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Abstract 

The European Research Area (ERA) is emerging as a powerful political driver for 
changes in research and innovation policies. Several ERA-driven initiatives were 
approved and implemented but their success depends on their governance 
structures. This Study analyzes the governance issues of the ERA initiatives 
created under articles 169 and 171 of the EU Treaty and other new ERA 
approaches. After defining a general framework for ERA governance and the 
description of individual initiatives, the Study proposes a set of recommendations 
for improving current situation. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The European Research Area (ERA) construction process, ten years on from its initial 
launch, is emerging as a powerful political driver for changes in research and innovation 
policies and has become a long-term effort, receiving political momentum from both 
Member States (MS) and Community bodies. During this period, several ERA-driven 
initiatives were defined, discussed, approved, implemented or merely explored with 
different degrees of success and impact.  

One decade on from the launch of the ERA, the difficulties observed in the attainment of 
the "Lisbon Strategy" quantitative targets and the reorientation posed by the “Ljubljana 
process” in 2008, there is a general feeling that European research needs to advance 
faster by learning from past experiences and by anticipating long-term solutions for 
current drawbacks in ERA implementation. Many of the difficulties found in the ERA 
implementation process stem from the lack of appropriate governance schemes to 
confront current challenges. In this Study, “Governance” refers to “processes and 
activities put in place to ensure that relevant policy needs are identified, appropriate 
policies are designed and implemented effectively and efficiently and that the necessary 
learning takes place by involving all relevant stakeholders”. 

Under the concept of the aforementioned governance for ERA, decision making, 
leadership and ownership of ERA initiatives should be addressed effectively. 
Unfortunately, the diversity and complexity of many of the new research initiatives 
framed in the recently launched ERA process have brought about a sense of urgency in 
research policy experimentation with mixed success since 2000. Based on the 
accumulated experience, the European Union (EU) should find new or better-tuned 
governance schemes in the near future. 

ERA-driven initiatives refer to many types of actions facilitating the full realisation of ERA 
goals within the Lisbon Strategy framework. From mechanisms for research policy 
learning and coordination to more complex mechanisms where substantial funding from 
European Member States (MS), European Commission (EC) or both are put in place. 
They could be actions promoted under the sole responsibility of MS (one or several MS 
could be involved from variable geometry schemes) or under research programmes 
managed by the EC; nevertheless, many of them imply the use of coordinated funding 
schemes between MS and EC taking advantage of the possibilities offered by some 
articles of the EU Treaty poorly used before 2000 (i.e. Article 169, Article 171)1. 

Governance of these ERA-driven Initiatives varies widely from many perspectives: 
openness, transparency, balance of responsibilities, efficiency and effectiveness, 
adaptability and flexibility, accountability, timing and internationalization. Considered 
globally, these factors define the profile of each ERA initiative from the governance 
standpoint. 

The Study has analysed the situation of the different major ERA-driven initiatives 
launched until now. Emphasis is placed on the coordinated joint programmes (under the 
umbrella of Article 169) or the Joint Technology Initiatives (under Article 171). 
Nevertheless, other types, such as research infrastructures to be implemented under the 
new regulation of “European Research and Innovation Consortium” (ERIC), the 
Knowledge and Innovation Communities (KIC) promoted by the European Institute of 
Technology and some funding schemes embedded into the FP7 such as ERA-NETs and 
ERA-NET Plus will also be considered to complete the analysis. A preliminary analysis of 
the governance challenges of recently proposed initiatives such as public-private-
partnerships (PPP) or key enabling technologies (KET) is also included.  

 

     

1 Note: Since past 1st December 2009 the Lisbon Treaty came into force and therefore the refereed Articles 
169, 171 and 166 changed into 187, 185 and 182 respectively (see Annex III). However, it was decided to 
keep the previous nomenclature in order to avoid confusion with pre-existent documents and facilitate 
understanding of the document. 
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The individual analysis of current ERA initiatives shows a patched scenario where 
governance approaches are implemented by following a “learning by doing” process. On 
the positive side, the accumulated experience and some flexibility in the implementation 
has allowed the progressive tuning of governance procedures in practice. Nevertheless, 
many aspects are not adequately resolved, as a result of several of the aforementioned 
key factors. Policy coherence between all of these ERA initiatives is not evident and 
some of them address the same type of problem from different agents. 

In parallel and as a consequence of this process, the quasi-stable scenario enjoyed in the 
last 25 years for intra-European R&D cooperation where the Framework Programme (FP) 
rules for participation remained mainly stable is evolving profoundly towards a richer and 
lesser known scenario. Today, the rapid growth of innovative ERA-driven initiatives set 
up at the table of Council, European Parliament and Member States in the last two years 
(recently stimulated or accelerated to address the challenges posed by the economic 
crisis), are clear signals of the interest of Member States and the European Commission 
in looking for a rapid evolution of the European innovation system which will demand 
new governance approaches for the next decade.  

From the analysis carried out in this Study, it is possible to conclude that the ERA 
construction process is becoming jeopardized by unsolved governance problems. The 
current situation in the EU globally reflects poor ownership, leadership and commitment 
between relevant stakeholders, which affects the ERA construction process and its 
socioeconomic impact. The lack of a coherent design of ERA initiatives from a long-term 
perspective makes it more difficult to address the weaknesses of current ERA 
governance schemes. 

Based on the analysis, several recommendations were proposed oriented to three types 
of actor: EU Community institutions (European Commission, Council and European 
Parliament), Member States and European research and innovation performers.  

On the implementation of the recommendations, several types can be identified: High 
level political recommendations applicable to the evolution of ERA used as guidelines for 
decision making bodies; Common recommendations applicable to all types of ERA 
initiatives by enhancing the commonalities of the present problems though common 
governance schemes but by keeping enough flexibility to accommodate peculiarities; 
Specific recommendations to improve the governance of current ERA-driven Initiatives. 
The Study report gives the rationale behind each of these recommendations. 

The proposed recommendations are listed as follows: 

High-level political recommendations to speed up the ERA construction 

I. To accelerate legislative changes in MS concerning the participation in ERA 
initiatives. Even if some MS have solved some of the aspects, others still need 
further work to remove obstacles.  

II. To readapt the composition of decision or advisory bodies at the Council, EP and 
EC to address ERA needs to facilitate decision making. In order to increase the 
impact of ERA, global perspectives from the "knowledge triangle" view need to be 
considered. 

III. To increase the attractiveness of ERA for European private or public stakeholders 
by involving them and making the ERA initiatives more conducive to their long-
term interests.  

IV. To accommodate non-EU partner organizations from the beginning of the ERA 
initiatives or through specific international ERA initiatives as a contribution to 
reinforcing the role of Europe in the world. 

Common recommendations for ERA governance 

 

I. To simplify and speed up the presentation and approval of a proposal for any ERA 
initiative which requires a Council and Parliament decision.  
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II. To ensure an active role of all stakeholders involved by preserving the rights of 

small entities such as SMEs or universities and public research centres.  

III. To allow for governance structural changes once the ERA initiative has been 
approved and launched. 

IV. To keep transparency and equal opportunities in accessing funds on the basis of 
open calls for research proposals and other support or coordination actions. 

V. To improve the use of ERA-related advisory bodies to the Council. 

Specific recommendations 

For ERA-NET Plus: 

– Transparent conditions for a smooth transition to 169 initiatives by simplifying 
the approval process in the Parliament and the identification of pre-conditions 
to extend ERA-NET PLUS to an Article 169-based initiative. 

For Article 169-based Initiatives 

Establish common rules for Article169 initiatives 

– The European Commission should define a common governance structure for 
this type of ERA Initiatives. 

– The European Parliament could facilitate the automatic approval of 169 
initiatives if they use a common regulatory basis previously approved. 

– Minimum funding thresholds for participation should be established.  

– Funds provided at the national or regional level should be committed for two 
or three years and available from the beginning of the activities.  

– Open calls should be regulated through common rules for participation in the 
same way as the rules for participation in the FP did today. 

– Be sure that the legal forms used for ERA Initiatives would allow the 
participation of non-European partners or non-profit organizations. 

Other specific aspects for individual ERA 169 Initiatives are described in the main 
text of the Study. 

For Article 171-based initiatives 

Establish common rules for 171 ERA initiatives. 

– Approach the funding percentage for the different types of public and private 
entities to the levels found in FP research projects. 

– Carry out a periodical impact assessment of approved JTIs in terms of their 
contribution to the competitiveness of the European industry.  

– To articulate these initiatives with other sources of Community funding (i.e. 
CIP; Structural Funds, etc.) to improve effectiveness and prevent 
fragmentation of the European innovation policy. 

– The minimum governance structure of all 171 initiatives should be similar by 
containing: Governing board, Executive Committee, External Advisory Board, 
Dedicated management structure, Committee where funding administrations 
should meet and be informed on the progress. 

Other specific aspects for individual ERA 171 Initiatives are described in the main 
text of the Study. 
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For the Knowledge and Innovation Communities (KIC) of the European 
Institute of Technology (EIT) 

– Improve the funding coverage of KICs to make other FP instruments more 
conducive on a stable basis.  

– Extend the technological or scientific domain of KICs covered by EIT calls to 
all priorities of FP or JPs. 

– Implement “mini-KIC” schemes based on variable geometry through ad hoc 
agreements from some MS without the size and complexity currently 
envisaged by KICs.  

– Consider the possible co-evolution and complementarity of ERA-NETS and 
KICs to support the activities in one specific domain. 

– Establish formalised links between KICs and the FP7 Ideas and People 
programmes to increase synergies and impact. 

For Research Infrastructures (RI) 

– Facilitate the participation of "EU" in global (non-EU) research infrastructures.  

– Promote the Europeanization of national or bilateral RIs by opening up their 
facilities to non-national users. 

– Use Community financial support to catalyze national investments in RIs.  

– Extend the concept of the “RI ecosystem” to facilitate decision making by 
including the association of specialized or regional RIs to main sites.  

– Support ESFRI with a scientific/technical advisory committee in order to 
facilitate or filter out new proposals for European RIs and carry out focused 
impact assessments.  

 

A final remark: ERA construction is an on-going process with many other ERA Initiatives 
under discussion. The future implementation of public-private partnerships (three of 
which were recently approved), or the joint programmes which the Council would like to 
identify before the end of 2009, or the identified Key Enabling Technologies reflecting a 
very dynamic research policy scenario where many European stakeholders are actively 
participating with the FP8 on the horizon. Within this context, the governance challenge 
is gaining momentum and it requires the further involvement of European bodies and 
stakeholders to facilitate rather than jeopardize the ERA construction and its benefits. 
The final approval of the Lisbon Treaty and ERA as one of global European interest will 
increase its relevance. 
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1. EVOLUTION OF RESEARCH POLICIES IN EUROPE 

1.1. Objectives of the study  
The present Study has been prepared at the request of the European Parliament (EP) in 
order to assess the current situation of ERA implementations and to extract 
recommendations for a future improvement in ERA governance within the European 
Union Treaty2. Two main goals should be addressed: 

• To identify and define possible priorities, measures and actions towards an 
enhanced governance of ERA based on a long-term vision of ERA, taking into 
account the results achieved, factors affecting the efficiency, effectiveness and 
attractiveness of the European research system and the constant concern for the 
simplification and adaptation of the instruments for research. 

• To give an evaluation of the features, implementation aspects and effectiveness 
of the governance mechanisms in place for the Joint Research Programmes based 
on Article 1693 and the Joint Technology Initiatives (JTI) under Article 1714 of 
the EC Treaty respectively and in particular analyze similarities and divergences 
between the governance structures of the different programmes. Attention will be 
paid to the approved JTIs or 169 initiatives as well as to others still under 
discussion (i.e. European Metrology Research Programme under article 169 or the 
new Public-Private Partnerships on “Factories of the Future”, Green Car or Energy 
to be implemented as JTIs) or to the recently approved regulation of the 
European Research Infrastructures Consortium (ERICs)5. 

• Although the Study will follow the objectives and areas explicitly mentioned in the 
previous paragraphs, a limited set of additional goals will be included to cover 
“ERA policy learning and coordination” and the use of the Open Method of 
Coordination or joint R&D agenda setting (i.e. the role of bodies such as CREST, 
ESFRI, SFIC, Technology Platforms, etc. in policy coordination and decision 
making within the ERA implementation framework) and the analysis of their 
potential evolution in the framework of the Ljubljana process on the 2020 
horizon.  

Furthermore, other elements or instruments such as the implementation of the 
Knowledge and Innovation Communities (KIC) of the European Institute of Technology 
(EIT)6 will be covered as examples of other ERA governance processes closely tied to the 
implementation of the “knowledge triangle” concept. 

Future ERA Governance processes will also require a new global agreement between 
European stakeholders within a joint partnership. Without it, the realm of Joint 
Programming as planned cannot be carried out smoothly. Finally, as the Green Paper 
stated, if ERA needs to be opened up to the world, new challenges for current 
governance schemes will arise. 

The content of the present Study covers the aforementioned objectives with the 
following structure: 

 

 
2 Note: Since past 1st December 2009 the Lisbon Treaty came into force and therefore the refereed Articles 
169, 171 and 166 changed into 187, 185 and 182 respectively (see Annex III). However, it was decided to 
keep the previous nomenclature in order to avoid confusion with pre-existent documents and facilitate 
understanding of the document. 
3 See Annex 2 
4 See Annex 2 
5 Council Regulation on the Community legal framework for ERIC. 10603/09. 22/06/2009.  

     

6 Regulation (EC) 294/2008 of the EP and of the Council establishing the European Institute of Innovation and 
Technology. 11/03/2008. 
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Chapter 1 will offer the contextual information necessary for the whole Study. It justifies 
the objectives and structure of the report from the evolution of ERA initiatives since 
2000. The chapter will contain updated information of implemented or approved ERA 
initiatives until October 2009. 

Chapters 2 and 3 will constitute the kernel of the analysis of current ERA governance 
and the ERA initiatives available up to now. Chapter 2 will address research governance 
from a conceptual standpoint without referring to individual ERA initiatives. Chapter 3 
will focus on the assessment of current ERA-related initiatives to analyse both similarities 
and differences and the rationale of their governance schemes.  

Chapter 4 presents the main conclusions and a set of recommendations to facilitate their 
implementation. Conclusions will be also presented with some future scenarios into the 
evolution of ERA in the EU and how they could be affected. 

Finally, the references used during the Study and a set of annexes will complete the 
report. Annexes include additional information not essential to following the main body 
of the report but relevant to support the analysis and recommendations of the Study. 

1.2.  From research to knowledge policies: ERA in a broader 
context 
Research7 and Innovation are increasingly being considered as the basis for the 
sustainable development of modern societies. In accordance with this approach, 
developed societies rely on the design and implementation of research policies by 
emphasizing public and private investments and supplying qualified human resources to 
provide a context of competitive innovation. This trend is also visible in developing 
countries by emphasizing the absorption of technology and improvement in human 
resource capacities in strategic scientific and technological areas. 

Nevertheless, to be effective, research policies cannot be addressed in isolation from 
other policies contributing to the generation, transference and use of knowledge. A more 
recent approach based on the concept of the so called “knowledge triangle”8 has been 
promoted to deal with research, innovation, and (higher) education policies from an 
integrated and systemic point of view. Jointly taken, they constitute the so called 
“knowledge policies”. In other words, the final goal of achieving better competitiveness 
cannot be pursued without the joint consideration of research, innovation and higher 
education policies contributing from complementary perspectives to the ultimate goal of 
increasing competitiveness and sustainable growth. 

The implementation of knowledge policies also impacts other public policies: defence and 
security, transportation, health, infrastructures, etc. These issues are also becoming 
“knowledge-impacted policies” in the sense that the complexity of decision making on 
the technologies involved to support advanced products and services are increasingly 
dependent on the access and absorption of (multidisciplinary) complex knowledge. From 
this perspective, knowledge policies act as innovation drivers for many related sectors in 
advanced societies. 

Within this context, it is not strange to observe different European Union governments 
looking for long-term knowledge strategies where public and private efforts should be 
aligned to reform their national or regional “innovation systems” and to increase global 
competitiveness based on the intertwining of research, innovation and higher education 
policies. Policy learning (through benchmarking and dissemination of best practices) and 
coordination in different S&T areas are increasingly used to support reforms at national 
or regional levels. 

                                                 
7 Research in this document also embraces technology development in the sense of R&D activities covered by 
EU Framework Programmes.  

 

8 ERAB. April 2007. Pg 4-5. 
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Unfortunately, many of the specific policy measures in place today in the EU only 
address one of the perspectives of the aforementioned knowledge policies, while ignoring 
others. As a consequence, the impact obtained until now is significantly lower than 
expected or that potentially reachable.  

Some of the roots of this problem lie on the (horizontal) "policy fragmentation" arising 
from the scattered governmental responsibilities attached to many of these policy areas 
and the difficulty in conceiving and implementing global measures overlapping many 
domains of competence. 

The subtle interaction between areas of policy is forcing governments to break up the 
horizontal fragmentation problem with innovative approaches. One of the approaches is 
based on the use of ad hoc task forces and interdepartmental committees. Nevertheless, 
it has a temporal and limited scope to address specific issues; unfortunately, these 
governance schemes do not constitute the stable core for decision making in the EU 
Member States. 

The trends presented above are not limited to the EU; on the contrary, these elements 
are shared by all advanced societies throughout the world. Nevertheless, both within and 
outside the EU, the specific measures to be implemented and the toolbox (policy mix) 
required are highly dependent on the level and structure of each innovation system, the 
priorities set up by individual authorities, and the specific governance approaches to deal 
with them. 

Simultaneously, another (vertical) policy fragmentation problem appears in the EU at the 
regional, national and international interaction level. This vertical structure has not 
presented a uniform framework for the distribution of competences and specialization. 
On the contrary, all instances tend to reproduce the same goals and objectives 
mimetically by increasing in some cases the duplication of effort and waste of resources. 

In the research domain, the sharing of subsidiarity and competences as stated in the EU 
Treaty does not guarantee alignment and overall efficiency in policy implementation. 
How to align and increase synergy while keeping the necessary levels of independence 
and freedom in decision making in this multi-level governance scenario to cope with 
specific issues at the right level is still an open issue. 

To overcome the horizontal and vertical policy fragmentation problem, new integrated 
approaches are needed9. Solutions should be able to convey long-term efforts on 
commonly defined and shared objectives with innovative solutions based on policy 
experimentation. If the EU wants to compete in the global world of the “knowledge 
battle”, there is an urgent need to create the right context for change.  

In 2000 this approach became a reality with the first long-term common European Union 
objective agreed on in the knowledge field: the Lisbon Strategy for “Growth and Better 
Jobs”, where the European Research Area (ERA) was conceptually inserted.  

Within this framework, both Member States (through their national resources and 
programmes) and EC through the Community Programme launched reform programmes. 
In parallel, the creation of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) by European 
Education Ministers also offered a voluntary scheme (no competences on higher 
education were transferred to the Community) for launching a profound reform process 
to create a more homogeneous space for higher education and a stimulus for the 
modernization of European Universities. 

The Lisbon Strategy also offered the rationale for the creation of a common European 
Union Area and the political support for policy measures in both macro- and micro-
economic fields. The pressure on Member States to define their own National Reform 
Programmes (NRP) and the subsequent annual Progress Reports (PR) also provided a 
voluntary scheme for mutual policy learning. 

 

     

9 LEG, 2008. The governance challenge for knowledge policies in the Lisbon Strategy: Between revolution and 
illusion. 
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Member States commit themselves to acting by following specific guidelines (guidelines 
7 and 8 are related to research and innovation policies) with self-defined quantitative 
targets at national level10.  

The analysis of the contents of the NRP and the implementation of policy measures in 
subsequent PR provided by individual Member States shows overambitious quantitative 
targets which are very difficult to attain. Furthermore, poor attention was paid to intra-
European initiatives and NRPs are still mainly focused on “national views”. Much more 
effort is needed to convey variable geometry initiatives with (or without) Community 
budgets and to insert them into the NRP. 

The current research effort is not only conducted by Community Institutions through 
specific programmes and instruments (mainly on Framework Programmes) but also 
through Member State programmes which jointly provide more than 93% of the total 
resources devoted to RTD activities. This figure should be compared to the 7% allocated 
to the 7th Framework Programme through the Community budget (although part of the 
93% is also channelled to intergovernmental R&D agencies as annual quota and some 
contributions to voluntary programmes from the Member countries’ budgets). 

Furthermore, ERA implementation is also supported by other softer instruments (not 
necessarily linked to funding) to facilitate policy learning and coordination between 
Member States and European Commission on the basis of the Open Method of 
Coordination (OMC). Within OMC, Member States were voluntarily engaged in variable 
geometry configurations to define common strategic research agendas.11 

Results obtained up until now are clearly poor compared to the ambitious political goal 
proposed in 2000 and the quantitative targets approved by the Barcelona Council in 
2002. In 2008, after the ERA Green Paper document presented by the EC and the multi-
level discussions on it, the EU launched the so called “Ljubljana process”. Moving the 
time horizon up to 2020, the effort will be, again, the full implementation of ERA through 
a new “partnership” between the Community and Member States.  

The joint reformulation of the main instrument available at the Community level, the 
Framework Programme, with the reforms of other instruments such as the structural 
funds or the parallel reform of the EU budget, will all together offer a valuable context 
for reflection and action12. Future actions should be, however, framed within the 
previous assessment of the progress obtained until now.  

The rationale behind successes and failures in the ERA construction process constitutes 
the best guarantee of the future alignment of policy measures to the real needs. 

Future research and innovation policies are not immune to the effects of the global 
economy and are also dependent on the evolution of macro and microeconomic context. 
Then, the evolution from the present situation is very difficult to predict. Future 
presidencies of the EU, the new EP after the 2009 elections, and the European 
Commission will need to face a key governance challenge. 

1.3.  European Research Area in perspective 
The Lisbon Strategy is implemented through a partnership between the Community and 
the Member States, in which Member States define and implement their National Reform 
Programmes on the basis of mutually agreed Integrated Guidelines (guideline 7 is 
specifically devoted to R&D policy). The Community supports Member State action via 
the Community Lisbon Programme. 

 

                                                 
10 In some countries with a strong federal basis, regional targets were also pursued. The consequence was a 
better alignment between the national and regional levels. 
11 LEG, 2009. The Open Method of Coordination in Research Policy: Assessment and Recommendations. 

 

12 EURAB, April 2007. 
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The evaluation of the effort carried out by Member States following the integrated 
guidelines approved in the European Council, offers mixed results. It is true that the 
quantitative objectives proposed in 2002 (3% of GDP in 2010 devoted to research with 
2/3 coming from industry) will not be achieved. The EU stagnated in 2007 at 1.85% of 
GDP13 and the present economic crisis will not improve the situation in the near future. 
Predictions on the investments of big companies in innovation show a clear slowdown in 
200914. Nevertheless, all European Union governments have put research and innovation 
very high in their political agendas in an attempt to compensate for this. 

Whereas the revised Lisbon strategy has a clear focus on improving the quality of 
national R&D policy making, establishing the European Research Area has up to now 
mainly relied on Community instruments. As a result of the existing division in 
competence and budget between the Community level and Member States and their 
regions, it is clear that Community actions alone cannot suffice in achieving the 
European Research Area. Member States and their regions have an equally important 
role to play by ensuring that their research policies are developed in such a way that 
they contribute to a shared European Union vision, being beneficial to all research actors 
and in which each and every one of them has an attractive role to play.  

Although building R&D policy mixes to maximise synergies and spill-over across national 
borders and between policy levels has been at the forefront for many years, it is clear 
that significant challenges still remain to avoid policy fragmentation. 

Article 16515 of the EU Treaty deals specifically with the issue of policy coordination, as it 
says that Member States and the Community will coordinate their activities, to ensure 
that national policies and Community policy are mutually consistent, which consequently 
leaves room for initiatives to promote this coordination. 

However, it is to be noted that this article focuses on one aspect of coordination only, 
i.e. vertical coordination between the national and the Community level. The horizontal 
coordination between the Member States' policies does not appear to be explicitly 
addressed by this article. 

An interesting alternative for building flexible, variable geometry alliances between 
Member States that have shown the willingness to coordinate their policies and 
programmes further might be the Treaty articles on enhanced cooperation16, which allow 
limited groups of Member States to proceed further along the path of integration and use 
the Community institutions to that extent. 

