 55 IS
s andnew Producton Technloges |50 0 2SS9
= Low Importance
Eooy NSRRI 12e% 13t 200w (NSO oo tovimeernce
) " Neutral
. ) ) i Notso High Importance
Environment (including Climate Change) _ 20,9% _
wHigh Importance
Transport inclucing Acronautics) | NNISTRGORMMNN 13 4% A 2 v S
Socic-ecanonic Sciences andHurmaniies |GG 14,3% T A% st S
spece [N 5% 04%  og% [NNGEEZENIN

securty [NINIISETRI 130%  se% 0% [EESEIN

XLVl



QUESTION 3 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE IMPORTANCE OF
COOPERATION FOR YOUR ORGANISATION WITH INTERNATIONAL PARTNERS (FROM
THIRD COUNTRIES) IN THE FOLLOWING SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY THEMATIC AREAS.

Table 24 - The EU coordinator’'s assessment of the importance of cooperation
with international partners (from third countries) in different science and
technology thematic areas

Not so Not so -
Low " High
Importanc L Lol Importanc
e Importan Importanc
ce e
Health 21,1% 9,8% 13,2% 16,2% 39,7%
rood.. ﬁgg'l‘;‘é'f,”re and Fisheries, 23,9% 9,8% 13,7% | 14,6% 38,0%
Informatlo'n and Communication 24,4% 7.6% 16,9% | 14,2% 36,9%
Technologies
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,
Materials and new Production 17,5% 17,5% 24,0% 13,8% 27,2%
Technologies
Energy 30,3% 12,5% 13,5% 15,4% 28,4%
Environment (including Climate Change) 24,3% 8,1% 13,3% 17,1% 37,1%
Transport (including Aeronautics) 48,2% 10,5% 16,2% 10,5% 14,7%
Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 34,5% 11,3% 14,9% 17,5% 21,6%
Space 56,8% 9,7% 9,7% 9,2% 14,6%
Security 46,8% 13,7% 13,7% | 8,9% 16,8%
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Figure 31 - The EU coordinator’'s assessment of the importance of cooperation
with international partners (from third countries) in different science and
technology thematic areas

Q3 Please indicate the importance of cooperation for your organisation with international partners (from third
countries) in the following science and technology thematic areas.
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QUESTION 10[EU-COORDINATOR]: THE THEMATIC AREA OF COOPERATION WITH THE
RESPONDENT’S MOST IMPORTANT PARTNER IN FP7

Table 25 - The thematic area of cooperation with the EU coordinator’'s most
important partner in FP7

Frequenc %
y
17,8
Health 52 %
. . . . 15,8
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology 46 %
Information and Communication Technologies 62 02/01’2
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production o
. 26 8,9%
Technologies
Energy 15 5,1%
Environment (including Climate Change) 45 3/05’4
Transport (including Aeronautics) 14 4,8%
Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 12 4,1%
Space 17 5,8%
Security 3 1,0%
Total 292 100,0




Figure 32 - The thematic area of cooperation with the EU coordinator’'s most
important partner in FP7

Q10 Please indicate the thematic area of cooperation with your most
important partner in FP7?

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Health

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology

Information and Communication Technologies
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new...

Energy

Environment (including Climate Change)

Transport (including Aeronautics)

Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities
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QUESTION 5 [NCP]: PLEASE INDICATE ALL THE STI THEMATIC AREAS OF THE FP7
PROGRAMME "“COOPERATION” FOR WHICH YOU ARE RESPONSIBLE (POSSIBILITY OF
MULTIPLE RESPONSE)

Table 26 - The NCPs’ thematic areas of responsibility

Area Frequency

Health 23
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology 18
Information and Communication Technologies 21
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production technologies 13
Energy 13
Environment (including Climate Change) 20
Transport (including Aeronautics) 5

Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 10
Space 7

Security 3

The column on the right does not show the frequencies, but the occurrences in absolute terms.

Area Frequency

Health 23 17,29%
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology 18 13,53%
Information and Communication Technologies 21 15,79%
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production o
technologies 13 2. 77%
Energy 13 9,77%
Environment (including Climate Change) 20 15,04%
Transport (including Aeronautics) 5 3,76%
Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 10 7,52%
Space 7 5,26%
Security 3 2,26%
133 100,00%
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Figure 33 — The thematic NCPs' areas of responsibility.

Indicate all the specific FP7 STl thematic areas of the FP7 Programme
“Cooperation” for which you are responsible.
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Fisheries, Biotechnology

Energy

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,
Materials and new Production technologies
Socio-economic
Sciences and Humanities

Space
Transport (including Aeronautics)

Security

QUESTION 8 [NCP]: ACCORDING TO YOUR EXPERIENCE AND EXPERTISE, PLEASE
INDICATE WHETHER FP7 INTERNATIONAL STI COOPERATION POLICIES MATCH WITH
THE CORRESPONDING SUPPORT POLICIES IN YOUR COUNTRY.

Table 27 - The NCPs’ opinion on the match between FP7 international STI
cooperation policies with the corresponding support policies in its country

Rather Complet

Limited e Match

Health 5.6% 12.7% 28.2 [31.0% |22.5%
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology | 3.0% 10.6% 28.8 [37.9% |19.7%
Information and Communication Technologies |2.8% 11.3% 19.7 |43.7% |22.5%
Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials 8.8% 17.5% 22.8 |31.6% |19.3%
Energy 3.2% 11.1% 22.2 |41.3% |22.2%
Environment (including Climate Change) 4.1% 6.8% 30.1 |35.6% |23.3%
Transport (including Aeronautics) 19.6% |19.6% 35.3 |15.7% |9.8%

Socio-economic Sciences and Humanities 3.6% 21.4% 33.9 [33.9% |7.1%

Space 32.7% |14.3% 16.3 |26.5% [10.2%
Security 22.2% |22.2% 24.4 |24.4% |6.7%
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Figure 34 - The NCPs’ opinion on the match between FP7 international STI
cooperation policies with the corresponding support policies in its country.

According to your experience and expertise, please indicate whether FP7
international STI cooperation policies match with the corresponding support
policies in your country.
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QUESTION 13 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE INDICATE THE RELATIONSHIP WITH
PROJECT PARTNER.

Table 28 - The EU coordinators’ opinion on the characteristics of the
relationships with the third country project partner(s)

Frequency %

The third country partners entered a completely new cooperation

- - 79 29,7
relationship
There were informal, non-project related relationships with the 82 30.8
prospective partners (e.g. meetings on conferences, join !
There was a one-time R&D cooperation with the third country

. 42 15,8
participant
The STI partnership is long lasting and produced various R&D 63 23.7
projects and related initiatives !

L



Figure 35 — The EU coordinators’ opinion on the project relationships with the
third country partner

Q13 Please indicate whether:

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
There were informal, The third country The STI partnership is  There was a one-time
non-project related partners entered a long lasting and R&D cooperation with
relationships with the completely new produced various R&D the third country
prospective partners  cooperation relationship  projects and related participant
(e.g. meetings on initiatives

conferences, join

QUESTION 14 [EU-COORDINATOR]: CAN YOU PLEASE SPECIFY HOW THE RELATIONSHIP
FOR YOUR FP7 PROJECT WAS BUILT UP?

Table 29 - The EU coordinators’ opinion on the establishment of the project
relationship with the third country partner

Frequency %

The third country partner was contacted directly by you 100 62,9
The third country partner was involved through another EU partner 36 22,6
The NCP supported the formation of the third country partner 1 0.6
relationship /
The consortium adopted a competence based selection process to

h e ; 12 7,5
ensure the optimal qualification of the consortium
Other 10 6,3
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Figure 36 - The EU coordinators’ opinion on the establishment of the project
relationship with the third country partner

Q14 Can you please specify how the relationship for your FP7
project was built up?

70%
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0% ||
The third country  The third country The consortium other The NCP supported
partner was partner was adopted a the formation of the
contacted directly involved through competence based third country
by you another EU partner selection process to partner relationship

ensure the optimal
qualification of the
consortium

QUESTION 15 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE ROLE OF THE THIRD COUNTRY PARTNER IN YOUR INTERNATIONAL
COOPERATION PROJECT.

Table 30 - The EU coordinators’ assessment of the third country partner's role
in the international cooperation project

g?:;gp:_:zely Disagree ‘ Neutral ‘ Agree :;I:Ze
Q15#1 The third country partner played | 4, 5o, 25,5% | 24,8% | 19,9% | 18,4%
a key role in the project proposal setup
Q15#2 It was easy to coordinate and
match the researc.h interests of the third 5,0% 17,1% 21,4% 36,4% | 20,0%
country partner with the research
interests of the whole EU consortium
Q15#3 The third country partner played | ; 50, 12,9% | 22,9% | 27,1% | 32,9%
a key role in achieving the project results
Q15#4 The availability of third country
funding was a key factor for their 22,7% 12,1% 19,7% 14,4% | 31,1%
involvement
Q15#5 It was easy to match the STI
interests of our organisation with FP7 3,9% 8,5% 27,9% 32,6% | 27,1%
international cooperation requirements




Figure 37 - The EU coordinators’ assessment of the third country partner's role
in the international cooperation project

Q15#1 The third country partner played a key role in
the project proposal setup

Q15#2 ltwas easy to coordinate and match the
research interests ofthe third country partnerwith
theresearch interests ofthe whole EU consortium

Q15#3 The third country partner played a key role in
achievingthe projectresults

Q15#4 The availability ofthird country fundingwasa
key factor for their involvement

Q15#5 It was easy to match the STlinterests of our
organisationwith FP7 international cooperation
requirements
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QUESTION 12A [NCP]. WHAT ARE SERIOUS BARRIERS IN YOUR COUNTRY FOR
RESEARCHERS AND STAKEHOLDERS TO ENGAGE IN INTERNATIONAL STI COOPERATION
WITH NON-EU COUNTRIES THAT CAN MOST EFFECTIVELY BE TACKLED AT THE

EUROPEAN LEVEL?

Table 31 - The thematic NCPs’ ranking of the barriers for researchers and
stakeholders to engage in international STI cooperation with non-EU countries®®

Barriers

1. Lack of knowledge and
information about the other
country’s strengths and
complementarities.

Ranking frequencies

highest 2 4

20 8 4

17

5

6 7

2. Administrative burdens of
organising STI cooperation.

11 9 13 |2

3. Lack of financial means to
support co-fund mutual
research undertakings (e.g.
investments in research
infrastructures, joint
institutes).

10 14 |14 |3

11

Political barriers.

10 2 3 2

10

5. Lack of network, trustworthy
relations.

11 |3

% The survey respondents were asked to rank the barriers to the engagement of national researchers and stakeholders into
international cooperation with the EU. The table presents the responses, indicating the frequencies of the responses, i.e. 20
respondents have indicated that « lack of knowledge and information about the other country’s strengths and
complementarities » is the highest barrier among the eleven proposed, 8 respondents have indicated that it is the second-
highest barrier among the eleven and 2 have indicated that it is the lowest barrier. Another example is that « lack of financial
means ... » was indicated by 10 respondents as the highest barrier and by 14 respondents as the second-highest barrier
among the eleven proposed. The rankings proposed by the respondents were sorted by “highest”, “second-highest” and
“third-highest” and the table confirms that the most important barriers are «the lack of knowledge», «administrative
burden», «the lack of financial means», and «political barriers». The least important barriers are «geographical distance»,
«cultural and language barriers», «high financial risks of joint research projects», and «IPR jssues».
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Barriers

highest 2

3

Ranking frequencies

a4

5

6

7

8

6. Too small pool of human
resources for bu[ldmg . 5 5 3 5 5 4 4 9 5 3 6
sustainable relations with
other countries.
7. Lack of Ie_:gal framework for 3 11 |9 8 4 7 6 4 3 1 0
cooperation.
8. Geographical distance. 3 5 6 5 2 3 0 6 2 13 |10
9. Cultyral and language 3 4 4 3 5 4 1 3 10 |7 11
barriers.
10. High flnanC|a_I risks of joint 1 3 2 10 |s 7 7 6 7 4 1
research projects.
11. IPR issues. 0 2 1 6 5 9 5 8 5 5 4
Total Valid 73 72 (70 (64 |58 |52 |50 (49 (48 |48 |47
Total Missing 35 36 {38 (44 |50 |56 |58 |59 (60 |60 |61

Figure 38 - The thematic NCPs’ opinion on the barriers in its country for

researchers and stakeholders to engage in international STI cooperation with
non-EU countries that can most effectively be tackled at EU level
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Figure 39: EU coordinator cross-tabulation between the role of the third
country partner in the international cooperation project and the geographical
origin of the project partner (Q15#Q8) [EU-Coordinator]

{Q15*Q8) Do roles of partners differ according to their geographical origin?
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QUESTION 19 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE EUROPEAN FRAMEWORK
PROGRAMMES?

Table 32 - The Third country parther’'s assessment of the desirable
characteristics of the implementation of international cooperation in the
European FP

Completely . Fully

‘ Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Q19#1 All non-EU Member States/Associated

Countries should be allowed to participate in the 2,2% 1,9% 9,3% 18,1% | 68,4%
FPs

Q19#2 All partners from third countries should be

allowed to receive funding for participation in FPs 2,9% 3,3% 10,0% 23,1% | 60,6%

regardless of the development status of the region

Q19#3 For developing economies and emerging
economies FP funding is essential to participate in 1,1% 2,0% 7,5% 23,9% | 65,6%
collaborative R&D projects

Q19#4 International cooperation activities require
specific targeted calls within the European

0, 0, 0, o) 0,
Framework Programmes due to their specific 2,8% >,0% 13,5% 30,1% | 48,5%
nature
Q194#5 International cooperation activities in the
Framework Programmes require different selection 7,8% 10,4% 18,1% 28,5% | 35,3%
criteria than other FP activities
Q19#6 International cooperation activities require o o o o o
different funding modalities than other FP activities /3% /3% 16,7% | 31,1% | 37,6%

Figure 40 - The Third country partner’'s assessment of the desirable

characteristics of the implementation of international cooperation in the
European FP

Q19 Please assess the following statements related to the implementation of international
cooperation in the European Framework Programmes?
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Q19#4 International cooperation activities require specific Agree

targeted calls within the European Framework Programmes due I - 30,1% _ mFully Agree

to their specific nature

Q19#5 International cooperation activities in the Framework

Programmes require different selection criteria than other FP 10,4 28,5%
activities ‘
Q19#6 International cooperation activities require different funding 73 31.1%
modalities than other FP activities ’| ‘ : ‘ |
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QUESTION 28 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE
EUROPEAN FRAMEWORK PROGRAMMES?

Table 33 - The EU coordinator’'s assessment of the implementation of
international cooperation in the European FP.

C9mpletely Disagree Neutral Agree AL
Disagree Agree
Q28#1 All partners stemming from third country 5,1% 8,9% 14,4% 24,5% | 47,1%

should be allowed to participate in the FPs

Q28#2 All partners from third country should be
allowed to receive funding for participation in FPs 12,0% 14,7% 19,8% 20,5% | 32,9%
regardless of the development status of the region

Q28#3 For developing economies and emerging
economies FP funding is essential to participate in 2,3% 3,8% 15,9% 27,7% | 50,4%
collaborative R&D projects

Q28#4 International cooperation activities require
specific targeted calls within the European 6,5% 9,6% 16,9% 26,4% | 40,6%
Framework Programmes due to their specific nature

Q28#5 International cooperation activities in the
Framework Programmes require different selection 10,9% 14,1% 21,4% 27,4% | 26,2%
criteria than other FP activities

Q28#6 International cooperation activities require

0, o) 0, 0, 0,
different funding modalities than other FP activities | 0> 13,4% 27,1% | 27,5% | 25,5%

Figure 41 - The EU coordinator’'s assessment of the implementation of
international cooperation in the European FP.