The 2000 Communication on the ERA reinforced coordination with actions being 
developed at different levels: 'The full panoply of instruments available to the Union 
should be brought into play…' (Databases and information systems, working/expert 
groups, funding instruments, policy coordination instruments, and legal instruments such 
as regulations and directives, etc.)17. The Commission attempted to re-launch ERA by 
issuing a follow-up Communication, in which the coordination of policies was again 
addressed. The Communication stressed the need to further develop the "Open Method 
of Coordination" which, up to then, had been limited to the exchange of information and 
experience, with the development of guidelines, assessment and mutual learning, and 
actually to introduce a rather formal mechanism along the lines of the already 
established practices regarding economics and employment. 

Then, ERA is today becoming an integral part of the Lisbon Strategy. As figure 1 
suggests, both Member States and the European Commission are implementing many 
policy areas by addressing similar goals from different perspectives. 

 
13 EC, 2009. STC Key Figures 2009. 
14 Business Week, 2009.. 
15 See Annex 2. 
16 Treaty on European Union, Title VII, Articles 43 and 44 

     

17 COM(2000) 6. 18/01/2000. Pg 22. 
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In some cases, policy domains affected by Lisbon Strategy are even wider; in other 
cases, they affect knowledge policies. This common battlefield advises better interaction 
and better governance schemes. 

Figure 1: Intertwining of MS and EC policies 

 
Source: Own adaptation based on LEG discussions. 

As stated above, the creation of EHEA was launched in parallel but as a separate process 
by the European Ministers of Education. After the London communiqué, specific attention 
to research was included through the necessary reforms of the doctorate programmes.  

The improvement of researcher education and mobility was clearly set as a European 
goal in synergy with ERA goals. Nevertheless, there is no common political scenario to 
deal with ERA and EHEA within a unified framework. 

One of the reasons for this difficulty arises from the current structure of the Council 
configurations. Competences in Education and Research are addressed by different 
configurations of Ministers with difficulties in setting up global debates. Usually, at a 
Member State level, political responsibilities depend on different ministerial departments 
and at the European Commission they are also spread out across several DGs. 

In May 2008, the Council of the European Union launched the “Ljubljana Process”18 
inviting Member States and the Commission “to set up improved political governance to 
steer and stimulate the development of ERA and to build links with other policies, such 
as education, innovation, and cohesion policies”. 

The Council intends to improve governance in the five main lines of action: Joint 
programming in research; European Union researcher partnerships; legal framework for 
European Research Infrastructures; intellectual property management; and a substantial 
opening up of ERA to the world19. The governance mechanisms could be unique to each 
of them and non-homogeneous structures are needed. Nevertheless, some common 
principles are required to ensure a smooth ERA construction process. 

In December 2008 the Council continued the debate with additional conclusions aiming 
to define a “2020 vision of the ERA”20.  The vision is anchored in the “fifth freedom” 
across the ERA: free circulation of researchers, knowledge and technology.  

                                                 
18 Council Conclusions on the launch of the “Ljubljana Process” - Towards full realization of ERA – Adoption. 
9076/08. 16/05/2008. 
19COM(2007) 161. Green Paper. Pg 8-9. 

 

20 Council Conclusions on the definition of a “2020 Vision for the ERA”. 16767/08. 9/12/2008. 
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Then, the future governance of ERA initiatives should be framed both temporally and 
conceptually within the 2020 vision of the ERA. More recently (May 2009) the Council 
has reinforced this position on ERA Vision 202021 and “Calls on the Member States and 
the Commission to further engage in ensuring enhanced complementarities and 
synergies between the Community policies and instruments as well as between 
intergovernmental initiatives and programmes, related to the knowledge triangle”. 

1.4.  ERA initiatives  
ERA construction process is not made up of a predefined set of policy measures to be 
implemented in the EU in order to comply with general objectives. On the contrary, its 
implementation is a progressive and fuzzy process where the pace of reforms and 
implementation also depend on the will of the stakeholders involved. As a consequence, 
from the launching of ERA concept and goals in 2000, several “initiatives” (RTD 
programmes, funding instruments, legislative reforms, coordinating bodies, etc.) were 
formulated; some of which have been implemented while others are still under 
discussion at the Community or some Member States. Others simply, were rejected or 
frozen for several reasons in the discussion or approval processes. This is an open 
process and new ERA initiatives will appear in the future. 

As a consequence of this patched approach, the ERA initiatives available today are very 
different in size, resources involved, thematic scope, level of involvement of private or 
public institutions, societal impact, participation of non-EU partners, as well as many 
other differences. 

These variations also demand different implementation and governance approaches. A 
simple homogenous scheme of governance to support decision making will not allow for 
such diversity to be embraced. Flexibility and adaptability became necessary tools to 
deal with ERA diversity over time.  

The time dimension is also a crucial factor because the evolution of the innovation 
systems and national research programmes in the individual EU Member States could 
condition the launching of new ERA initiatives over time. The economic crisis since 2008 
is also modifying the governmental priorities by increasing the relevance of public 
investments or structural reforms in the innovation systems which are capable of 
mobilizing employment or investments.   

Before analyzing the specific governance aspects of these ERA initiatives (see Chapter 
2), it is necessary to understand their main features and assess their diversity from 
several perspectives. For this reason, a taxonomical framework will be proposed and, 
based on that, each individual ERA initiative will be analysed and positioned.  

Since 2000 the Community programme for ERA has accumulated a set of instruments. 
Nevertheless, EU instruments have suffered from the same aforementioned 
fragmentation problem; while FP is addressing research policy bearing in mind the 
creation of the ERA, the higher education policy is building the EHEA as a separate 
process. No convergence was envisaged at the beginning.  

Additionally, no clear instruments for the support of innovation at the Community level 
are defined22, relying more on the effort made by Member States. The Competitiveness 
and Innovation Programme (CIP) is only (at this stage) a set of isolated mini-
programmes weakly connected to the FP specific programmes. 

 
21 Council 9221/09: The first steps towards the realisation of the European Research Area Vision 2020 – Draft 
Council Conclusions. Brussels, 30 April 2009. 

     

22 The CIP (Competitiveness and Innovation Programme) approved in parallel to FP7 has very limited resources 
to serve as a driving force for ERA construction. The structural funds could play this role for boosting 
innovation at a regional level but, apart from general guidelines and provisions included in the regulation, it 
relies on the will of Member States to devote a substantial part of the available resources to supporting 
innovation through specific measures. The Open Method of Coordination is interpreted in different ways.  
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Furthermore, the relationships between ERA and the Lisbon Strategy should be 
understood as the need to increase impacts in order to address the Lisbon Strategy 
goals in the creation of growth and employment. 

This Study will address not only ERA initiatives launched by using articles 169 and 171 of 
the EU Treaty but also other less formal schemes where policy learning and coordination 
are emphasized: ERA-NETs and ERA-NET Plus Schemes; Knowledge Innovation 
Communities (KICs) of the European Institute of Technology (EIT). Research 
Infrastructures (RI) can be implemented through Article 171 have strong differences 
with other 171 cases23. 

Other initiatives such as ERA-driven reforms in the national or regional legislations; 
mobility of researchers; IPR; fiscal measures to support research and innovation; the 
EHEA and the implementation of Bologna objectives; ERA-driven policy coordination 
instruments; technology platforms etc., were not specifically addressed by the Study. 
Nevertheless, they may be included in a general perspective of the landscape of the 
initiatives to visualize the wider scope of initiatives contributing to ERA goals. 

The following chart depicts the most relevant types of ERA initiatives from two 
complementary perspectives: the generic or specialised character and the balance 
between the involvement of Member States (from one to twenty seven) and the 
European Commission24. The size of bubbles is a rough/pictorial representation of the 
volume of funding usually involved.  

Figure 2 represents a populated “policy space” of ERA initiatives where some of them will 
serve as drivers for deep reforms in the MS innovation systems. Others will have a 
limited impact on the future. In all cases, time is necessary to learn from the 
experiences and to extend good policy practices.  

Figure 2: The policy space of ERA initiatives: a qualitative positioning 

 

Source: Own elaboration 

                                                 
23 Research infrastructures can be implemented through specific intergovernmental agreements although a 
recent regulation allows the creation of specific consortia implemented through Article 171 (ERIC).  

 

24 Apart from MS, some ERA initiatives could also include Associated Countries and even non-EU countries.  
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2. GOVERNANCE OF THE EUROPEAN RESEARCH AREA 
The increasing importance of research and innovation policy governance stems from the 
new role of European Union governments in advanced societies; moving from their 
traditional role as funding bodies to “facilitators for innovation”, their research and 
innovation policies have evolved dramatically in the last decade. Furthermore, European 
Union governments need to design and implement research and innovation policies in 
increasingly complex, dynamic, highly networked and multi-layered research where 
innovation systems are continuously changing.  

In parallel, the main R&D performers (universities, research centres, enterprises, etc.) 
are also changing their priorities and implementing structural reforms to facilitate 
partnership, multidisciplinarity and open innovation schemes in a very competitive global 
context. 

This highly dynamic context is making many of the conventional governance schemes 
obsolete, while the new ones are either not in place yet or not properly assessed or 
widely used. The consequence is twofold: a high level of governance experimentation 
and a huge diversity in implementation approaches can be found in many Member States 
of the EU. 

For instance, the adoption of open innovation approaches by private firms does not 
necessarily depend on public funding policy measures in Europe but on more flexible 
innovation policy contexts not directed by Europe. Many of the policy experiments are 
focused on accelerating reforms in the public sector or by involving public funding to 
promote public-private partnerships and better governance in public institutions.  

Policy makers will need to introduce additional flexibility in instrument design to find the 
effective policies, which are both serving the interests of their constituencies and helping 
Europe achieve the Lisbon and ERA objectives. To address this challenge, European 
Union governments require a more active contribution by all stakeholders to help them 
identify relevant challenges, design appropriate governance schemes and implement 
them effectively and on time.  

2.1.  Concept of RTD Governance 
As stated above, the governance of R&D and innovation policies plays a key role in both 
setting and achieving the Lisbon objectives; however, ERA “Governance” meaning and 
implications are under discussion. The Lisbon Strategy Group (LEG, 2008) states that: 

“Governance refers to processes and activities put in place to ensure that relevant 
policy needs are identified, appropriate policies are designed and implemented 
effectively and efficiently and that the necessary learning takes place by involving 
all relevant stakeholders”25 

Following this concept, “ERA governance implementation” refers to the policy 
instruments purposely designed to make decisions, ensure the participation of all 
relevant stakeholders, keep transparency and accountability, allow for flexibility, ensure 
the maximum efficiency in resources, and promote trust in the evaluation of openness 
and performance. Specific governance schemes could be more or less adequate to 
facilitate the implementation of ERA initiatives on the basis of their compliance with 
these objectives. 

The use of “good” ERA governance schemes also affects the way the ERA goals are 
shared, diffused and absorbed to catalyse further changes in the European Union 
innovation system.  

 

     

25 LEG, 2008. Pg 16. 
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Today, there is a common perception that the ERA benefits are not visible enough to 
overcome the reluctance of profound changes in national systems to become part of the 
European Union innovation system; in other words, the costs of “non-ERA” are not 
clearly assessed while the loss of autonomy in policy design at the national or regional 
level in favour of EU views is easily stated. This situation calls for a better analysis of 
impacts and greater involvement of stakeholders in the whole process to ensure the 
suitable adaptability to national constraints by designing specific open governance 
schemes.  

The fuzziness in goals, instruments and political commitments of ERA initiatives 
described in Chapter 1 has also brought about the design and use of very different 
governance implementation schemes applied to initiatives related to ERA. New ERA 
initiatives will probably appear in the near future and will require specific governance 
concepts and implementation. 

This chapter will address the ERA governance issue for all the types of ERA initiatives 
presented in Chapter 1. The starting point is the analysis of different governance 
dimensions in order to serve as a basis to characterize individual ERA-based initiatives. 
Next, Chapter 3 will focus the attention on the individual analysis of governance 
schemes used in selected ERA cases for the Study.  

The thesis adopted in Chapter 2 acknowledges the rich diversity of ERA initiatives and 
the impossibility of relying on a single and well defined governance approach; on the 
contrary, a set of different ones adapted to specific types of ERA initiative will be 
needed. Nevertheless, if a measure contained in the “optimal governance scheme” 
cannot be applied, the pragmatic concept of “governance adequacy” to specific ERA 
initiatives and national/regional contexts could be formulated in terms of the relationship 
between goals and means. The next section will address the ERA context and constraints 
where ERA governance should be situated. 

2.1.1. Governance in the ERA context 
ERA initiatives include Community initiatives (proposed and, if approved, implemented 
by the European Commission with the allocation of a Community budget), Member State 
initiatives where the whole responsibility relies on decisions taken by one or more 
Member State (supported by national funds and implemented through their internal 
structures) and mixed approaches where both the Commission and MS share goals and 
commit resources to their implementation.  

The combination of these different approaches needs to conciliate interests at several 
levels, giving rise to a potential governance challenge. In fact, the lack of consolidated 
and accepted governance mechanisms is becoming an actual problem in accelerating 
progress in ERA implementation. It calls for a future multi-level ERA governance scheme 
accepted by all actors involved. 

From the funding issue perspective, the last decade has seen a shift towards increased 
involvement of Member States where ERA initiatives are increasingly supported by 
national budgets. It is not strange to perceive the need to rebalance the relative power 
of MS and EU in decision making. 

 

Following guidelines 7 and 8, Member States committed themselves in the National 
Reform Programmes (NRPs), to accelerating “reforms” in their research and innovation 
systems by implementing a new set of measures; however, the question of governance 
is not well developed in formal documents of NRPs, and it is not easy to assess the stage 
reached and the challenges addressed in each case. Obviously, Member States are 
constrained by their national legislative frameworks and significant differences in this 
context will make it difficult to find or assess the best approach. Nevertheless, ERA 
governance at the national level could benefit from mutual policy learning between 
Member States. The role of coordinating bodies such as CREST to pave the way for 
policy learning is becoming essential for the future. 
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In the Community context, specific ERA initiatives based on articles 169 and 171 of the 
Treaty, were launched to address a long-term vision of ERA (an enhanced governance of 
ERA based on a long-term vision of ERA) in the wider context of Lisbon Strategy. 

The implementation of these initiatives requires the existence of a “Regulation” to be 
formally approved by the Council (in the case of Article 171) or a decision by the Council 
and European Parliament (in the case of Article 169). Regulations should indicate the 
basic governance procedures (i.e. the existence and composition of a “Governing Board” 
with specific functions or the procedures to obtain the membership, among others). 
Nevertheless, the wide diversity of ERA initiatives has precluded the existence of a single 
“regulatory approach” and individual ERA initiatives have defined their own governance 
procedures without the existence of a minimum set of common rules; the consequence 
is a rich diversity of approaches. Furthermore, Community bodies have not accumulated 
enough experience to base their decisions, and the monitoring of progress becomes 
crucial to extract common features and react, if necessary, in the near future. 

In some cases, ERA governance relies on voluntary schemes based on the “Open Method 
of Coordination” (OMC), where only interested MS participate and no formal working 
procedures are necessary. In these cases, it became more of a mutual learning process 
than in a true policy coordination tool; on the other hand, in other cases, the Council 
(with the opinion or co-decision from the European Parliament) is required to approve 
specific “regulations” to be able to allocate Community funds while still keeping control 
of its implementation with some decentralization in the management. In other cases, 
both EP and Council need to agree on specific "decisions". The coexistence of these 
approaches presents different attitudes towards specific governance implementations.  

It is too early to evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of the different types of 
regulations approved until today. The first one based on Article 169 (i.e. the case of 
EDCTP in the FP6 context) did not have a reference context to facilitate their formal 
approval processes. More recent ones, however, could benefit from the experience if 
approval and implementation process were documented to support future analysis and 
policy learning exercises. Nevertheless, they are very recent and Europe has not 
accumulated enough experience to extrapolate the lessons learned to other ERA cases. 

While the stronger voluntary approach for adopting ERA initiatives calls for changes in 
the current governance of the Lisbon process, many of the changes necessary are 
already emerging. These features simply need to be more openly recognized and 
strengthened. For these reasons, the scope of the ERA governance cannot be limited to 
formal schemes; future policy experimentation will require more attention to be paid to 
new ad hoc and less formal governance schemes. 

2.1.2. Governance of ERA policy coordination initiatives  
The ERA governance challenge does not only appear when formal decisions with legal 
consequences (on funding or legislations) should be taken by formal bodies such as the 
Council or European Parliament. There are also soft governance schemes based on 
voluntary coordination (à la OMC) or ad hoc coordination mechanisms designed for 
specific purposes. 

One of these cases of pan EU voluntary coordination is the definition of a common 
roadmap of new research infrastructure projects generated by the “European Strategic 
Forum for Research Infrastructures” (ESFRI)26 paving the way for other more formal 
governance schemes once a specific decision on the construction of a new pan-European 
research infrastructure (RI) is taken. The legal form could be based on the specific 
“European Research Infrastructure Consortium” (ERIC)27 based on Article 171 or any 
other legal entity created in one specific country (usually, where the RI is located) by 
using national legislation after signing an intergovernmental agreement. 

 
26 ESFRI, 2006. Activities and Procedural Guidelines 

     

27 Council Regulation 10603/09 
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Another example, where different policy areas meet, comes from the implementation of 
new ERA/EHEA initiatives supported at the Community level like the future knowledge 
and Innovation Communities (KICs) promoted by the European Institute of Innovation 
and Technology (EIT)28 which will require the design of completely new ad hoc 
governance schemes. In this case, the level of funding support from the Community 
budget is relatively low (up to 25%) demanding much more effort by other stakeholders, 
which will result in ad hoc governance schemes where funding bodies regain control in 
relevant decisions. 

Differences in Member States’ or Commission’s commitments on ERA progress, the use 
or not of Community budgetary resources, the policy areas involved, the involvement or 
not of private stakeholders in decision making or funding, etc. have precluded the use of 
a common governance scheme; on the contrary, it has advised the implementation of 
different schemes with variable complexity, flexibility, efficiency and efficacy.   

This patched scenario does not facilitate a systematic evaluation of accumulated 
governance experiences and the elaboration of common approaches for the future. The 
complexity and time-consumption of the approval processes of ERA initiatives is 
perceived by stakeholders as a barrier against the wide dissemination of these policy 
experiences which jeopardizes the whole ERA implementation. Europe needs to find 
better ERA governance mechanisms and faster approval processes if it wants to face the 
challenges ahead. 

Within this context, there is a common view that the success of ERA in the coming years 
will depend on the success of the governance schemes used in practice for individual 
ERA initiatives and its acceptance by the European Union stakeholders involved. If not, it 
will become much more difficult to achieve a greater involvement of private and public 
stakeholders in pan-European actions. More specifically, coordination will benefit from a 
mutual commitment in accepting ERA goals.  

This situation is increasing policy experimentation and analysis further by taking 
advantages of pros and cons of previous structures, and an intense policy coordination 
and mutual learning based on OMC. The process will require a continuous assessment of 
the governance implementation approaches used up until now. 

This sense of continuous policy experimentation in ERA governance has not contributed 
to the stabilization of the concept itself. Some ERA governance schemes used in recent 
years are completely new and very difficult to refer to similar past experiences while 
others have been re-adapted from past successful experiences to a wider or different 
scope. In short, the ERA process was, and it still is, in the realm of “policy governance 
experimentation”. This term cannot be interpreted in negative terms; on the contrary, it 
is the basis for better or easier adaptability and feasibility in specific contexts. 

2.2.  Governance processes embedded in decision making and 
follow-up of approved ERA initiatives 
In the establishment of a new ERA initiative, there are several phases of setting up the 
governance structures, generally, in a process of progressive tuning and commitment of 
the actors involved. In this process, an increase in the ownership of the initiatives is 
attempted by legitimating the decision making processes and potential painful impacts 
on pre-existent activities. 

The huge diversity observed in the kind of actor, objectives, scopes, scale of the 
Initiative (financial, geographic, human resources, etc) is reflected by the corresponding 
diversity in the ways that the new initiatives are constructed. Nevertheless, some 
similarities and patterns can be observed during their setting up process. 

                                                 

 

28 Regulation (EC) 294/2008 
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2.2.1. The relationship between formal and informal phases  
The official process to create a new ERA initiative requires the participation of MS, key 
stakeholders, the Council and in some cases the European Parliament to make explicit 
decisions in accordance with the rules of the Treaty . Nevertheless, many other activities 
are carried out before reaching this stage of decision making because Community funds 
are not needed or because it is necessary to create interest to launch a more formal 
process. 

Even when the process to launch a new ERA initiative spurred by the European 
Commission (EC) by using its Treaty prerogative, there is a previous fuzzy and 
sometimes very long process where other European Union institutions and private or 
public institutions participate in the idea, warming-up and setting-up of a new ERA 
initiative and propose their institutional positions. If the ideas are well received by the 
key stakeholders and an informal shared position is found or perceived, a second phase 
for decision making starts where EC will take the leadership with a specific “proposal” to 
be formally discussed.  

The first phase could potentially use many different types of approach. One widely used 
approach is the “open consultancy” (increasingly used when launching a new programme 
or major initiative) where the EC uses Web-based questionnaires and carry out the 
analysis of the received answers to assess the opinions of European Union researchers or 
institutions about its proposal. Other ERA Initiatives which do not require Community 
funding and rely on MS resources are much more difficult to articulate though this "open 
consultancy" process. 

Sometimes, this process is complemented by specific written positions prepared by 
different stakeholders or official positions sent to the EC where policy makers receive 
feedback before starting the formal approval process. This feedback becomes essential 
when the funding support partly comes in the end from external stakeholders (i.e. the 
private sector) in higher percentages as is happening with initiatives related to articles 
169 or 171 or with new initiatives like the European Institute of Technology (EIT).  

The best way to carry out this preliminary phase is still an open issue. Nevertheless, two 
related aspects should be addressed explicitly: 

• Ownership of stakeholders involved. Experience shows that ownership, 
understood as the commitment to lead the initiative, is an essential element in 
ensuring a successful process; without it, it is difficult to get the internal support 
at the national or regional level required to commit relevant resources during the 
whole approval or implementation process. Orphan ERA initiatives will risk losing 
momentum and stagnate on the way.  

     

• Intertwining of Community bodies (i.e. between Council, Commission and 
European Parliament). Although the interaction is very well regulated in formal 
processes where co-decision, amendments or conciliation procedures are well 
defined, nothing is said in other cases. Nevertheless, the convergence in goals or 
substance for major initiatives will require more cooperation from the beginning. 
Here, inter-institutional coordinating bodies where preliminary information could 
be shared and debated should play an important role to ensure trust and 
confidence; this mutual convergence does not preclude formal decision making in 
specific bodies. It is important to create these types of non-formalised structures 
where high-level officers can check the interest and reactions without opening up 
a formal negotiation.  
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2.2.2. Soft and hard coordination approaches: the use of OMC 
ERA is not only built up on the basis of funded programmes where substantial amount of 
money is needed to realize their potential benefits. In some cases, it is also carried out 
for better or more intense coordination of policy measures defined and implemented by 
the Commission, Member States or both, supported, where necessary, through 
legislative or regulatory changes in the assumption that they were aligned with ERA 
goals. The relative importance of policy coordination and cooperation for ERA 
implementation is fed by the effective optimisation of scarce resources or by the 
additional impact of approved measures obtained through coordinated actions. 

There are different procedures to facilitate policy learning and coordination in research 
and innovation. In some cases, it relies on formal bodies whose main function is to 
“coordinate” research and innovation policies; they will be termed in this Study as “hard 
coordination approaches”. In other cases, more informal (ad hoc) coordination 
procedures are used; they will be termed “soft coordination approaches”. Both types 
share the same goal: to facilitate policy coordination; however, although governance 
schemes will differ, they are not totally independent; hard coordination mechanism 
should follow soft ones to achieve a complex goal. 

With respect to “soft coordination approaches”, the Council concedes a prominent role to 
CREST, and EU Treaty Article 16829 specifically supports this process between Member 
States or them and the EC. Other Council decisions are supported by additional fora such 
as ESFRI (European Strategic Forum for Research Infrastructures) or SFIC (Strategic 
Forum for International Cooperation). They were recently created to support 
coordination in narrower and more specialized research fields than CREST does. 

One of the approaches recently promoted comes from the intensive use of the Open 
Method of Coordination (OMC)30, to make Member States progress jointly towards the 
goals of the Lisbon strategy in the field of research policy. 

The Competitiveness Council appointed CREST to oversee its implementation through 
yearly evaluation cycles, of which there have been four to date.  

In each cycle, a series of working groups have discussed specific research policy issues. 
All working groups have produced a report with the results of their discussions and 
recommendations. Working groups consisted of national civil servants and experts. The 
topics for discussion have included, among others: policy mixes for research policy, 
internationalisation of R&D, effectiveness of fiscal measures to stimulate R&D or 
intellectual property rights. 

The use and limits of the OMC for ERA initiatives carried out by CREST has been 
extensively analysed31 establishing limits to its possibilities32. Other coordination bodies 
such as ESFRI are also using a different approach with defined milestones (to create or 
update the roadmap of European research infrastructures) based on different working 
groups for specific scientific domains. In all these cases the EC has a very active role 
(taking the chairmanship in the case of CREST). 

Soft approaches can also rely on less formal mechanisms by using variable geometry 
schemes where only groups of countries feel the need to coordinate their policies. 
Putting aside the bilateral cases, multilateral coordination appears in Baltic countries or 
in Eastern EU countries where historical ties have created common coordination 
practices. In these cases, the EC does not have a predefined role or is merely invited as 
a (qualified) observer.  

                                                 
29 See Annex 2 
30 A description and the documents of the OMC cycles are available in http://ec.europa.eu/invest-in-
research/coordination/coordination01_en.htm. 25/07/2009. 
31 LEG, 2008. 

 

32 In short, OMC is used today more as a policy learning tool than as a “coordination tool” showing some 
reluctance to widen its use to other more ambitious goals. 
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Through all these coordination bodies and processes, a fruitful context is created where 
other ERA initiatives could appear, in some cases, with countries outside the EU. 

2.2.3. Decision-making in practice 
Figure 3 summarizes the intertwining between domains, levels and instruments in ERA 
implementation. This conceptual framework provides the basis for a Multi-level, multi-
instrument and multi-domain landscape, a three-dimensional relationship where specific 
governance schemes could be inserted.  

Governance levels range from regional to world-wide ERA initiatives. The term “Intra-
European” is used to cover those initiatives among some MS while “European” is a wider 
term where other European but non-EU members are also included (for whom, the use 
of Community bodies for decision making is not possible and inter-governmental fora 
and agreements are needed).  

Governance domains also range from pure science to public goods in society. ERA is 
usually linked to the first two while the Lisbon Strategy considers all of them. Again, not 
only different types of stakeholder are involved but also the type of governance is 
different. Governance, instruments could range from the institutional setting through 
specific agreements to create new entities to a more fuzzy but useful set of soft tools for 
policy learning and coordination. 

According to figure 3, decision-making cannot be generalised; it is strongly dependent 
on each case to be considered and the position it occupies in the proposed framework. 
Nevertheless, some traits are common and specific answers should be found. More 
specifically, the need for a “Dedicated Implementation Structure” (DIS) to be 
implemented for ERA initiatives means that stakeholders usually require legal structure 
to commit resources.  

In many cases, they use the legal framework available in one specific MS. 

Figure 3: A contextual framework: European Research and Knowledge Area 

 
Source: LEG, 2008. pp 31. 

2.3. Key factors for the characterization of governance schemes 

     

Governance is a multi-faceted concept where many aspects should be simultaneously 
taken into account in order to understand and assess the present situation and future 
challenges.  
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Although the characterization of ERA initiatives covered in this chapter 2 has set up 
some similarities and differences, more specific governance-driven characterization is 
needed. Nevertheless, both views will complement each other. 

The following key factors were identified as important elements affecting ERA 
governance: 

I. Openness of ERA initiatives to the whole set of potential participating entities.  

Many of the ERA initiatives can be implemented under “variable geometry 
schemes” where only some Member States voluntarily decide to participate (and 
commit national or regional resources) while others prefer to stay outside; 
nevertheless, when Community funding is also allocated, some rights for the rest 
of MS should be preserved (directly or through support programmes). In other 
cases, a “consortium-based” structure is created on the basis of open calls where 
public and private entities prepare specific proposals (as it happens with ERA-
NETS or KICs); in these cases, the rights of proposers are protected and the 
participation of additional entities in a later stage, even in positive case, should 
be approved by the EC or EIT. 

A central group of “founder members” of the initiative usually retains most of the 
decision-making power while other members have fewer rights (and 
commitments). Provisions about the way that additional members could 
participate in later stages or the way to reach a higher decision-making capacity 
should be included explicitly in the regulations. A derived concept of governance-
fairness in accessing public funds is embedded in this factor, when open calls are 
not used. 

II. Transparency in decision making.  

The way that decision-making bodies provide information on decisions to potential 
interested parties and the possibilities of requesting modification of decisions 
constitute basic ingredients of good ERA governance. As the composition of 
governing boards could have many members, executive boards or direction 
councils could be defined with specific functions (i.e. transferred from the 
Governing Board). The relationship between these bodies is of crucial relevance 
to ensure transparency in decision making. 

Although these concepts have been well developed and fine tuned over the years 
in the FPs specific programmes and FP instruments (grant agreements and 
consortium agreements in FP7), less experience is available for new ERA 
initiatives. For this reason, lessons learned should be recorded, assessed and 
systematically applied for future initiatives. Unfortunately, some “start from 
scratch” syndrome is visible today calling for more instrumental policy 
intelligence. 

III. Balance of interests between EC and MS.  

Relative weight of representatives of Member States or other stakeholders is 
usually defined in terms of the level of funding commitment taken by each one 
and their initial involvement. Nevertheless, funding is not the only criterion to be 
used. Good governance implies the creation of a balanced context where all of the 
bodies involved play suitable role in the governance of the initiative. Distribution 
of responsibilities and visibility are also important assets for not-for-profit 
institutions. 

If the ERA initiative is promoted and carried out by MS without the involvement of 
the EC (as it could happen with Joint Programmes) the relative balance of power 
in making decisions will become a major issue.  

 

IV. Efficiency and effectiveness in the use of resources with respect to the goals 
stated in the ERA initiative. 
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The implementation of a new ERA initiative will consume budgetary resources 
from public and private sources. With these funds all activities should be funded 
by fulfilling the intended goals. 

Some of these resources will be used for the management of the initiative. As an 
example, the FP has established some limits in the management costs of R&D 
projects as a percentage of the total resources. Other ERA initiatives are using 
similar approaches. 

V. Adaptability and flexibility of the initiative to encompass the evolution of 
results or the technology to modify the initially intended goals.  

ERA initiatives are implemented for long periods of time. In some cases, they 
tend to create some stable partnerships not limited to the duration of the FP or 
the financial perspectives. As a consequence, a high degree of flexibility and 
adaptability is required to accommodate contextual changes.  

It also affects the way that work programmes, priorities or calls are designed and 
implemented. A great deal of experience has been accumulated and it should be 
made available for others or for later stages of one specific case.  

Flexibility is the capacity to adapt internal procedures for decision making, voting 
rights or any other principle affecting the composition or activity of decision 
making bodies as an answer to the evolution of the context. 

This element should balance the necessary adherence to the approved documents 
and adaptability without questioning the approval concept itself 

VI. Accountability of the use of resources  

One key factor of any governance structure refers to the way that managers 
inform the main stakeholders about the results and use of resources. The 
definition of external control is also required as a part of the approval process; 
then, regulations or any other official documents usually enforces the checking of 
the efficient use of resources during the implementation phase. 

This process has three complementary perspectives: 1) the auditing process of 
annual accounts or specific research activities by following the usual procedures 
at the national or Community level as happens in any other legal entity or the 
specific mechanisms related to the source of funding. 2) The political control of 
the activities to evaluate the results with respect to the intended goals; in this 
case, the interest is focussed on the impact of the effort and not on the correct 
use of available resources. 3) The visibility of the initiative to European society 
and the effort to be conducted (in terms of actions, websites, etc.) to disseminate 
results or good practices as a part of the impact assessment. 

     

VII. Timing in decision-making 

The launching of a new ERA initiative by involving several Member States and the 
Community (as is becoming increasingly usual) could imply long and separate 
decisions. Before formal approval, the main stakeholders will require the decision 
of national/regional authorities to be obtained and, in some cases, ratification by 
legislative bodies. This situation makes synchronization on the launching process 
complex with the potential risk of losses in opportunities and positioning. 

Even when the ERA initiative is finally approved, other timing problems could 
arise in the launching of calls or in the provision of committed funds every year. 
When industry is involved, the problem becomes worse because economic cycles 
or marketing opportunities introduce another extra uncertainty factor. 
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VIII. Internationalization of the activity. 

The opening of ERA to the world constituted a key element in the re-launching of 
ERA in the context of the Lisbon Strategy. It means that non-European entities 
will jointly participate with MS and the EC in the implementation of individual ERA 
initiatives; the case of research infrastructures or some 169 initiatives where the 
participation of non-European Union entities could be crucial are examples in this 
direction. 

The ERA Green paper stated that the need to open ERA up to the rest of the 
world though the governance of ERA initiatives becomes much more complex 
when non-European Union entities participate. This process will become more 
common in the future and a key factor in ensuring the competitiveness of EU 
entities. What is or should be the role of these entities, their contribution and 
participation in governing bodies are open issues which can be solved case by 
case. Is there or should there be a unified framework for that? 

Each ERA initiative addresses the elements defined above in a very different way. In 
some cases, governance is constrained by the specificity of the initiative but in other 
cases, proposers or decision-making bodies have enough room to decide the most 
appropriate one.  

The consequence of this set of criteria is the need to find a suitable balance between 
generality and specificity. Some recommendations of this study will address this issue. 

Figure 4 depicts this double perspective schematically. If the emphasis is on the common 
governance rules there is a risk of losing flexibility; if, on the other hand, much more 
attention is paid to the specific governance of each ERA initiative, there is a risk of 
creating too many ad hoc governance structures dominated by the relative power of 
stakeholders involved. A balanced governance structure is needed. 

Figure 4: Balanced views for each ERA initiative  

 

Source: Own elaboration 

We postulate the convenience of addressing this problem from two parallel directions: to 
define a common set of rules to be applicable to all ERA initiatives and to allow flexibility 
depending on the type of ERA initiative to be considered. Finally, each ERA initiative 
could have its own specificities and it will require fine tuning or additional governance 
elements. These extra elements cannot ignore the generic ones. 
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The advantages of using this double approach from the political standpoint are clear: the 
implementation of approved ERA initiatives cannot break the “red line” defined by the 
Council or Parliament33 in the approval process from the political standpoint. 
Simultaneously, some flexibility in the design of the governing elements will also be 
needed over the years but framed in a general context. 

As an overall meta-dimension, ERA coherence is becoming a key element for long-term 
success. Optimum processes in any of the dimensions described above do not guarantee 
a coherent view of ERA initiatives. Even worse, taking the overall picture of ERA 
construction, nothing avoids overlapping, contradictory or unbiased implementation: 
each ERA initiative is independent of the others. The solving of this lack of coherence 
would require a strong political commitment.   

Chapter 3 will address the situation of individual ERA initiatives under this conceptual 
scheme.

 
33 We are not addressing here the legal aspects of the decisions. Legal services will ensure the rightness of the 
proposed decisions with respect to the Treaty, directives, or national or regional legislations. Nevertheless, 
legal services cannot cope with the political dimension which is embedded in decision making. 

IP/A/ITRE/ST/2008-13 29                                                     PE 429.977



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

3. THE GOVERNANCE OF SPECIFIC ERA-DRIVEN 
INITIATIVES 

The definition and implementation of diverse research policy initiatives in the 
construction of ERA was stimulated by the use of articles from the Treaty of the EU, 
practically ignored until 2000. Overall, they intended to create a more intense and 
synergic ERA by increasing policy coordination and cooperation between the MS and the 
Community research programmes.  

Each ERA initiative of one specific kind was defined with specific governance structures 
in mind (each of them with its own pros and cons) which, in practice, have conditioned 
and constrained their high level management procedures, their funding during the 
approval phase and their efficiency during the implementation phase. Their specific 
governance structures were also tailored to allow a better and more stable involvement 
of MS and other stakeholders (even the non-European Union ones) with different 
solutions to individual challenges. 

Chapter 3 will analyse four main groups of ERA initiatives by using the individual 
dimensions described above: 

1. The FP7 ERA-NET and ERA-NET Plus funding schemes designed to facilitate the 
coordination between national or regional RTD programmes of the Member 
States.  

2. The ERA initiatives based on Article 169 promoting better integration of national 
programmes.  

3. The ERA initiatives based on Article 171 with emphasis on the Joint Technology 
Initiatives. 

4. Other ERA initiatives such as the knowledge and innovation communities of the 
EIT and research infrastructures. 

The rationale behind ERA-NET was the lack of effective research coordination 
instruments in the EU. The European Commission promoted the use of ERA-NETS in 
several scientific and technological domains during FP6; however, it was not enough to 
mobilize Member States in joint calls, and new funding schemes to go further were 
defined in FP7. Basically, with ERA-NET Plus the FP7 budget covered much more than 
coordination expenses as in ERA-NETS and part of the research activities were also 
funded. From a more strategic position, the Commission is also promoting the use of 
these instruments (more specifically ERA-NET Plus) as a transition towards the launching 
in full, of Article 169-based initiatives. This transitional role has also offered a valid 
framework to test some specific governance structures and to identify and, where 
possible, solve (before launching true 169-based initiatives) the pre-identified 
governance problems.  

The second part of Chapter 3 will specifically address the governance schemes of the 
individual initiatives launched under Article 169. The intention is not only to cover the 
169 initiatives approved until 2009 but also to extend the discussion of some of them 
still under discussion, once drafts of their future regulations were made publicly 
available. 

Finally, the third part will be devoted to those initiatives based on article 171 of the EU 
Treaty. Basically, the section will address the commonalities and specificities of the five 
Joint Technology Initiatives (JTI) approved until now.  

 

Additionally, attention will be paid to the implementation of future research 
infrastructures through the ERIC (European Research Infrastructures Consortium) 
regulation recently approved which will also be implemented by following Article 171 as 
specific Joint Undertakings. 
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The previous chapter offered a general framework for ERA governance, which will be 
used as the basis, and rationale for the present assessment. Nevertheless, specificities 
will be addressed in the description of each of them. Annex 4 will include a summary 
template with the main governance details of each of the individual initiatives analysed. 

3.1. Roadmap for initiatives under Article 169  
Article 169 of the Treaty provides a legal basis to generate and support the participation 
of Member States in integrating their national research programs, which requires 
Member States to join efforts in research, thus engaging in a joint research program. In 
the context of the FP7, it reflects the experience of the European and Developing 
Countries Clinical Trials Partnership (EDCTP) in the FP6 by launching new initiatives of 
the same kind. 

In implementing Article 169 of the EU Treaty, the Community goes beyond a simple high 
level coordination of national or regional research programmes: it tries to stimulate 
better and a more profound long-term interaction between Member States on the 
assumption that FP only accounts for a mere 6% or 7% of the totality of research 
resources available in the EU; the rest is in the hands of MS. Pursuing that, the 
Community participates actively in a voluntary integration process of research 
programmes from the scientific, managerial and financial perspectives.  

The Community only provides financial support if the joint implementation of national 
research programmes addresses European challenges in the search for true European 
Added Value (even if the term is difficult to assess), it is based on a common long-term 
planning and the formation of a dedicated implementation structure (DIS) for 
management that satisfies the general principles of efficiency and efficacy in the use of 
public resources. 

Both the Community and individual Member States are aware of the difficulties in 
moving the stakeholders’ willingness towards further integration; then, a step by step 
approach was considered the best approach since the approval of the FP6. In 2002, the 
ERA-NET funding scheme was accepted in the FP6 rules for participation because of its 
relevant role in supporting a virtual roadmap for better integration of national research 
programmes. 

The relative success of ERA-NETS (at least, measured in terms of proposals accepted 
and national or regional actors and agencies involved) demonstrated the will of Member 
States to explore better ways to converge their research programmes and paved the 
way towards the aims of full adherence to art. 169. In fact, the coordination funds 
provided by FP6 and FP7 are not essential from the funding perspective (they usually 
cover less than 10% of the total resources involved), but they have demonstrated their 
important role as a catalyst and constitute an internal excuse in MS to participate in 
more European Union research advances by opening up their research programmes. 

As an intermediate step towards totally open joint programmes, ERA-NET Plus allows for 
more integrated approaches because the Commission is also supporting part of the 
research activities (about one third). Then, ERA-NET, ERA-NET Plus and Article 169 
initiatives can be considered as three progressive steps aiming at the same long-term 
objective: the ERA construction on the basis of national research programmes. 

In its proposals for the FP7 Specific Programmes (Cooperation, Capacities, People, Ideas, 
JRC), the Commission indicated a number of potential initiatives under Article 169 of the 
Treaty. The Commission presented a roadmap for the Article 169 initiatives in autumn 
2006. Then the Commission identified a number of criteria for assessing potential 
initiatives under Article 169. These criteria include: 

 Relevance to Community objectives; 

     

 Clear definition of the objective to be pursued and its relevance to the objectives 
of the Framework Programme; 
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 Presence of a pre-existing basis (national research programmes existing or 
envisaged);  

 European added value; 

 Critical mass, with regard to the size and the number of programmes involved and 
the similarity of activities they cover; 

 Efficiency of Article 169 as the most appropriate means for achieving the 
objectives. 

The requirements for participation in each 169 initiative are set out in their respective 
decisions, and in the implementing rules and arrangements, allowing the European 
Community to create the conditions for financial contribution. Table 3.1 summarizes the 
main features of the three main instruments globally oriented towards the coordination 
between MS and Community RTD programmes. Note that the legal basis for ERA-NET 
and ERA-NET Plus is Article166 embedded in the FP. Nevertheless, national 
commitments at the national level are (in the case of ERA-NET Plus) similar to the fact 
that substantial public funds should be allocated.  

Table 1 - Funding schemes related to Article 169 

Type of action ERA-NET ERA-NET Plus 169 

Objective Structuring ERA via 
coordination of national 
public RTD programmes 

Single “joint call” 
between MS and 
Commission to achieve 
RTD impact 

Joint research 
programme over time  

Legal basis  Art. 166 Art. 166 Art. 169 

Implementation  Calls in one area 
included in the WP of 
FP7  

Call topic specified in WP 
of the FP7 (topic-
budget-time) 

Dedicated structure 
Specific calls could be 
launched under 
conditions 

MS role Monitoring Funding, monitoring Joint implementation 

Variable geometry Only partners in the 
proposal can participate 
(both national and 
regional agencies) 

MS willing and capable 
to participate and 
commit resources 

All MS are needed 

Role of the Commission  Catalysing coordination Single top up Contract with dedicated 
structure (agreed 
contribution) 

Funding grant from the 
Commission 

Only to coordinate Funding research (top 
up) and small part to 
manage the calls 

Incentive for mixed 
funding of a pre-defined 
joint call 

Source: own elaboration 

 

ERA-NETS have been also very useful for decentralised or federal MS because regional 
funding agencies or governmental departments can participate under the same 
conditions as national agencies do. The consequence was the stimulation of 
internationalization (“Europeanization”) of these regional stakeholders.  
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3.2. ERA-NET Initiatives under the Specific Programmes of the 
FP  

3.2.1. Objectives of ERA-NET initiatives 
Under the same conceptual goal, two different funding schemes coexist: ERA-NETs and 
ERA-NET Plus. Both funding schemes achieved the coordination of national and regional 
research activities, a vital step in the creation of ERA.  

FP6 included a specific program termed as "Integrating and strengthening the European 
Research Area". It was aimed at overcoming the fragmentation of research efforts in the 
EU through better coordination and cooperation.  To support it, a new funding 
instrument was approved: ERA NET.  

This funding scheme was mainly used for increasing coordination and cooperation 
between national and regional research programs. In the majority of MS, managers 
implement research programs on behalf of their governments without taking their role in 
the construction of ERA into account; they are defined, evaluated and funded only from 
national perspectives. ERA-NET forced them to think in another manner: the 
convergence of research interests and the integration of priorities and implementation 
procedures between interested MS. 

This initiative was continued and reinforced in FP7 via the “Cooperation” and “Capacities” 
programmes, although with some differences from FP6 (mainly in the approach and 
nature of the selected research themes, as well as the supported activities).  The FP7 
text introduces the Coordination of Non-Community Research Programmes as follows:  

…"The action undertaken in this field will make use of two main tools: the ERA-
NET scheme and the participation of the Community in jointly implemented 
national research programmes (under Article 169 of the Treaty). The action may 
cover subjects not directly linked to the ten themes insofar as they have sufficient 
European added value”. 

Note that the ERA-NET themes could cover areas outside the ten scientific and 
technological priorities of the Cooperation programme. The response to the scheme until 
now (over 2,000 programme owners and participants applied to be included in ERA-
NETs), suggests the pre-existing hidden demand amongst the research policy 
community, a demand that was not being satisfied with other funding schemes which 
uses ERA-NETs as a complementary approach. 

The novelty in the FP7 is the ERA NET Plus, where the expected results in trans-national 
projects, addressing predefined areas of common interest between the Community and 
certain MS is implemented through the launch of joint calls with substantial resources 
from FP7.  Furthermore, ERA NET Plus differs from article 169 initiatives, which calls for 
the setting up of strategic cooperation programmes and requires a heavy co-decision 
procedure. ERA-NET Plus has been introduced in the Cooperation Specific Programme as 
follows:  

…"- in a limited number of cases, providing additional Community financial 
support to those participants that pool resources for the purpose of joint calls for 
proposals between their respective national and regional programmes ("ERA-NET 
PLUS")" 

The main advantage of using this context comes from the facility of launching a new 
ERA-NET because it does not require the definition of specific regulatory governance 
framework from scratch; on the contrary, all of individual ERA-NETs share the same 
governance structure. 

     

Governance specificities of ERA-NETs and ERA-NET Plus schemes will be addressed as 
follows: 
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ERA-NETs 

The target partners in the consortium are the so called “programme owners” (such as 
national ministries) or “programme managers” e.g. research councils, agencies, etc. 
which implement research programmes under the programme owners’ supervision. The 
minimum participation is 3 different MS or Associated Countries (AC) as in the rest of 
FP7; nevertheless, in addition to the minimum number of participants, other legal 
entities (e.g. charities) managing research programmes may participate. In some 
countries governments have delegated the responsibility of the participation to specific 
public bodies (i.e. France with the CNRS) to increase flexibility. 

The envisaged justification for coordination though ERA-NET are: Achieving critical mass, 
join forces to provide common answers to common problems, addressing global issues, 
developing common approaches (e.g. ethics, standards), addressing specific 
geographical issues, speaking with “one voice” to third countries. The final aim of an 
ERA-Net project is the agreement between Member States to fund periodical joint calls 
or programme. However, Community funding resources can only be used for 
coordination activities.  Under FP7 the approach changed into a more “top-down 
approach” where the subject research was closer to the FP7 priorities. The 
implementation of the ERA-NET schemes was taken therefore under the Cooperation and 
Capacities programme. 

The ERA-NET Scheme was conceived to be implemented via open calls where national or 
regional agencies can present proposals for coordination actions in any field of science 
and technology. The Commission would pay all additional costs related to the 
coordination up to 100% but the research should be covered by the partners involved 
(national or regional agencies or ministries). 

ERA-NETs Plus 

In ERA-NET Plus actions, under Article 166 of the Treaty, the objective is to organize 
joint calls for proposals in national and/or regional research. Eligible ERA-Net plus 
actions shall cover subjects that have sufficient European added value and through a 
joint call, shall pool the financial resources between the participating programmes, while 
the Community shall provide a financial top up maximum contribution of 1/3 of the total 
joint call budget. Therefore, the Community contribution is called a single top up, which 
is a flat rate, whereas in Article 169 initiatives the contribution should be previously 
agreed case by case. 

ERA-NET Plus actions to be launched should address a topic of major interest for the 
Community as a whole, cover a FP objective, build on a pre-existing basis of 
coordination experience, a field of interest which is a critical mass. Objectives may be 
better addressed jointly or the most appropriate instrument for a specific topic. 

Two ERA-NET Plus actions have been identified up until now: ERA-NET on Metrology 
(iMERA) and ERA-NET on Baltic Sea Research (BONUS). In both cases, they will serve as 
a transition towards FP7 Article 169 Actions. No more ERA-NET Plus initiatives are under 
discussion and it seems that the scheme is not becoming popular enough in MS. 