Q28 Please assess the following statements related to the implementation of international
cooperation in the European FP
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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targeted calls within the European Framework Programmes due 9,6% 16,9% 26,4% HFully Agree

to their specific nature

14,1% 21,4%

13,4% 27,1%
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modalitiesthan other FP activities
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Figure 42: Cross-tabulation between the importance of thematic areas and the
importance of S&T cooperation in certain regions (Q1#Q2) [EU-Coordinator]

(Q1*Q2) Are certain regions of specific importance for cooperation in certain thematic areas?
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QUESTION 7 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE

FP7 PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION:

Table 34 - The Third country parther assessment of the statements on the FP7

programme management and administration

Cc_)mpletely Disagree Neutral Agree AL
Disagree Agree
Q7#1 The inclusion of a third country partner
created problems for the project setup 57,7% 17,1% 13,5% | 6,2% | 55%
Q7#2 The inclusion of a third country partner
created problems of the project management 53,4% 21,2% 12,0% 9,2% 4,3%
(content)
Q7#3 The inclusion of a third country partner
created problems on the project administration 48,1% 22,7% 12,6% 11,1% | 5,5%
(formal)
Q7#4 The inclusion of a third country partner
required more intensive interaction with the 24,4% 21,0% 20,2% 21,2% | 13,1%
programme or the project officer of the EC
Q7#5 Proposal evaluation and contract negotiation 3,9% 7.2% 17,1% 31,9% | 40,0%
were timely and transparent
Q7#6 Proposers receive clear information on the
evaluation process and the reasons for the 3,0% 7,0% 15,4% 34,6% | 40,1%
outcomes
Q7#7 The available funding modalities were
appropriate for the project setup and operation (co- | 5,2% 10,0% 24,4% 33,7% | 26,7%
funding, level of funding, timing of payment, etc.)
,(307:;2 IAD(;;']\gzz g?fr;or:tlng was easy and proportionate 6,0% 11,2% 22,1% 35,3% | 25,5%
Q7#9 Project review procedures were appropriate
and easy to follow, and were an effective support to | 3,2% 9,5% 21,4% 36,7% | 29,2%
project implementation
Q7#10 The overall rules and procedures were 3,6% 9,1% 20,2% 36,4% | 30,7%
adequate to facilitate project implementation
Figure 43 - The Third country partners’ opinion on FP7 programme

management and administration
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Q7 Please assess the following statements related to the FP7 programme management and administration:
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Q7#1 Theinclusion of a third country partner created problems forthe project setup

Q7#2 Theinclusion of a third country partner created problems ofthe project
management (content)

Q7#3 Theinclusion of a third country partner created problems on the project
administration (formal)

QT7#4 Theinclusion of a third country partner required more intensive interaction
with the programme or the project officer of the EC

QT7#5 Proposal evaluation and contractnegotiation were timely and transparent 7,2%

Q7#6 Proposersreceiveclearinformation on the evaluation processandthe

implementation

17,1%

reasons forthe outcomes 7‘0%‘ 15‘4"“ ‘
Q7#7 The available funding modealities were appropriate forthe project setup and 10,0% 24.4%
operation (co-funding, level of funding, timing of payment, etc.) “ ‘ g ‘
QT#8 Activity reporting was easy and proportionate to the project effort 11,2% 22,1%
QT7#9 Projectreview procedureswere appropriate and easy to follow, and were an 9 5‘}‘6 ‘21 4% ‘
effective supportto projectimplementation e ‘ ‘ ’ ‘
QT7#10 The overallrules and procedures were adequate to facilitate project 9,1% 20,2%

13,5% 6,2%
12,0% 9,2%

12,6%  11,1%

21,2%

Neutral

Agree

mCompletely Disagree

Disagree

= Fully Agree
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QUESTION 16 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE FP7 PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION:

Table 35 - The EU coordinator assessment of the FP7 programme management
and administration

Completely
Disagree

37,9% 21,0% 18,8% 15,4% | 7,0%

Disagree | Neutral

Q16#1 The inclusion of a third country partner
created problems for the project setup

Q164#2 The inclusion of a third country partner
created problems of the project management 17,9% 20,8% 23,7% 22,6% | 15,1%
(content)

Q16#3 The inclusion of a third country partner
created problems on the project administration 18,5% 21,7% 19,2% 26,1% | 14,5%
(formal)

Q16#4 The inclusion of a third country partner
required more intensive interaction with the 19,6% 26,1% 15,9% 23,6% | 14,9%
programme or the project officer of the EC

Q16#5 Proposal evaluation and contract negotiation
were timely and transparent

Q16#6 Proposers receive clear information on the
evaluation process and the reasons for the 3,1% 6,7% 18,9% 36,6% | 34,6%
outcomes

Q16#7 The available funding modalities were
appropriate for the project setup and operation (co- | 3,8% 12,8% 19,9% 34,6% | 28,9%
funding, level of funding, timing of payment, etc.)
Q16#8 Activity reporting was easy and
proportionate to the project effort

Q16#9 Project review procedures were appropriate
and easy to follow, and were an effective support to | 3,9% 13,8% 31,1% 33,5% | 17,7%
project implementation

Q16#10 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate to facilitate project implementation
Q16#11 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate and flexible enough to facilitate 7,2% 14,7% 33,2% 29,4% | 15,5%
management of unexpected outcomes

3,0% 8,4% 20,5% 30,4% | 37,6%

5,9% 19,6% 28,8% 29,5% | 16,2%

2,2% 12,7% 35,2% | 31,5% | 18,4%
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Figure 44 - The EU coordinator assessment of the FP7 programme management
and administration

Q16 Please assess the following statements related to the FP7 programme management and
administration.
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

N O
21,0% 188%  154%

20,8% 23,7% 22,6%

21,7% 19,2% 26,1%

26,1% 15,9% 23,6%

Q16#1 Theinclusion of a third country partner created problems for
the project setup

Q16#2 Theinclusion of a third country partner created problems of
the project management (content)

Q16#3 The inclusion of a third country partner created problems on
the project administration (formal)

Q16#4 The inclusion of a third country partner required more
intensive interaction with the programme or the project officer of the
EC

Q16#5 Proposal evaluationand contractnegotiation were timely and HCompletely Disagree

transparent Disagres
Q16#6 Proposers receive clearinformation on the evaluation Neutral

process and the reasons forthe outcomes Agree

Q16#7 The available funding modalities were appropriate forthe
project setup and operation (co-funding, level of funding, timing of
payment, etc.)

uFully Agree
Q16#8 Activity reportingwas easy and proportionate to the project
effort

Q16#9 Projectreview procedureswere appropriate and easy to
follow, and were an effective supportto projectimplementation

Q16#10 The overallrules and procedures were adequateto
facilitate projectimplementation

Q16#11 The overallrules andprocedures were adequate and
flexible enoughto facilitate management of unexpected outcomes

QUESTION 8 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE
INFORMATION DISSEMINATION BY THE FP7 "COOPERATION" WORK PROGRAMMES:

Table 36 - The third country partner assessment of information dissemination
by the FP7 “"Cooperation” Work Programmes

Completely Disagre Neutr Fully

‘ Disagree e al SR Agree
Q8#1 Information days clearly presented
international cooperation related programme 3,1% 7,7% 24,6% 37,0% 27,6%
information and project design principles

Q8#2 International cooperation information in
INFO days should become a focus topic in the 2,6% 4,6% 22,2% | 42,4% 28,2%
future

Q8#3 Information on the programme came mainly

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
from on-line sources 4,5% 8,0% 23,7% | 31,7% | 32,1%
Q8#4 The |nternat_|on_al cooperatlc_)n information 3,0% 8,2% 20,9% 34,3% 33,7%
was useful for designing your project
Q84#5 Contact with the Commission Services was
facilitated and easy to receive information and help 4,5% 9,5% 259% | 354% | 24,8%

with the specific international cooperation aspects
of the proposals

Q8#6 The international cooperation aspects were
explicitly mentioned in the Work Programme and 1,7% 4,8% 18,1% 37,0% 38,5%
call documentation of the project

Q8#7 The specific international cooperation
programme objectives were easily available and 2,3% 5,9% 20,9% 35,8% 35,2%
understandable

Q8#8 Proposer guidelines were comprehensive and

clear 1,8% 6,3% 17,8% | 38,1% | 36,0%
Q8#9 It was easy and effective to access
information on the international cooperation 2,9% 8,0% 22,3% | 38,4% | 28,4%

aspects of the programme and on its previous
achievements
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Figure 45 - The third country partner assessment of information dissemination
by the FP7 “"Cooperation” Work Programmes

Q8 Please assess the following statements related to the information dissemination

by the international cooperation FP7 Work Programme:
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q8#1 Information days clearly presentedinternational

8,0%  23,7% 31,7%

8,2%  209% 34,3% mCompletely Disagres

cooperation related programme information and project design 7,7% 24,6% 37,0%
principles ‘ ‘
Q8#2 International cooperation information in INFO days 6% 222% 42,4%

shouldbecomea focus topic in the future

Q8#3 Information on the programme came mainly from on-line
sources

Q8#4 Theinternational cooperation information was useful for
designingyour project

Disagree
Q8#5 Contactwith the Commission Serviceswas facilitated ‘ ‘ Newtral
and easy to receiveinformation and help with the specific 9,5% 25,9% 35,4% eura
international cooperation aspects ofthe proposals ‘ ‘ Agree
Q8#6 Theinternational cooperation aspects were explicitly mFully Agree

mentioned in the Work Programme and call documentation of
the project

8% 18,1% 37,0%

9% 20,9% 35,8%

QB8#7 The specific international cooperation programme
objectives were easily available and understandable

Q8#8 Proposer guidelines were comprehensiveand clear [6,3% 17,8% 38,1%
Q8#9 It was easy and effective toaccessinformation onthe ‘ ‘ ‘
international cooperation aspects ofthe programme andonits |8,0%  22,3% 38,4%

previous achievements

QUESTION 17 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE INFORMATION DISSEMINATION BY THE FP7 "COOPERATION" WORK
PROGRAMMES:

Table 37 - The EU coordinator assessment of information dissemination by the
international cooperation FP7 “"Cooperation” Work Programme

‘ CD¢_)mpleter Disagree Neutral Agree Fully
isagree Agree

Q17#1 Information days clearly presented international

cooperation related programme information and project 2,4% 12,4% 34,3% 32,5% 18,3%

design principles

Q17#2 International cooperation information in INFO days

should become a focus topic in the future 3,5% 8,8% 29,2% 36,3% 22,2%

Q17'#3 Information on the programme came mainly from 2,8% 6,9% 22,0% 34,9% 33,5%

on-line sources

Q17#4 The |n.ter_nat|onal cooperation information was 3,6% 17,8% 35,0% 31,0% 12,7%

useful for designing your project

Q17#5 Contact with the Commission Services was

facilitate_d_arjd easy to receive info_rmation and help with 4,9% 18,1% 29,4% 32,8% 14,7%

the specific international cooperation aspects of the

proposals

Q17#6 The international cooperation aspects were

explicitly mentioned in the Work Programme and call 5,5% 7,4% 17,5% 34,6% 35,0%

documentation of the project

Q17#7 The specific _|ntern§t|onal cooperation programme 3,7% 9,8% 22,3% 39,1% 25,1%

objectives were easily available and understandable

Q17#8 Proposer guidelines were comprehensive and clear 1,3% 8,8% 21,6% 43,6% 24,7%

Q17#9 It was easy and effective to access information on

the international cooperation aspects of the programme 4,9% 15,2% 32,8% 33,3% 13,7%

and on its previous achievements
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Figure 46 - The EU coordinators’ assessment of information dissemination by
the FP7 “Cooperation” Work Programmes

Q17 Please assess the following statements related to the information dissemination

by the international cooperation FP7 Work Programme.
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

\ | | |
12,4% 34,3% 32,5%

8,8% 29,2% 36,3%

Q17#1 Information days clearly presentedinternational
cooperationrelated programme information and project design
principles

Q17#2 International cooperation information in INFO days
should becomea focus topicin the future

Q17#3 Information on the programme came mainly from on-

line sources 9% 22,0% 34,9%

Q17#4 The international cooperation information was useful

for designing your project 17,8% 35,0%

mCompletely Disagree

Disagree
Q17#5 Contactwith the Commission Services was facilitated ‘ ‘ ‘ NeLtral
and easy to receive information and help with the specific 18,1% 29,4% 32,8% eutra
international cooperation aspects ofthe proposals ‘ ‘ ‘ Adree
Q17#6 The international cooperation aspectswere explicitly mFLUly Agree

mentioned in the Work Programme and call documentation of
the project

Q17#7 The specific international cooperation programme
objectives were easily available and understandable

Q17#8 Proposer guidelineswere comprehensive andclear §8,8%  21,6% 43,6%

Q17#9 lt was easy and effective to accessinformation on the
international cooperation aspectsofthe programme and on its
previous achievements

QUESTION 9 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE
LEVEL OF ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS AND TO THE OVERALL PROGRAMME RULES:

Table 38 - The Third country partner assessment of the level of administrative
requirements and the overall programme rules

Fully

‘ Completely
Agree

Di ‘ Disagree Neutral Agree
isagree

Q9#1 International Cooperation-specific
proposal documents and formalities can be 1,5% 8,1% 21,8% 36,3% 32,4%

significantly streamlined and optimised

Q9+#2 International Cooperation-specific
contract negotiation documents and formalities | 2,5% 7,7% 22,8% 34,0% 33,0%
can be significantly simplified

Q9+#3 International Cooperation-specific
reporting, evaluation and auditing documents 2,2% 8,8% 19,8% 33,8% 35,4%
and procedures can be reduced and simplified

Q9+#4 The level of funding was appropriate in

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
respect to the objectives and achieved results 4/4% 10,7% 26,0% 36,0% 23,0%
Q9#5 The budget allowed an appropriately
sized consortium to reach the critical mass for 2,8% 8,2% 24,6% 41,2% 23,2%

implementing the project and generating the
anticipated impacts

Q9#6 The programme rules have led to a
complex project size with significant 11,5% 20,7% 26,6% 25,9% 15,2%
transaction costs
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Figure 47 - The Third country partner assessment of the level of administrative
requirements and the overall programme rules

Q9 Please assess the following statements related to the level of administrative requirements and to
the overall programme rules:
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

81%  21,8% 36,3%

QO#1 International Cooperation-specific proposal documents and
formalities can be significantly streamlinedand optimised

Q9#2 International Cooperation-specific contractnegotiation documents
and formalities can be significantly simplifiec

mCompletely Disagree
Q%3 International Cooperation-specific reporting, evaluation and

Di
auditing documents and procedures can be reduced and simplified SiS% N Sl Isagree
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ Neutral
QU#4 The level of fundii iatei tto the objecti Agree
elevelof fundingwas appropriate in respectto the objectives
andachievedresults 10726 2610% 2610% mFully Agree

8,2% 24,6% 41,2%

QO#5 The budget allowed an appropriately sized consortiumtoreach the
criticalmass for implementing the project and generatingthe anticipated
impacts

QO#6 The programme rules have led to a complex project size with
significanttransaction costs

QUESTION 18 [EU-COORDINATOR]. PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE LEVEL OF ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS AND TO THE OVERALL
PROGRAMME RULES:

Table 39 - The EU coordinator assessment of the level of administrative
requirements and the overall programme rules

C<_>mpletely Disagree Neutral Agree AL
Disagree Agree
Q18#1 International Cooperation-
speuﬁ; .proposal do;umgnts and 1,8% 8,7% 36,5% 30,6% 22,4%
formalities can be significantly
streamlined and optimised
Q18#2 International Cooperation-
specific contract negotiation 1,8% 8,2% 29,5% | 35,0% | 25,5%
documents and formalities can be
significantly simplified
Q18#3 International Cooperation-
specific reporting, evaluation and 2.3% 8,8% 25,6% 33,0% 30,2%

auditing documents and procedures
can be reduced and simplified

Q18+#4 The level of funding was
appropriate in respect to the 8,9% 12,2% 23,6% 35,8% 19,5%
objectives and achieved results

Q18#5 The budget allowed an
appropriately sized consortium to
reach the critical mass for 4,6% 11,7% 21,3% 36,8% 25,5%
implementing the project and
generating the anticipated impacts

Q18+#6 The programme rules have led
to a complex project size with 16,4% 29,6% 27,7% 16,4% 9,9%

significant transaction costs
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Figure 48 - The EU coordinator assessment of the level of administrative
requirements and the overall programme rules

Q18 Please assess the following statements related to the level of administrative
requirements and to the overall programme rules.
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Q18#4 The level of fundingwas appropriate in respectto the
objectives and achieved results uFully Agree

Q18#5 The budgetallowed an appropriately sized consortiumto
reach the critical mass for implementing the projectand generating
the anticipatedimpacts

Q18#6 The programme rules have ledto a complex project size
with significanttransaction costs
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Figure 49: Cross-tabulation between statements related to the FP7
programme management and administration, and the thematic area of
cooperation (Q7#Q1) [TIERS]
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Figure 50: Cross-tabulation between statements related to the level of
administrative requirements and the overall programme rules, and the thematic
area of cooperation (Q9#Q1) [TIERS]
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Figure 51: Cross-tabulation between statements related to the FP7
programme management and administration, and the thematic area of
cooperation (Q16#Q2) [EU-Coordinator]
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Figure 52: Cross-tabulation between statements related to the level of
administrative requirements and the overall programme, and the thematic area
of cooperation (Q18#Q2) [EU-Coordinator]

(Q18"Q2) Assess the following statements related to the level of inistrative requi ts and to the overall programme rules
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% B0% T0% 80% 80% 100%

Health (4+5 High importance)

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Bil (4+5 High i it )

Information and Communication Technologies (4+5 High importance)

RO B#1 Intemational
Cooperation-spedific
proposal documents and
formalities can be
significartly streamlined
and optimised

Envionment (ncluding Climate Change) (4+5 High importance)

Health {4+5 High importance)

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Bil (4+5 High imp )

Information and Communication Technelogies (4+5 High importance)

= 1+2 Disagree

contract negotiation
can be significart!y
simplified

RCH 842 Intemational
Cooperation-speci fic

Envienment (including Climate Change} (4+5 High importance) Neutral
" Neutral

Health {4+5 High importance) nd+5 Agree

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology (4+5 High importance)

and simplified

Infarmation and Communication Technologies (4+5 High importance)

Cooperation-sped fic
reporting, evaluaion and

RCA 643 Intemational

Envienment (nduding Climate Change) (4+5 High importance)

Health (4+5 High importance)

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, (4+5 High )

Infermation and Communication Technelogies (4+5 High importance)

respect to the objedives procedures can be reduced;

and achieved results

RCr &#4 The level of
funding was appropriate in | auditing documents and | documents and form alities

Environment (including Climate Change) (4+5 High importance)

QUESTION 10[TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE
ROLE OF NATIONAL CONTACT POINTS (NCPS) IN FACILITATING THE PROJECT AND
DISSEMINATING INFORMATION.

Table 40 - The Third country partner assessment of the role of NCPs in
facilitating the project and disseminating information:

Completely

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree

Q10#1 The NCPs were a main source of
information

23,4% 15,3% 21,3% | 20,8% | 19,2%

Q10#2 The NCP clearly presented international
cooperation related programme information and 16,8% 15,0% 20,8% 29,3% | 18,1%
project design principles

Q10#3 The NCP was a key enabler in the initial
setup of the international cooperation part of the 25,4% 13,7% 17,6% 25,0% | 18,4%
project

Q10#4 The NCP was a key enabler in the setup of
the participation of the third country partner and 24,9% 14,1% 18,1% 25,4% | 17,5%
in providing information

Q10#5 The NCP was a key enabler to combine the
national S&T support instruments with the EU 24,5% 13,2% 18,9% 26,2% | 17,3%
instruments

Q10#6 INCO National Contact Points effectively
fulfil their role as facilitators for the participation 18,8% 14,6% 19,8% 28,7% | 18,2%
into the programme
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Figure 53 - The Third country partner assessment of the role of NCPs in
facilitating the project and disseminating information

Q10 Please assess the following statements related to the role of National Contact
Points (NCPs) in facilitating the project and disseminating information:

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q10#1 The NCPs were a main source of information H 15,3% H 20,8% ﬂ
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. . : ; Disagree
international cooperation part ofthe project

uNeutral
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Q10#5 The NCP was a key enablerto combine the national
S&T supportinstruments with the EU instruments

Q10#6 INCO National Contact Points effectively fulfil their
role as facilitators for the participation into the programme F | iz ST

QUESTION 19 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE ROLE OF NATIONAL CONTACT POINTS (NCPS) IN FACILITATING THE
PROJECT AND DISSEMINATING INFORMATION.