If ERA-NETs evolve towards full 169 initiatives the governance structure could be 
potentially reused with small changes, thus speeding up the whole approval process 
(even if the participation of additional countries and stronger mechanisms for decision 
making in order to commit synchronized multi-annual contributions are needed). This 
transition is not clear as a general approach. In some cases ERA-NET Plus came back in 
a second phase as simple ERA-NET and others had no continuity. 

3.2.2. Governance Assessments of ERA-NET and ERA-NET Plus initiatives 

 

Several calls for ERA-NETS have been launched and solved. The experience can support 
the overall assessment of the governance of ERA-NETS. Findings can be summarized as 
follows: 
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Openness 

Eligible partners also include Programme owners who do not yet have an operational or 
fully-fledged research programme at the time of submitting the ERA-NET proposal, but 
are planning and have committed to setting up such a programme.  However, their 
participation must be well justified and should add value to the overall programme 
coordination. In practice, it could be much more complex to launch joint calls if the 
internal procedures of newcomers are not totally operational.  The participation is open 
to non-European Union Countries and private legal entities (e.g. charities), after the 
minimum conditions have been met.  

Transparency 

The European Commission can control the funds allocated for the coordination of ERA-
NET in the FP7 work-programmes, however as the responsibility to allocate national 
funds relies on MS, there is no single mechanism to assess the way a priori. At the same 
time, the quantity of funds in FP7 for ERA NETs Plus exceeded the foreseen budget, at 
that given moment. 

The lack of clear targets concerning the type and number of proposals to be selected as 
well as the anticipated amount of national funds invested by MS restricts the evaluation 
of the adequacy of allocated budgets.  

Balance of interest 

The ERA NET scheme filled a gap in the field of the coordination of national and regional 
research and innovation programmes. Nevertheless, MS decide on the basis of their 
expectations to obtain an adequate level of participation of their national entities and the 
impact of opening up to international frameworks for their national research 
programmes. Then, European added value and national interest should be balanced case 
by case.  

During the first phase of ERA NETs under FP6, there was a great deal of interest in 
participation in the scheme from the MS and some regional agencies, as evidenced by 
the number of submitted proposals, participants and participating countries, as well as 
the distribution of ERA NET projects across all fields of research. In FP7 the situation is 
conceptually similar. 

Efficiency and Effectiveness 

The ERA NETs operate as an incentive for new MS to integrate with others, although the 
identification of best practices for R&D funding and managing structures allows for know-
how to be transferred between participating actors. This instrument has helped to 
establish a network of programme funding organizations, which can act as the basis for 
future cooperation and can also influence the establishment of a European R&D agenda, 
which will reflect the interests of a number of MS. 

Effectiveness of these initiatives is very dependent on the individual MS priorities and 
commitment. Therefore, in FP7, ERA NETs are promoted on a priority basis and 
coordinated as proposals of the MS in the Programme Committee and should be 
adequate to the policy priorities of the MS. 

Adaptability and Flexibility 

The ERA NETs facilitated the building of trust between ministries or agencies involved. 
The implicit exchange of best practices (i.e. on peer review evaluation or follow-up of 
approved projects) is a must. 

Flexible national decision-making processes allow administrative obstacles to be 
surmounted.  
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The development and sharing of practical and flexible standards for agreements between 
the participants allows for the standardization of the implementation phase of the 
project. This adaptability is again dependent on political willingness and commitment to 
the final objectives. 

Accountability 

The assessment of ERA-NETs under both FP6 and FP7 showed there has been no clear 
designation of quantitative results. It is an individual responsibility of participating 
national or regional agencies to assess the impact on their national or regional 
programmes. Note that the same ERA-NET can be evaluated with different results by 
participating MS depending on the relative impact obtained. 

Regarding the appointment of members of the ERA NET projects, these could involve 
public bodies, responsible for the financing or managing of research activities carried out 
at a national or regional level, other national bodies that finance or manage research 
activities, such as agencies established by governments under private law with a public 
service mission and bodies operating at European Union level. 

Timing 

Problems derived from the lack of synchronization in calls issued at MS to cover the 
research expenses of selected institutions. Even when the Commission can provide the 
allocated funds for coordination on time, this effort is useless if the national resources do 
not arrive at all MS entities participating in a given action at the same time. This is a 
general unsolved problem derived from the lack of a common pot to fund joint calls.  

Internationalization 

The ERA NETs projects involve a large number of MS, although outside the EU borders, 
and International organizations. These instruments have influenced bilateral or 
multilateral R&D activities between MS. Much more effort is needed to attract the 
participation of other countries, apart from AC, and specific provision in the governing 
structures of ERA-NETs is needed to facilitate it. 

In summary, the Community bodies are trying to increase the coordination between MS 
research programmes and with FPs by using several instruments where commitments 
from MS are more or less strong. 

It is too early to make a complete assessment of the S&T results obtained in the 
approved FP7 ERA-NET actions; however, from the governance standpoint it can be 
concluded that many points are still immature and they will require better definition and 
implementation. 

3.3. Article 169 - Initiatives under the Specific Programmes of 
the FP 
The first application of Article 169 of the Treaty through the “European and Developing 
Countries Clinical Trials Partnership” (EDCTP) initiative was approved in FP6. This 
initiative is still running and lessons learned are useful to serve as a basis for 
improvements in governance schemes in other cases. 

In its proposal for the Specific Programmes, the Commission has identified four potential 
initiatives under Article 169 on the basis of the criteria mentioned above. This list could 
be extended during the implementation of FP7 until 2013. 

Three of these were defined under the FP7 Cooperation programme: 

• "AAL" - a joint research programme on "Ambient Assisted Living"; 

 

• "Bonus-169"- a joint research programme in the field of Baltic Sea research 
(not approved yet); 
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• "EMRP" - a joint research programme in the field of Metrology (the science of 
measurement) (not approved yet). 

One is under the FP7 Capacities programme: 

• "EUROSTARS" - a joint research programme for carrying out research; SMEs 
and their partners. 

These are very different initiatives and their governance structures reflect these 
differences in scope, membership and goals. The following sections will summarize the 
main governance structures of each of them. After that, an assessment of current 
structures will be presented.  

3.3.1. General Characteristics of the Governance of Article 169 actions 
In terms of general common governance features, all initiatives under Article 169 have a 
top Level Decision Body, made up almost exclusively of public stakeholders, although 
this pattern is changing and a greater involvement of the private sector is being 
stimulated in some of them. Nevertheless, the level of responsibility of public bodies is 
clear because the general goal of coordinating national research programmes is still 
valid. 

Each 169-based initiative presents its own characteristics in accordance with its field of 
research. They are reflected in the commitments and plans to achieve full scientific, 
management and financial integration, which are required by the Commission for 
presentation for Council and Parliament approval.  Financial integration by means of a 
real common pot should be the final objective of an Article 169 initiative;  

Governance of Article 169 initiatives is described in two implementation phases: the 
informal phase, before the approval decision takes place, and the formal phase, once the 
decision takes place and comes into effect.  

Informal phase 

The role of the European Commission in the informal phase is different to that when the 
co-decision has been approved. This is especially true when the article 169 initiatives 
come from the ERA-NET and ERA-NET Plus schemes. Informal phase, the decision upon 
the full provision of Community financial support will be made depending on the degree 
to which this integration is achieved in practice.  

Instruments put in place to evaluate the degree of integration will be the Impact 
Assessment of the proposed initiatives. Other instruments that have been put in place 
are the actual funding though ERA-NET and ERA-NET Plus funding schemes, for example 
in Bonus and EMRP. Through these instruments future articles 169 articulate their own 
governance structure. Here, past experience is a very valuable asset. 

However, other article 169 initiatives have been launched through different processes. 
This is the case of EUROSTARS and AAL.  The case of EUROSTARS had the precedent of 
Eureka. The Eureka Secretariat holds the Dedicated Implementation Structure and whole 
set of proceedings already established in Eureka and was put forward under Article 169 
initiative as a successful story. 

     

The case of AAL, the other initiative identified and put forward under article 169 at an 
early stage, has a similar structure to Joint Technology Initiatives (more specifically 
based on ENIAC and ARTEMIS) where the same DG of the EC was involved. However, 
because of the special characteristics of aging (by combining ICT and Health visions), it 
is dedicated to enhancing the quality of life of older people through the use of new 
Information and Communication Technologies, the centre of gravity of the financing 
structure is shifting towards the participating MS (public bodies are mainly managing the 
health systems in Europe) and not private companies (they will have a prominent role on 
case of JTIs). 
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In summary, this informal phase is strongly dependent on previous experiences. As the 
more consolidated it becomes, the more successful its future implementation should be.  

Formal phase 

The Formal Phase, provided the boundary conditions (mentioned above in the text) can 
be met, the Commission aims to bring forward at least one proposal for an Article 169 
initiative.  Two initiatives are in the process of approval (September 2009). 

The Commission will encourage all initiatives identified in its Specific Programme 
proposals to maintain their momentum and continue their preparation. The ERA Net Plus 
scheme in the Seventh Framework Programme is particularly attractive in this respect, 
as it would allow these initiatives to experiment with the organization of their first joint 
calls for proposals in view of a possible Article 169 decision at a later stage, based on a 
review of plans and commitments to reach fuller integration. Nevertheless, this 
"roadmap" from ERA-NET Plus to 169-based is not clear.  

Depending on the experience with this first series of potential Article 169 initiatives, 
further initiatives could be proposed during the lifetime of the FP7. 

3.3.2. Specific characteristics of approved Article 169 initiatives  

EDCTP 

The EDCTP was the first 169 Initiative set up in 2003, as part of the European response 
to the United Nations’ Millennium Development Goals34. The programme involves 
European and developing countries from Africa in an effort to: (i) accelerate the 
development of new clinical interventions to fight HIV/AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis in 
this group of countries, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa; (ii) general improvement of 
the quality of research in relation to these diseases35 by means of building sustainable 
public health and research capacity in Africa, as well as, coordinating European efforts in 
the area. 

EDCTP was envisaged over a five-year period; the total cost of the programme is 600 
M€. FP6 contributes 200 M€ (Life sciences, genomics, and biotechnology for health) and 
other members’ contribution would be 200 M€ from participating Member States, and 
200 M€ from additional funding (possibly from private entities). The initial period (2003-
2006) of the initiative was very difficult, as some governance challenges imposed 
restrictions on its full operation. In terms of Governance issues, the most relevant were 
related to: 

• the lack of research capacity in Africa, which hinders project activities,  

• the divergences in the definition of a common scientific strategy (themes, 
priorities, etc.) not totally clear at the beginning;  

• asymmetric participation of stakeholders in decision making; 

• the lack of effective commitment and coordination among European Union 
partners to fund agreed activities on time showing string differences in public 
support at the national level.  

Participants felt that many things concerning crucial aspects were defined or clarified 
after the launching of the initiative. After an independent evaluation study (the “Van 
Velzen Report” in 200736) a series of recommendations to EDCTP Secretariat; Member 
States and the Commission were made, starting a process of reorganization of the 
EDTCP Initiative and providing insights for the setting up of new ones. Results improved 
significantly but some recommendations seemed to be very difficult to implement. 

                                                 
34 COM(2008) 688 Final. 
35 Decision No 1209/2003/EC. 

 

36 Independent External Review Report: EDCTP (July 2007) 
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From the legal standpoint, EDCTP was established as a European Economic Interest 
Group (EEIG) where the current governance structure is made up of two main bodies: 
the General Assembly and the Secretariat. Additionally there are some external 
structures that articulate (i) African stakeholders (Developing Countries Coordination 
Committee – DCCC); (ii) representatives from MS responsible for European coordination 
between national programmes (European Network of National Programmes – ENNP); (iii) 
Experts from Europe and Africa that develop the strategic planning (Partnership Board - 
PB). 

The General Assembly is the governing body in which all participating EU Member States 
are represented.  This agent is responsible for the decision making.  The General 
Assembly is made up only of the participating European Union States. Its responsibilities 
cover the decision making of the all aspects of initiative’s functioning (budget; calls, 
research plan, executive personnel etc).  

After the evaluation report, a sub-group made up of the chairperson and Vice-chairs was 
created (Steering Committee) in order to provide more agility in current issues. 
Assembly delegates are representatives of all participating Member States. However, 
mechanisms for the appointment of these delegates still have to be clarified. The 
appointment of representatives shall be made at the highest level of the “programme 
owner” or “programme manager” to be able to make decisions and to accelerate the 
agreements. 

On the other hand, the EDCTP secretariat, the executive body, is the agent responsible 
for developing policy, is hosted by the Dutch Organization for Scientific Research (NWO), 
which provides facilities and services.  

Partnership structures external to the EEIG comprise:  

– The Partnership Board (PB), a scientifically independent expert panel that develops 
the strategic planning of the EDCTP; Consisting of 12 members, the PB holds the 
power to make strategic decisions while, at the same time, members can submit 
proposals for EDCTP programme. The General Director is being selected by the 
Assembly through a selection process under the proposition of the PB. 

– The Developing Countries Coordinating Committee (DCCC), which consists of 
representative African scientists and ensures the input and commitment of the 
African countries and researchers. DCCC consists of individual African experts or 
institution representatives rather than the African country representatives. As a 
consequence, Sub-Saharan countries are not officially represented. 

– The European Network of National Programmes (ENNP), which consists of 
representatives of the European Union national programmes and develops 
proposals to coordinate and join national activities and funding. 

It seems that the motivation behind the balance of power in the EDCTP governance 
structure has been the source and level of funding. This decision could make it much 
more difficult for long-term involvement of African countries in policy change or simply in 
the implementation phase of the programmes. 

Each participating Member State chooses between the following options. a) Financing the 
commitment of resources (in-kind). b) Transference of funds to a “Common pot”. c) Use 
of national instruments. The participating partner from the MS may apply for its 
corresponding instrument or a combination of instruments. This solution has introduced 
extra complexity because the funding commitments are not of the same type and they 
cannot be transparent enough. In fact, not all activities can be carried out through 
national instruments or in-kind contributions.   
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Nevertheless, one of the main recommendations of the above mentioned Van Velzen 
report, the achievement of a common funding pot, seems difficult to achieve if we 
consider only research funding from participating Member States, as most of them do 
not allow contributions to scientists from other countries; in some cases, there are 
restrictions to transferring funds abroad except if an international agreement is signed 
and the External affair service is involved.  

During 2009, in addition to the contribution from national research agencies, the EDCTP 
has seen an increased financial contribution from Member States’ development aid 
agencies, naturally focused on activities in developing countries (where the majority of 
the EDCTP funding goes). This innovative solution greatly improves the ability of Member 
States to co-finance EDCTP. It is not easy to extrapolate this solution to other 169 
initiatives less related to developing countries. 

The participation of private charities and foundations, easily understood in EDCTP 
because of its main topic, cannot be easily extrapolated to other cases. The lack of clear 
commitment on the right level of annual funding (depending on the budgetary margin at 
the national level) and, even when it is the case, the lack of synchronisation in providing 
them to nurture joint calls is becoming a key issue to be resolved. 

AAL (Ambient Assisted Living) 

This structure appears to be lighter and has taken into account the EDCTP “lessons 
learned”. The report of the EDCTP panel identified a number of requirements for future 
Article 169 initiatives, which includes the commitment of national funding and the 
preparation of joint programmes by means of thematic priority areas and a sufficiently 
organized implementation structure. This requirement was taken into account in the 
launching of AAL. 

The AAL organization allows the “common structure” to proceed with the evaluations and 
then forward their needs to the European Commission. This organization has a simpler 
governance structure than EDCTP, which has an intermediate structure that increases 
the difficulty in the administrative and financial releases.  

While the ultimate option of an Article 169 should be for the participating States to 
create a “common pot”, there are no major legal barriers in doing so, the option of a 
“virtual common pot”, is an intermediate solution whereby every interested country or 
organization could continue to fund its own participants at the national level. As is easily 
understood, it limits the distribution procedures and the evaluation of the activities. 

The governance structure of the AAL initiative is the integration of the four governing 
bodies, General Assembly, AAL Association, Executive Board, and Advisory Board. 

The General Assembly is the governing board of the AAL Association. It is the decision-
making body that appoints members of the Executive Board (approval of annual Work 
Programmes, allocation of national founding and application of new membership). It 
consists of 23 participating MS, each one with one vote of equal weight. 

The AAL Association, where, in addition to MS, other countries like Israel, Norway and 
Switzerland participate.  This agent undertakes contract, budget, evaluation, and annual 
work program responsibilities. 

The Executive Board consists of at least a President, Vice-President and Treasurer, with 
some specific responsibilities, e.g. budget planning, staffing and contracting.  

 

It legally represents the AAL Association and reports to the General Assembly. National 
programme management agencies are authorized to manage and administrate national 
project partners. The Executive Board currently consists of 6 members.  Member States 
offer administrative support by providing civil servants to the Executive Commission. 
This ensures the commitment of the participating MS, as well as allowing a fixed 
personnel cost. The secretariat is small and cannot consume more than 6% of the 
financial resources. 
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The Advisory Board consists of representatives from industry and people from different 
generations. Industry has relevant representation. 

EUROSTARS 

In 2005, the EUROSTARS Joint Programme was proposed as an instrument to stimulate 
investment in R&D by SMEs, improve the relationship between EUREKA and the 
Framework Programme as well as European collaboration through better synchronization 
and harmonization between national efforts.  

The initiative is inspired by EUREKA, from which it borrows the operational logic and 
structure. It functions by means of a permanently open call with some cut-off dates per 
year. The structure of EUREKA (National Project Coordinators Network, Secretariat, etc) 
is used for the submission and evaluation of proposals; nevertheless, the methodology is 
quite different, as EUROSTARS uses an external evaluation of proposals by a panel of 
international experts. 

The programme focuses on the support of R&D and innovation projects of SMEs and on 
brokerage, promotion and networking activities, co-funded by the European Community 
(1/3 of total resources) and by the 31 countries participating in the Initiative (26 are 
Member States). The funding scheme is delivered by National Funding Agencies, which 
receive Community contribution on a refunding basis. 

A governing body made up of three different agents forms the governance structure of 
the EUROSTARS initiative:  

– Eureka High Level Group. Represented by the participating Member States and from 
the Commission. Responsible for the admission of non-participating MS and 
observers. It supervises the implementation and appoints EUROSTARS Advisory 
Group members and approves call planning and procedures. 

– EUROSTARS Advisory Group. It is made up of the Eureka National Project 
coordinators and chaired by the Head of ESE. It shall advice on the carrying out of 
activities. 

– Eureka Secretariat (ESE). It is the Dedicated Implementation structure of 
EUROSTARS in charge of calls, administration, evaluation, promotion and reporting. 

The decision to use the Eureka Secretariat as DIS for EUROSTARS was envisaged from 
the beginning as a result of the “success story” of Eureka.  The confidence was such that 
the first call for proposals in EUROSTARS was launched before the formal co-decision 
was taken. 

The main difference between the Eureka and EUROSTARS program structure is based on 
the Evaluation procedure. EUROSTARS carries out an external evaluation with a panel of 
international experts. 

The EUROSTARS Programme addresses a niche market of research and innovation-
performing businesses that fulfil the EU-adopted definition of an SME. These companies 
should be based in a EUROSTARS participating country and that, in addition, should 
invest 10% or more of full-time equivalent or annual turnover in research activities. 
European SMEs act as a source of renewal and a driving force for the development of 
new business areas. The EUROSTARS Programme is aimed at stimulating these SMEs to 
lead international collaborative research and innovation projects by easing access to 
support and funding. In many cases, it could act as a first step for subsequent full 
participation in the FP.  

     

The most important restriction, in practice, refers to the investment that SMEs have to 
make: at least 10% of its annual turnover in R&D. All types of structures can participate 
in a EUROSTARS consortium, with at least two participants (legal entities) from two 
countries participating in the project. The main project partner must be an SME to carry 
out the proposed R&D activities.  
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The duration of each project will be for a maximum of 3 years. Within two years, the 
resulting product or process should be ready for market launch.  

An exception applies to biomedical or medical projects, where clinical trials must be 
established within a period of two years but the pharmaceutical drugs can be applied to 
patients some years later depending on the provisions made by the regulatory agencies. 

EMRP 

EMRP is the proposed joint metrology R&D programme that will enable Europe to 
respond to the growing demands for cutting-edge metrology as a tool for innovation, 
supporting scientific research and industrial policy.  On 27 July 2009 the European 
Council of the European Union completed the second half of the "Co-decision" process 
and approved the EMRP. The legislative papers can now be drawn up for signature by 
Council and Parliament, which will enable publication in the Official Journal of the 
European Union.  

The Metrology initiative was identified, together with Bonus 169, as one of the four 
Article 169 initiatives. However, both EMRP and Bonus 169 were further developed and 
brought to full maturity through an ERA-NET Plus action granted in early 2007, the first 
year of FP7. 

As part of the preparatory work carried out via ERA-NET, a legal entity was created in 
2007 and named: the European Association of National Metrology Institutes (EURAMET 
e. V.), which is a Regional Metrology Organisation (RMO) of Europe consisting of 32 
national metrology institutes from 32 different European Union Countries. It coordinates 
the cooperation of National Metrology Institutes (NMI) of Europe and is responsible for 
the drawing up and carrying out of a European Metrology Research Programme (EMRP). 
EURAMET e.V. is a registered association of public utility under German law, and will act 
as the Dedicated Implementation Structure in EMRP. 

The EURAMET countries37 are ready to participate in the Article 169. They have already 
identified budget lines, agreed liability and cost sharing, and a fully developed work 
programme, management and governance structures. ERA-NET Plus Call has already 
clearly demonstrated the ability to join together national resources from 20 countries, 
organise and carry out a joint Call and selection process, leading to committing €64M to 
21 collaborative projects in late 2007. Experience tested from this ERA-NET Plus has 
shown, for example, that the national programs are very keen to use the IPR rules of 
FP7. 

The proposed governance structure of the EMRP initiative is made up of four governing 
bodies, EMRP Chair, EMRP Committee, Research Council and Secretariat. 

– EMRP Chair. Selected from the EMRP Committee, automatically Vice-chairperson of 
EURAMET. Legally represents EURAMET in matters of EMRP. 

– EMRP Committee. EURAMET Members, from participating States. Definition, 
updating, planning, evaluation, approval of ranking lists and monitoring of projects. 
Supervision of Secretariat. 

– Research Council high-level experts drawn from industry, research and academia 
and from international stakeholder organizations.  Provides independent strategic 
advice and reports to EMPR Committee, opinion on each call for proposals. 

– Secretariat. Responsible for implementation, located at the hosting Member. 

– EMRP Programme Manager senior manager and seconded by hosting Member and 
shall act solely under direct authority of EURAMET.  

                                                 

 

37 Potential 21 participants: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Hungary, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and United Kingdom as well 
as Norway, Switzerland and Turkey 
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JRC will play a governance role that is to be defined as well as its eligibility for 
participation. JRC shall be eligible for participation in and for funding by the EMRP under 
conditions comparable to those of National Metrology Institutes of participating States. 

The own resources of the Joint Research Centre, which are not covered by the funding 
by the EMRP, shall not count as a Community financial contribution within the scope of 
Article 1.38 The institute responsible for metrology at the Joint Research Centre, as a 
department of the Commission acting on behalf of the Community, shall be entitled to 
participate in the implementation of the EMRP within the dedicated implementation 
structure as an observer without voting rights.  

The Commission has proposed a contribution, but with several conditions: the first 
Member State wishing to participate must demonstrate efficiency, as well as a formal 
legal personality "implementation structure" with a reception, award and monitoring.  In 
the same way there should be a proper and efficient governance and leadership 
activities. Each participating Member State is committed to contributing its share of 
EMRP funding, and increase this contribution through a reserve capacity of 50% funding. 

Any Member State participating in FP7 can join the initiative, but any other country 
interested in participating, must do so first with international organizations in accordance 
with the European Commission and MS.  For this participant must agree to do so. 

Bonus 169 

The history of the fight to protect the marine environment of the Baltic Sea from all 
sources of pollution dates back to the creation of The Helsinki Commission (HELCOM, 
1992).  This intergovernmental co-operation Commission identified a lack of 
corresponding pan-Baltic collaboration for coordinating the funding and the 
implementation of the RTD that was needed to address Baltic Sea’s trans-boundary 
environmental problems effectively.  

Very recently a Commission Communication concerning the Strategy for the Baltic Sea 
Region was launched39 as an important first step towards the implementation of the 
Integrated Maritime Policy in the Baltic. Bonus 169 is mentioned in the Communication 
as a central horizontal action to ensure the science/policy interface with the ecosystem 
approach. The main objective of the BONUS EEIG is the implementation of a Joint Baltic 
Sea Research Programme during 2010-2016. The anticipated funding volume is ca 100 
million euro. 

BONUS-169 will be implemented in two phases: a strategic phase during 2010-2011 
followed by an implementation phase during 2012-2016. As mentioned in the Bonus 
Web page: "The strategic phase will prepare the implementation by producing the 
Strategic Research Agenda, setting up of the Stakeholder Consultation Platforms, and 
preparing of the implementation modalities"40. 

Although the Bonus-169 initiative has not gone beyond the decision process yet (it is 
expected to be completed in 2010), the governance structure has been extensively 
worked out through the BONUS ERA-NET FP6 project and the BONUS +, ERA-NET Plus 
project under FP7. 

The governance structure of the Bonus 169 initiative is made up of a governing body 
comprising three different agents:  

– A ‘Common structure’ set out as a European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG). 
Implementation. At the moment BONUS EEIG coordinates the BONUS Era-Net as 
well as the BONUS+ Call. 

 
38 {SEC(2008)2948} Proposal for a DECISION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on the 
participation by the Community in a European metrology research and development programme undertaken by 
several Member States 
39 COM(2009) 248 final European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region. 

     

40 See Web page: http://www.bonusportal.org/bonus-169  
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– Programme Steering Committee (PSC), presided by Chairman and comprising 
senior officers of the national research funding and management institutions of the 
participating States. It is the highest authority, acting as its decision-making body 
and board. It has the main function of governing its dedicated legal structure. 

– Programme Secretariat, headed by the Executive Director, to implement the 
decisions of the PSC and act as the main representative of the programme to both 
the European Commission and the national funding agencies. 

The need for further integration was such that an “Action Plan” for creating joint 
research programmes, including all jointly agreed procedures of programme 
management and aspects of common use of marine research infrastructure, has been 
produced. 

The establishment of a European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG) is an option for 
Article 169 initiatives to be adopted or not depending on the legal options of the 
participating countries. Bonus ERA NET Plus prepared the ground for the future Bonus 
169 by setting an EEIG dedicated implementation structure with the participating MS 
together with the Russian Federation with de facto full rights by an “Association 
Agreement” between the EEIG and Russian Federation for Baltic Research. 

3.3.3. Governance Assessments of Article 169 initiatives 

Openness 

Conditions for the formulation of Article 169 initiatives is initially simple to comply with 
for any interested MS. The openness aspects evaluated here focus on the specific case 
when an additional potential MS decides to join the initiative post for the Decision being 
taken. Then, the opening rights of additional members are different from those available 
for founder members. 

As was experienced in FP6, all MS were free to join the initiative, without specific 
restrictions, while in FP7 some restrictive criteria were established to make sure that 
additional membership does not modify the goals and accepted rules. As regards 
participation, one of the criteria is that pre-existing basis or envisaged national research 
programmes should be in place. Another participation criterion is the critical mass, with 
regard to the size and the number of programmes involved and the similarity of 
activities they cover. For example, in the case of EDCTP, not all participating MS had the 
desired capacity for joining the program what can be seen as a case of “excessive 
openness”. 

The fact that Article 169 initiatives could be implemented under “variable geometry” 
have lead to the door being opened for Bonus 169, an indicative that by itself, 
participation is restricted to the countries in the Baltic region. Here, it is an extreme case 
of lack of openness. But it is also a signal for using similar approaches in other 
geographical regions. 

Other non-European Union partners have been involved in the initiatives. These 
Countries do not contribute to the FP and therefore their situation is sensitive for the 
future collaboration (i.e. on IPR regimes). 

The EDCTP initiative did not involve African countries in the decision making process nor 
in the funding of research activities however this lack of involvement led to detriment of 
the effectiveness of the initiative. Alternatives are currently being explored. Russia has 
already been involved in the ERA-NET and ERA-NET Plus process and for the prospective 
Bonus 169 Russia is also involved in the initiative. Bonus Plus established an EEIG 
common structure with an “Association Agreement” between EEIG and the Russian 
Federation for Baltic Research.  
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An attempt to involve a not-for-profit organization (e.g. Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation) was made for the second call for proposals on EDCTP. However, 
opportunities for further investment of NGOs have not been sufficiently attractive until 
now. The same could be said for private sector involvement. This is a striking difference 
with respect to JTIs based on Article 171. 

Transparency 

Article 169 initiatives compared to other ERA initiatives, provides better conditions for 
participating members to make an effort in transparency in the negotiation. Participating 
MS are directly involved in the internal governance structure and the decision making for 
further research plans, etc. However, each initiative has its own specific characteristics 
in terms of transparency once the initiative is approved and launched. 

EDCTP came upon problems with regard to the involvement of African representation, as 
they had no full membership and therefore no voting rights in the decision-making 
processes. These problems were heavily reported (Van Velzen, 2007) and since then 
efforts have been made to resolve the situation, though the legal structure does not 
allow a profound involvement of non-EU countries. 

EUROSTARS is a bottom-up approach programme, where a governance structure does 
not interfere in terms of research priorities, and has improved its transparency 
(compared with Eureka) by the setting up of an international evaluation panel. 

In the case of AAL, the research programme is proposed by consensus between the 
participating members, which are facing the same type of problems and share the same 
willingness and trust in the role of the ICT in helping elderly people. The huge diversity 
of specific solutions, approaches and conditions favour a simple involvement mechanism.  

EMRP may encounter some problems if the co-decision takes place as the Commission 
proposal is submitted. Evidence on the potential problems that may arise is expressed in 
the Impact Assessment41. Organizations entitled to participate as beneficiaries are 
National Metrology Institutes (NMI) and Designated Institutions (DI). Other potential 
beneficiaries are not mentioned in the proposal, and that has been discussed in the 
Survey as well as in the Stakeholder workshop on EMRP. This view greatly conditions the 
participation of other entities. 

Some minimum rules for participating in 169-based initiatives should be formulated by 
Community bodies to avoid overly strict mechanisms. Another approach could appear if 
Community funds are not used. 

Balance 

As the maximum contribution from the Community is determined a priori, the potential 
imbalance between participants could appear for two different reasons: 

1. The relative weight between in-kind and in-cash contributions from different MS 

2. The total volume of contributions and the minimum threshold acceptable. 

The way that these unbalances could condition the distribution of funds in open calls and 
other decisions like the location decision for allocating research infrastructures, common 
labs or headquarters should deserve further scrutiny and assessment from external 
situations.  

All initiatives negotiated their Community contribution and participating member 
financial commitment with the Commission. However, those that passed the ERA NET 
and ERA NET Plus process were involved in a process where the Commission has 
overseen, with a greater degree of involvement, the specific ERA initiative construction 
process. 

 
41 COM(2008) 814 final EMRP Impact assessment report 
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The special goals of Article 169 initiatives looking for the creation of joint research 
programmes orientate the public authorities to be more focused on the public sector, 
whilst other types of actor may be suitable for inclusion to undertake the most suitable 
governance. The private sector may have its own interest as well as other not-for-profit 
organizations (e.g. charities or intergovernmental organizations) and a role and rights 
should be found in governing bodies. Nevertheless, in-kind commitments from the 
private sector could be a valid approach if they obtain benefits in terms of knowledge 
transfer and a fair IPR regime. 

Efficiency and Effectiveness 

Regarding effectiveness between the initiatives launched, EDCTP in comparison to the 
following initiatives were less efficient in its management; AAL had the opportunity to 
work on the “lessons learned” from EDCTP and improved the implementation of its 
structure. EUROSTARS did not have to start from “scratch” either; the governance 
structure was already established by the Eureka Secretariat.  

Regarding effectiveness, EUROSTARS has gained its financial capacity while reinforcing 
the commitment of participating MS under the control of the Commission in the 
equivalent contributions.  

The EMRP initiative will increase its effectiveness in its ambitious modernization plan by 
the use of an article 169 initiative. The previous framework for European research, 
EUROMET consisted of a memorandum of understanding signed for other aims, now 
Austria will go further with common research plans and modernization.  

Bonus 169 will also be planned as an instrument that will serve the broader integrated 
Strategy for the Baltic Sea42. Here, there is a clear connection to shared environmental 
policies which should be complemented from different perspectives at national level.  

The effective commitment of resources and its synchronization is not completely 
resolved for the moment with different alternatives being considered, (e.g. virtual 
common pot, mixed “juste retour”, etc…). Also, the broad range and variety and rule 
complexity of R&D instruments is another limitation for the effectiveness of these ERA 
initiatives.  

Adaptability and Flexibility 

Adaptability and flexibility issues have to be considered from the beginning to allow for 
possible evolutions. The EDCTP experienced its rigid structures after the review 
process43 when actions had to be taken to involve non-European Union countries. The 
measures taken had to involve new participation of development cooperation agencies in 
the EEIG structure in order to ensure the involvement of African members in the 
common structure.  

                                                

Regarding the adaptability of research plans; the different initiatives implemented until 
now have structured their priorities through consensus between participating members. 
Some of the initiatives have followed their common research plan set up in their 
preliminary work while in the ERA-NET Plus (ERMP and Bonus Action Plan) these 
research plans are envisaged to be discussed by participating members within their 
respective governance structure. EUROSTARS has used a bottom-up approach with two 
annual calls for proposals, and AAL is based on proposals received in calls where 
research goals are defined in specific work programmes. 

 

 

 

 
42 COM(2009) 248 final. European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region 

 

43 COM (2008) 489 final. Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the participation by the 
Community in a European Metrology Research Programme undertaken by several MS. 
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Accountability 

There is a need for greater efficiency in the accountability of joint research programs as 
in its structure there is no agent involved in the preparation of progress reports per time 
period, although all are aligned with the principles of 7FP. The information available in 
documents and on websites is easily accessible. The contribution of the Community must 
represent a maximum of 25% of program’s total funding. 

We believe that the transparency of the accountability of joint research programs is a 
point of limited concern to the MS and the European Community, as there is a 
commitment to participation and collaboration for research, which benefits and resolves 
the social problems of the European Community. 

Some restrictions in national legislation and regulation affect the implementation of the 
financial aspects of several initiatives. The proposed dedicated implementation structure 
needs a legal structure to be implemented where most of the initiative is in the form of a 
European Economic Interest Group (EEIG). However, this legal form does not fully 
comply with the needs of the initiatives. Some MS agencies find problems in the lack of 
flexibility in transferring their funds to a legal private entity such as EEIGs. Third 
countries, such as the African countries in EDTCP could not participate in EDCTP EEIG 
and the solution put in practice now is the involvement of the development cooperation 
agencies as intermediary organizations for purposes of accountability. In the specific 
case of EMRP there is a preset commitment from the MS to contribute its share of 
funding and increase it through a reserve capacity of 50% funding. 

Regarding the political control and the visibility of the Article 169 initiatives, as they are 
generally controlled by ministries and agencies funding research in MS, deviation from 
the political control is minimal.  However, the participating member’s commitment in 
funding and management has presented a low level of supervision and control, as the 
MS involvement is on a voluntary basis. Accountability depends greatly on the 
willingness and commitment of the participating MS. 

Timing 

In FP6, the use of Article 169 for the setting up of an initiative was abrupt and led to 
results that had to go through a process of restructuration. In FP7 the new initiative 
launched EUROSTARS and AAL, where the most “mature” initiatives. EUROSTARS 
worked under the already functioning Eureka Secretariat.  

The following initiatives are currently going through a process of ERA-NET and ERA NET 
Plus actions. This process enables the governance structure to mature and explore 
collaboration possibilities while and at the same time EC use its international experience 
to oversee the process. However, if the process is delayed too much the initiative can 
fail, undermining the expectative and commitment of the MS. 

Regarding the timing problems once the initiative is launched, the lack of 
synchronization in calls of the participating members may directly affect the beneficiaries 
that might not receive the grant effectively. It is even worse when multiannual processes 
are needed. 

Internationalization 

Art. 169-based initiatives have difficulties in the integration of non-European Union 
entities. The intention to use this instrument to increase the opening up of ERA in the 
global world is threatened by instruments chosen in its implementation (e.g. EEIG). 

     

In FP6 the first EDCTP initiative African representatives were not sufficiently involved in 
the instrument and its governance and although it has experienced improvements, some 
limitations have not yet been overcome. Now, for the new Article 169 proposal on Baltic 
joint research, Bonus ERA NET Plus prepared the ground for the future Bonus 169 by 
setting up an EEIG dedicated implementation structure with the participating MS 
together with the Russian Federation with de facto full rights, through an “Association 
Agreement” between EEIG and Russian Federation for Baltic Research.  
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3.4. Joint Technology Initiatives under Article 171  
The Joint Technological Initiatives (JTIs) are good examples of the development of new 
ERA instruments concerned with the successive phases of setting up (informal to formal) 
and with the governance mechanisms created to cope with the trade-off between 
generality (common rules) and specificity (flexibility). 

The process started with the organization of European Technological Platforms (ETPs) in 
FP6. ETPs can be understood as “informal networks that brought together stakeholders, 
led by industry, to define and implement medium to long-term Strategic Research 
Agendas (SRAs)”44, addressing major technological challenges in industrial areas of 
critical interest to European competitiveness. The ETPs are seen as instruments that 
could contribute to ERA implementation, through a better long-term coordination of 
research activities between stakeholders at European Union level.  

European industry led the initiatives because the main goal was to increase their 
competitiveness. This fact will have profound consequences in governance structures 
and the decision-making processes. 

The role of the Commission was to promote the concept, encourage potential 
stakeholders to commit to the work and provide advice and guidance on particular issues 
(transparency, openness; legislative and policy framework, environment; intellectual 
property etc.). There was a limited involvement in the financial support for operational 
entities (e.g. secretariats) or collaborative research projects. 

As the process evolved and Strategic Research Agendas (SRAs) started to take shape, 
expectations about Community involvement and financial support increased. This fact, 
led to the selection of a limited number of ETPs that should imply a greater involvement 
of the Community in the implementation of their SRAs. The others should make use of 
regular instruments of collaborative research (i.e. standard FP instruments), which 
nevertheless, were influenced by the ETPs technological challenges and priorities45. So, 
for the ETPs that have achieved a major scale/scope, the establishment of a legal entity 
was the best way to mobilize the large-scale/long-term public and private 
investments/commitment necessary for the implementation of SRAs. In these cases, the 
Commission recommended the setting up of a formal Joint Technological Initiative (JTI), 
marking the transition to the formal phase of approval. 

In order to implement these new instruments exploring the legal possibilities of Treaty, a 
set of common features was proposed, trying to ensure the achievement of major 
“guiding principles”: efficiency together with the durability of the structures; long-term 
stakeholder commitment; openness; transparency; co-operation and sound financial 
management. 

This concern was reflected in the documents that set up the JTIs (regulations) once they 
established a common type of dedicated legal structure (Joint Undertaking) and similar 
legal clauses applying to issues such as the protection of Community interests; legal 
status; staff regulation, audit capability etc. 

It is also important to mention that other ETPs have created a light legal structure (i.e. 
“association”) to be able to conduct smaller secretariat functions and to serve as a 
cooperation instrument. In some MS, “mirror ETPs” were also promoted to join together 
the efforts and interests of national entities on topics addressed by European Union 
platforms. The majority of these ETPs will not evolve towards JTIs but they are still 
useful in updating SRAs in the FP context. In one case, several ETPs have jointly 
contributed to the definition process of one new JTI which will probably appear next year 
("Internet of the Future"). 

                                                 
44 SEC (2007) 692, pg 4. (European Commision, 2007) 

 

45 SEC (2005) 800, pg 8 (European Commission, 2005) 
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3.4.1. General Governance Features of JTIs 
JTIs should have a Governing Board, made up of public and private stakeholders, which 
reflects the partnership aimed for the implementation of SRA. The relative power balance 
between these actors varies according to several factors such as the orientation of the 
JTI (more “applied” or “pre-competitive” research), financial contribution, structuring 
process etc. 

All JTIs have an Executive Director responsible for the operational tasks. The extent of 
his/her responsibilities depends on the size of the structure and/or the level in which the 
activities are centralized on the dedicated organization created, Joint Undertaking (JU), 
or “decentralized” once other governance bodies of assume activities in operational work 
(e.g. for evaluation, planning, etc). 

They also have a board of Public Authorities that represents Member States and allows 
the coordination between national and JTI activities, as well as, between the national 
activities of members. The influence of this group in the decision-making process and on 
the operational activities of JTI depends on aspects very similar to those which 
determine the relative power balance in the Governing Board. The link with national 
programmes is very important because a substantial part of the funding comes from MS 
and representatives should commit resources. 

With respect to other core functions, some structures are not formally defined in all JTIs. 
Some of them have a formal “General Forum” of all stakeholders concerned with the 
Initiative. The main functions of these bodies are to inform stakeholders and provide a 
space for debate and accountability. 

On the other hand, formal “Scientific Committees” are set up in some JUs as a body 
dedicated to technical aspects. In some cases, they have an advisory role but in others 
they are also involved in the definition of Work Programmes and Calls. This flexibility 
comes from the lack of common rules for the implementation of JTIs. 

3.4.2. Specific Governance Characteristics of current JTIs 
Through the approval process, the Commission recognized that JTIs should have their 
own specific characteristics in terms of the nature of the technological challenges 
addressed, stakeholders involved and financial engineering needs46, etc. Consequently, 
each one has its own particular structure, reflecting the arrangement that resulted from 
the negotiation phase between stakeholders (Commission, Industry, National 
Governments, Academia, etc.). Such specific features can be summarized as: 

Clean Sky 

The governance structure of Clean Sky Joint Undertaking is made up of several bodies: 
Governing Board; Executive Director; ITD (Integrated Technology Demonstrator) 
Steering Committees; Technology Evaluator Steering Committee and General Forum. 
Additionally, there are the National States Representative Body and the Advisory Body, 
to advise and issue recommendations to the Joint Undertaking. 

The Governing Board (GB) has a clear orientation to the private sector. The Commission, 
the Leaders and Co-Leaders of ITDs have, each one, a captive seat in the GB. The 
Associates divide one seat on the GB per ITD, rotating annually. Each individual member 
has one equal vote and the Commission representative is not eligible for the 
chairmanship. 

The decision making requires a majority (nevertheless, less than other JTIs) of 2/3 of 
total votes and the ITDs leaders have a veto power on questions related to budget 
allocations affecting their programs. Ordinary meetings are planned to occur at least 
twice a year and extraordinary meetings may be convened by the GB chairman, 

 

     

46 SEC (2007) 692, pg 7. 

IP/A/ITRE/ST/2008-13 49                                                     PE 429.977



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

Commission or Executive Director. As regards the latter, it usually participates in the 
meetings as well as the National States’ Chairman, the last one, as an observer. 

Clean Sky has a second level of governance, represented by the ITD Steering 
Committees (ITDs-ST). Nevertheless, these bodies have a different role once they 
become concerned with more operational tasks, mixing governance and technical 
aspects. 

The ITD-STs have a great degree of autonomy and define their own rules of procedure. 
Moreover, they implement the technical activities, annual work programs and calls. In 
each ITD, the group is formally made up of representatives of all participating associates 
and ITDs leaders, the Executive Director and ITD Responsible Officer47. The ITDs shall 
meet at least every 3 months and convening power for extraordinary meetings is 
conceded to ITD-ST Chairman or Executive Director. The chairman is the ITD Leader’s 
representative and the Commission may participate in the meeting as an observer at the 
Executive Director’s request. Other ITDs Leaders may participate by invitation. Decisions 
are made by simple majority weighted according to financial commitment, and ITD 
leaders have veto rights. 

With the same status as a Steering Committee another structure, the Technological 
Evaluator (TE), shall be created to assess, provide recommendations and inform the GB, 
the Commission and the National States Group, on the results of each individual ITD, 
especially the environmental impact. Their composition and setting up is not yet clearly 
defined. At the moment, some companies and national aeronautical agencies are 
expected to form the TE. 

The General Forum is an advisory body made up of all JU participants (Public Authorities, 
Members, Associates and Partners) and another formal Advisory Board shall be 
established with a managerial, financial and technical orientation. The National States 
Group seems to have a role more related with negotiation at a national level and 
accompanying of JTI’s implementation tasks.  

ARTEMIS and ENIAC  

The governance structure of ENIAC and ARTEMIS JTIs is similar and both will be 
analyzed in parallel. Governance structures are made up of four major bodies: 
Governing Board; Executive Director; Public Authorities Board and Industry and 
Research Committee. The structure determined by the Council Regulations that approve 
the JTIs is almost the same and just minor differences are observed between them. 

An important fact in the constitution of these JTIs is that some Member States appear as 
founding members, together with the Community and the respective Association: 
AENEAS (ENIAC) or ARTEMISIA (ARTEMIS). The group of countries that participates in 
each one is similar but not the same. ENIAC has fewer Member States than ARTEMIS 
probably due to wider spread of software sector than microelectronic sector among 
countries. Table 3.2 shows the Member States of each JTI. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

 

47 The ITD Responsible Officer is supposed to be an emulation of Executive Director at ITD level. 
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Table 2 –Member States in ARTEMIS and ENIAC 

 ARTEMIS ENIAC 

Countries  Austria; Belgium; Czech 
Republic; Denmark; Estonia; 
Finland; France; Germany; 
Greece; Hungary; Ireland; 
Italy; the Netherlands; 
Norway; Portugal; Romania; 
Slovenia; Spain; Sweden and 
the United Kingdom 

Austria; Belgium; Czech Republic ; 
Estonia; France; Germany; Greece; 
Hungary; Ireland; Italy; Norway; 
Poland; Portugal; Spain; Sweden; 
the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom 

Total 20 17 

Source: own elaboration 

Membership is open to all European Community member and associated states as well 
as any other legal entities (public or private) able to make a significant financial 
contribution, third countries, third country entities and international organizations. The 
first group is allowed by means of a simple communication to the GB, the others by 
applying to the same body. Other entities, third countries and international/third 
countries entities are allowed to have voting rights that shall be defined by the GB. 

The GB has a balanced distribution between the public and private sector. The voting 
rights total 1,200 votes, where 600 votes go to the respective Association and the rest 
for Public Authorities (PAs). The minimum share of these founding members shall be 
90%, which means that new members (PA excluded) may have a maximum share of 
10% of the voting rights. 

During the first year and every fiscal years where fewer than 3 member states assign 
financial resources, the Commission shall have voting privileges corresponding to 200 
votes, whereas the remaining votes shall be distributed equally between other PAs. In 
other cases, voting rights are divided between the Member States in accordance with 
their financial contributions and the Commission shall maintain a minimum of 60 votes. 

Decision making is reached preferably by consensus but should voting be required a 
majority (75%) is need. Each member may decide on its representatives in the JU but 
shall define a leader delegate who shall hold the voting rights in the GB. This means that 
the vote is indivisible. It has the requirement of a minimum of two ordinary meetings per 
year and extraordinary meetings can be convened on request by the members that 
represent a relatively low share of voting rights (20%). 

The Public Authorities Board has an improved role as compared to other JU, reflecting 
the commitment of MS to project funding (1.8 times the Commission’s contribution). 
Among its tasks we highlight the evaluation and selection of projects and the fairness 
and transparency of public funding allocation. 

The representation is similar to that established for the GB, e.g., one leader delegate 
that holds the voting rights. These represent a total of 1,200 votes where 400 votes go 
to the Commission and the remaining shall be distributed between the PAs, according to 
their financial contributions, with an upper limit of 50% (600 votes) for a given member. 
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In the first year and all fiscal years where less than 3 Member States assign financial 
resources, the Commission shall maintain their 400 votes and the remaining votes shall 
be distributed equally between other PAs. A 60% majority shall make the decisions and 
the Commission has veto rights concerning decisions involving the use of its own 
contribution to JUs. Meeting requirements are similar to those of the GB, i.e., twice a 
year and at request of simple majority of PAB delegations. Other important 
characteristics of the PAB are the existence of a formal instrument to avoid conflicts of 
interest, as well as, the openness to participation (as observers) of external personnel in 
meetings. 