Table 41 - The EU coordinator assessment of the role of NCPs in facilitating the
project and disseminating information:

Completely
Disagree

Disagree | Neutral Agree

Q19#1 The NCPs were a main source of

. . 31,5% 26,9% 20,8% 10,6% | 10,2%
information

Q19#2 The NCP clearly presented international
cooperation related programme information and 23,7% 26,8% 20,5% 16,3% | 12,6%
project design principles

Q19#3 The NCP was a key enabler in the initial
setup of the international cooperation part of the 46,3% 23,9% 13,9% 10,9% | 5,0%
project

Q19#4 The NCP was a key enabler in the setup
of the participation of the third country partner 52,8% 24,1% 12,8% 7,2% 3,1%
and in providing information

Q19#5 The NCP was a key enabler to combine
the national S&T support instruments with the EU | 44,5% 25,1% 15,7% 10,5% | 4,2%
instruments

Q19#6 INCO National Contact Points effectively
fulfil their role as facilitators for the participation 32,0% 23,1% 20,1% 16,0% | 8,9%
into the programme
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Figure 54 - The EU coordinator assessment of the role of NCPs in facilitating the
project and disseminating information:

Q19 Please assess the following statements related to the role of National Contact
Points (NCPs}) in facilitating the project and disseminating information.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

26,9% 20,8% 10,6%

20,5% 16,3%

23,9% 13,9% 10,9%

Q19#1 The NCPswere a main source of information

Q19#2 The NCP clearly presentedinternational cooperation
related programme information and project design principles

HCompletely Disagree

Q19#3 The NCPwas a key enablerin the initial setup of the

| i é ; 0% Disagree
international cooperation part ofthe project

‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ Neutral
Q19#4 The NCPwas a key enablerin the setup of the Agree
participation ofthe third country partnerand in providing 24,1% 12,8% 7,20483,1% 4 Fully Agree

information

25,1% 15,7% 10,5%

20,1% 16,0%

Q19#5 The NCP was a key enablerto combine the national
S&T supportinstruments with the EU instruments

Q19#6 INCO National Contact Points effectively fulfiltheir
role as facilitators for the participation into the programme

QUESTION 9A |[NCP]: PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER FP7 INTERNATIONAL STI
COOPERATION RULES AND MANAGEMENT APPROACHES MATCH WITH THE
CORRESPONDING RULES AND INSTRUMENTS IN YOUR OWN COUNTRY.

Table 42 - The NCPs' assessment of the match between international STI
cooperation rules and management approaches, and the corresponding rules
and instruments in their own country

Limited Rather Neutral Stron Comple
Match Limited g te
Project design rules. 9.5% 22.1% 37.9% 28.4% | 2.1%
Funding scheme (co-funding, level of 16.8% 27.4% 34.7% |16.8% |4.2%
funding, timing of payment, etc.).
Project evaluation rules. 2.1% 29.2% 36.5% |27.1% |5.2%
Contract setup rules. 11.2% 27.0% 32.6% 28.1% | 1.1%
Project initiation. 8.4% 26.3% 36.8% |25.3% |3.2%
Contract management rules. 9.1% 29.5% 35.2% |23.9% |2.3%
Project flexibility rules, changes in S&T and
research process due to unexpected 13.6% 25.9% 42.0% [17.3%|1.2%
results and outcomes.
Administrative rules, activity reporting. 9.5% 26.3% 32.6% |28.4% |3.2%
Contract amendment rules. 15.4% 20.5% 34.6% |26.9% |2.6%
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Figure 55 - The NCPs' assessment of the match between international STI
cooperation rules and management approaches, and the corresponding rules
and instruments in their own country

Please indicate whether FP7 international STl cooperation rules and
management approaches match with the corresponding rules and
instruments in your own country.
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
| | | |
Project design rules. 22|,1% | 37,9% | 78,4%
Funding scheme (co-funding, level of funding,... | 27,4% | 3T,7% | 16,8%
Project evaluation rules. 2,4% 29,2% | 36,5% | 27|,1% M Limited Match
Contract setup rules. 27,0% 32,6% 281% Rather Limited Match
| | | Neutral
Project initiation. 26,3% 36,8% 25,3%
| | | Strong Match
Contract management rules. 29,5% | 35,29|{. |23,9% u Complete Match
Project flexibility rules, changes in S&T and... 25,9% | 42[0% | 17,3%1
Administrative rules, activity reporting. 26,3% | 32,6% | 2|8,4%
Contract amendment rules. I20,5% ! 34,6% ! 26,9%

QUESTION 9B [NCP]: PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER THE APPLICABLE FP7
INTERNATIONAL STI MANAGEMENT RULES AND APPROACHES ARE SUITABLE TO FOR
INTERNATIONAL STI COOPERATION ACTIVITIES IN YOUR COUNTRY.

Table 43 - The NCP's assessment of the applicable FP7 international STI
management rules and approaches and their suitability for international STI
cooperation activities in its country

. Rather . Very
Unsuitable Unsuitable Neutral | Appropriate Appropriate

Project design rules. 3.2% 7.5% 34.4% |47.3% 7.5%
Funding scheme (co-funding,
level of funding, timing of 7.4% 18.1% 34.0% |31.9% 8.5%
payment, etc.).
Negotiation among partners. 4.3% 13.0% 30.4% [43.5% 8.7%
Project evaluation rules. 4.3% 8.6% 29.0% [48.4% 9.7%
Time frame (time for approval, | 4 3o, 23.9% 33.7% |26.1% 12.0%
time to contract, etc.).
Negotiation with Commission. 3.7% 24.7% 24.7% 38.3% 8.6%
Contract setup rules. 2.4% 21.7% 34.9% |34.9% 6.0%
Project initiation. 3.4% 13.8% 33.3% [41.4% 8.0%
Contract management rules, o o o o o
project review procedures. 4.5% 17.0% 37.5% |34.1% 6.8%
Project flexibility rules to 8.9% 12.7% 38.0% |30.4% 10.1%
manage changes in S&T and
research process due to
Administrative rules, Activity 5.4% 16.3% 30.4% [41.3% 6.5%
Contract amendment rules. 6.2% 19.8% 34.6% |30.9% 8.6%
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Figure 56 - The NCPs’ assessment of the applicable FP7 international STI
management rules and approaches and their suitability for international STI
cooperation activities in its country

Project design rules.

Funding scheme (co-funding, level of funding,
timing of payment, etc).

Negotiation among partners.

Project evaluation rules.

Time frame (time for approval, time to contract,
etc).

Negotiation with Commission.

Contract setup rules.

Project initiation.

Contract management rules, project review
procedures.

Project flexibility rules to manage changes in S&T

Administrative rules, Activity reporting.

Contract amendment rules.

and research process due to unexpected results...

Please indicate whether the applicable FP7 international STI management
rules and approaches are suitable
to for international STI cooperation activities in your country.

M Unsuitable

1 Rather Unsuitable
™ Neutral

= Appropriate

B Very Appropriate
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QUESTION 12C [NCP]: PLEASE INDICATE IF YOU AGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS.

Table 44 - The NCPs’ opinion on the statements on international S&T
cooperation in FP7

Completely
Disagree

5,1% 9,2% 35,7% | 38,8% 11,2%

Disagree | Neutral Agree

The structure of the funding schemes is
appropriate to foster international STI cooperation.
The rules make it easy to negotiate the consortium
formation and terms of cooperation.

The timeframe for evaluation is appropriate for the
STI project needs.

The timeframe for negotiation is appropriate for
the STI project needs.

The programme and project management rules
are flexible enough to cater for unexpected results | 2,3% 13,8% 39,1% 36,8% 8,0%
and outcomes of the STI process.

There is a significant room for reduction of FP7 STI
International Cooperation specific administrative
burden concerning proposal documents and
formalities.

There is a significant room for reduction of FP7 STI
International Cooperation specific administrative
burden concerning contract negotiation documents
and formalities.

There is a significant room for reduction of FP7 STI
International Cooperation specific administrative
burden concerning reporting, evaluation and
auditing documents.

The level of funding is in general appropriate for
the purposes of the international cooperation 2,1% 8,4% 28,4% 33,7% 27,4%
projects.

The budget allowed an appropriately sized
consortium to reach the critical mass for
implementing the project and generating the
anticipated impacts.

The programme rules have led to a complex
project size with significant transaction costs.
There is a firm commitment of national
stakeholders to cooperate with the EU institutions
to strengthen the international cooperation
framework and to ensure the sustainability.

There has been a close cooperation between
international partners and the EU to develop the
institutional settings for the implementation of the
strategic European framework.

The international partners and the EU have put in
place articulate monitoring systems of FP7 STI
International Cooperation to provide input to its
actual implementation.

The policy cooperation between the EU and the
international partners is supporting the progress of | 2,2% 9,0% 27,0% 39,3% 22,5%
discussions of global issues.

4,1% 18,6% 39,2% |30,9% 7,2%

3,1% 18,8% |32,3% |354% |10,4%

3,3% 18,5% |31,5% |37,0% |9,8%

2,3% 7,0% 22,1% |48,8% 19,8%

2,3% 5,8% 36,0% |40,7% 15,1%

2,2% 5,6% 32,6% |46,1% |13,5%

2,2% 4,3% 34,8% |45,7% 13,0%

2,4% 6,1% 35,4% 43,9% 12,2%

1,1% 13,2%  |22,0% |37,4% |26,4%

3,6% 19,0% 26,2% | 38,1% 13,1%

2,5% 11,4% |41,8% |38,0% |6,3%
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Figure 57 - The NCPs’ opinion on the statements on international S&T
cooperation in FP7

Please indicate if you agree with the following statements.
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The structure of the funding schemes is appropriate to foster
international STI cooperation.

The rules make it easy to negotiate the consortium formation
and terms of cooperation.

The timeframe for evaluation is appropriate for the STI
project needs.

The timeframe for negotiation is appropriate for the STI
project needs.

The programme and project management rules are flexible
enough to cater for unexpected results and outcomes of the...

There is a significant room for reduction of FP7 STI
International Cooperation specific administrative burden...

There is a significant room for reduction of FP7 STI H Completely Disagree

International Cooperation specific administrative burden...  Disagree
There is a significant room for reduction of FP7 STI 1 ™ Neutral
International Cooperation specific administrative burden... " Agree
The level of funding is in general appropriate for the purposes m Fully Agree

of the international cooperation projects.

The budget allowed an appropriately sized consortium to
reach the critical mass for implementing the project and...

The programme rules have led to a complex project size with
significant transaction costs.

There is a firm commitment of national stakeholders to
cooperate with the EU institutions to strengthen the...

There has been a close cooperation between international
partners and the EU to develop the institutional settings for...

The international partners and the EU have put in place
articulate monitoring systems of FP7 STl International...

The policy cooperation between the EU and the international
partners is supporting the progress of discussions of global...

QUESTION 10A [NCP]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ON
INTERNATIONAL STI COOPERATION 1IN FP7, POSSIBLY CONSIDERING YOUR
EXPERIENCE AND THE CONTACTS WITH THE STI PLAYERS OF YOUR COUNTRY OR
REGION AS REGARDS ITS PROGRAMME DESIGN.

Table 45 - The NCPs' assessment of international STI cooperation in FP7,
possibly considering their experience and the contacts with the STI players of
the country or region as regards its programme design

Cc_)mpletely Disagree | Neutral Agree AL
Disagree Agree
Int tional STI ti licies in FP7
nternational STI cooperation policies in are 1.0% 8.2% 25.8% | 50.5% | 14.4%

designed to allow an effective strategic and policy

International STI cooperation policies in FP7 are
designed to allow an effective scientific and 0.0% 10.1% 23.2% |43.4% |23.2%
technological cooperation at thematic level.

International STI cooperation policies in FP7 are
designed to allow an effective scientific and 1.0% 9.1% 28.3% |38.4%|23.2%
technological cooperation of science and technology

International STI cooperation policies in FP7 are
designed to allow an effective scientific and
technological cooperation of the EU with other 0.0% 9.3% 23.7% | 41.2% | 25.8%

countries leading to significant improvements in

+ifi nd & hnalaa~i | lrmosailads
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Figure 58 - The NCPs' assessment of international STI cooperation in FP7,
possibly considering their experience and the contacts with the STI players of

the country or region as regards its programme design

Please assess the following statements on international STl cooperation in
FP7, possibly considering your experience and the contacts with the STI

100%

International STI cooperation policies in FP7 are
designed to allow an effective strategic and policy [8,2%  25,8%
cooperation.

International STI cooperation policies in FP7 are
designed to allow an effective scientific and 10,1% 23,2%
technological cooperation at thematic level.

International STI cooperation policies in FP7 are
designed to allow an effective scientific and
technological cooperation of science and
technology players.

International STI cooperation policies in FP7 are
designed to allow an effective scientific and
technological cooperation of the EU with other  9,3%  23,7%
countries leading to significant improvements in
scientific and technological knowledge.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
50,5%
o [
9,1% 28,3% 38,4% -
41,2%

players of your country or region as regards its programme design.

H Completely Disagree

Disagree
Neutral

Agree

M Fully Agree

QUESTION 10B [NCP]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ON THE
OPERATION OF THE NCP SYSTEM AND ON THE INTERACTION AND COOPERATION WITH

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION.

Table 46 - The NCPs’ assessment of the operation of the NCP system and the

interaction and cooperation with the European Commission

Cc_;mpletely Disagree Neutral Agree ol
Disagree Agree
The network of NCPs is appropriately structured and 5.8% 13.6% 26.2% |39.8% | 14.6%
organised.
There is an appropriate information flow from the o o o o o
European Commission. 2.9% 16.3% 27.9% 32.7% | 20.2%
The EC is an efficient partner to promote FP research in 2.9% 12.5% 28.8% |30.8% | 25.0%
your country.
There is an effective and high quality communication 5.2% 11.3% 38.1% |30.9% | 14.4%
process with the EC.
Ther.e is an effective and high quality communication 3.9% 15.5% 35.0% | 21.4% | 24.3%
within the NCP network.
There is good awareness of data and information
originating from the EC, which is necessary for the 3.9% 17.6% 29.4% |35.3% | 13.7%
proper performance of NCPs.
There is efficient and timely information by the EC on o o o o o
the outcomes of the proposal evaluation processes. >.2% 11.5% 40.6% | 28.1% | 14.6%
The cooperation with NCPs in other countries is o o o o o
facilitated and effective. 4.1% 20.6% 28.9% |[32.0% | 14.4%
The cooperation with NCPs in other countries produces o o o o o
positive effects for the STI cooperation. 2:2% 12.0% 31.5% 1 28.3% | 26.1%
The NCP operations monitoring system allows a regular
improvement, taking account of best practices and 5.7% 8.0% 36.8% |[34.5% | 14.9%
shortcomings.
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Figure 59 - The NCPs’ assessment of the operation of the NCP system and the
interaction and cooperation with the European Commission

Please assess the following statements on the operation of the NCP system
and on the interaction and cooperation with the European Commission.
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

The network of NCPs is appropriately structured
and organised.

There is an appropriate information flow from the
European Commission.

|

The EC is an efficient partner to promote FP
research in your country.

There is an effective and high quality
communication process with the EC.

H Completely Disagree

There is an effective and high quality _ " Disagree
communication within the NCP network. - o Neutral
There is good awareness of data and information  Agree
originating from the EC, which is necessary for the &
proper performance of NCPs. M Fully Agree

There is efficient and timely information by the EC
on the outcomes of the proposal evaluation
processes.

The cooperation with NCPs in other countries is

facilitated and effective.

The cooperation with NCPs in other countries
produces positive effects for the STI cooperation.

The NCP operations monitoring system allows a
regular improvement, taking account of best
practices and shortcomings.

il

QUESTION 10D [NCP]: CONSIDERING THE ACTIVITIES OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION
AND ITS APPROACH TO PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT.

Table 47 - The opinion of NCPs’ on the activities of the European Commission
and its approach to programme management

‘Ct_)mpletely Disagree Neutral Agree Al
Disagree Agree
Contact with the Commission Services was 3.6% 12.0% 36.1% | 32.5% | 15.7%

facilitated and easy to receive information

It was easy and effective to access
information on the INCO aspects of the 3.7% 13.6% 30.9% |39.5% |12.3%
programme and on its previous

Programme information provided allowed a
clear integration of the specific INCO 1.3% 16.5% 32.9% |38.0% |11.4%

character into the overall thematic outline
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Figure 390 - The opinion of NCPs on the activities of the European Commission
and its approach to programme management

Considering the activities of the European Commission and its approach to
programme management.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Contact with the Commission ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Services was facilitated and easy to
receive information and help with the 2,0% 36,1% 32,5%
specific INCO aspects of the
proposals. .
B Completely Disagree
. Disagree
It was easy and effective to access
information on the INCO aspects of Neutral
~ aspect 13,6% 30,9% 39,5%
the programme and on its previous Agree
achievements.

B Fully Agree

Programme information provided
allowed a clear integration of the
specific INCO character into the 16,5% 32,9% 38,0%
overall thematic outline of the S&T
research programme. ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

QUESTION 11 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE IMPACT OF THE PARTICIPATION OF EU
MEMBER STATES ON THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF OUTPUTS IN THEIR ORGANISATION.