The Industry and Research Group (IRG) has, apart from serving as a steering role in 
terms of the proposal of the strategy and work programme, an advisory role to the other 
bodies of the JU. The IRG is made up of members appointed by the Associations with a 
maximum of 25 components. In ENIAC the (IRG) is made up of 15 members (Steering 
Board of AENEAS) and in ARTEMIS by 25 members (Steering Board of ARTEMISIA). 

Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) 

The governance of the IMI JTI is made up of three major bodies: Governing Board (GB); 
Executive Director (ED) and Scientific Committee. Moreover two external advisory bodies 
shall support JTI Activities: the IMI States Representative and the Stakeholders Forum. 

The founding members are the Community and the European Federation of 
Pharmaceutical Industries and Associations (EFPIA). According the Statutes, the 
membership is open to any legal entity of member and associated states provided that 
they can contribute to the funding of JTI. 

The Governing Board is made up of five representatives, one for each founding member, 
which represents an equal number of votes (five). New members shall have the voting 
determined by proportional contribution. The decisions shall be made by a 75% majority 
and shall require the positive vote of the founding members where the vote of each 
member is indivisible. In practice the board shall aim to make decisions by consensus. 

Ordinary meetings follow the pattern of two meetings a year and a singular feature is 
that the meetings are open to external experts by invitation.  

The Executive Director (ED), the chairperson of IMI and of the Scientific Committee may 
attend the meetings, although the latter is by invitation. 

The Scientific Committee is an advisory board whose members are appointed by the GB 
based on a list provided by the IMI States Representative Group. The aim of this 
Committee is to make strategic recommendations to the IMI Joint Undertaking. This 
group meets at least once a year and shall propose the work agenda and the peer review 
committees that will evaluate and select projects. The participation of other 
organizations such as, for example, regulatory agencies, could be allowed in the same 
way as ARTEMIS/ENIAC where their members do not necessarily come from industry 
(from EFPIA). 

The IMI States Representative Group is made up of one representative of each member 
or associate state. It meets at least twice a year and may issue recommendations to the 
JU. The Member States do not participate in the co-funding of projects and have a low 
participation in the overall decision-making process of the JTI. 

The Stakeholders Forum shall be made up of all interest groups in the JTI and is seen as 
a major channel of communication to ensure assessment of progress of implementation 
as well as transparency and openness of IMI activities.  
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The guiding principle for its composition is: 

Table 3 –Guiding principles of participation to IMI's Stakeholder's Forum 

Universities, Hospitals, Public Research 25% 

Large Industry 25% 

SME 25% 

Regulatory Authorities 10% 

European Commission 5% 

Patient Organizations 10% 

Member States Group Representatives All Members 

Source: EC impact assessment of set up of IMI, SEC(2007) 568 

Fuel Cells and Hydrogen (FCH) 

The governance of the FCH JTI is made up of three major bodies: Governing Board (GB); 
Executive Director (ED) and Scientific Committee. Moreover two external advisory bodies 
shall support JTI Activities: the FCH States Representatives Group and the Stakeholders 
General Assembly, in a general structure very similar to IMI JU. 

The founding members are the Community and the European Fuel Cell and Hydrogen 
Joint Technology Initiative Industry Grouping Aisbl (New-IG), a non-profit organization 
established under Belgian law, which organizes the private interests on JU. 

After the setting up of JU, the Research Grouping, established as a non-profit 
organization under Belgian law and that represents Academia, has become a formal 
member. By statutory requirement of the JU, both non-profit associations shall be open 
to any legal entity in accordance with their origin, i.e., the New-IG should be open to any 
private legal entity (including SME), as well as the Research Grouping from any 
university or research organization that does not represent private interests.  

The Governing Board is made up of one representative from the Research Grouping, five 
from the Commission and six from the Industry Grouping where one the representatives 
should come from the SMEs. The decisions shall preferably be made by consensus but if 
not achieved, a 75% of majority is required for decision making. The voting rights of the 
Commission are indivisible. Ordinary meetings follow the pattern of two meetings a year 
and, as well as for IMI, the meetings are open to external observers by invitation.  

The Executive Director (ED) is the secretary of the GB and the chairperson of States 
Representatives Group may attend the meetings as observer. 

The Scientific Committee is an advisory board is made up of nine members, which are 
appointed by the GB based on a proposal provided by the FCH States Representative 
Group. The aim of this Committee is to make strategic recommendations to the FCH 
Joint Undertaking. This group meets at least once a year and shall propose the work 
agenda and the peer review committees that will evaluate and select projects. The 
attributions and characteristics of functioning are very similar to the IMI JU. 

The FCH States Representatives Group is made up of one representative from each 
member or associated state. It meets at least twice a year and may issue 
recommendations to the JTI. Member States do not participate in the co-funding of 
projects, and have a low participation in the overall decision-making process. 

     

The Stakeholders’ General Assembly shall be made up of all interest groups in the JTI 
and is seen as a major channel of communication to ensure assessment of progress of 
implementation as well as transparency and openness of FCH JTI activities. 
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3.4.3. Governance Assessments of JTIs 
The appraising of the governance aspects under the conceptual framework set out in 
Chapter 2, led us to the impression that, in some JTIs, there is a stronger orientation 
towards addressing the specific aspects to the detriment of using general common rules. 
The result is that some of them have an unbalanced structure, which could generate 
fragmentation problems potentially relevant to the implementation process. On the other 
hand, too much fragmentation will make it more difficult to learn from the experience. 

The specific assessment of governance factors is as follows: 

Openness 

Openness aspects are related to the participation of a broad set of entities involved with 
the Initiatives. They include organizations conducting research activities (Corporations, 
SMEs and Research Institutions), government bodies, other organizations etc. These 
aspects are connected with other dimensions such as transparency and representation, 
which makes it difficult to separate completely their analysis from them. 

Our concern for the evaluation of this dimension, focuses mainly in the identification of 
restrictions that could hinder the participation of these entities or that could create 
asymmetries in the membership status (commitments and rights) which impacts 
effective collaboration. For this factor, ARTEMIS; ENIAC and FCH have a higher level of 
openness, while CLEAN SKY and IMI present major restrictions such as for the inclusion 
of new members or membership status of the participants. 

In the case of CLEAN SKY the justification is based on the argument that48: (i) a 
substantial share of activities and budget is formally allocated49 to a limited number of 
actors (Leaders and Associates); (ii) there are categories of members with different 
commitments and rights (Leaders; Associates; Partners, Subcontractors) among which 
mobility and entry (only via Calls of Associates) is restricted; (iii) the allowance of 
members is relatively open only as Partners or Subcontractors (Calls for 
Proposals/Tenders). 

In the case of IMI, the association that represents industry interests (EFPIA) has a less 
open character compared to other associations created to organize the interests of 
industry and research groups, like ARTEMISIA and ENIAC. This led to over-
representation of big pharmaceutical companies, restricting the participation of smaller 
firms and research institutions on activities and decision making.  

The other argument is that recognition of “in kind” contributions only for EFPIA members 
limits the number of potential public and private beneficiaries of Community Funding. It 
restricts the participation to companies and research organizations with proposals of 
interest to EFPIA members. The attention paid in ARTEMIS and ENIAC to users and 
applications has probably extended the number and type of potential interested entities. 

On the other hand, the remaining initiatives have had more open characteristics: (i) 
activities and budget not concentrated on a limited number of actors; (ii) there are no 
restrictions for the participation of different kinds of stakeholders (SMEs, Research 
Organizations or Corporations); (iii) There are no significant differences between 
categories of members conducting research activities in terms of responsibilities and 
rights. 

Another important aspect is the membership and the role of National Representatives, in 
some initiatives they are effective members, while in others they have a minor advisory 
role. In ENIAC and ARTEMIS, where National Representatives make up the Governing 
Board as formal Members, the access to new countries is open but rights are established 
in a cumulative fashion that encourages prior commitment and rewards founding 
members. 

                                                 
48 Council Regulation 71/2008 

 

49 Article 13 (2) of CS JU Statutes and Annex II. (Council Regulation 71/2008) 
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It seems a fair solution because industrial interests cannot be forgotten (as it could 
happen in other science-driven ERA initiatives). 

Transparency 

In this factor, three main aspects are identified. First, the degree to which the decision 
making on the activities of JTI (work-programs; selection of proposals; etc) is 
centralized or, on the other hand, it involves the participation of different Initiative 
Bodies (and stakeholders). The transfer of some “downstream responsibilities” is 
important to promote a participating environment. 

In this case there are two groups of initiatives. The first, made up of ARTEMIS, ENIAC 
and CLEAN SKY, have a character towards the “decentralization” of activities from the 
governing board to other bodies. The second comprises INNOVATIVE MEDICINES, which 
concentrates all decision power to the Governing Board. 

In CLEAN SKY, ITDs the Steering Committees take on a significant autonomy which 
approximates decision making to the execution of the activities, improving transparency 
and efficiency. In the same way, responsibilities such as the evaluation of proposals and 
work program definition are transferred to National Representatives and Industry and 
Research Committee, respectively, in ARTEMIS and ENIAC 

IMI and FCH present a much higher concentration of power on the Governing Board. In 
the two initiatives, the structure is “lighter” with fewer bodies. In both cases, the 
Scientific Committee and National Representatives only have an advisory role, i.e. they 
are not in charge of any relevant activity or responsibility for functioning, as compared 
with other JTIs.  

All discussions, negotiations and decisions are conducted at Governing Board level, with 
implementation by the Executive Director. The risk of a lack of transparency is 
aggravated by the fact that in both initiatives, the Governing Board is ruled by the 
Commission and major companies of the sector, as is the case with IMI. In the case of 
FCH, research organizations and SMEs each have one seat. 

The second aspect is related to the degree to which the projects are presented, selected 
and structured/negotiated. In some cases a more competitive and distant methodology 
is used, where external evaluators conduct the selection with a greater degree of 
independence. In others, these phases have a greater involvement of bodies or actors 
from the JTI, which participate in later stages of selection and directly negotiate the 
projects of interest. 

In the first case, ARTEMIS, ENIAC and FCH, procedures of the calls have a character 
more orientated towards the procedures of Framework Programmes than in other JTIs, 
benefiting competition and aspects related to excellence.  

In CLEAN SKY, the Calls (Proposals and especially Tenders) are expected to be similar to 
Industrial Calls were one Associated to the ITD should manage the specifications and 
head the evaluation team. This procedure seems to be quite suitable for the case but 
does not have the same level of transparency as FP schemes. 

In the case of IMI, a significant level of interference from big companies has been 
observed in the selection procedures, reducing transparency and restricting technological 
opportunities in the sector. First, the budget allocated by thematic areas is determined in 
accordance with the priority coming from EFPIA members, i.e. the areas and budgets of 
the Calls are determined by the amount of (and type of) resources that big 
pharmaceutical companies are willing to invest, according to their own research 
priorities.  

     

The situation would be totally different if the areas and the budget were defined by a 
different group (involving not only the Commission and EFPIA members) that allocate 
Community funding in which companies will compete to receive, and if “in kind 
contributions” could be recognized from non-EFPIA companies. 
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The second problem is that selection process has a major relational character once final 
consortia should have participation of EFPIA members that put in kind contribution. This 
tends to diminish the participation of companies (not only SMEs but also non-EFPIA “full 
member” companies) in accordance with the tendency of this sector “to be highly 
concentrated due, to a large extent, to the nature of knowledge: tacit and difficult to 
transfer”50.  

The third aspect is related to the communication of the decisions and diffusion of 
information. Channels of communication, availability of the legal documentation, broad 
information on calls, evaluation process etc, are important items in the analysis. 

Here, all initiatives in general have had very bad performance. In some case there is 
almost a total absence of documents that describe governance and functioning of JTIs, 
results, body composition etc, and a significant delay in all communications including 
information on Calls. Here, there is room for improvements in the future. 

Balance of interest 

This aspect attempts to analyze the representative weight among stakeholders, starting 
with the assertion that a good governance scheme should promote the involvement of all 
interest groups in a balanced fashion. 

We can observe a higher diversity of results through which these aspects are addressed, 
reflecting distinct possibilities and strategies to arrange the different stakeholders in the 
construction of the initiatives. In general, aspects relative to funding and commitment 
with the implementation of the SRAs have influenced the balance of this representation 
more strongly. In some cases this result seems to be adequate to achieve the planned 
results, in others, a broader openness and participation is foreseen as essential to the 
effectiveness of the instruments as latter stages of development require a more complex 
arrangement with those actors that do not are formally represented in the initial bodies. 

On one side of the balance spectra, ARTEMIS and ENIAC show a clear higher balance 
between stakeholders when compared with other initiatives. The four major groups of 
stakeholders (Commission, National Representatives, Industry and Academia) have a 
relatively good representation and participate in decision making and implementation. 

Maybe a slightly higher prominence of the collective of Public Authorities (Commission 
plus National Representatives) could be claimed in accordance with participation in 
operational activities (e.g. selection of proposals), but in practice there is no relevant 
impact on functioning in terms of restrictions to other stakeholders rights. 

Moving across the spectrum in the direction of progressive higher levels of unbalanced 
power distribution between stakeholders, the FCH appears to have a greater concern 
about the involvement of research organizations and SMEs in decision making. 

Nevertheless, the absence of relevant participation of National Representatives can 
impose a serious threat to the effectiveness of an initiative, which should help to 
establish a completely new energy matrix for Europe. 

Evaluators agree that a real involvement of national representatives in the decision 
making process is essential. In addition to obvious regulatory and legal reasons, the 
amount of money dedicated to the area and the lack of coordination between national 
and European Union actions, justifies the need to adjust the structure to better 
accommodate the MS.51 

Finally, at other the extreme of spectrum, CLEAN SKY and IMI have a clear unbalanced 
power distribution between stakeholders. Is unquestionable that there is a lack of 
participation of research organizations and National Representatives in the decision 
making of these initiatives. In the case Clean Sky, even the Commission has a minor role 

                                                 
50 Carlson, 2006. Research Policy V(35). Pg. 63. 

 

51 European Parliament. Hydrogen JTI Workshop. 5/03/2008. Briefing Paper. 
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once powers are concentrated in the Leaders and Associates. For IMI, rights are divided 
between the Commission and EFPIA members. 

Is true that in all initiatives, a prominent role is given to the major companies in the 
respective sectors, however, in the more open JTIs, there is an explicit recognition of the 
need to incorporate a broader group of stakeholder (apart from the Commission and Big 
Companies) at the top level of decision making. This involvement is seen as essential to 
ensure greater levels of commitment and cooperation between the different 
stakeholders, improving the effectiveness, efficiency and impact of the initiatives on 
European society. 

Efficiency and Effectiveness 

The analysis of these factors could be oriented towards the evaluation of three major 
aspects. The initial two are more related to financial issues: the implementation of the 
planned use of resources and the extent to which these resources go towards project 
activities or are used in management or coordination activities. A third aspect could be 
assigned to encompass the degree to which the initiatives have achieved the planned 
autonomy. As for the question of the relative weight of coordination and management 
activities, all JTIs have wide-ranging limitations to the amount of resources dedicated to 
them. Moreover, there is a great commitment from private partners to co-fund running 
costs. 

All initiatives appear to have developed their basic structures for the implementation of 
activities. However, all of them are still linked to Commission services in charge of their 
organization. Some of them are more advanced than others but real autonomy is 
currently being constructed. 

This could be seen as a natural development of the initiatives, but in some cases such as 
Clean Sky the situation is becoming more serious. As well as the delay observed in the 
“start up” of the administrative structure, there is a significant delay in the implementing 
of calls. The initial planning has attracted much criticism about the fragmentation of 
areas, low project value etc, meaning that the calls were successively postponed. 

Different problems are starting to appear in all JTIs as a natural development of the 
process. It is impossible to address all problems affecting their functioning during the 
planning stage. Synchronization of national funding, deeper questions related to 
intellectual property, redefinition of areas and calls etc, are examples of these difficulties 
that are challenging governance structures. 

In summary, despite the expected emergence of problems, at the present moment, 
there is no evidence that the structures set up are not adequate to cope with these 
challenges. 

Adaptability and Flexibility 

In the same way as for the previous factors, adaptability and flexibility are issues that 
are not completely tested in practice because of the novelty of the instruments. In terms 
of the “downstream activities”, the governance structures seem to be performing well in 
various areas, such as the definition and implementation of calls, definition and 
implementation of shorter research agendas (annual/multiannual) and the establishment 
of the “legal toolkits” (rules of procedure, participation, financing, etc). 

The degree of autonomy awarded to the JTIs was planned to allow them to confront 
major problems with adequate responses. The degree to which the structures can self-
organize provides a great level of adaptability and flexibility and, excluding disruptive 
breaks in the environment or in the stakeholder groups, they seem to be well suited to 
overcoming difficulties and accommodate structural tensions. 
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Nevertheless, complicated issues such as in-depth discussions about intellectual property 
areas, reorganization of structures, major incorporations or changes in the groups of 
stakeholders etc, have not been tested. In some cases, effective implementation of 
agreed solutions, also appear to be, in practice, much more difficult than initially 
expected. 

Accountability 

This factor should be evaluated as the complementary view of three different aspects: 
Adequacy to legal procedures at a European Union and national level; political control of 
the results (impact of the efforts) and visibility of the Initiative to European society. 

Once more, the similarity between JTIs for this aspect is very striking. All of them have 
developed the basic “legal toolkit” (regulations, statutes etc) that enable the 
commencement of an operation. Greater in-depth evaluations from the specialized legal 
services of the Community should assess whether they are really adequate or not. Until 
now, no major complaints nor visible constrains have been made about any JTI impeding 
their functioning. 

Timing 

There are two points of view that should be taken in account in the evaluation of this 
factor: the external, which represents the macro level timing of approval of ERA 
initiatives and the internal, which represents the timing of the decision making within the 
JTIs. 

In the first case all JTIs have shown a very long maturation time. From the 
establishment of the European Technological Platforms (in general, launched after 2003) 
until the final approval by the Council, the overall process took more than 4 years. As 
well as the long formal approval phase, the informal negotiation phase of stakeholders 
also took a long time. 

In the second case the internal decision making of the JTIs presents different results 
depending on the initiative. it is not only a question of formal meetings but seems to 
reflect more the way by which a “consensus” is achieved on the structure. Some 
structures have a more agile pattern while others take more time. 

Clearly, the timing for decision making also depends on the specific matter in question. 
Areas that represent activities more related to the operational routine of the JTIs, 
(annual agenda; structure of calls; evaluation process; budgets, etc.) seem to be more 
easily solved than areas that affect strategic issues (relative power balance; long term 
financial commitments etc).  

The assessment of time needed for call-to-contract compared with conventional FP calls 
shows similar periods once the call is published. 

Internationalization 

The openness of the initiatives to international participation is not the same for all 
initiatives. In all, the traditional collaboration with member states, associates and 
International Cooperation Country Partners (ICPC) is stimulated: However, the 
participation of partners from industrialized countries is explicit only in IMI and FCH. 

In the case of these initiatives, there are questions that encourage or require 
international cooperation to achieve effective results in the fields. In IMI, for example, 
developments that ignore the North American market (and FDA) are useless. This 
implies close collaboration with American entities which could be facilitated by the 
transnational character of big pharmaceutical companies (many of them with facilities in 
Europe). 

 

In the case of FCH, where the technology is not totally defined in terms of options, 
process, etc, international collaboration seems to be a good strategy to reduce 
uncertainty and improve results. Major collaborative efforts have been made with top 
research institutions, especially in the USA and Japan. 
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For the other JTIs the international collaboration is not explicitly stimulated. In the case 
of Clean Sky, for example, major opportunities for international collaboration should 
come from Calls for Tenders. Indeed, the initiative is seen as a way to gain international 
competition with non-European Union companies, a vision radically different from that 
necessary to engage in an international collaborative effort. 

3.5. Governance issues in other ERA initiatives 

3.5.1. Governance issues in the European Institute of Innovation and 
Technology (EIT) 

The main objective of EIT is to contribute to the development of the Community’s and 
the Member States’ innovation capacity, by involving higher education, research and 
innovation activities of the highest standards. Their activities should address strategic 
long-term challenges for innovation in Europe, particularly in trans- and/or inter-
disciplinary areas by means of the establishment of Knowledge and Innovation 
Communities (KICs). 

The KICs are seen as innovative “webs of excellence”, which shall bring together actors 
involved in the dimensions established. Their objectives are to promote production, 
dissemination and exploitation of new knowledge products and best practices, 
transforming the results of higher education and research activities into commercially 
exploitable innovation. 

The bodies52 of the EIT shall be: 

The Governing Board is made up of high-level members experienced in higher education, 
research, innovation and business. It shall be responsible for steering the activities of 
the EIT, for the selection, designation and evaluation of the KICs, and for all other 
strategic decisions.  

The GB shall consist of both appointed members providing a balance between those with 
experience in business, higher education and research and members elected by and 
from among higher education, research and innovation, technical and administrative 
staff, students and PhD candidates of the European Institute of Innovation and 
Technology (EIT) and the knowledge and Innovation Communities (KICs). There shall be 
18 appointed members. They shall have a six-year non-renewable term of office. One 
third of the appointed members shall be replaced every two years. 

The Executive Committee shall oversee the running of the EIT and take such decisions 
as deemed necessary between meetings of the Governing Board. 

A Director shall be responsible to the Governing Board for the administrative and 
financial management of the EIT and shall be the legal representative of the EIT. 

An Internal Auditing Function which shall advise the Governing Board and the Director 
on financial and administrative management and control structures within the EIT, on 
the organisation of financial links with KICs and on any other subject requested by the 
Governing Board. 

The EIT should primarily operate through the excellence driven, autonomous 
partnerships of higher education institutions, research organisations, companies and 
other stakeholders in the form of sustainable and long-term self supporting strategic 
networks in the innovation process (KICs). 

These partnerships (KICs) should be selected by the Governing Board of the EIT on the 
basis of transparent and excellence-based processes and designated as Knowledge and 
Innovation Communities. 

 

     

52 Regulation (EC) 294/2008 
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The Governing Board should also steer the activities of the EIT and evaluate the 
activities of the KICs. Membership of the GB should balance experience from the 
business and the higher education and/or research worlds as well as from the innovation 
sector. 

A second level of governance refers to individual KICs. The structures chosen for specific 
KICs will be different but a legal structure is required. It is important to mention that all 
of them should have a CEO looking for an internal governance similar to a private 
enterprise.  

Nevertheless, it is too early to know the implementation difficulties arising from this 
approach because the selected KICs will start in 2010.  

3.5.2. Governance issues in Research Infrastructures 
The identification and agreement on the most suitable governance structure for the 
Research Infrastructures (RI) is becoming a crucial aspect in the construction and 
management of new pan-European infrastructures53. The stakeholders involved require 
the selection of the most appropriate governance structure for making decisions during 
the construction phase and, especially, during the operation phase (the governance 
structures could be different).  

Existing RIs are operating under a variety of legal instruments in accordance with 
international, community or national law. Nevertheless, these legal frameworks, in 
particular the Intergovernmental Agreements (IO) and the development of Joint 
Undertakings (JU), have some special weaknesses such as: 

• Heavy and lengthy negotiation procedures trying to reach a formal agreement 
between MS (IO) in order to launch the construction of a new RI or to modify / 
amend the IO. 

• The salaries, privileges and immunities for staff not considered justified for most 
RIs but linked to the legal formula (i.e. IO) used. 

• Long and complicated negotiations at a Council level which require very strong 
Community involvement and which do not speed up the overall process in the 
case of JU by the European Union stakeholders since a Commission’s initiative is 
required. 

• Difficulty for non-EU countries to join (JU) under balanced conditions. 

• Often considered as Community Bodies whenever the Community has to 
contribute (JU) by increasing the administrative burden. 

Through comprehensive management methods firmly rooted in the possibilities of the 
governance structures chosen, the aim for RI Governance structures is to achieve: high 
level user services; better interaction between all interested partners and future 
consumers; strengthening links with industry, open access to and use of scientific data, 
motivating research - intrinsic and extrinsic, providing some technological decisions, at 
the same time sustainably reduce the risks to the environment through the promotion of 
eco-innovation and support a rational use of natural resources.   

Key governance principles of the RI should be: To involve all RI members in the 
development, planning and overall monitoring of the Infrastructure, to ensure 
transparent and accountable governance and operational arrangements and to 
guarantee contemporary e-tools for communication and decision-making. 