Table 48 - The opinion of third country partners on the impact of the
participation of EU-Member States on the following types of outputs in their
organisation

Low Medium | Significant V_ery_ .
Impact Impact Impact AT
p P P Impact

Q11+#1 Peer reviewed publications 6,0% 6,3% 21,8% 30,5% 35,4%
Q11#2 Other scientific publications ('books, 5,5% 6,3% 20,8% 36,8% 30,6%
book chapters, conference presentations)
Q11#3 Completion of PhD theses in your
organisation 24,4% 12,9% 19,1% 21,0% 22,6%
Q11#4 Completion of MA theses in your
organisation 30,4% 13,7% 17,9% 20,9% 17,1%
Q11#5 New or improved products 18,5% 12,0% 20,5% 28,6% 20,4%
Q11#6 New or improved processes 14,5% 8,2% 21,9% 33,8% 21,6%
Q11#7 New or improved services 20,3% 10,8% 21,8% 29,7% 17,4%
Q11#8 Creation of interoperable standards 21,9% 12,8% 21,3% 27,7% 16,3%
Q11#9 Creation of interoperable services 25,0% 14,2% 22,9% 26,6% 11,2%
Qll#;lO Qrganlsatlonal innovations in your 19,5% 11,1% 21,4% 28,5% 19,5%
organisation
Q11#11 Patents, licences, copyrights and 33,8% 16,4% 19,1% 17,9% 12,9%
other IPRs
Q11#12 New software or algorithms 28,5% 12,6% 20,8% 23,7% 14,4%
Q11#13 New business start-ups or spin-offs 41,9% 14,2% 20,0% 15,9% 8,0%
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Figure 61 - The opinion of third country partners on the impact of the
participation of EU-Member States on the following types of outputs in their
organisation

Q11 Please assess the impact of the participation of EU-MS on the following types of outputs
in your organisation.
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% O0% 100%

Q11#1 Peerreviewed publications

Q11#2 Other scientific publications (books, book chapters,
conference presentations)

Q11#3 Completion of PhD theses in your organisation
Q11#4 Completion of MAthesesin your organisation

Q11#5New orimproved products
ENo Impactatall
Q11#6 New orimprovedprocesses Low Impact

. i mMedium Impact
Q11#7 New orimproved services

Significant Impact

Q11#8 Creation ofinteroperable standards mVery Significant Impact
Q11#9 Creation ofinteroperable services

Q11#10 Organisationalinnovationsin your organisation
Q11#11 Patents, licences, copyrights and other [IPRs
Q11#12New software oralgorithms

Q11#13 New business start-ups or spin-offs

QUESTION 20 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE OUTPUTS OF THE

PARTICIPATION OF THIRD COUNTRY PARTNERS REGARDING IMPACTS ON:

Table 49 - The opinion of EU coordinators on the outputs of the participation of
third country partners and their impacts

Medium  Significant \sl_ery_f_
Impact Impact Ll
Impact

Q20+#1 Peer reviewed publications 9,1% 10,4% 21,7% 31,7% 27,0%
Q20#2 Other scientific publications (books, o o o o o
book chapters, conference presentations) 7/1% 11,7% | 24,2% 35,0% 22,1%
Q20#3 Completion of PhD theses in your 354% | 17,9% | 17,4% | 17,4% 11,8%
organisation
Q20#4 Completion of MA theses in your 433% | 182% | 18,2% | 12,3% 8,0%
organisation
Q20+#5 New or improved products 24,9% 11,9% 28,4% 22,9% 11,9%
Q20+#6 New or improved processes 21,9% 13,9% 26,4% 24,9% 12,9%
Q20#7 New or improved services 28,9% 15,8% 26,8% 15,8% 12,6%
Q20+#8 Creation of interoperable standards 42,2% 13,3% 16,8% 16,8% 11,0%
Q20+#9 Creation of interoperable services 45,6% 13,6% 18,3% 14,8% 7,7%
Q20#_10 Qrganlsatlonal innovations in your 46,6% 13,6% 18,2% 14,2% 7,4%
organisation
Q20+#11 Patents, licences, copyrights and 46,2% | 15,9% 14,8% 14,8% 8,2%
other IPRs
Q20+#12 New software or algorithms 40,3% 10,2% 18,3% 17,7% 13,4%
Q20#13 New business start-ups or spin-offs | 52,0% 17,1% 14,3% 10,9% 5,7%
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Figure 62 - The opinion of EU coordinators on the outputs of the participation of
third country partners and their impacts

Q20 Please assess the outputs of the participation of third country partners regarding impacts
on
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

| | |
10,4% 21,7%

I I
Q20#1 Peerreviewed publications ‘ i ‘ ‘ 31,7% ‘
Q20#2 Other scientific publications (books, book chapters,
conference presentations) Ll % ‘ 3?0% ‘
Q20#3 Completion of PhDthesesin your organisation 17,9% ‘ 17.4% ‘
Q20#4 Completion of MAthesesin your organisation 18,2% ‘ 18f%
Q20#5 New or improved products 28,4% 22,9%
( ‘ ‘ ENo Impactatall
Q20#6 New orimproved processes 26,4% 24,9% Low Impact
. . ‘ ‘ Medium Impact
Q20#7 New or improved services 26,8%
‘ ‘ ‘ Significant Impact
Q20#8 Creation ofinteroperable standards 13,3% 16,8% mVery Significant Impact

Q20#9 Creation of interoperable services ,6% 18,3%

Q20#10 Organisational innovationsin your organisation 18,2% 14,2%

Q20#11 Patents, licences, copyrights and other IPRs 15,9%

Q20#12 New software or algorithms

Q20#13 New business start-ups or spin-offs

QUESTION 12 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE
IMPACT OF THE INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE PROJECT.

Table 50 - The assessment of third country partners of the impact of the
international cooperation in the project

Completely - Fully

‘ Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Q12#1 The international coopera_t|on allowed to: Produce an 13,3% 10,0% 20,2% 31,9% | 24,6%
increased range of goods or services
Q12#2 The international cooperation allowed to: Replace out- 19,9% 13,2% 22,0% 28,6% | 16,4%
dated products or processes
Q12#3 The.mternatlonal cooperation allowed to: Enter new 26,2% 14,4% 19,7% 23,0% | 16,7%
markets or increase market share
Q12#4 The |_nt_ernat|onal cooper_at|on allowed to: Improve 14,7% 7,2% 18,1% 34,4% | 25,7%
quality of existing goods or services
Q12_#_5_ The mternatl_onal cooperat|on_allowed to: Improve 20,5% 8,5% 22,0% 28,9% | 20,1%
flexibility for producing goods or services
Q12#6 Th_e mternat_lonal cooperation allowed to: Increase 13,4% 7,8% 15,8% 34,1% | 29,0%
technological capacity for producing goods or services
Q12_#7 The mte_rnatlonal cooperation allowed to: Reduce 21,5% 10,7% 20,1% 23,3% | 24,4%
environmental impacts
Q12#8 The international cooperation allowed to: Improve 33,1% 12,1% 18,4% 18,8% | 17,6%
health or safety of employees
Q12#9 The international cooperation allowed to: To 17,0% 10,7% 17,2% 31,0% | 24,1%
acquire/hire new personnel/experts
Q12#10 The international cooperation allowed to: Open up new 11,1% 7,4% 14,2% 28,9% | 38,3%
market knowledge and contacts
Q12#11 The cooperation with EU partners supported the
development of new skills in application of scientific tools and 4,5% 3,8% 12,6% 32,3% | 46,8%
methods
Q12#12 The integration of EU and third country partners
supported the development of new skills in adapting product 11,0% 6,9% 15,3% 30,5% | 36,3%
development to local needs
Q12#13 The integration of EU and third country partners
supported the development of new skills in engineering/applied 8,9% 6,7% 13,8% 31,8% | 38,8%
sciences, mathematics/statistics/database management
Q12#14 The integration of EU and third country partners
supported the development of new skills in managing R&D 7,0% 5,8% 16,7% 31,3% | 39,3%
projects
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Figure 63 — The assessment of third countries of the impact of the international
cooperation in the project

Q12 Please assess the following statements related to the impact of the international

cooperation in the project.
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q12#1 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Produce an
increasedrange of goods or services

Q12#2 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Replace out-
dated products orprocesses

Q12#3 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Enter new
markets or increase market share

Q12#4 The international cooperation allowedto: Improve quality
of existing goods or services

Q12#5 The international cooperation allowedto: Improve
flexibility for producing goods or services

Q12#6 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Increase
technological capacity for producinggoods or services .
HCompletely Disagree

Q12#7 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Reduce = Disagree
environmentalimpacts = Neutral
Q12#8 The international cooperation allowedto: Improve health FAgree
or safety of employees BFully Agree

Q12#9 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: To acquire/hire
new personnel/experts

Q12#10 The international cooperation allowedto: Open up new
marketknowledge and contacts

Q12#11 The cooperation with EU partners supportedthe
development of new skills in application of scientific tools and
methods

Q12#12 Theintegration of EU and third country partners
supported the development of new skills in adapting product
developmenttolocalneeds

Q12#13 The integration of EU and third country partners
supported the development of new skills in engineering/applied
sciences, mathematics/statistics/database management
Q12#14 The integration of EU and third country partners
supported the development of new skills in managing R&D
projects

LXXXII



QUESTION 21 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE IMPACT OF THE INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE PROJECT.

Table 51 - The EU coordinators’ assessment of the impact of international
cooperation in the project

Completely
Disagree

Disagree Neutral

Q21#1 The international cooperation
allowed to: Produce an increased 22,8% 9,2% 19,0% 29,3% 19,6%
range of goods or services

Q21+#2 The international cooperation
allowed to: Replace out-dated 33,7% 15,1% 19,3% 16,3% 15,7%
products or processes

Q21#3 The international cooperation
allowed to: Enter new markets or 33,7% 15,4% 19,5% 21,9% 9,5%
increase market share

Q21+#4 The international cooperation
allowed to: Improve quality of existing | 20,6% 10,3% 25,1% 27,4% 16,6%
goods or services

Q21+#5 The international cooperation
allowed to: Improve flexibility for 32,5% 15,6% 24,0% 14,3% 13,6%
producing goods or services

Q21+#6 The international cooperation
allowed to: Increase technological

. . 22,5% 11,2% 23,6% 24,2% 18,5%
capacity for producing goods or
services
Q21+#7 The international cooperation
allowed to: Reduce environmental 35,4% 20,3% 15,8% 11,4% 17,1%
impacts
Q21+#8 The international cooperation
allowed to: Improve health or safety 53,8% 15,9% 15,9% 8,3% 6,2%

of employees

Q21#9 The international cooperation
allowed to: To acquire/hire new 26,8% 16,1% 19,0% 25,0% 13,1%
personnel/experts

Q21#10 The international cooperation
allowed to: Open up new market 16,8% 8,6% 18,4% 29,7% 26,5%
knowledge and contacts

Q21+#11 The participation of third
country partners supported the
development of new skills in 8,0% 6,1% 22,5% 33,8% 29,6%
application of scientific tools and
methods

Q21+#12 The participation of third
country partners supported the
development of new skills in adapting |16,5% 14,8% 23,9% 21,0% 23,9%
product development to local needs in
third countries

Q21#13 The participation of third
country partners supported the
development of new skills in

0, [o) [o) o, 0,
engineering/applied sciences, 21,8% 9,5% 28,5% 20,7% 19,6%
mathematics/statistics/database
management
Q21#14 The participation of third
country partners supported the 22,9% 11,5%  |25,0%  |23,4% |17,2%

development of new skills in managing
R&D projects
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Figure 6440 - The EU coordinator assessment of the impact of international
cooperation in the project

Q21 Please assess the following statements related to the impact of the international
cooperation in the project:
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q21#1 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Produce an
increasedrange of goods or services

Q21#2 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Replace out-
clated products or processes

Q21#3 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Enter new
markets or increase market share

Q21#4 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Improve quality
of existing goods or services

Q21#5 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Improve
flexibility for producing goods orservices

Q21#6 The international cooperation allowedto: Increase

technological capacity for producinggoods or services i
u Completely Disagree

Q21#7 The international cooperation allowedto: Reduce " Disagree
environmentalimpacts =Neutral
Q21#8 The international cooperation allowedto: Improve health " Agree
or safety of employees uFully Agree

Q21#9 The international cooperation allowedto: To acquirethire
new personnellexperts

Q21#10 Theinternational cooperation allowedto: Open up new
marketknowledge and contacts

Q21#11 The participation of third country partners supportedthe
development of new skills in application of scientific tools and
methods

Q21#12 The participation ofthird country partners supportedthe
development of new skills in adapting product developmentto
localneeds in third countries
Q21#13 The participation of third country partners supportedthe
development of new skills in engineering/applied sciences,
mathematics/statistics/database management

Q21#14 The participation ofthird country partners supportedthe
development of new skills in managing R&D projects
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QUESTION 13 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE
IMPACTS OF THE INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THIS SPECIFIC PROJECT ON YOUR

ORGANISATION
Table 52 - The Third country partner assessment of the impacts of the
international cooperation in this specific project on their organisation
Completely . Fully
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Q13#1 It allowed further development of
previous joint research activities, based 7,4% 5,6% 13,6% 31,2% | 42,2%
on previous STI cooperation activities
Q13+#2 It granted improved access to
complementary know-how in your o o o o o
specific S&T area and knowledge sharing 1,7% >,6% 13,8% 39,4% | 39,5%
with EU partners
Q13#3 It facilitated access to human 6,9% 8,6% 23,6% 32,5% | 28,3%
capital in your S&T area
Q13#4 It allowed to achieve specific S&T
goals together with EU partners, which 3,0% 3,7% 15,1% 36,2% | 41,9%
need to be addressed on a global basis
Q13+#5 It improved networking with EU 1,1% 1,8% 9,7% 28,5% | 58,9%
research actors
Q13#6 It improved networking with EU 18,7% 13,2% 19,6% 23,9% | 24,6%
industrial actors
Q13#7 It improved networking with EU 16,3% 16,3% 22,2% 24,5% | 20,9%
policy actors
Q13+#8 It facilitated access to specifically
relevant research infrastructures and test | 10,2% 10,9% 23,2% 32,8% | 22,9%
beds
Q13#9 It allowed to achieve specific
socioeconomic development goals beyond 15,4% 17,5% 17,8% 26,4% | 22,9%
S&T, contributing to societal
development in third country
Q13#10 It managed to bring knowledge
creation closer to markets and ensuring 15,7% 16,4% 22,4% 29,2% | 16,3%
better market access
Q13+#11 It facilitated the exploitation of 4,9% 7.1% 17,9% 37,7% | 32,4%
research results
Q13#12 1t allowed the dev_elopment of 7.2% 5,1% 18,6% 36,4% | 32,6%
new strategic STI cooperation
Q13#13 It increased the focus on basic 8,4% 10,9% 22,0% 30,2% | 28,4%
research
Q13#14 It facilitated the sharing of 9,2% 7,7% 26,5% | 33,8% | 22,8%
scientific and technological risk
Q13#15 It improved the research 7,2% 9,5% 17,7% | 32,3% | 33,3%
conditions for your organisation
Q13#16 It improved the research
conditions in third country partner 7,8% 8,0% 20,4% 29,5% | 34,2%

organization
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Figure 6541 - The Third country partner assessment of the impacts of the

international cooperation in this specific project on their organisation

Q13#1 It allowed further development of previous joint
research activities, based on previous STI...

Q13#2 It grantedimproved access to complementary
know-how in your specific S&T area and knowledge...

Q13#3 It facilitated access to human capital in your
S&T area

Q13#4 It allowedto achieve specific S&T goals
togetherwith EU partners, which needto be...

Q13#5 ltimproved networking with EU research
actors

Q13#6 ltimproved networkingwith EU industrial
actors
Q13#7 ltimproved networking with EU policy actors
Q13#8 It facilitated accessto specifically relevant
research infrastructuresandtestbeds

Q13#9 lt allowecdto achieve specific socioeconomic
development goals beyond S&T, contributingto...

Q13#10 It managedto bring knowledge creation
closerto markets and ensuring better market access

Q13#11 It facilitateclthe exploitation of research
results

Q13#12 It allowedthe development of new strategic
STlcooperations
Q13#13 ltincreasedthe focus on basicresearch
Q13#14 It facilitated the sharing of scientific and
technological risk

Q13#15 Itimprovedthe research conditions foryour
organisation

Q13#16 ltimprovedthe research conditionsin third
country partner organization

Q13 Please assess the following statements related to the impacts of the
international cooperation in this specific project on your organisation?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mCompletely Disagree
= Disagree

=Neutral

TAgree

mFully Agree
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QUESTION 22 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE IMPACTS OF THE INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THIS SPECIFIC

PROJECT ON YOUR ORGANISATION?

Table 53 - The EU coordinator assessment of the impacts of the international

cooperation in this specific project on their organisation

Completely | . ‘ Fully
Disagree Disagree | Neutral Agree Agree
Q22#1 It allowed further development of previous
joint research activities, based on previous STI 13,6% 4,7% 14,1% 33,3% | 34,3%
cooperation activities
Q22+#2 It granted improved access to
complementary know-how in your specific S&T area | 5,4% 5,8% 17,0% 38,4% | 33,5%
and knowledge sharing with third country partners
Q22#3 It facilitated access to human capital in your 17,5% 14,3% 22,8% 29,6% | 15,9%
S&T area
Q22#4 1t allowed to achieve specific S&T goals with
specific partners from Third Countries (TIERS), 10,1% 8,5% 18,5% 33,9% | 29,1%
which need to be addressed on a global basis
Q22#5 It improved networking with third country o o o o o
research actors 4,4% 6,6% 16,2% 31,0% | 41,9%
Q22#6 It improved networking with third country o o o o o
industrial actors 26,7% 12,6% 19,4% 23,6% | 17,8%
Q2_2#7 It improved networking with third country 25,3% 12,1% 20,7% 24,7% | 17,2%
policy actors
Q22#8 It_facmtated access to specifically relevant 14,1% 17,2% 23,2% 23,7% | 21,7%
research infrastructures and test beds
Q22#9 It allowed to achieve specific socioeconomic
development goals beyond S&T, contributing to 30,4% 14,0% 24,6% 14,6% | 16,4%
societal development in third country
Q22#10 It managed to bring knowledge creation
closer to markets and ensuring better market 31,4% 15,1% 22,7% 20,9% | 9,9%
access
?ezsiﬁsll It facilitated the exploitation of research 8,7% 10,2% 24,0% 32,7% | 24,5%
Q22#12 It allowed the development of new 14,9% 9,9% 23,2% 32,6% | 19,3%
strategic STI cooperation
Q22+#13 It increased the focus on basic research 22,4% 19,7% 25,1% 20,2% | 12,6%
Q22+#14 It facilitated the sharing of scientific and 23,7% 23,7% 27,2% 17.2% | 8,3%
technological risk
Q22#15 It.|mp'roved the research conditions for 24,0% 15,3% 24,0% 25,1% | 11,5%
your organisation
Q22#16 It improved the research conditions in 16,1% 8,6% 23,7% 31,7% | 19,9%

third country partner organization
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Figure 66 — The EU coordinator assessment of the impacts of the international
cooperation in this specific project on their organisation

Q22#1 It allowed further development of previous
jointresearch activities, based on previous STI...

Q22#2 It grantedimproved access to complementary
know-how in your specific S&T area and...

Q22#3 It facilitated access to human capital in your
S&Tarea

Q22#4 It allowedto achieve specific S&T goals with
specific partners from Third Countries (TIERS),...

Q22#5 Itimproved networking with third country
research actors

Q22#6 Itimproved networking with third country
industrial actors

Q22#7 ltimproved networking with third country
policy actors

Q22#8 It facilitated access to specifically relevant
researchinfrastructuresandtestbeds

Q22#9 It allowed to achieve specific socioeconomic
development goals beyond S&T, contributingto...

Q22#10 lt managedto bring knowledge creation
closerto markets and ensuring better market access

Q22#11 It facilitated the exploitation ofresearch
results

Q22#12 It allowedthe development of new strategic
STlcooperations
Q22#13 ltincreasedthe focus on basicresearch
Q22#14 It facilitated the sharing of scientific and
technological risk

Q22#15 ltimprovedthe research conditions foryour
organisation

Q22#16 ltimproved the research conditions in third
country partner organization

Q22 Please assess the following statements related to the impacts of the
international cooperation in this specific project on your organisation

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Completely Disagree
mDisagree

=Neutral

= Agree

HFully Agree
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QUESTION 14 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE
IMPACT OF YOUR INTERNATIONAL PROJECT ON YOUR ORGANISATION'’S STRATEGIES.

Table 54 - The Third country partner assessment of the impact of their
international project on the organisation’s strategies

Fully
Agree

C9mpletely Disagree Neutral Agree
Disagree

Q14#1 We have created theme-specific
knowledge within the integrated S&T and 7,5% 6,7% 16,4% 37,8% 31,6%
research network

Q14#2 We have improved our reputation and

e 4,2% 3,8% 15,4% 41,2% 35,5%
country-specific references
Q14#3 We have integrated the R&D o o o o o
organisation’s international strategy 9,8% 713% 20,4% 35,5% 26,8%
Q14#4 Change of the organisation’s strategic o o o o o
S&T priorities 19,5% 18,6% 28,7% 24,7% 8,6%
Q14#5 Capability to drive and contribute to o o o o o
the S&T development in the European Union 2,3% 10,4% 24,9% 35,0% 20,4%
Q14#6 The ability to disseminate and exploit 5,5% 6,4% 21,6% 37,8% 28,7%

technological knowledge

Q14#7 Generating learning curve/Spill-over
effects related to the integrated deployment of | 7,4% 8,5% 25,2% 36,1% 22,8%
science and technology

Q14#8 Generating learning curve/Spill-over
effects for the benefit of the EU-partners

6,9% 7,5% 25,1% 39,6% 20,8%

Figure 67 - The Third country partner assessment of the impact of their
international project on its organisation’s strategies

Q14 Please assess the following statements related to the impact of your international
project on your organisation’s strategies.
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

7% 16,4% 37,8%

Q14#1 We have created theme-specific knowledge within the
integrated S&T andresearch network

Q14#2We have improved our reputation and country-specific
references

Q144#3 We have integratedthe R&D organisation’s

international strategy 7,5% 20,4% 35,5%

‘ ‘ ‘ H Completely Disagree

Q14#4 Change ofthe organisation’s strategic S&T priorities 18,6% 28,7% 24,7% Disagree
‘ ‘ ‘ Neutral
Q14#5 Capability to drive and contribute to the S&T Agree
developmentinthe European Union 10'4%‘ 24,9% ‘ 3‘5’0% mFully Agree
Q144#6 The ability to disseminate and exploittechnological
knowledge 4% 2‘1.6% ‘ 37,8% ‘

Q14#7 Generatinglearning curve/Spill-over effects related to

the integrated deployment of science andtechnology S ‘ 23,2% ‘ 36’:‘”‘

Q14#8 Generatinglearning curve/Spill-over effects forthe 5% 25,1% 39,6%

benefitofthe EU-partners
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QUESTION 23 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE IMPACT OF YOUR INTERNATIONAL PROJECT ON YOUR
ORGANISATION'’S STRATEGIES.

Table 55 - The EU coordinator assessment of the impact of their international
project on its organisation’s strategies

Completely . Fully
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Q23#1 We have created theme-specific knowledge o o o o o
within the integrated S&T and research network 6,0% 2,8% 17,9% 38,1% | 35,3%
Q23#2 We hg\_/e improved our reputation and 4,1% 3,2% 14,5% 41,2% | 37,1%
country-specific references
Q23#3 We have integrated the R&D organisation’s o o o o o
international strateqy 12,6% 8,4% 26,2% 31,9% | 20,9%
Q23#4 Change of the organisation’s strategic S&T 27,5% 23,6% 29,1% 13,7% | 6,0%
priorities
Q23#5 Capability to drive and contribute to the o o o o o
S&T development in the third country 15,6% 10,8% 26,9% 32,3% | 14,5%
Q23#6 The ability to disseminate and exploit 5,9% 8,9% 30,0% 34,0% | 21,2%
technological knowledge
Q23#7 Generating learning curve/Spill-over effects
related to the integrated deployment of science 18,5% 14,5% 30,1% 24,9% | 12,1%
and technology
Q23+#8 Generating learning curve/Spill-over effects o o o o o
for the benefit of the third country partners 18,0% 12,8% 23,3% | 30,8% | 15,1%

Figure 68 — The EU coordinator assessment of the impact of their international
project on the organisation’s strategies

Q23 Please assess the following statements related to the impact of your international
project on your organisation’s strategies
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

8% 17,9%

Q23#1 We have created theme-specific knowledge within the
integrated S&T andresearch network

Q23#2\We have improved ourreputation and country-specific
references

Q23#3 We have integratedthe R&D organisation’s
international strategy

mCompletely Disagree

Q23#4 Change ofthe organisation’s strategic S&T priorities Disagree
Neutral
Q23#5 Capability to drive and contribute to the S&T Agree
developmentin the third country mFully Agree

Q23#6 The ability to disseminate and exploittechnological
knowledge

Q23#7 Generatinglearning curve/Spill-over effects related to
the integrated deployment of science andtechnology

Q23#8 Generatinglearning curve/Spill-over effects forthe
benefit of the third country partners
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Figure 69:

[TIERS]

Cross-tabulation between the impact of the international
cooperation in the project and the thematic area of cooperation (Q13#Q5)

RQ13: Differ strategic effects of international coogeralion pro;bedﬁ according to thematic areas?
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Figure 70: Cross-tabulation between the impact of the international
cooperation in the project and the thematic area of cooperation (Q22#Q10)
[EU-Coordinator]
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QUESTION 15 [TIERS]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE
OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY OF THE PROJECT ACTIVITIES

Table 56 - The Third country partner assessment of the overall sustainability of
the project activities

Fully
Agree

Completely

Disagree Neutral Agree

Disagree

Q15#1 There is a formal commitment of current
partners to further develop research activities of 9,3% 7,3% 17,6% 31,1% | 34,7%
the project

Q15#2 The project consortium has identified a
clgar comn']erual potential fc_>r application, which 18,0% 14,0% 22,5% 26,2% | 19,3%
will be carried on by the project team beyond the
duration of the project

Q15#3 The application developed within the
specific project is likely to have a further 5,0% 5,2% 16,6% 38,8% | 34,5%
deployment potential in the near future

Q15#4 The sustainability will depend on financial
and funding opportunities beyond project 3,1% 3,7% 14,6% 32,5% | 46,0%
completion

Q15#5 The sustainability will depend on the

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
attraction of additional R&D investment 3,0% 4/6% 15,6% 36,7% | 40,1%
Q15#6 The sustainability will depend on the
commitment of the current partners to sustain the 3,4% 5,9% 14,6% 35,4% | 40,7%

project
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Figure 421 - The Third country partner assessment of the overall sustainability

of the project activities

0%

40%

60%

80%

Q15 Please assess the following statements related to the overall sustainability of the

project activities?
20%

100%

potential forapplication, which will be carried on by the project
team beyondthe duration of the project

opportunities beyondproject completion

Q15#4 The sustainability will depend on financial and funding l7-

Q15#5 The sustainability will depend on the attraction of l 6‘3-
additional R&D investment 4

Q15#6 The sustainability will depend on the commitment of the g
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32,5%
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Q15#3 The application developed within the specific projectis . 2-
likely to have a further deployment potential in the near future i

1

Q15#1 Thereis a formal commitment of current partnersto h7 3%_ 31.1% ﬂ
further develop research activities ofthe project U g

Q15#2 The project consortium has identified a clear commercial -

Disagree
= NeLtral
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B Completely Disagree

mFully Agree

QUESTION 24 [EU-COORDINATOR]: PLEASE ASSESS THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
RELATED TO THE OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY OF THE PROJECT ACTIVITIES

Table 57 - The EU coordinator assessment of the overall sustainability of the

project activities

Completely Disagre Neutr Agre Fully
Disagree e Ell e Agree
Q24#1 There is a formal commitment of current 296
partners to further develop research activities of the | 17,0% 10,4% 16,1% % ! 27,0%
project
Q24+#2 The project consortium has identified a clear
commercial potential for application, which will be 20,6
carried on by the project team beyond the duration | 21°7° 16,1% 24.2% | o 17,5%
of the project
Q24+#3 The application developed within the specific 32.4
project is likely to have a further deployment 4,1% 6,6% 17,8% % ! 39,0%
potential in the near future
Q24#4 The sustainability will depend on financial - 3,7% 3,7% 12,2% 29,7 50,8%
and funding opportunities beyond project completion %
Q244#5 The sustainability will depend on the 35,6
attraction of additional R&D investment 4/9% 6,2% 19,1% | o 34,2%
Q24#6 The sustainability will depend on the 339
commitment of the current partners to sustain the 6,9% 8,6% 24,0% % ! 26,6%
project
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Figure 43 - The EU coordinator assessment of the overall sustainability of the
project activities

Q24 Please assess the following statements related to the overall sustainability of the
proje;ct activities:
20%

0% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q24#1 Thereis a formal commitment of current partners to
further develop research activities ofthe project

Q24#2 The project consortium has identified a clear commercial
potential forapplication, which will be caried on by the project
team beyondthe duration of the project

Q2433 The application developed within the specific projectis
likely to have a further deployment potentialin the near future

B Completely Disagree
mDisagree

" MNeutral

Q24%#4 The sustainability will depend on financialand funding mAgres

opportunities beyondproject completion mFuUlly Agree

Q24#5 The sustainability will depencd on the attraction of
additional R&D investment

Q24#6 The sustainability will depend on the commitment ofthe
current partnersto sustain the project

il

QUESTION 16 [TIERS]: PROJECT PARTNERS, INCLUDING OUR ORGANISATION, HAVE
INDUCED A FOLLOW-UP PROJECT IN ORDER TO FURTHER DEVELOP PROJECT
ACTIVITIES.

Table 58 -The existence of a follow-up project

Frequency %
NO 228 42,9
YES 303 57,1

Figure 73 - Project partners, including their own organisation, have induced a
follow-up project in order to further develop project activities

Q16 Project partners including our organisation have induced a follow-up project in order to further
develop project activities.

=YES
=NO
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QUESTION 17 [TIERS]: THE FOLLOW-UP PROJECT IS PREDOMINANTLY FUNDED BY
(ONLY TO BE ANSWERED IF ANSWER WAS 'YES' AT Q16):

Table 59 - The funding of the follow-up project according to third country
partners

Frequency %
Own sources 38 13,7
EU-support programmes 137 49,3
National support programmes 70 25,2
Third country support programmes 17 6,1
Private funds or investor’s funds 16 5,8
Total 278 100,0

Figure 7444 - The funding of the follow-up project according to third country
partners

Q17 The follow-up project is predominantly funded by:

m Own sources
m EU-support programmes
= National support programmes

B Third country support
programmes

QUESTION 18 [TIERS]: THE FOLLOW-UP PROJECT IS GEARED PREDOMINANTLY AT
(ONLY TO BE ANSWERED IF ANSWER WAS 'YES' AT Q16):

Table 60 - The main purpose of the follow-up project according to third country
partners

Frequency %
Further development of R&D activities 179 63,0
Development of innovation activities (e.g. testing, prototyping) 77 27,1
Market replication activities 7 2,5
Commercialisation and market access activities 21 7,4
Total 284 100,0
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Figure 7545 - The main purpose of the follow-up project according to third
country partners

Q18 The follow-up project is geared predominantly at:
2,5

u Further development of R&D
activities

u Development of innovation
activities (e.g. testing, prototyping)

u Market replication activities

m Commercialisation and market
access activities

QUESTION 25 [EU-COORDINATORS]: PROJECT PARTNERS, INCLUDING THE THIRD
COUNTRY PARTNER, HAVE INDUCED A FOLLOW-UP PROJECT IN ORDER TO FURTHER
DEVELOP PROJECT ACTIVITIES:

Table 61 - The existence of a follow-up project according to EU coordinators

Frequency %

NO 102 52,8%
YES 91 47 2%

Figure 7646 — The existence of a follow-up project according to EU coordinators

Q25 Project partners including the third country partner have induced a follow-
up project in order to further

nYES
uNO
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QUESTION 26 [EU-COORDINATORS]: THE FOLLOW-UP PROJECT IS PREDOMINANTLY
FUNDED BY (ONLY TO BE ANSWERED IF ANSWER WAS 'YES' AT Q25):

Table 62 - The funding of the follow-up project according to EU coordinators

Frequency %
Own sources 6 7,3%
EU-support programmes 41 50,0%
National support programmes 21 25,6%
Third country support programmes 7 8,5%
Private funds or investor’s funds 7 8,5%
Total 82 100,0

Figure 7747 - The funding of the follow-up project according to EU coordinators

Q26 The follow-up project is predominantly funded by

= Own sources

m EU-support programmes

= National support programmes

m Third country support programmes

u Private funds or investor’s funds

QUESTION 27 [EU-COORDINATORS]: THE FOLLOW-UP PROJECT IS GEARED
PREDOMINANTLY AT (ONLY TO BE ANSWERED IF ANSWER WAS 'YES' AT Q25):

Table 63 - The main objectives of the follow-up project according to EU
coordinators

Frequency %

Further development of R&D activities 58 66,7%
Development of innovation activities (e.g. testing, prototyping) 21 24,1%
Market replication activities 2 2,3%
Commercialisation and market access activities 6 6,9%
Total 87 100,00%
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Figure 7848 - The main objectives of the follow-up project according to EU
coordinators

Q27 The follow-up project is geared predominantly at:

2,3%

® Further development of R&D
activities

m Development of innovation
activities (e.g. testing,
prototyping)

= Market replication activities

® Commercialisation and market
access activities

Figure 7949:Cross-tabulation between the inducement of a follow-up project
and the thematic area of cooperation (Q16#Q1) [TIERS]

RQ16 Are international co-operation projects particularly sustainable in the sense of follow-up
projects in certain fields (importance of 5&T thematic area for organisation)?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% &80% S0% 100%

Health (4+5High importancs)

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology (4+5 High importance)
[ 1\[e]
nYES

niermatien and Commnication Tectnologies (4+5 High mportance) _

Envimnment (induding Climate Change) (4+5 High importance)

XCvii



Figure 80: Cross-tabulation between the inducement of a follow-up project
and the importance of S&T cooperation with different regions (Q25#Q1) [EU-
Coordinator]

{Q25*Q1) Are international co-operation projects particularly sustainable in the sense of follow-up projects in
certain fields (gecgraphic origin of partners)

0% 10% 20% 0% 40% S0% 60% T0% B0% 0% 100%

China (4+5 High importance)

India {4+5 High impertance)
Russia (4+5 High importance)

Latin America (exd. Brazil) (4+5High importance) NO
]

Brazil (4+5 High importance)

Mediterranean Partner Countries (4+5 High importance)

USA Canada (4+5 High importance)

Japan (4+5 High importance)

Figure 50: Cross-tabulation between the inducement of a follow-up project
and the thematic area of cooperation (Q25#Q2) [EU-Coordinator]

{Q25*Q2) Are international co-operation projects particularly sustainable in the sense of follow-
up projects in certain fields (importance of S&T thematic area for organisation)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S50% 60% 70% 30% 90% 100%

Health (4+5High importance)

Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, Biotechnology (4+5 High importance)
uNO
nYES

niematien and Communieation Temnulugie& E‘+5 " igh impunﬂ"m} _

Envirenment (including Climate Change) (4+5 High importance)
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QUESTION 10C [NCP]: CAN YOU PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU AGREE WITH THE
FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ON THE IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL S&T COOPERATION
ACTIVITIES IN THE EU'S SEVENTH FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME AS REGARDS ITS
PROGRAMME DESIGN.

Table 64 - NCP assessment of the impact factors of the EU's Seventh
Framework Programme as regards its programme design

gci):;p:::ely Disagree | Neutral Agree

FP7 international STI cooperation has improved the

capability to attract reseaF;ch funds. i 2:2% 2.7% 29.0% 43.0% |16.1%
FP7 international STI cooperation has improved the

capability to build networks and stabilising STI 1.0% 5.1% 20.2% 51.5% |[22.2%
linkages.

FP7 international STI cooperation has improved the

capability to foster the continuation of existing 2.1% 6.3% 15.6% 50.0% |26.0%

collaboration between international partners.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
positive impact on the quality level of scientific 2.1% 5.3% 24.2% 40.0% | 28.4%
activities and research excellence.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
positive impact on the access to complementary 2.1% 5.3% 23.2% 46.3% | 23.2%
knowledge, expertise and skills.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
positive impact on the access to research 5.7% 8.0% 36.8% 35.6% |13.8%
infrastructures or specific test beds.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a

positive impact on the sharing and mitigation of cost | 2.6% 13.2% 35.5% 36.8% |11.8%
and risks.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a

positive impact on addressing global problems and 3.2% 9.6% 20.2% |46.8% |20.2%

grand challenges.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
significant positive impact on STI capacity building 1.1% 11.6% 33.7% |33.7% | 20.0%
in partner country.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated
significant spillovers on foreign market access.
FP7 International Cooperation in STI has fostered
competitiveness & innovation.

FP7 International Cooperation in STI has improved
diplomacy and improvement of international 2.3% 2.3% 21.8% |43.7% |29.9%
relations.

FP7 International Cooperation in STI has improved
the STI policy dialogue, agenda setting and
collaboration between countries, as well as the
opening of programmes (reciprocity).

FP7 International Cooperation in STI has supported
the development of common approaches, rules and |4.8% 12.0% 26.5% |44.6% |12.0%
regulations.

FP7 International Cooperation in STI has improved
the attractiveness, retention and development of 5.8% 9.3% 24.4% 50.0% |10.5%
human resources.

FP7 International Cooperation in STI has supported
dissemination and outreach of STI activities and 1.1% 10.0% 27.8% |44.4% |16.7%
outputs.

FP7 International Cooperation in STI has favoured
sustainable scientific and innovation relationships.