 

                                                 

 

53 This Study does not address the key relevant issue of prioritising RIs from the proposals included in the 
ESFRI roadmap. This is also a "governance challenge" but of different nature than the considered in this 
document referred to the RIs which have been implemented.    
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Variable geometry configurations constitute, in practice, the most promising approach to 
implementing RIs. Variable geometry constitutes the natural mechanism when the effort 
is promoted and shared between a reduced number of partners (bottom-up variable 
geometry configurations are promoted by interested partners) which jointly assume 
commitments, funding and use; it implies that decision making is carried out without the 
involvement of non-contributing partners.  

To this end an appropriate legal framework is needed, which should meet the basic 
criteria of: 

− having a European form on a non-economic basis 

− based on membership with very flexible internal structure 

− being a legal personality recognized in all MS 

− being flexible to adopt the requirements of the diverse nature of RIs 

− providing some of those privileges and exemptions allowed at national level (VAT 
exemption) 

− providing a faster and cost efficient process according to existing legal forms 

− allowing the creation of partnerships with partners from third countries 

A number of important issues have to be considered when establishing the status of the 
legal form. These include, inter alias: 

− Legal personality, membership and management structure 

− Statutory seats in MS or Associated countries  

− Budget for investment and operational costs. It would also allow better access to 
sources of funding, in particular EIB 

− Access policy for users, data policy and scientific evaluation policy 

− Member’s Liability 

− Human resources, social security, staff rules and salaries 

− Procurement policies 

− Property rights 

− Winding up of the operations and settlement of disputes 

The Council of the European Union reached a political agreement on a regulation on a 
Community legal framework for European RIs on 29th May 2009 based on Article 171 of 
the European Union Treaty which can be used for pan-European research infrastructures 
necessary for the efficient implementation of Community RTD programmes.  

The new legal framework for a European Research Infrastructure Consortium (ERIC)54 
provides a legal entity recognised in all Members States and some of the advantages of 
International Organisations in respect of the directives on VAT, excise duty and 
procurements. This Council Regulation will play an important role not only to speed up 
the drawing up of the proposals which are included in the European Roadmap for the 
Research Infrastructures, published on 2008, but also to boost their attractiveness and 
give them a competitive advantage over similar projects elsewhere in the world.  

Various forms of high-level management of RI can be considered depending on its type: 
single-sited; distributed; e-infrastructures or virtual or on the applicable juridical status 
– joint company; international body or European grouping. 

 

     

54 Council Regulation 10603/09 
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• The vertical RI management applies mostly to single-sited RI. It is hierarchically 
organized with concomitant consultative bodies for policy making and managing 
processes.  

• Spatial and horizontal oriented structure is applicable to distributed, e- 
infrastructure and virtual RI. This management model is structured around a core 
hub, supported by various specific councils with different responsibilities and 
competences. The basic feature of this kind of management organization is the 
multi-layer level of governance. 

The most important political area for RI decision making and where governance 
structures will play a prominent role is the provision of funding. Then, governance 
structures for RI should be able to facilitate decisions on funding taking into account: the 
use of multiple sources of funding (EC, MS, private, institution), different allocation 
procedure (call, negotiation), accountability (openness, transparency or efficiency) and 
complementarities between EU policies (cohesion, research, competition) will require a 
formal legal framework. Private funds (not only charities) are the weakest point in the 
process because RIs with industrial interest have not been addressed by ESFRI. 

Within the context of the Joint Programming, which is initiated by the MS, RIs could be 
included due its relevance in order to facilitate the targets of the Strategic Research 
Agenda. It will require a specific legal framework to be chosen. In this case, the 
development of a single or distributed RIs should be included in the proposal of such a 
common initiative. 

Member States, if they do not need other EU partners, could directly agree with the non-
European Union host country. In other cases, multilateral negotiations are needed and 
several Member States could agree on participating in RIs with other non-EU partners by 
coordinating their positions (the ‘European’ negotiation team is agreed amongst 
themselves). In other cases, the whole EU becomes a partner by representing all MS. 
This fact has political consequences because it implies the acceptance of the ‘European 
voice’. The EU could strengthen its participation in the international negotiations of RIs 
by adopting common positions. 

In some cases, the EU is contributing to RIs located in other non-EU countries. In these 
cases, RI decision making cannot be addressed by using the same approach as in the 
European RIs cases. International negotiation is required because of: the need to obtain 
legal access to special sites located outside the EU (i.e. for environmental RIs in 
Antarctica or natural areas, or for specialised RIs like telescopes or space platforms); 
and the need to share costs or knowledge in very expensive cases (i.e. ITER or ISS). 

3.5.3. Governance Issues on Public Private Partnerships (PPP) 
In November 2008 a Communication from the commission announced “A European 
Economic Recovery Plan” in response to the economical crisis. European Commission 
proposed to launch three major partnerships between the public and private sectors. The 
priority sectors identified were "Factories of the Future", "Energy-efficient Buildings" and 
"Green Cars".  

The main objective of these new initiatives was to improve the competitiveness of 
European industries and environmental protection by providing a quick response to the 
necessities of key industrial sectors by using the existing schemes and structures. These 
public-private partnerships (PPPs) have the objective of promoting the convergence of 
public interest with industrial commitment and leadership in determining strategic 
research activities. 

 

Behind the selection of these PPPs was the convincement of their key role in facilitating a 
rapid improvement in the European economic situation as a result of its strong 
catalysing role for many other economic sectors, both in terms of employment and high-
tech investments. To focus on green technologies can also serve to obtain economic 
advantages in the future by anticipating the use of these technologies. 

IP/A/ITRE/ST/2008-13 62                                                     PE 429.977



European Research Area (ERA): Governance Aspects 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
In the construction sector the objective of the Energy Efficient Buildings initiative is to 
promote green technologies and develop energy-efficient systems and materials, in 
order to reduce energy consumption and CO2 emissions. The budget of €1.000M, from 
which €500M will come from specific calls under the 7th Framework Programme and 
€500M should come from the private sector which has committed its own resources. 

“Factories of the Future” initiative aims to help EU manufacturers, in particular SMEs, by 
increasing the technology base of European industry through the development of 
engineering technologies for adaptable machines and industrial processes, ICTs, and 
advanced materials.The amount of resources is estimated in €1,200M from which €600M 
by means of specific calls under 7th Framework Programme and €600M coming from the 
private sector. 

“European Green Cars” initiative aims to develop technologies and smart energy 
infrastructures to enhance use of renewable and non-polluting energy sources, safety 
and traffic fluidity. This initiative has an estimated budget of €5 billion from which €4 
billion will be made available through loans by European Investment Bank (IEB) and 
€1,000M for R&D from which €500M by means of specific calls under 7th Framework 
Programme and €500M coming from the private sector. 

Even if political and financial commitments were clear, implementation is not 
straightforward. The decision to implement these initiatives in the form of Public-Private 
Partnerships (PPPs) requires specific governance structures to be defined to make 
decisions and to manage multi-source funding where the rules of the game vary from 
one country to another. Again, the situation fund in JTIs reappears here. 

The implementation approach was the set up for cross-thematic calls and exploitation of 
other possibilities, such as ERA-NETs, JTIs, etc.  

As difficulties may arise in PPP governance while they are being implemented, the 
anticipation of problems is necessary. Firstly, implementation of PPPs was conceived as a 
stepwise process from FP7 funding schemes available today to possibly new ones beyond 
2013.  

At least, three phases have been identified: launching phase, first pilot implementation, 
and stationary phase. As the three PPPs identified until now are different in industrial 
sectors and stakeholders, these phases will not be similar.  

The initial launching phase, which already started in 2009, implemented a series of PPP 
“cross-thematic” calls that basically redirected FP7 funds to the targeted sectors of the 
Recovery Plan. These first funds for “cross-thematic” calls on PPPs were directly 
proposed by the European Commission in their respective Programme Committees, with 
no direct influence from the industrial sector. The approach here was similar to other 
cases in pre-JTIs times. No important governance problems are envisaged because the 
legal framework in FP7 and the rules for participation define the possible governance 
structures.  

The first implementation phase will probably have FP7 redirected funds in the 2010-2013 
time periods (when FP7 will have substantial increases in budgets) as well as Member 
States funding commitments in ERA-NET and ERA-NET plus funding schemes that will be 
implemented as usual.  

     

This phase is currently being influenced by industry perspectives to ensure a legal 
structure which reinforces multiannual budgetary commitments. For example, around 
the “Energy efficient building” PPP, an “association” has been created, called E2BA 
association, in order to gather European relevant industry and write a “multi-annual 
roadmap” (a similar approach was used in some JTIs such as the ARTEMIS with 
ARTEMISIA association). The three main Technological Platforms related to these three 
sectors, i.e. E2BA, Manufacture TP, and ERTRAC and EPoSS, are getting organized to 
provide PPPs with a coherent research roadmap or strategic agenda in order to fulfil the 
sectors needs in R&D investment.  
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Note how PPPs are replicating the SRA (Strategic Research Agenda) definition process 
well understood by technology platforms since FP6. The main difference here comes 
from the fact that with PPPs there is a priori commitment between EC and some Member 
States to go ahead from the beginning. 

Finally, the stationary phase will potentially take advantage of previous ERA-Net 
schemes and the progress evolution of this FP7 redirected funds towards a JTI in the 
specific sectors. However, the progression into future JTIs is not ensured at the moment.  

Secondly, the different legal regimes expected to work after its first implementation 
phase will lead to complication in its financial dedication, and therefore in the 
governance of PPP instruments as a whole.  

Moreover, in its first phase, the need for a “common pot” applies to FP7 funds. The latter 
multiple sources of funding55 will lead to a complication in the governance of these 
instruments, and will not ensure the availability of a common pot. There is a clear need 
to build up PPP governance rules from the experience with JTIs. 

• FP7 funds have rules of open competition, where industry participates just as in 
any other calls, and the procedure applies for PPP cross-thematic calls. That is, 
their participation is granted with the 50% for private entities as a rule. 

• ERA-NET and ERA-NET plus schemes have their contribution from the MS who will 
define the target objective of the participation, the contribution and the rules for 
participation. 

• Future JTI where industry will set the priorities and rules for participation and 
may probably have FP and MS funds.  

In order to ensure the good governance of PPP instruments, these instruments will have 
to be adequately coordinated. Difficulties will arise from the coordination point of view of 
all the legal instruments put in place. 

In summary, if PPPs are finally implemented as JTIs the only difference is the process 
but not the final governance scheme. Another approach is the concept of Joint 
Programme which will be addressed in the following section.  

3.5.4. Governance Issues on Joint Programming. 
The recently lunched Joint Programming is a powerful instrument for the implementation 
of ERA. It has been postulated as follows: 

“Joint Programming involves Member States engaging voluntarily and on a 
variable-geometry basis in the definition, development and implementation of 
common strategic research agendas based on a common vision of how to address 
major societal challenges. It may involve strategic collaboration between existing 
national programmes or jointly planning and setting up entirely new ones. In both 
cases, it entails putting resources together, selecting or developing the most 
appropriate instrument(s), implementing, and collectively monitoring and 
reviewing progress. It aims to increase and improve the cross-border 
collaboration, coordination and integration of Member States' publicly funded 
research programmes in a limited number of strategic areas, and thus to help 
Europe boost the efficiency of its public research funding so as to better address 
major societal challenges. Joint Programming may or not entail Community 
contribution. However, it does not rule out the possibility of complementary 
Community funding depending on the added value, European dimension and 
possible structuring impact of the initiatives concerned”.56 

                                                 
55 http://ec.europa.eu/research/press/2009/pdf/ppp-fact-sheet_en.pdf 

 

56 COM(2008) 468 Final of 15.07.2008. 
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Up to now, targeted research with European dimension component is proposed for Joint 
Programming, such as the “Alzheimer JP Initiative” recently launched by France. Joint 
Programming initiatives are thought to mobilize national funds and in this way boost 
coordination of national programmes and research agendas.  

The European Strategic Energy Technology Plan, SET Plan, was the example given as a 
pilot experience for Joint Programming indicatives57.  

However, while the Framework Programme opens up the opportunity to European Union  
participants for open competition for “common pot” funds, this is not initially assured by 
the following Joint Programming initiatives which could be implemented without 
Community funds. Moreover, funds previously devoted to FP for a specific research area 
will no longer be supported in order to leave management of these to the specific JP 
initiative. From the thematic standpoint the complementarity balance should be taken 
into account. 

Governance of Joint Programming initiatives will be greatly determined by the 
investment of the Community contribution or not. This contribution can be invested 
directly in the call for proposals or only as complementary Community funding, only 
depending on the European dimension and possible structuring impact. The vague terms 
in which these funds are being committed by the Community will give rise to a lack of 
determination in the launch of new and strong Joint Programming initiatives of the 
Member States. 

If funding exclusively comes from some MS, there is no need to rely on Community 
structures and MS are “free” to define a new legal framework to support them. 
Conceptually speaking, we are in the realm of inter-governmental scenarios (very well 
known in Europe for scientific entities managing large-scale research facilities) which 
finally rely on commonly used legal structures available in one specific country. 

From our point of view, if the number of JPs that do not use Community funds from the 
beginning is relatively high, it is worth thinking about the definition of a generic MS-
regulatory framework approved by the Council to be instantiated later on for particular 
JPs. 

3.5.5. Other FP Instruments 
Many other FP funding schemes also contribute to ERA construction in indirect ways. 
Both mobility of researchers across MS (or outside the EU) in the People specific 
programme or R&D projects approved within the thematic priorities of the Cooperation 
specific programme, or starting and advanced grants provided by the ERC under the 
Ideas programme also contribute to the full realization of ERA on a smaller scale, but 
overall, they have an important role. All of these cases induce institutional reforms or 
priority shifts at the national level.  

Specifically, Networks of Excellence (NoEs) were proposed in FP6 as valuable 
instruments to get durable convergence of research interest between European Union 
institutions. Unfortunately, they have not fulfilled expectations according to interim 
evaluations. Recent proposals towards “Joint Research Initiatives” try to find the way to 
“virtual research institutions” from a more pragmatic approach and higher institutional 
support. 

We envisage a future scenario where the coexistence of all these instruments with other 
ones outside FP (from CIP, EIT, JPs, or PPPs) will serve as accelerators of ERA 
construction. The governance could also change to accommodate them, helping fulfil this 
complementary role. 

 

     

57 COM (2007)723 of 22.11.2007 
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1. Conclusions: A look to the future ERA governance  
The S&T indicators available today have shown that Europe has not reached and is 
not likely to reach the ambitious Lisbon targets by 2010. Even the necessary re-
launch of the Lisbon Strategy agreed in 2005 has failed to produce visible results in 
relation to research investments or overall competitiveness. The present economic crisis 
is also introducing a limiting factor in the growth of research and innovation investments 
which could affect the evolution of GERD in European Union countries and the renewed 
ambitious goals linked to the Ljubljana process. 

Furthermore, it is increasingly recognized across Europe that isolated or sectoral specific 
approaches at national, regional and EU policy levels are not sufficient to improve overall 
European competitiveness. Then, although national perspectives are still dominant, a 
new (intra)European perspective is appearing; however, we are still far from accepting 
the consequences of adopting a true common European research policy and then, to 
reformulate national research policies from this perspective. 

The identification of key policy areas where Member States should focus their effort in 
the near future requires a new and improved approach recognising the wider knowledge-
related policy context. The European Research Area (ERA) development process, 
after ten years from its initial launch, is emerging as a powerful political driver 
for changes in research and innovation policies and becoming a long-term effort, 
attracting political momentum both in Member States and Community bodies. 

Today, the rapid growth of innovative ERA-driven initiatives set up at the table of the 
Council, European Parliament and Member States in the last two years (recently 
stimulated to address the challenges posed by the economic crisis by new public-private 
partnerships), are clear signals of the interest of Member States and the Commission 
looking for a rapid evolution of the European innovation system which will demand new 
governance approaches for the next decade. The Ljubljana process has taken the lead on 
this process. 

During this period of time, several ERA-driven initiatives were defined, discussed, 
approved, implemented or merely explored with different degrees of success and impact. 
New ERA initiatives are continuously appearing without a pre-defined roadmap 
demonstrating both the interest of experimenting with new policy avenues and bottom 
up procedures. 

In parallel, and as a consequence of this process, the quasi-stable scenario enjoyed 
in the last 25 years for intra-European R&D cooperation where the Framework 
Programmes (FP) rules for participation remained mainly stable since FP3 is evolving 
steadily towards a richer, more complex and less defined scenario. 

The consequence of this evolution is the existence of a patched set of ERA-driven 
initiatives whose implementation although being firmly anchored in the legal 
possibilities offered by the EU Treaty is implemented without common governance rules 
and without an assessment reference framework. Note that some of the recently 
proposed ERA initiatives (like JPs) rely on the voluntary agreements of some MS without 
Community funds; then, as a consequence, the role of the EP in the approval process 
will be much less relevant. 

 

Proposers of individual ERA initiatives (both Community bodies and large consortia) have 
relied on a case by case approach where their governance schemes were reinvented 
every time a new ERA initiative was discussed. New ideas are being proposed to 
stimulate recovery plans from a sectoral perspective (i.e. key enabling technologies or 
initiatives emerging from the SET plan) which demand specific governance structures.  
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A natural consequence derives: the unbalanced way that common governance 
challenges were addressed. Governance flexibility in order to optimize specific 
individual ERA needs and constraints from major stakeholders was prioritised 
during their approval and implementation processes and the use of common governance 
rules was not considered important. 

Another consequence of the (from our point of view excessive) diversity introduced in 
the research environment by the lack of common structures is the huge increase in 
transactional costs related to the implementation of new ERA instruments. As a 
first example, there was a diversion of research performers from their natural activities 
(research), in order to cope with increasingly higher complexity of tasks involving the 
funding of their projects (identification and management of opportunities; contacts; rules 
of procedures, etc) and the subsequent control. 

The “simplification” procedures set up by the European Commission have not 
obtained significant results because FP rules do not apply to other ERA cases. 
In many cases, the same goal could be addressed through several competing initiatives 
by introducing another factor of complexity. 

A second example is the burden related to the application of time consuming tasks and a 
significant share of national official structures (i.e. ministries and agencies involved) 
dedicated to the implementation of initiatives which may have low impact on developing 
ERA as a whole (in terms of countries involved; committed budgets, reforms at national 
level,  synergies with national or regional programmes, etc.). 

It is true that significant differences in scope, funding (both in volume and source), 
openness and MS involvements amongst ERA initiatives have precluded the use or the 
mere proposal of simple homogenous governance structures. The analysis carried out in 
previous chapters was based on the convergence of two different drivers: the need 
for a common structured governance basis for each type of ERA initiative and 
the convenience of giving them enough flexibility to accommodate specificities 
and differences in Member States and initiatives. 

From the analysis carried out in previous chapters of this Study, it is possible to conclude 
that the ERA construction process is becoming jeopardized by unsolved 
governance problems addressed through ad hoc approaches. The current 
situation in the ERA construction process reflects a lack of ownership, leadership and 
long-term commitment amongst relevant stakeholders, which affects the ERA 
implementation and its socioeconomic impact. 

Nevertheless, we are assisting in the formulation of a new partnership between 
Member States and the Community on research and innovation policy framed 
by the Ljubljana process in the 2020 time horizon. In many cases, they will be 
launched with the sole participation of MS. For this purpose, new rules of governance 
should be designed to address these pending problems by changing or complementing 
the current problems as a pre-requisite for increasing further impact. New ERA 
governance schemes will not necessarily depend on the governance structures created to 
deal with them when Community budgets or bodies must be involved. Other simpler 
approaches are possible. 

New types of ERA initiatives will appear on the horizon. For instance, the 
implementation of the proposed public-private partnerships (PPPs) (Factories of the 
Future, Energy Efficient Buildings or Green Car and future ones like Internet of the 
Future) or the evolution of the SET Plan to address Energy demands in Europe, or the 
new areas for JPs (e.g. Alzheimer, water management, etc.) which Member States will 
start identifying in the Competitiveness Council at the end of 2009, or the future EIT-
KICs (on ICT, Climate change and Energy) will also act as drivers for policy governance 
experimentation. 

     

The analysis presented in this Study also highlighted some risks in the current 
implementation process.  
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As happens in many ERA initiatives, participation of national entities does not only 
depend on the will or capacity of their R&D performance but also on the right context set 
up at the national level to facilitate their participation (i.e. the level of funding at the 
national level committed to complement the Community funding or the speed of decision 
making to synchronise the open calls or to get the official signatures to participate from 
the beginning, or simply the decision to participate or not can delay the whole Initiative). 
The adaptation of national decision making procedures to the European context 
in order to take advantage of new ERA initiatives will require much more effort.  

The consequence is an inherent potential fragmentation problem at the implementation 
level, which could give rise to frustration and jeopardize the achievement of ERA goals. 

How to evolve ERA governance in the near future?  

A possible approach for ERA governance is to use an “ad hoc conservative strategy” 
in trying to fix known or potential problems in current governance schemes. Many of 
these problems were identified in previous chapters of this Study and require specific 
attention and specific recommendations for changes. The accumulated experience will 
facilitate the task. 

Another possible alternative is to design “innovative governance schemes for the 
future” by anticipating problems in future initiatives looking for a more stable 
governance framework for ERA (different from FP!); the recent case of ERIC for future 
European research facilities is an example of isolated movements in this direction.  

Both approaches complement each other and a prudent degree of “balanced flexibility” 
between them is needed.  Recommendations contained in this Chapter will follow this 
double strategy. 

4.2. The concept and framework for ERA governance 
recommendations 
Recommendations contained in this section can be addressed to many different types of 
stakeholder. Their responsibility in the implementation process can also vary. From 
another perspective, recommendations could have different levels of abstraction: from 
high level political recommendations to serve as guidelines for policy makers to more 
specialized recommendations oriented to fix a problem found in one specific type of ERA 
initiatives to increase its success or impact. The range is very wide and we have tried to 
benefit from best or good practices encountered in current governance schemes. 

Not all the ERA governance recommendations can be implemented at the same 
time or in all Member States. The level and conditions of their national innovation 
systems could facilitate or make it difficult to adhere or trigger the active participation in 
some ERA initiatives. The individual analysis of advantages and disadvantages for 
national entities is implicit in the decision making process. 

For example, the participation in some of the JTIs or research infrastructures (RI) not 
only implies the allocation of resources at the national level but also requires having in 
house, an innovative industrial tissue related to the scientific or technological domain or 
the critical volume of scientific communities which will support and justify the 
participation and the allocation of substantial national resources. In some cases, like the 
participation in new pan-European RIs, other conditions such as the availability of 
suitable sites or the possibility of providing high-tech industrial components or the 
volume of funding in related national programmes could also constrain political decisions 
for participation. In the end, MS will decide on their participation and funding 
commitments taking into account all of these factors on a global basis. 

 

We are also aware of the fact that some of the proposed recommendations are more 
difficult to implement than others. In some cases, the pace of implementation of the 
proposed recommendations will vary from one MS to another as a result of 
legal or economic constraints.  
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The situation is similar to the European directives where the responsibility for adapting 
national legislation is on the side of the MS (and time taken varies considerably from one 
case to another).  

Although no generic solution applicable to all MS is possible, it should be necessary to 
obtain a political agreement in all MS to conduct the necessary reforms to 
facilitate the ERA construction process. If the whole ERA construction process is not 
well defined and structured in visible steps, the MS reforms will not be clearly oriented 
and progress will become difficult to assess. 

With respect to the destination of the recommendations, there are three main types of 
actors: 

• EU institutions. As they will be the Community bodies necessary to approve 
those aspects linked to the use of Community funds or related to the 
competences of the Treaty, both the Council and European Parliament could be 
very active in the implementation of recommendations. The European 
Commission will continue to be crucial on the basis of its initiative prerogative 
when the Treaty is invoked and its possible role for implementing or assessing 
the impact of new ERA initiatives.  

• Member States. ERA is not only a Community programme; on the contrary, as 
stated throughout this Study, Member States have the freedom and responsibility 
to propose and implement their own measures, individually or by using a variable 
geometry approach when Community funds are not requested. Regional 
governments should also be included within this group and their proactive role is 
increasingly welcomed. 

• Research and innovation performers. Both public and private entities assume 
the responsibility to propose, coordinate and carry out ERA actions.  In some 
cases, they are entities located in one specific Member State but in other cases, 
they are intergovernmental entities supported by international agreements (i.e. 
cases of  ESO, CERN, ESRF, etc.) with different legal frameworks. Of course, the 
level of responsibility differs when non-EU entities are involved (i.e. cases of 
ITER, ISS, etc.). 