7.4% 13.2% 33.8% |36.8% |8.8%

2.2% 9.0% 29.2% |40.4% |19.1%

1.2% 10.7% 25.0% |48.8% |14.3%

1.0% 6.3% 30.2% |42.7% |19.8%




Figure 8251 - NCP assessment of the impact factors of the EU's Seventh

Framework Programme as regards its programme design

Can you please indicate whether you agree with the following statements on
the impact of international S&T cooperation activities in the EU Framework
Programme from 2007 — 2013 as regards its programme design.

FP7 international STI cooperation has improved
the capability to attract research funds.

FP7 international STI cooperation has improved
the capability to build networks and stabilising STI
linkages.

FP7 international STI cooperation has improved
the capability to foster the continuation of
existing collaboration between international...
FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
positive impact on the quality level of scientific
activities and research excellence.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
positive impact on the access to complementary
knowledge, expertise and skills.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
positive impact on the access to research
infrastructures or specific test beds.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
positive impact on the sharing and mitigation of
cost and risks.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
positive impact on addressing global problems
and grand challenges.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
significant positive impact on STl capacity
building in partner country.

FP7 international STI cooperation has generated a
significant spill-over on foreign market access..

FP7 International Cooperation in STl has fostered
competitiveness & innovation.

FP7 International Cooperation in STI has
improved diplomacy and improvement of
international relations.
FP7 International Cooperation in STI has
improved the ST policy dialogue, agenda setting

and collaboration between countries, as well as...

FP7 International Cooperation in STl has
supported the development of common
approaches, rules and regulations.
FP7 International Cooperation in STl has
improved the attractiveness, retention and
development of human resources.

FP7 International Cooperation in STI supported
dissemination and outreach of STI activities and
outputs.

FP7 International Cooperation in STI favoured
sustainable scientific and innovation
relationships.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

o

|

e

i

100%

H Completely Disagree
= Disagree

© Neutral

= Agree

M Fully Agree
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Table 65 - The overview of the FP7 Instruments for International Cooperation

Funding
Scheme

General
Information

Instruments

Specificities to international cooperation (Type)

Collaborati
ve projects
(CP)

Support to research
projects aimed at
developing new
knowledge, new
technology, products
or common
resources for
research.

Size, scope and
internal organisation
of projects can vary
(small or medium-
scale focused
research actions to
larger integrating
projects)

Projects should also
target special
groups such as
Small and medium
sized enterprises
(SMEs) and other
smaller actors.

Small or medium scale focused research
actions (STREP), CP-FP

- Objective-driven research projects which aim at
generating new knowledge, including new
technology or common resources for research in
order to improve European competitiveness, or to
address major societal needs.

- Typically from 18 months to 3 years but no formal
minimum or maximum duration

- At least 3 legal entities from 3 different EU Member
States (MS) or Associated Countries (AC), if Specific
International Cooperation Action (SICA) also
international partner countries

- <€4m

Large scale integrating projects (IP), CP-IP

- The same as for Specific Targeted Research
Programmes (STREP). Moreover IP projects will
have a comprehensive programme approach,
including a coherent integrated set of activities
dealing with a range of aspects and tackling
multiple issues and aimed at specific deliverables

- Typically from 3 to 5 years but no formal minimum
or maximum duration

- At least 3 legal entities from 3 different EU Member
States or Associated Countries, if SICA also from
international partner countries

- >=4m

General Opening of all themes to international partner
countries

- Min. 3 participants from per 3 different EU MS or AC
- International partner countries if needed to the project

Targeted Opening

- Participation of international partner countries seems suitable
because of the research topic itself

- Participation of international partner countries is particularly
encouraged, but not mandatory

- Targeted Openings work with CP-IP or CP-FP

- Targeted Openings cannot be identified via eCORDA

Specific cooperation action dedicated to international
cooperation (CP-FP-SICA)

- In some calls on topics of mutual interest, special conditions apply
to promote research collaborations between European
organisations and those based in the International Co-operation
Partner Countries (ICPC®)

- They aim to jointly address problems of shared interest, or
problems that international partner countries face, or problems of
global character in the areas identified through bi-regional
dialogues with international partner countries and internationally

- Participation of international partner countries is mandatory, min.
4 participants from different countries: 2 ICPC + 2 MS or AC

- ICPC financed!

! The list of international cooperation partner countries (ICPC) can be found here: http://www.fp7.org.tr/tubitak content files/285/uie dokuman/icpc_countries en.pdf
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Funding General
Scheme Information

Instruments Specificities to international cooperation (Type)

- SICAs foresee compulsory participation of the countries or regions
addressed (mostly one country or one region)

- SICAs were developed throughout almost all the Themes (with the
exception of the Security Theme)
Collaborative Project targeted to a special - SICAs work under CP-FP and CP-IP (CP-FP-SICA or CP-IP-SICA)
group (such as SMEs), CP-TP - SICAs can be identified in eCORDA

Coordinated Call
CP-CSA
- A FP7 call that is closely coordinated with a similar call issued by a
funding agency in a third country(alignment of content, resources,
timing, evaluation criteria and procedures)
- It aims at generating joint or tightly coordinated projects,

- Involves a combination of the
collaborative projects and coordination

and support actions (CP-CSA) funding entailing a balanced partnership

schemes. - Matching funds from partner countries are available, proposals
are evaluated by the EU experts and by the third country experts
separately

- Coordinated calls have been developed in various Thematic areas
including Knowledge-Based Bio-Economy (KBBE), Nanosciences,
Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production Technologies
(NMP), Energy and Transport

- Coordinated Calls work under CP-FP and CP-IP

- Coordinated Calls cannot be identified in eCORDA as there is no
specific abbreviation

Twinning of projects

- Collaboration between projects of FP7 and related research
programmes in these international partner countries based on
common benefit and reciprocity

- Used to promote international cooperation with international
partner countries that have signed bilateral S&T agreements with
the European Community

- Activities might include staff exchanges, share of data and
knowledge, etc.

- A part of the budget of proposals must be specified for networking
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Funding
Scheme

General
Information

Instruments

Specificities to international cooperation (Type)

Coordination
and Support
Action (CSA)

These are actions that
cover not the research
itself, but the
coordination and
networking of projects,
programmes and
policies. This includes,
for example:

- coordination and
networking
activities,
dissemination and
use of knowledge

- studies or expert
groups assisting the
implementation of
the FP

- support for
transnational access
to major research
infrastructures

- actions to stimulate
the participation of
SMEs, civil society
and their networks

Coordinating or networking actions (CA)

- Support to activities aimed at coordinating or
supporting research activities and policies
(networking, exchanges, transnational access to
research infrastructures, studies, conferences...)

- Normally three from three different countries

(Specific) Support Actions (SSA or SA)

- Contribute to the implementation of the Framework
Programme and the preparation of future Union
research and technological development policy or
the development of synergies with other policies or
to stimulate, encourage and facilitate the
participation of SMEs

- They may be carried out by a single participant.
There are no restrictions on the size of the
consortium

with similar projects in the target country

- Only in some thematic programmes twinnings are used (e.g.
under KBBE and Energy Themes)

- Programme level collaborations (a priori twinning) have also been
used (e.g. in the Health Theme)

- Twinnings cannot be identified in eCORDA as there is no specific
abbreviation
Used in form of stimulation actions for the development of
partnerships between communities of scholars, research institutions
and agencies in the EU and Associated Countries in the FP and other
world regions. CSAs are especially used in relation to common
challenges and opportunities. These include horizontal measures such
as strategic studies of research capacities and priorities, joint
conferences and workshops, and joint summer schools, aiming to
support current and future collaborative research endeavours. In some
Thematic Programmes CSA are used to set up large platforms (mainly
targeting one country or region) for exchange between EU/Associated
Countries and international partner countries.

CSAs can additionally be used in form of:

- ERA-NET (plus)®? with the participation of international partner
countries

- Specific cooperation action dedicated to
cooperation (SICA) (see explanations above)

- Targeted Opening (see explanations above)

international

92The funding scheme to be used for ERA-NET Plus Actions is the "Coordination and Support Actions (Coordinating) CSA ERA-NET Plus". This is a specific CSA funding scheme with specific financial
dispositions for ERA-NET Plus Actions, which differs from the classical CSA. http://www.mnt-era.net/links-downloads/era-net-plus-implementation
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Funding
Scheme

General
Information

Instruments

Specificities to international cooperation (Type)

Network of
Excellence
(NOE)

Support to integration of
activities/joint teams

NoE

- Projects require the minimum participation of three
different EU Member States, however, projects are
usually expected to involve at least six countries.

- Projects are provided grants for a maximum of
seven years.

- The budget granted by the Commission is €1-6
million per year depending upon the number of
researchers involved.

If NoE are open for international cooperation, third counties can
participate
Only in few thematic programmes NoE are used
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Table 66 —Quantitative Overview of International Cooperation projects in eCorda

% of
pro
:\I: ::15 Total %
TIERS Num TIER:S
Priority Area parti L B
+ . Parti ci
ElEle cipant ants
on by = P P
S priori
rity
Area ty
area
14,75 21,75 o 14,35 21,59 o
Health 757 % 258 % 34% 8439 % 678 % 8% 2,63
Food,
Agriculture, o 14,25 o 10,48 18,06 o
and 420 8,19% 169 % 40% 6160 % 567 % 9% 3,36
Biotechnology
Information
22:1m nicatio 1649 32,14 233 19,65 149 15842 26,95 507 16,15 3%
" unicati % % ° % % ° 2,18
Technologies
Nanosciences,
Nanotechnolo
gies, Materials 11,19 12,17
and new 574 % 84 7,08% 15% 7155 % 174 5,54% | 2% 2,07
Production
Technologies
Energy 259 5,05% 64 5,40% 25% 2892 4,92% 143 4,55% | 5% 223
Environment
(including 13,74 18,31
Climate 405 7,89% 163 % 40% 5584 9,50% 575 % 10% 3,53
Change)
Transport 11.33
(including 507 9,88% 89 7,50% 18% 6659 o ! 202 6,43% | 3%
- o 2,27
Aeronautics)
Socio-
economic 180 3,51% 55 4,64% 31% 1848  3,14% 144  4,59% | 8%
sciences and 2,62
Humanities
Space 161 3,14% 59 4,97% 37% 1726 2,94% 135 4,30% | 8% 209
Security 194 3,78% 12 1,01% 6% 2314 3,94% 15 0,48% | 1% 195
General
Activities 25 0,49%  -- -- -- 171 0,29%  -- -- -- --
(Annex IV)
100,0 100,0 o 100,0 100,0 o
Total 5131 0% 1186 0% 23% 58790 0% 3140 0% 5% 2,65
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Table 67 - Projects by Project funding scheme (projects with international
partner participation compared to all projects of the Cooperation programme)

Funding Instrument and Thematic
Area

Intl. partner participations

Projects

% Thematic
Area by
Group

COOPERATION programme

Projects

% Thematic
Area by Group

CP (Collaborative Projects) 1051 79,68% 4772 81,10%

Health 245 18,57% 742 12,61%

Food, Agriculture, and Biotechnology 129 9,78% 327 5,56%

_Irnformatio_n and Communication 185 14,03% 1526 25,93%
echnologies

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,

Materials and new Production 91 6,90% 588 9,99%

Technologies

Energy 61 4,62% 268 4,55%

Environment (including Climate Change) 133 10,08% 313 5,32%

Transport (including Aeronautics) 89 6,75% 483 8,21%

Socio-economic sciences and Humanities 52 3,94% 177 3,01%

Space 60 4,55% 175 2,97%

Security 6 0,45% 173 2,94%

gft’i*o(rs°°"d'“at'°“ B 247 18,73% 1048 17,81%

Health 38 2,88% 117 1,99%

Food, Agriculture, and Biotechnology 38 2,88% 96 1,63%

Information and Communication

Technologies 69 5,23% 300 5,10%

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,

Materials and new Production 16 1,21% 95 1,61%

Technologies

Energy 10 0,76% 43 0,73%

Environment (including Climate Change) 31 2,35% 103 1,75%

Transport (including Aeronautics) 21 1,59% 157 2,67%

Socio-economic sciences and Humanities 9 0,68% 30 0,51%

Space 9 0,68% 36 0,61%

Security 6 0,45% 45 0,76%

General Activities (Annex IV) 26 0,44%

NOE (Network of Excellence) 12 0,91% 52 0,88%

Health 3 0,23% 7 0,12%

Food, Agriculture, and Biotechnology 1 0,08% 1 0,02%

_Irnformatio.n and Communication 6 0,45% 39 0,66%
echnologies

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,

Materials and new Production 0 0

Technologies

Energy 0 0

Environment (including Climate Change) 0 1 0,02%

Transport (including Aeronautics) 0 0

Socio-economic sciences and Humanities 0 0

Space 0 0

Security 2 0,15% 4 0,07%

BSG (Research for the benefit of

speci(fic groups) 9 0,68% 12 0,20%

Health 0 0

Food, Agriculture, and Biotechnology 0 1 0,02%

Information and Communication 0 0

Technologies

Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies,

Materials and new Production 0 0

Technologies

Energy 0 0

Environment (including Climate Change) 7 0,53% 9 0,15%

Transport (including Aeronautics) 0 0

Socio-economic sciences and Humanities 2 0,15% 2 0,03%

Space 0 0

Security 0 0
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Table68:

Summarising eCORDA Results for Case Study Countries

Number of
Projects

Funding
Scheme

Organisation
activity type

Role in the
project

Themes

Number of Projects

Number of Participations

% of Grand Total of
Participants

CP (Collaborative Projects)

CSA (Coordination and
Support Actions)

NOE (Network of Excellence)

BSG (Research for the benefit
of specific groups)

Sum

Higher of secondary education
est. (HES)

Research Organisation (REC)

Private Commercial (PRC)

Public Body (excl. Research
and education) (PUB)

Other (OTH)

Sum

Coordinator

Participant

Sum

Health

Food, Agriculture and
Biotechnology

Information and
Communication Technologies

Nanosciences,
Nanotechnologies, Materials &
New Production Technologies

Energy

Environment (including
Climate Change)

Transport (including
Aeronautics)

Socio-Economic Sciences and

USA
343
343

293

46

343

170

60

69

16

28

343

341

343

122

42

69

29

16

27

%

95
85,
13,
0,9
0,3
10
o,
49,
17,
20,
4,7
8,2
10

0,6
99,

10
o,

35,

12,

20,

8,5
4,7

7,9

2,0
3,2

India
196
196

137

59

196

57

77

33

15

14

196

196

196

56

28

28

11

10

36

10
15

%

69

69,

30,

10
o,

29,

39,

16,

7,7

7,1

10
o,

10
0,0

10
o,
28,

14,

14,

56
5,1
18,

5,1
7,7

Tunisia
55
55

35

20

55

10

27

55

55

55

12

18

13

%

60

63,

36,

10
o,

18,
49,
10,
20,
1,8

10
o,

10
0,0

10
o,
21,

32,

7,3

55
1,8
23,

1,8
3,6

Grand
Total of
Project
with
Internat
ional
Partner
Participa
tion

3.446

100%

2.443

951
26

26

3.446
1.443
1.054
463
340

146

3.446

3.437

3.446

754

566

555

231

153

588

254
178
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Finance

Humanities
Space

Security

Sum

Sum of Participant Project Cost

Sum of Participant EC Financial
Contribution

% of Grand Total Participant
EC Financial Contribution

Average Participation Project
Cost

Average Participation EC
Financial Contribution

Sum of Project Total Cost

Sum of Project EC Financial
Contribution

USA

16

343
98.425.535,54

58.979.654,51

286954,9

171952,3
2.357.329.793,4
4

1.676.155.553,5
6

%

4,7
1,2

10
o,

,7

India

N

196

46.303.
992,88

32.240.
609,34

236244
/9

164492
/9
760.579
.848,37

563.576
.285,94

%

1,0
0,0

10
o,

98

Tunisia

[y

55

7.999.8
44,06

6.028.3
54,73

145451
/7

109606
,4
224.911
.758,86

167.172
.750,50

%

1,8
0,0

10
o,

Grand
Total of
Project
with
Internat
ional
Partner
Participa
tion

150
17

3.446

749.67
1.758,5

461.73
4.567,9

100%

133.99
1,5
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Figure 83:
relationships with EU partners?

Case studies - For how long have you been developing

usa Forhowlong have you been developing relationships with partners in the
EU?

N=21
0%

30% 35%

0%

5%

India Forhow long have you been developing relationships with partners in the
EU?
N=46

50% 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% a0%

over 10yesrs

St010 years

3tes yea

2103 pmars

45%

over 10years

2103 e

21,7%

sto10yeen

21,7%

3105 years 15.2%

41,3%

Tunisia For how long have you been developing relationships with partners in the

N=15
0%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

90%

over 10years
2103 years

6,7%
3tos years

6,7%
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67%

Figure 84: Case Studies -

How many R&D projects have you done in
collaboration with EU partners?
USA How many R&D projects have done in collaboration with EU partners India How many R&D projects have done in collaboration with EU partners
N=2 10% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% N=440% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
i 33,3% ‘
2 23,8%
2
More than s, 23,8%
More than's
3 ),5%
3 5% s
Tunisia How many R&D projects have done in collaboration with EU partners
N:lsﬂ% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0%

Mare thans
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Figure 85: Case Studies - Assessment of agreement with statements
concerning the availability of FP7 funding

USA Q3 Please indicate whether you agree with the following statements India Q3 Please indicate whether you agree with the following statements
N=20-21 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% SO% 6O% 70% 80X SO% 100% N=46-49 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80X 90% 100%
| |
Q3#1 The availabiit of FP7 funding i a necessary pre-requiste for Q3#1The availabiity 3 necessary i
usto engage n collaboratve inematicna ressarch usto engage i collaboratve infemationa research
Q392 The avaitabiity of dthar putkic funding s 3 necessar pre- = Compietey Daagree Q32 T avaitadity o cther public funding s a necessary pro- = Compietely Disagree
recuiste for us 1o engage i collabarative Intemational research i equ 939 o
Nl “Nour
ntgree igree
Qw3 irmati Sy Q343 The availabiity of FP7 funding is an altractive allermative ki G
o
Qa4 asor
here are no pudlic funds avalatle here are no puoiic funds avadable
!
|

Tunisia Q3 Please indicate whether you agree with the following statements
N=15 O% 10% 20% 30% 0% SO% 6O% 70% B0% 90N 100%

Q3#1 The availabiity of FF7 funding s a necessary pre-requiste for
US10 engage i collabcrative intemational research

Q2#2 The availabity of ather pubic funding is 3 necessary pre- = Comiatay Daagree
fequisie for us 10 engage in collsborative intematicnal research o
=Newt
nsgroe
Q@3 atermaty FulyAgee
aisof

ere are no public funds avalatie

Figure 8652:Case Studies - Indication of the importance of funding sources for
international STI cooperation projects

USA Q4 Please indicate the following g are for your sT India Q4 Please indicate how important the following funding sources are for your international STI
N=20-23 o wx  Copperatonprojects? 0% N=41-47 o v Cogperatonprojecs? oo
I
Q4r1 Own tunds Q4#1 Own tunds
Q4#2 National RSD programmes Q4#2 National R8D programmes
S| U [ — o v
Q43 National development programmes Nt soL programmes Nt 5o Low Importance
P P e =
Q4#4 EU RSD programmes AT SCHR RIS Q474 EU RBD programmes i sngn itpcrsscs
‘ ‘ = High Importance = High Importance
Q4#5 EU devalopment programmes Q4#5 EU development programmes 2
Q4#5 Third courtry fundng and incentives Q4#5 Third country funding and incentives.
Tunisia Q4 Please indicate the following I} are for your sT
N=12-15 o wx  Cogperationprojects? 100

Q4#1 Own lunds

0422 National R&D programmes
= Low I meortance
Q4#3 National development programmes =Nt 50 Low Importance
w Neutral
= Net 50 High Importance
Q4#4 EU RSD programmes
# High Importance

Q4#5 EU development programmes

04%5 Third courtry funding and incentives.
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Figure 8753:Case Studies - Assessment of successful application for FP R&I

support grants before

Have you successfully applied for FP R&D
support grants before?

USA
N=21

mNO

Have you successfully applied for FP R&D
support grants before?

India
N=41

mNO

Tunisia Have you successfully applied for FP R&D
N=14 support grants before?

mNO

Figure 88:
support grants before

Case Studies - Assessment of unsuccessful application for FP R&I

USA Have you applied for FP R&D support grants India Have you applied for FP R&D support grants
before and did not succeed? before and did not succeed?
N=21 N=41
mNO mNO
mYES mYES
Tunisia Havye you applied for FP R&D support grants
N=15 before and did not succeed?

mNO

CXill



Figure 89: Case studies - Comparison
with typical research projects

UsA Q6
N=15-23

your typical h projects, how
project in terms of...?
o 1% 20%

oM 40N SN 6K

complesty

Q822 Short ferm orinted RAD v5 Long ferm arinted RAD.

cobaborstors

QEH4 Uitk lirks wih othes in house proects vs High ks wilh char 1 houss
projects.

0595 Sirang focus on Basic es8ac v Sang [0 60 350lied ressarcn

Q687 Low Burgetvs Hgh Busger

aeafor
‘eripheey 2réa of your rpanzaton

Q679 Uit commsrcial rist v High commencil sk

of the international cooperation project

India
N=34-50

Q6 Compared with your typical research projects, how the i
cooperation project in terms of...?

(QE1 Litis Scentric 2nd1ecnical complect v High Scientic ang tecnnical
complanty

QBN St term afenled RBD v Long berm aiienled RED

calatorators

wvery Low
Low
edum
whign
Ve

prajects

0685 Sirong fors on basic ressarc v5 Syong focus on applied reserCh

0847 Low Budjsts Hih Budget

Fanr
Reriphery area o your organsation

Q689 Lits commercial sk v High commercilrisk.

Tunisia
N=11-15

Q8 Compared with your typical research projects, the
cooperation project in terms of...?

o% 1% 2% a0 % sow  sow

0% sox  sow 1o

G891 it Scisntfc and techvical complaiy va Hign Soensc and ecnmcal
complexty
0682 Shert Leam erknied RAD s Long larm crklsd RAD
U593 et WATGAR St Gl D0FSEors ¥ Oy eSO W entsmal
‘cotaborators

other ivhouse

avery Low
low
Mo
aHigh
aven Hun

Brcjects

anes L

(0875 Litls sciertfic and techvical sk vs High sclentfc and fechnical risk

QBT Low Butgel vs High Buiget

¥ h
periphery area of your argarisalion

10593 Lille commercil ik vt High commeecal fisk

Figure 9054:Case Studies - Assessment of the importance of different types of

international S&T cooperation activities

UsA
N=18-23

Q2 From your haw

Q3¢ Collaboratue research prokcts

ger units/
the RED project

organations.

India Q2 From your how
N=39-51 L

types of S&T,

10% 0% B0% 40N SO% 6ON 0% AO% SO% 100%

Q181 Callaboratue research proects

Q202 integrate lrger investigation units/ broader {test) samples into

0288 Wiking fellawshipsjerchange schemes at third couniry
organisations.

ane
‘llawing for research stavs in yaur couniry [ionger than 1 manth]
ot 0 Low inpadance
Q45 Joint raduste schools.and PAD courses

= eutml
ot as High importance
= vigh mpartance

0286 Canferences, Joint Workshope

Q207 etwarking acticiies

Q248 Dissem ination actities

0288 Local $87 spplistions development

Q290 Joint use of nfrastructires.

e countey (langer than 1 manth) = Low Impartance

= Not o Low Impartance
Q45 Joint graduate schoals and PAD courses

= Hevara
¥ Not s High importance.

= righ mparance

Q288 Canderences Joint Workshops

0288 Local 8 soplications development

Q2910 Joint use of infrastructures

Tunisia
N=12-15

Q2 From your haw

Qs Callshorstve resesrch projects

igation unts/
the RD project

023 Wisting felowsh pase change hemes at third country
organsations.

azss
allawing for research stavs in yaur couniry [longer than 1 manth Lo impartsner

ot o Low mportance
Q285 Joint graduate schools and PhD courses

= Neutral
028 Conferences, lomt Workshons ot 22 High impartance
= High mportanze

Q287 Netwarking activties
Q248 Dissern nation activiies
0298 Local 38T sealications development

Q2010 Joint use of nfrastructires.
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Figure 91:

Case Studies - Assessment of the impact of the participation of EU-

Member States on the following types of outputs in their organisation

USA Q11 Please assess the impact of the participation of EU-MS on the following types of outputs India Q11 Please assess the impact of the participation of EU-MS on the following types of outputs
N=14-20 in your organisation. =25-44 in your organisation.
Ok 10% 0% 30% <% SON 60% 70 80% SON 100% O% 10% 20% 30% 0% SO% 0N 0% BO% 90 100%
atst Q111 Poes :
Q1142 Other scientific publications (dooks, book chapters, Q11#2 Other scientific pudlicabons (books, bock chapters,
¥ 9 a1 organisation
ar MA theses iy Ga Q11#4 Comgletion of MA theses in your organisation
Q1185 New or
=No Impact at all =No Impact at all
wLow Impact Q115 New or =LowImpact
Q1T New o =Medumbrpact ansTNew e =Medumimpact
aSignificant Impact
a1 standards. very =Very Significant Impact
at a1 services.
your orgar your organisation
Q11811 Patents, licences, Q11#11 Paterts, licences.
a a1 aigortnms
011#1 spin-offs spin-ofts. .
Tunisia Q11 Please assess the impact of the participation of EU-MS on the following types of outputs
N=5-14 in your organisation.
O% 10% 0% 30% 4% SO% 60N 70% 0% SON 100%
Q1M Poar ¢

Q1172 Other scentfic puslicaions (books, book chapters. |

PID

organisation

Q114 Completicn of MA theses n your organisation

01195 New or

wNo Impact at al
QTR New o wLowImpact
=Medumimpact

I your organisaon

Q1M1 Patents, licsces,

a1

spin-ofts

=Very Significant Impact
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Figure 55: Case Studies

Assessment of statements related to the impact

of

the international cooperation in the most important project

USA

N=14-20 Q12 Please assess the following statements related to the impact of the international

cooperation in the project.
o% 20% 0% 0% 80% 100%

Q1281 The interational cooperation alowed to, P:oeuu an
increased range of Goods of Sevice:

01262 The nkemabonal coopaealion sowedt: Replace ot
ed products o processes

Q1243 The interatiorial cooperation alowed to: Enter new
markes of increase market share

Q12#4 The intemational cooperation alowed to: Improve quallty
of existing goods or sarvic:

Q12#5 Tha international cooperation alowed to: Improve
flex®ikty for producing Goods of services

Q12#% The intemational cooperation afowed fo: Increase
technological capacty for producig goods or services

=Completely Disagree
Q1247 The international cooperation alowed to: Reduce =Dsagree
jironmental impacts #Neutral
| e

Q1289 The international cocperation alowed to: To acquireMhirs
new xpeds.

Q12810

market knowledge and coreacts

Q12#11 The cooperation with EU pariners suppored the
icati a

methods \ T
Q12#12 The integration of EU and tird counlry partners
o new skt
developmert to local needs T
Q12#13 The integration of EU and third country partners
of new skills
sciences, 0o
Q12#14 The integration of EU and third country parners
lopment of new skills
proects

India

Naza:ag Q12 Please assess the following statements related to the impact of the international

cooperation in the project.
ox% 20% 0% 0% 0% 100%

Q1281 The Intermational cocperation alowed 1o Produce an
Increased range of 9oods of senvices

Q1282 Tre. lmmmwru cocperation allowed to: Replace out-
products of rocesses

Q1253 The international cocperation allowed to: Enter new
markets of Increase market share

Q124 The international cooperation allowed to: Improve qualty
of existing goods of services.

Q12#5 The intemational cooperation alowed o' Improve
Sexbiy for producing goods or services

Q1246 The intemational cooperation alowed to. Increase.
ity for services

= Completely Disagree
Q1247 The Intermational cocperation alowed to: Reduce =Osagres
ennronmental mpacts «Neutral
| mAgres

a12m atowedt

or safety of empioyees =Fuly Agree
0128 Jowedto:

new personneliexpents

Q12#10 The intemational cooperation ailowed to: Open up new
market knowledge and contacts

Q12511 The cocperation wih EU partners supported the
development of new sidls in applcation of sckentific tools ang
methods
Q12#12 The integration of EU and third country partners

‘ew skills
development 1o local needs
12013 Tho ootolon of B arc i oy s

poiswiglorralodob it ‘management
Q12#14 The integraticn of EU and third country partners
of new skils in

praects

Tunisia

Q12 Please assess the following statements related to the impact of the international
N=7-15 project.

cooperation in the
o% 20% “0% 0% 80% 100%

Q12#1 The international cooperation amn to: leﬂ an I |
increased range of goods or
Q12#2 The interational cooperation allowed to: Replace out-
‘dated products or processes
Q1243 The interational cooperation alowed lo. Enter new
markets of increase market share .
atzm alowedto
of existing goods of services
Q1245 The intemational cooperation alowed 1o: Improve .
ekt o pacucig 90035 of eries .

Q1285 The Intemational cooperation alowed fo: Increase
technological capacty for producig goods or services

=Completsly Disagree
Q1267 The -mnnﬂoml cocperation aklowed to: Reduce =Desagree
‘environmental impacts wNeutral
wAgree
= nrmamlo;::m =Fuly Agree

Q1249 The international cooperation alowed to: To acquiremira
new personneexpens

Q12#10

market knowiedge and cortacts

Q12#11 The cooperation wih EU pariners suppoded the
appication of ng

methods
Q12#12 The integration of EU and third country parners
o new skl

davelopmert to local needs
Q12813 The integration of EU and third country partners
of new skills

sciences, mathematics/statisticsidatabase management

Q12#14 The Integraion of EU and third country pariners
of new skills

CXV



Figure 9356:Case Studies - Assessment of statements related to the impacts of
important project on their

the international
organisation

cooperation

in the most

USA
N=14-19

Q13 Please assess the following statements related to the impacts of the
international cooperation in this specific project on your organisation?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q13#1 It allowed further development of previous joint
research activities, based on previous STI.

0132 It granted improved access to complementary
knaw-how in your specific S&T area and knowledge..

Q1343 It facilitated access to human capital in your

013#4 It allowed to achieve specfic S&T goals
together with EU partners, which need to be.

‘Q13#5 ltimproved networking with EU research
actors

Q13#5 It impraved networking with EU industrial
actors
Q13#7 Itimproved networking with EU policy actors 4 = Completely Disagree
= Disagree
= Neutral
mAgree
= Fully Agree

Q13#8 It facilitated access to specfically relevant
research infrastructures and test beds

Q1349 It allowed to achieve speciic socieconomic
development goals beyond S&T, contributing to.

‘Q13#10 It managed to bring knowledge creation
closer to markets and ensuring better market access

Q13#11 It faciltated the explottation of research
resuits

Q13#12 1t allowed the development of new strategi
STl cooperations

Q13#13 It increased the focus on basic research

Q13#14 It facilitated the sharing of scientific and
technological risk

Q13#15 It improved the research conditions for your
organisation

Q13#16 It improved the research conditions in third
country partner organization

India
N=32-48

Q13 Please assess the following statements related to the impacts ofthe
international cooperation in this specific project on your organisation?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q13#1 It allowed further development of previous joint
research activities, based on previous STI

Q132 It granted improved access to complementary
know-how in your specific S&T area and knowledge

Q13#3 It facilitated access to human capital in your
Q13#4 It allowed 1o achieve speciic S&T goals
together with EU partners, which need o be.

Q13#5 Itimproved networking with EU research
actors

Q1346 Itimproved netwarking with EU industrial
actors

Q13#7 Itimproved netwarking with EU policy actors = Completely Disagree

= Disagree
Q1348 It facilkated access to specfically relevant
research infrastructures and test beds = Neutral
nAgree
Q139 It allowed to achieve specfic socioeconomic
development goals beyond S&T, contribiting to =Fuly Agee

Q13#10 It managed to bring knowledge creation
closer to markets and ensuring better market access

Q13#11 It faciitated the exploftation of research
suits

Q13#12 It allowed the developmert of new strategic
STl cooperations

Q13#13 It increased the focus on basic research s

Q13#14 It facilitated the sharing of scientific and
technological risk

Q13#15 It improved the research condtions for your
organisation

Q13#16 It improved the research condtions in third
country partner organzation

Tunisia
N=9-15

Q13 Please assess the following statements related to the impacts of the
international cooperation in this specific project on your organisation?

0% 20% 0% 60% 80% 100%

Q13#1 It allowed further development of previous joint
research actviies, based on previous STI

Q1342 It granted improved access to complementary
knaw-how in your specific 8T area and knowledg

Q13#3 It facilitated accessto human captal in your
S&T area
Q13#4 It allowed to achieve specific S&T goals
together with EU partners, which need to be..
Q13#5 Itimproved networking with EU research
actors

Q1345 It improved networking with EU industrial
actors

Q13#7 Itimproved networking with EU policy actors = Completely Disagree

" . =Disagree
1343 Itfacilitated access to speciicall relevant
research infrastructures and test beds =Neutral
Q13#9 It allowed to achieve specfic socioeconomic mAgree
development goals beyond S&T, contributing to Fully Agree

Q13#10 t managed to bring knowledge creation
closer to markets and ensuring better market access

Q13#11 It faciltated the explotation of research
results

‘Q13#121t allowed the development of new stratedic
STl cooperations

Q13#13 It increased the focus on basic research
Q13#14 It faciitated the sharing of scientific and
technological sk
013#15 It improved the research conditions for your
organisation

Q13#16 It improved the research condtions in third
country partner organzation

CXVI



Figure 9457:Case Studies - Assessment of statements related to the overall

sustainability of the project activities

s0% 100%

Q15#1 There is a formal commitment of current partners to
further develop ressarch activties of the project

Q1542 The project consortium has identified a clear commercial
potential for application, which will be carried on by the project
team beyond the duration of the project

Q1543 The application developed within the specific project is

= Completely Disagree
likely to have a further deployment potential in the near future

Disagree
= Neutral
Q15#4 The sustainabilty will depend on financial and funding =Agree
opportunities beyond project compietion =FulyAgree

Q1545 The sustainability will depend on the atiraction of
additional R&D investment

Q15#5 The sustainabilty will depend on the commitment of the
urtent partners to sustain the project

Q15 Please assess the following statements related to the overall sustainability of the Q15 Please assess the following statements related to the overall sustainability of the
USA " Myt . 2
project activities?
N=16-18 20% a0%

project activities?
20% 0%

s0% 100%
Q15#1 There is a formal commitment of curent partners to
further develop research acivities of the project
Q15#2 The project consortium has identified a clear commercial
potential for application, which will be Carried on by the project
team beyond the duration of the project
Q15%3 The application developed within the specific project is =Completely Disagree
licely 1o have a futther deploy ment potentialin the near future apisgree
SNeutal
Q15#4 The sustainabiity will depend on financial and funding =hgree
opportunities beyond project completian ~FulyAgre

Q1545 The sustainabiliy will depend on the atiraction of
additional R&D investment

Q15#5 The sustainability will depend on the commitment of the
urrent partners to sustain the project

Tu Q15 Please assess the following statements related to the overall sustainability of the
project activities?
N=12-15 20% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Q15#1 There is a formal commitment of current partners to
further develop research actvities of the project

Q15%2 The project consortium has identiied a clear commercial

potential for application, which will be carried on by the project

team beyond the duration of the project
Q153 The application developed within the specific project is =CompletelyDisagree
Tikely to have a further deplayment potential in the near future aDissgree
aNeutal
‘Q15#4 The sustainability will depend on financial and funding =haree
opportunities beyond project completion “Fuly Agree.

Q15#5 The sustainabilty wil depend on the attraction of
additional RED investment

Q154 The sustainability will depend on the commitment ofthe
urrent partners to sustain the project

Figure 9558:Case Studies

further develop project activities

- Answers to the question,
including their own organisation, have induced a follow-up project in order to

if project partners,

USA
N=13

Q16 Project partners including our organisation have
induced a follow-up project in order to further develop
project activities.

=NO
mYES

Q16 Project partners including our organisation have
induced a follow-up projectin order to further develop
project activities.

Q16 Project partners including our organisation have
induced a follow-up projectin order to further develop

project activities.

=NO
=YES

NG
=YES
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Figure 9659:Case Studies - Assessment of statements related to the role of
NCPs in facilitating the project and in disseminating information

USA Q10 Please assess the following statements related to the role of National Contact
N=12-14 Points (NCPs) in facilitating the project and disseminating information:
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% SO% 60% 70% B0% 90% 100%

Q10#1 The NCPs were a main source of information

Q10#2 The NGP clearly presented international cooperation
related programme information and project design principles:
= Completely Disagree

010#3 The NCP was a key enabler inthe initial setup of the = Disagree
international cooperation part of the project
= Neutral
010#4 The NCP was a key enabler inthe setup of the =Agree
participation of the third country partner and in providing =Fully Agree

information

Q1085 The NCP was a key enabler to combine the national
S&T suppart instruments with the EU instruments

Q105 INCO National Contact Points effectively fulfltheir
fole asfaciltators for the participation into the programme

Q10 Please assess the following statements related to the role of National Contact
Points (NCPs) in facilitating the project and disseminating information:
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% G0% 70% 80% 90% 100%

India
N=29-35

Q10#1 The NCPs were a main source of information

Q10#2 The NCP clearly presented intemational cooperation
related programme information and project design principles
= Completely Disagree

Q10#3 The NCP was a key enabler in the initial sstup of the = Disagree
international cooperation part of the project
= Neutral
Q10#4 The NCP was a key enablerin the setup of the =Agree
=Fuly Agree

participation of the third country partner and in providing
information

©10#5 The NCP was a key enabler to combine the national
S&T support instruments with the EU instruments

Q10#6 INCO National Contact Points effectively fulfl their
role as facilitators for the participation into the programme

Q10 Please assess the following statements related to the role of National Contact
Points (NCPs) in facilitating the project and disseminating information:
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% SO% 60% 70% BO% 90% 100%

010#2 The NCP clearly presented international cooperation ..........
related programme information and project design principles:

@10#3 The NCP was a key enabler in the initial setup of the
intemational cooperation part of the project

Tunisia
N=11-14

Q10#1 The NGPs were a main source of information

= Completely Disagree
= Disagree

.......... .
mAgree

mFully Agree

Q10#4 The NCP w3s a key enabler inthe selup of the
participation of the third country partner and in providing
information

Q10#5 The NCP was a key enabler to combine the national
S&T suppart instruments with the EU instruments

Q0% INCO National Contact Points effectively fulfltheir
fole asfaciltators for the participation into the programme

CXvil



Figure 9760:Case Studies - Assessment of statements related to the FP7
programme management and administration

USA Q7 Please assess the following statements related to the FP7 programme
management and administration:
projects? 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Q7#5 Proposal evaluation and contract negotiation = Complet
were timely and transparent ely
Disagre
Q7#6 Proposers receive clear information on the .g.
evaluation process and the reasons for the outcomes e Isagre
Q7#7 The available funding modalities were
appropriate for the project setup and operation (co- b
funding, level of funding, timing of payment, etc.) = Neutral
Q7#8 Activity reporting was easy and proportionate
to the project effort
Q7#9 Project review procedures were appropriate u Agree
and easy to follow, and were an effective support to
project implementation
Q7#10 The overall rules and procedures were = Fully
adequate to facilitate project implementation Agree

Q7#11 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate and flexible enough to facilitate
management of unexpected outcomes

INDIA Q7 Please assess the following statements related to the FP7 programme
management and administration:
projects?
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Q7#5 Proposal evaluation and contract negotiation 4 = Complet
were timely and transparent ely
Disagre
Q7#6 Proposers receive clear information on the e
evaluation process and the reasons for the outcomes’ m Disagre
e

Q7#7 The available funding modalities were
appropriate for the project setup and operation (co-2
funding, level of funding, timing of payment, etc.)

= Neutral
Q7#8 Activity reporting was easy and proportionate
to the project effort

Q7#9 Project review procedures were appropriate mAgree

and easy to follow, and were an effective support to
project implementation
Q7#10 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate to facilitate project implementation = Fully
Agree

Q7#11 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate and flexible enough to facilitate
management of unexpected outcomes
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TUNISIA Q7 Please assess the following statements related to the FP7 programme

management and administration:

projects?
0% 20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Q7#5 Proposal evaluation and contract negotiation 0
were timely and transparent 4

Q7#6 Proposers receive clear information on the 0
evaluation process and the reasons for the outcomes’

Q7#7 The available funding modalities were
appropriate for the project setup and operation (co-
funding, level of funding, timing of payment, etc.)

Q7+#8 Activity reporting was easy and proportionate to
the project effort

Q7#9 Project review procedures were appropriate and
easy to follow, and were an effective support to project
implementation

Q7#10 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate to facilitate project implementation

Q7#11 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate and flexible enough to facilitate management
of unexpected outcomes

= Complet

ely
Disagree

E Disagree

= Neutral

H Agree
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Figure 9861:Case Studies - Assessment of statements related to the level of

administrative requirements and to the overall programme rules

:E‘;s Q6 Compared with your typical research projects, how would you
23' B characterize the international cooperation project in terms of...?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q6#1 Little Scientific and technical complexity ¥%as
High Scientific and technical complexity
Q6#2 Short term oriented R&D vs Long term

oriented R&D
Q6#3 Feasible without external collaborators vs
Only feasible with external collaborators
Q6#4 Little links with other in-house projects vs
High links with other in-house projects
Q6#5 Strong focus on basic research vs Strong
focus on applied research
Q6#6 Little scientific and technical risk vs Hi%rb4
scientific and technical risk ’

Q6#7 Low Budget vs High Budget,

mVery Low
HLow

= Medium
m High

= Very High

Q6#8 Situated in a core technology area for your
organisation vs Situated in a periphery area of...
Q6#9 Little commercial risk vs High commerci%I0

risk ™

India Q6 Compared with your typical research projects, how would you

2534' characterize the international cooperation project in terms of...?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q6#1 Little Scientific and technical complexity vs
High Scientific and technical complexity
Q6#2 Short term oriented R&D vs Long term

oriented R&D
Q6#3 Feasible without external collaborators vs
Only feasible with external collaborators
Q6#4 Little links with other in-house projects vs
High links with other in-house projects
Q6#5 Strong focus on basic research vs Strong
focus on applied research
Q6#6 Little scientific and technical risk vs High
scientific and technical risk

Q6#7 Low Budget vs High Budget

®Very Low
Hlow
 Medium
®m High

= Very High

Q6#8 Situated in a core technology area for your
organisation vs Situated in a periphery area of...
Q6#9 Little commercial risk vs High commercial

risk

Tunisia Q6 Compared with your typical research projects, how would you

':;11' characterize the international cooperation project in terms of...?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q6#1 Little Scientific and technical complexity vs
High Scientific and technical complexity
Q6#2 Short term oriented R&D vs Long term

oriented R&D
Q6#3 Feasible without external collaborators vs
Only feasible with external collaborators
Q6#4 Little links with other in-house projects vs
High links with other in-house projects
Q6#5 Strong focus on basic research vs Strong
focus on applied research
Q6#6 Little scientific and technical risk vs High
scientific and technical risk

Q6#7 Low Budget vs High Budget

= \Very Low
HLow

= Medium
® High

= Very High

Q64#8 Situated in a core technology area for your
organisation vs Situated in a periphery area of...
Q6#9 Little commercial risk vs High commercial

risk

CXXI



Figure 9962:Case Studies - Assessment of statements related to the
implementation of international cooperation in the European Framework
Programme

USA Q7 Please assess the following statements related to the FP7 programme
21:17' management and administration:projects?
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Q7#5 Proposal evaluation and contract negotiatiorb 3
were timely and transparent ’
. . . = Comple
Q7#6 Proposers receive clear information on the tely
evaluation process and the reasons for the outcomes Disagre
Q7#7 The available funding modalities were leDisagre
appropriate for the project setup and operation (co-... e
Q7#8 Activity reporting was easy and proportionate
- 048
to the project effort = Neutral
Q7#9 Project review procedures were appropriate and
- 579
easy to follow, and were an effective support to...
Q7#10 The overall rules and procedures were mAgree
adequate to facilitate project implementation
Q7#11 The overall rules and procedures were 579
adequate and flexible enough to facilitate...
India Q7 Please assess the following statements related to the FP7 programme
N=40-48 management and administration:projects?
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Q7#5 Proposal evaluation and contract negotiation
were timely and transparent u Complete
Q7#6 Proposers receive clear information on the ly
evaluation process and the reasons for the outcomes”’ Disagree
m Disagree

Q7#7 The available funding modalities were
appropriate for the project setup and operation (co-.=.

Q7#8 Activity reporting was easy and proportionate = Neutral
to the project effort

Q7#9 Project review procedures were appropriate and mAgree
easy to follow, and were an effective support to...

Q7#10 The overall rules and procedures were

adequate to facilitate project implementation .ZUIIZG
Q7#11 The overall rules and procedures were g
adequate and flexible enough to facilitate...
Tunisia Q7 Please assess the following statements related to the FP7 programme
N=13-15 management and administration:projects?
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
= Comple

Q7#5 Proposal evaluation and contract negotiation tel
were timely and transparent ’ ely

. . . Disagre
Q7#6 Proposers receive clear information on the e 9
evaluation process and the reasons for the outcomes m Disagre

Q7#7 The available funding modalities were e
appropriate for the project setup and operation (co-...
Q7#8 Activity reporting was easy and proportionate
to the project effort = Neutral
Q7#9 Project review procedures were appropriate and
easy to follow, and were an effective support to...
Q7#10 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate to facilitate project implementation
Q7#11 The overall rules and procedures were
adequate and flexible enough to facilitate...

H Agree
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Table 69:

1. Demographics o Name, organisation
type, thematic area

2. International Cooperation

2.1.The scope of FP?7 o
international scope of FP7 INCO
cooperation activities activities in your
country:
o Extent of targeting
(geographical
directions and
thematic areas)
o correspondence to
national strategies
o used instruments
o Identification and
interaction with
potential international
partner organisations
o typical role of
partners from your
country

Please describe the

2.2.Motivation . What are the main
motivations for FP7
INCO activities? Please
describe policy
objectives addressed
and expected impacts of
international

° Name, organisation
type, thematic area, NCP
since

. Please describe
your activities as
National Contact Point.
° Please describe the
scope of FP7 INCO
activities in your
country:
o Extent of targeting
(geographical
directions and
thematic areas)
o correspondence to
national strategies
o used instruments
o Identification and
interaction with
potential international
partner organisations
o typical role of
partners from your
country
. What are the main
motivations for FP7
INCO activities? Please
describe policy
objectives addressed
and expected impacts of
international

Interview guidelines for qualitative interviews within the case studies

m Policy Maker National Contact Points | Third Country EU Coordinators
Partners

. Name,
organisation type,
employees, thematic
area, country

. Please describe
the scope of FP7 INCO
activities:
o geographical
directions
o thematic areas
(focus according to
your overall
portfolio)
o your rolein
projects
o Instruments used
o Identification and
interaction with
potential
international
partner
organisations

o What are the
main motivations of
your organisation for
FP7 INCO activities
with certain regions?
o Funding, access
to infrastructure,

. Name,
organisation type,
employees, thematic
area, country

o Please describe

the scope of FP7

INCO activities:
o geographical
directions, thematic
areas (focus
according to your
overall portfolio),
use of different
funding schemes
for international
cooperation, role of
3" country partners

° What are the
main motivations of
your organisation for
FP7 INCO activities
with certain regions?
o Funding, access
to infrastructure,
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m Policy Maker National Contact Points | Third Country EU Coordinators
Partners

cooperation.

. Please describe

inter-linkages of national
) STI strategies and
2.3.General strategies instruments with FP7

and inter-linkages to INCO activities

FP7 oPriority setting
oLinks to future
policy actions

cooperation.

. Please describe
inter-linkages of national
STI strategies and
instruments with FP7
INCO activities
oPriority setting
olLinks to future
policy actions

market or market
knowledge,
technological or
scientific
knowledge, etc.
. In which way are
FP7 INCO activities
relevant/ important for
your organisation?

market or market
knowledge,
technological or
scientific
knowledge, etc.
. In which way are
FP7 INCO activities
relevant/ important
for your organisation?
o in the core of
your strategic
research agenda
o Opening new
fields
o Application and
enrichment of
existing
competences in a
new context
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Partners

2.4.Effectiveness,
Outputs, Outcomes,
Impacts

. Please describe
expected and achieved

. Please describe
expected and achieved

outputs and benefits of

FP INCO activities.
olIs the critical mass
sufficient to obtain
results?
oDo FP7 INCO
activities foster the
creation of
partnerships?
o What are the
challenges and
opportunities for 3™
country partners?

outputs and benefits of

FP INCO activities.
olIs the critical mass
sufficient to obtain
results?
oDo FP7 INCO
activities foster the
creation of
partnerships?
o What are the
challenges and
opportunities for 3™
country partners?

. How do FP7
INCO activities_foster
the creation of
partnerships and the
setup of projects with
European partners?
. What are
particular
opportunities or
challenges for SMEs?
o What are the
challenges and
opportunities for 3rd
country partners?

o Are FP7 INCO
activities in general
successful? Real
reciprocal S&T
advance?

. Are FP7 INCO
activities in general
sustainable?

. Do FP7 INCO
activities_foster the
creation of
partnerships and the
setup of projects with
3™ country partners?
o Are there
particular
opportunities or
challenges for SMEs?
What are the
challenges and
opportunities for 3™
country partners?
. Are FP7 INCO
activities in general
successful? Real
reciprocal S&T
advance?
. Direct / indirect
beneficiaries?
. Are FP7 INCO
activities in general
sustainable?
o How far does the
level of outputs
correlate with
certain
geographical
directions, thematic
areas, funding
schemes , role of
3rd country
partners
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Partners

2.5.Management and
Efficiency in the
project:

e application

e implementation

e reporting

3. Experiences and
room for
improvement

4. Future Challenges
and Opportunities

o How do you
evaluate the role of the
National Contact Point?

o How do you

evaluate your role/ the
role of the EC?

. Where do you see
room for_improvements

and positive aspects?

o What do you think
are_future challenges and

opportunities? How can
they met by Horizon
20207

o Are there particular
management challenges

. Where do you see
room for_improvements

and positive aspects?

o What do you think
are_future challenges and

opportunities? How can
they met by Horizon
20207

o How do you
evaluate the role of
the National Contact
Point / the EC?

. What are
particular
management

challenges (e.g.
administration,

provision of
information,
programme rules)?
/Positive management
points?

. Please
summarize your
experiences with FP7
IC activities.

o Where do you
see room for
improvements and
positive aspects?

o What do you
think are_future
challenges and
opportunities? How
can they met by
Horizon 20207

o How do you
evaluate the role of
the National Contact
Point / the EC?

. Are there
particular

management

challenges (e.g.
administration,

provision of
information,
programme rules)?
° Positive
management points?
. Did you
experience issues
evolving from the
participation of 3™
country partners?
. Please
summarize your
experiences with FP7
IC activities.

o Where do you
see room for
improvements and
positive aspects?

o What do you
think are_future
challenges and

opportunities?
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e FP7 INCO = International Cooperation Activities in the 7" Framework
Programme (e.g. Collaborative projects, coordination and support actions,

network of excellence)
e 3" country partners = participants who are established in a non EU
country, which is not associated to the Seventh Framework Programme
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Table 70:

EU-Coordinators

Third Country
Project Partners

Policy Makers,
Delegations, NCPs

Gunnar Bjorkmann (ABB), German

Interview participants in qualitative interviews within case studies

Gerald Heinicke (DHI),Denmark

Mauro Bianchi (TESEO Sprl), Belgium

India Tunisia USA

Ramnarayanan Ramanathan, INDIAN Zouhaier HLAOUI and Latifa Vivien Schmidt, Jean Monnet

INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY MADRAS (IITM) HENIA, Université de Tunis, Professor of European

(University), Department of Chemical Faculté des Sciences Humaines Integration, Professor of

Engineering et Sociales de Tunis, Grevachot  International Relations  and
Political Science, Founding
Director of the Center for the
Study of  Europe, Boston
University

Lisette Dsouza, National Institute  of Chérifa Lakhoua and Hassene Michael Liehr, THE RESEARCH

Oceonographie, India Kassar (CENTRE D'ETUDES ET FOUNDATION OF STATE

RECHERCHES PROSPECTIVES - UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
CERP)

Suneel Pandey, THE ENERGY AND RESOURCES Pr. Samia Lahmar Service de Mary J. Gibson, Office

INSTITUTE, Center for Environmental Studies Parasitologie Ecole Nationale de of Sponsored Research,

Reddy G.S., Indian Immunological Limited Médecine Vétérinaire California Institute of

(Private Company) Technology, 1200 East California
Blvd., Pasadena, CA 91125-1500

Dr. Shailja Vaidya Gupta, Director, Adel Ghazel, NCP ICT Tunisia Graham M. Harrison, Ph.D.,

International Cooperation, Department of International Science and

Biotechnology, Ministry of Science and Engineering, National Science

Technology, India Foundation, 4201 Wilson Blvd.

Philippe DE TAXIS DU POET, European Aniss Ben Rayana, Tunis NCP

Commission, DG Research & Innovation ,
Directorate International Cooperation (until
09/2013 Delegation to India)

Bio, Institut de la Recherche et
de I'Ensignement Superior
Agricole
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This study reviews and analyses international research and innovation
(R&l) cooperation in the Seventh Framework Programme (FP7) of the
EU, considering specifically the ‘Cooperation’ specific programme and its
thematic areas. It provides a comprehensive qualitative and quantitative
picture of all the projects involving international country partners in

the FP7 ‘Cooperation’ programme, i.e. third countries which are neither
EU Member States nor FP7 Associated Countries. The result is an
evidence-based input to EU policymakers supporting and implementing
international cooperation in the Framework Programme (FP). The
comprehensive review of international R&I cooperation provides an
overall picture of recent experience in the FP and provides lessons for
future design and implementation.

The study is based on extensive qualitative and quantitative research,
including desk reviews, a statistical review of the project database, three
surveys aimed at EU coordinators, at third country project participants,
and at National Contact Points (NCPs) in third countries, and three case
studies on one developing country, one fast developing country, and

one industrialised country. It shows that the European Commission has
integrated international cooperation in FP7 in a comprehensive and
advanced policy and implementation design. The Commission has been
developing best practice approaches for the design and implementation
of international cooperation in FP7, involving stakeholders in a combined
top-down and bottom-up process, which ensures the necessary flexibility
to adapt to a fast developing world. The conclusions include a set of
recommendations for the improvement of the approach to international
cooperation in EU FPs.
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