On the implementation of the recommendations, several types have been identified:  

• High-level political recommendations. These are applicable to the overall 
evolution of ERA and could serve as guidelines for decision making bodies. This 
subset collects the proposals to facilitate the interaction of different stakeholders 
in order to increase their involvement in ERA construction and to support political 
commitments. They try to improve ownership and leadership of the ERA process 
and their individual initiatives. 

• Common recommendations. These are applicable to all types of ERA 
initiatives. This subset is oriented towards enhancing the commonalities of the 
present problems though common governance schemes by keeping enough 
flexibility to accommodate peculiarities. They also try to simplify the launching of 
new ERA initiatives. 

     

• Specific recommendations. They are applicable to the implementation of 
specific ERA initiatives and try to solve detected governance-related problems. 
Best practices on pre-existent ERA initiatives are important sources for these 
recommendations. 
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4.3. Proposed Recommendations 

4.3.1. High-level political recommendations to speed up the ERA 
construction 

This group of recommendations aims to facilitate the transition from Community-centric 
to variable geometry scenarios with exclusive participation in MS or to new partnerships 
between MS and the Commission outside of FP instruments.  

They also try to promote better overall political discussion and decision making on ERA 
from an overall perspective.  

 

I. To accelerate legislative changes in MS concerning their participation in 
ERA initiatives. Note that some Member States have solved some of the aspects 
mentioned here while in others they are still pending and need further work to 
remove obstacles. 

R1. Accelerate the opening up of national research programmes to the 
participation of non-national researchers or entities.  

The trends initiated with ERA-Nets could be extended to other national thematic 
programmes where research groups of one MS cooperate with other research 
groups from another MS without the use of Community funds. Openness could be 
addressed in a progressive way but MS should define explicit roadmaps for that 
purpose in order to facilitate common positioning. 

R2. Consider the transference of some national resources to “common 
pots” managed by national or supranational entities to fund some ERA 
initiatives where benefits are clear. 

This measure is envisaged to facilitate the launching of “open calls” in a 
synchronised way and to remove current synchronisation problems when 
management through national mechanism becomes inefficient. The transference 
of money to one external legal entity (i.e. JU) should cover part of the total 
resources committed by MS for horizontal activities while the rest could be still 
managed at national level. The use of common pots could be compatible with the 
use of “juste retour” schemes or sectoral ad hoc schemes for industrial oriented 
ERA activities.   

R3. Modify national legislation to implement “money follows people” 
schemes in 169 or 171 ERA initiatives. 

In order to facilitate the mobility of researchers, provisions should be decided to 
transfer the resources allocated to one researcher or research group when he/she 
moves to one research entity located in another MS to continue the research 
project approved in one of the ERA initiatives. Provisions to implement this 
scheme are currently only included in some bilateral agreements or in some FP7 
instruments (such as ERC starting grants). It should be a general approach in 
ERA construction. 

R4. Facilitate the mobility of national civil servants to European Union 
entities for undefined periods of time to facilitate the management of 
ERA initiatives. 

This measure will provide the launching of ERA initiatives based on articles 169 or 
171 (or through bilateral or multilateral agreements) by alleviating the present 
constraints found in many MS and intergovernmental organisations to find 
experienced people leaving their positions. This approach can facilitate the 
availability of management staff in new legal structures.  
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R5. Extend the “fifth freedom” to any public entity; today, they are 
linked to national geography and have difficulties in locating facilities in 
other MS. 

Most public research institutions in Europe are located and should act in specific 
territories (national or regional) with legislative restrictions to create permanent 
facilities in other European Union countries. These constraints depend on both 
origin and destination countries’ legislation and they do not stimulate the visibility 
of these entities across Europe. Note that other non-EU research entities (e.g. 
from USA) have less difficulties in doing so. 

II. To readapt the composition of Community political or advisory bodies for 
helping ERA decision making. In order to increase the impact of ERA, global 
perspectives from the "knowledge triangle" view need to be considered instead of 
partial views based on the fragmentation of competences at the horizontal and 
vertical levels. Some recommendations could be made as the Community bodies 
organise themselves for the next period. 

R6. New Council configuration should be considered to be able to 
support an overall and coherent view of ERA governance from the 
knowledge triangle perspective.  

Present Council configuration limits an overall discussion on ERA issues because 
they are addressed by several Council configurations. Today, the Competitiveness 
Council takes the lead but other aspects of ERA knowledge are not addressed. A 
single ERA Council as a permanent configuration (not only meeting on informal 
occasions) could serve better  for speeding up and monitoring ERA development, 
innovation policies and their relationship with EHEA and to overcome the policy 
fragmentation present today.  

R7. New EP Committee configuration should be considered by the EP for 
addressing overall issues concerning ERA. 

The same reasons found at the Council (see R6) recommend the consideration by 
the EP of a specific configuration of ITRE for the purpose of ERA and, if necessary, 
to move the current competences on transport and energy covered today by ITRE 
to other parliamentary commissions and, simultaneously, incorporate higher 
education issues.  

The advantage is to be able to support legislative or regulatory reforms affecting 
the main R&D performing stakeholders such as Universities and to support their 
modernization process within ERA on a global basis. 

R8. Better coordination between Commission’s DGs related to ERA is 
needed on a permanent basis through the reassignment of 
competences.  

The fragmentation of competences between DGs does not contribute to adopting 
decisions on overall ERA issues.  Note that some of the ERA initiatives affect, 
apart from DG Research, DG JRC, DG Infso, DG Enterprise, DG Regio, or DG 
Education. In some cases, they propose the launching of similar ERA initiatives 
from fragmented views. The use of specific “task forces” could be used to 
coordinate relevant issues on a temporal basis, but ERA is a long-lasting process 
and it requires a more permanent structure.  

     

III. To increase the attractiveness of ERA for European private or public 
stakeholders less involved until now in ERA implementation. 
Unfortunately, ERA is mainly discussed, supported and perceived by public bodies 
while private ones have ignored the process. Better and earlier involvement of all 
European Union stakeholders could also facilitate better matching with their 
needs. 
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R9. Amend the specificities of charities and non-profit foundations 
enabling them to play a more relevant role in any ERA initiative.  

The final intended goal is to create favourable conditions to stimulate the 
participation in ERA initiatives of entities with a pan-European non-profit 
mentality. A possible approach is to advance progressively towards better and 
more homogeneous fiscal conditions in Europe Union when these entities want to 
participate in pan-European ERA-driven initiatives. The experience with ERIC with 
a favourable VAT regime could be extended to cover other cases such as KICs or 
JPs.  

R10. To commit the funding rules for any ERA initiative which is partly 
funded through FP resources and complemented with national funds to 
be compatible to FP rules in all participating MS.  

Recently approved ERA initiatives have a very different funding scenario 
depending on MS. While FP rules for participation have been subject to detailed 
negotiations between European Union stakeholders (both decision-makers and 
performers) to ensure a similar funding framework they do not apply to ERA 
initiatives. For instance, the level of funding of ERA initiatives should apply to 
both SMEs and universities and research centres at the minimum levels (i.e. the 
15% defined by SMEs) and approaching the percentage funded (75% of total 
costs) by FP.  

R11. To ensure that other common rules developed for FP grant 
agreement (i.e. IPRs; “in kind” contributions, third parties, etc.) should 
be applied to any ERA initiative. 

The rationale behind this recommendation is to avoid the proliferation of such 
different governance models which will introduce confusion in potential 
participants and increase transactional costs, as observed for example in some 
JTIs and Article 169-based initiatives present today. 

 

IV. To accommodate non-EU partner organizations from the beginning of the 
ERA initiatives as a contribution to reinforcing the role of Europe in the 
world. Today, non-European Union entities perceive the lack of attention to their 
participation difficulties. A more flexible approach than getting the status of 
“associated country” is needed if Europe wants to increase its impact in other 
regions of the world.  

R12. To extend the role of non-EU organizations in the decision-making 
governance structures of ERA initiatives and to define specific ERA 
initiatives focused on some world regions. 

All ERA-driven initiatives should be planned and implemented under the principle 
of “opening ERA to the rest of the world” by ensuring a role in the governance 
schemes to non-European Union entities. The consequence is to find mechanisms 
to provide funding and decision making by allowing participation at different 
levels.  

A possible complementary approach is to define specific "international ERA 
initiatives" focused to extend ERA in specific regions (i.e. Mediterranean,  Latin 
America, South Asia, etc.) for specific topics. Today, only some support actions in 
FP7 address common approaches for some regions.  

R13. To simplify the approval process of “overall-ERA-initiatives” with 
the participation of European Union and non-EU institutions by adopting 
generic MOUs to be tuned for specific launching agreements.  

To create a new legal entity, in similar way as that used for ERIC, to allow the 
participation of non-EU partners. SFIC (Strategic Forum for International 
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Cooperation) could play a role in this case by including the analysis of overall ERA 
governance schemes in its working agenda. 

4.3.2. Common recommendations for ERA governance of Article 169- and 
171-based initiatives 

ERA governance can be improved if Community bodies agree on a common framework 
for the approval and implementation processes. These common structures should be 
compatible with the necessary flexibility to accommodate the peculiarities of each 
initiative. 

I. To simplify and speed up the presentation and approval of a proposal for 
any ERA initiative which requires a Council and Parliament decision. The 
intended consequence should be a sharp reduction in the time necessary for the 
approval process and an invitation to speed up the ERA construction process. 

R14. Definition of generic governance structures where some elements 
should be mandatory and others become optional for each ERA initiative 
of one type.  

The objective is to increase homogeneity between similar ERA initiatives adhered 
to generic governance structures. Then, automatic approval is granted for any 
individual initiative of a type, if its governance scheme fits into the generic one. 
This approach does not preclude that other possible governance schemes could 
be used by following the general (and longer) approval process. Here, the 
approach could be similar to ERIC for RIs: a common structure to be instantiated 
with specificities for individual cases of research infrastructures. The same 
happens with ERA-NETs after including it as a part of FP funding schemes.  

If the number of JTIs or 169-based initiatives substantially grow in the future, a 
similar approach could dramatically save time in the approval process. 

     

II. To ensure an active role of all stakeholders involved by preserving the 
rights of small entities such as SMEs or universities and public research 
centres. 

It is true that some ERA initiatives are oriented towards the satisfaction of the 
needs of large entities (such as industry or funding agencies). It is implicitly 
assumed that their improvements in competitiveness will benefit the rest of the 
European Union stakeholders.  

Unfortunately, it is not always true for SMES with lower capability to influence 
other big industrial players in specific ERA initiatives based on articles 169 or 171. 
A different case comes from the peculiar features of European universities or 
public research centres. Their role tends to be marginalized in the industry-led 
initiatives in the decision making processes. The consequence is the difficulty of 
use as a pressure for structural reforms.  To address this, the following 
recommendations have been identified: 

R15. To preserve specific roles in decision-making bodies for SMEs, 
universities and research centres not related to their funding 
contributions. 

Governance bodies such as General Assemblies or Executive Committees should 
preserve the participation of these types of entities. As an example, it is 
necessary to preserve the role of Universities and Research Centres in the 
drawing up of the Strategic Research Agenda of JTIs or fundamental research to 
be able to ensure a long-term view in its priorities. It does not mean that their 
role is the same for all issues but a general mapping of interest with 
commitments is needed. 

IP/A/ITRE/ST/2008-13 73                                                     PE 429.977



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

R16. To give SMEs a minimum allocation of funds in the open calls 
published under the ERA initiatives following the same commitment 
adopted for the FP (15% of the resources in the Cooperation 
programme). 

The transference of funds from FP to ERA initiatives based on article 169 or 171 
cannot change the general rules approved by the whole FP. In other cases where 
only funding from MS is used, this rule should be addressed as a good practice.   

III. To allow for governance structural changes once the ERA initiative has 
been approved and launched in order to keep the necessary flexibility over 
long periods of time. Although this flexibility has some limits to keep the Initiative 
within its goals, it seems necessary to allow for adaptation to a dynamic and 
evolving context. 

R17. Long-term initiatives should embed specific mechanisms to modify 
their governance structures (apart from the updating of S&T priorities 
which is commonly accepted).  

The basis for this continuum evolution should be the periodical efficiency and 
efficacy impact assessment to be carried out by external bodies. Nevertheless, 
the evolution of the governance schemes over time cannot alter the minimum set 
of governance principles required for each type of ERA initiative. 

R18. Regulations should include provisions to facilitate the membership 
of additional entities by defining whether several levels of commitment 
are needed.  

The basis for this evolution in the partners in specific ERA initiatives comes from 
the need to facilitate better adaptability. In activities carried out for short periods 
of time, this is not a basic requirement but its relevance grows for ERA initiatives 
spanning long periods of time. 

IV. To keep transparency and equal opportunities in accessing funds on the 
basis of open calls for research proposals and other support or 
coordination actions. The allocation of funds on peer-reviewed open calls 
should be the common mechanism for ERA initiatives.  

R19. Rights and privileges amongst participants should be limited to 
those depending on their capacities and not on their legal status.  

Some ERA initiatives with Community funds have preserved rights and privileges 
for founder members to the detriment of other potential members. The 
consequence is the constraints encountered by some potential members in 
obtaining the Community funds or to do so at the maximum level because of the 
approved regulations clauses. This problem becomes even worse when MS 
impose additional constraints for applying national funds (i.e. only for nationals or 
even for types of national entities like in EMRP).  

R20. The rights to access Community funds should be preserved 
regardless of the additional contributions offered by participating 
Member States. 

The participation of one MS currently depends on its own decision to join ERA 
initiatives. The consequence is that the level of interest and funding of private or 
public entities could change from one MS to another. 

 

V. To improve the use of advisory bodies to Community bodies by giving 
them a clear mandate and a permanent role in the assessment of the ERA 
construction process. 
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R21. The Council should strengthen its advice capabilities by keeping 
independence with respect to similar structures created by other fora or 
European Communities.  

The European Commission has wide-ranging experience in supporting its decision 
making processes through advisory bodies (apart from the general role played by 
JRC to the benefit of the Commission, EP and Council) in order to support its 
initiative prerogative. Nevertheless, the Council does not have a technical support 
structure for research policy and it can be resolved by creating a specific Advisory 
Committee like ERAB (European Research Area Board) for reporting to the 
Competitiveness Council or to any CREST configuration. Note that ESFRI can do 
that in the specific area of RI even if the technical advice is limited. For 
international cooperation SFIC and more specific regional “monitoring” bodies in 
the international arena (such as MOCO did in the Mediterranean region) have 
demonstrated their usefulness. 

4.3.3. Specific recommendations for ERA-NET and ERA-NET Plus 

ERA-NETS are very good cooperation schemes (defined as specific FP instruments) and 
they could play a relevant role as preliminary steps for launching 169-like initiatives or 
simply as a cooperation structure. Nevertheless, this transition is not transparent enough 
to facilitate the positioning of European Union stakeholders in time. In spite of the 
management experience accumulated to date, some elements require fine tuning to 
harmonise this transitional role. 

R22. Conditions for a smooth transition to ERA-NET PLUS based on 
transparent indicators for success and minimum commitment from 
participating agencies should be agreed by Community bodies. 

The current process is mainly bottom-up driven by different stakeholders. This 
approach could be appropriate but a substantial effort for increasing transparency 
is needed when Community funds for research activities (not only for 
coordination) are requested. 

R23. Community bodies should agree on a minimum set of conditions to 
convert ERA-NET PLUS to 169-based initiatives. 

The approval of a new 169 initiative from ERA-Net Plus requires a substantial 
amount of financial and political support to be adopted. Only a few numbers of 
169-based proposals will be finally approved. This situation recommends the 
clarification of the minimum set of conditions to be formally considered by 
Community bodies. The consequence will be the simplification of the formal phase 
and improved transparency. Note that with the definition of JPs some of them 
could be converted into joint programmes without Community funds and this 
problem will become less relevant. 

4.3.4. Specific recommendations for Article 169 initiatives 

The success and impact of ERA initiatives based on Article 169 of the EU Treaty is greatly 
dependent on the level of integration obtained with the national or regional research 
programmes involved. Then, following recommendations aimed at improving the impact 
by establishing some conditions in order to ensure the right involvement of MS. 

     

I. Establish common rules for Article 169 initiatives in order to simplify and 
speed up the approval and implementation processes and to avoid 
undesirable bias in their governance structures.  

R24. The European Commission should define a common governance 
structure to be discussed and eventually approved by Council and 
Parliament for all 169 initiatives. 

IP/A/ITRE/ST/2008-13 75                                                     PE 429.977



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

Striking differences in governance structures have a rationale from their potential 
diversity. Even if this situation is acceptable and it should be maintained in the 
future, the existence of a common governance structure to be used as a basis for 
further discussion is considered useful and could save time. 

R25. The European Parliament could facilitate the automatic approval of 
169 initiatives if they accept a common regulatory basis previously 
approved by Council and Parliament. 

Formally, each 169 Initiative should be discussed and approved case by case by 
the European Council and Parliament.  

Note the difference with respect to the ERA-NET Plus case where a common 
framework was approved as a general funding scheme and the launching of a 
new one becomes an easier process. Something similar could occur with 169-
based initiatives if a generic structure is approved.  

R26. Commitments on minimum funding thresholds should be 
established for all 169 initiatives both for MS and Community funds 
during predefined periods of time. 

A minimum total budget should be required in order to access the Community 
contribution by MS entities. If MS can join a specific 169-based initiative with 
very low commitments, decision making inside its governance bodies is 
complicated and unbalanced. 

 In addition, a minimum threshold of Community resources should be allocated to 
any type of European initiative regardless of its type, as well as a minimum level 
of participation from national and regional financing entities. Funds provided at 
the national or regional level should be committed for two or three years and 
available from the beginning of the activities.  

R27. Implementation should be regulated through common rules for 
participation in the same way as the rules for participation in the FP 
provide a common basis for all participants.  

The experience with FP general rules for participation is considered a good 
practice to be replicated with 169 initiatives. As an example, the IPR regime used 
in FP should be applicable for all 169 initiatives in order to avoid imbalances 
between participants.    

R28. The Council and the European Parliament should approve a legal 
structure adapted to 169 initiatives to allow the participation of non-EU 
entities.  

There is no single legal structure for all 169. The current legal form of European 
Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG) seems inadequate to address questions of 
governance such as the participation of non-EU partners or not for global non 
profit organizations.  

 

II. For Specific 169 initiatives available today (EDCTP, AAL, EUROSTARS), 
different recommendations have been identified. These recommendations have a 
different nature in comparison with the pre-existing ones: they cannot be 
extrapolated and reflect detected problems based on the accumulated 
experience. 

R29. Balance the representation of all stakeholders in governance 
structures of 169 initiatives. 
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In EDCTP non-EU Countries (African Countries representatives) should increase 
their weight in the decision making bodies. An improvement in the degree of 
involvement from the private sector in the initiative is also desirable for the long-
term success of the programme. 

In AAL the private sector involvement may not correspond to the highly market-
oriented character of the Initiative. AAL can also connect better with innovation 
policies such as pre-commercial public procurement.  

In EUROSTARS the homogenization of the rules of procedure should be 
reinforced to ensure the maximum simplification in the homogenization of 
national rules and synchronization of timing.  

In EMRP the eligibility rules of the programme should be open to any entity other 
than National Metrology Institutes and Designated Institutions. The risk is to 
establish a too closed participation scheme for future ERA initiatives.  

4.3.5. Specific recommendations for Article 171 initiatives 

Article 171 initiatives are very flexible mechanisms to implement research activities 
between the Community and some Member States with deep involvement of public and 
private research entities but the process needs to be clearly regulated. The following 
recommendations offer the right framework where the governance of 171 initiatives can 
be defined. 

I. Establish common rules for Article171 ERA initiatives 

R30. A political effort is necessary to articulate better the 171 initiatives 
with other sources of Community funding to ensure a similar level of 
funding. 

Other Community programmes in research and innovation such as CIP or the 
operational programmes of Structural Funds, etc. to improve effectiveness and 
prevent fragmentation of the innovation policy. Make consistent efforts to get the 
same percentage of funding as used in the FP research projects for the different 
types of public and private entities and to avoid large differences in similar type 
of entities depending on the country of origin. 

R31. Approve a specific regulation for JTIs satisfying some criteria in 
terms of size and governance structures.  

Extend the experience of ERIC regulation with a similar approach for JTIs. The 
experience of ENIAC and ARTEMIS with similar structures could be facilitated if EP 
and Council approve a generic regulation of JTIs of the same type. 

R32. Carry out a periodical impact assessment of approved JTIs in 
terms of their contribution to the competitiveness of the European 
industry. 

Even accepting that policy experimentation is a useful mechanism to learn from 
different cases, all Community bodies should understand the potential benefits 
through cross-cutting assessments. Specifically, benefits for industry should be 
made clear through impact assessments carried out by external entities. 

R33. The minimum governance structure of all Article 171 initiatives 
should be similar. 

- A Governing board where all stakeholders should be represented with 
different weights depending on their commitments. 

     

- An Executive Committee selected from the Governing Board with a fair 
representation of main stakeholders. 
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- An External Advisory Board made up of personalities based on their 
personal capacities.  

- A Dedicated Management Structure as a legal structure which reports to 
the Executive and Governing Boards 

- A “Public bodies Committee” where funding administrations should meet 
and provide information on the progress. They could follow the use of the 
public resources allocated to the initiative. This Committee might not be 
necessary if funding agencies were incorporated into the Governing Board. 

II. For specific Article 171 ERA initiatives: JTIs 

R34. Better harmonization in the access to common funds for all 
participants 

Improve legislative changes in order to harmonize the same conditions of support 
throughout all participating countries in ENIAC/ARTEMIS. If real common pots 
constitute the best way to do that, they should be explicitly facilitated. 

R35. Improve participation of SMEs in the governance structures and 
activities of JTIs with the approval of specific measures. 

Open IMI to the effective participation of SMEs and non-EFPIA big companies 
(participation in GB; recognition of contributions of non-EFPIA companies, 
changes in selection and approval process etc) in order to increase opportunities 
and inclusion/growth of new actors. 

Open Clean Sky to effective participation of SMEs. Promote changes in the 
allocation of resources allowing more competition by means of higher use 
competitive open calls. 

Open FCH; Clean Sky and IMI to participation of MS, specially, to national 
organizations related to regulatory questions. Introduce national funding on 
initiative frameworks allowing a wider scope in terms of areas and actors. 

 

III. For The European Institute of Technology (EIT) 

The European Institute of Technology (EIT) will be implemented as a set of KICs 
(Knowledge and Innovation Communities) in specific domains (initially only three 
have been selected: climate change, energy, information and communications 
technology). Because of the relative novelty of the initiative, recommendations 
are “warnings” to be monitored in the near future. 

R36. Improve the funding coverage of KICs to align them with other FP 
funding schemes.  

The EIT is currently supporting 25% of total costs while the rest should come 
from partners involved in KICs. It is too early to assess the commitment from 
European industry but 25% is a very low percentage to boost the industrial 
interest in KICs and the need for long-term sustainability within KICs could limit 
the areas to be effectively implemented. This aspect should be carefully 
monitored to assess its validity.  

R37. Extend the technological or scientific domain of KICs covered by 
EIT calls  

This approach tries to implement “mini-KIC” schemes based on variable geometry 
by ad hoc agreements from some MS without Community funds and a reduced 
number of partners. We believe in the benefits of extending the concept of KIC to 
many other cases by lowering the area constraints.  

R38. Improve the linkage to other ERA-driven initiatives 
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Consider the possible connection of ERA-NETS with mini-KICs (see R37) by 
extending the type of activities addressed and specifically on entrepreneurship 
education and innovation support.  

R39. Improve the formal relation between KICs and FP7 

Establish formalised links of KICS with the activities supported by the Ideas, 
Capacities and People specific programmes of FP7 in order to increase synergies 
and potential impact. 

     

IV. For Research Infrastructures (RI) 

The Competitiveness Council (June 2009) has approved the specific regulation for 
“European Research Infrastructure Consortium” (ERIC) in order to facilitate the 
launch of new RIs by using Article 171 as the legal framework. Nevertheless, 
some open issues in relation to its implementation still remain unsolved. The 
following recommendations try to facilitate its implementation. 

R40. Facilitate the participation of Europe in overall (non-EU) research 
infrastructures.  

ERIC can accept non-EU partners but some countries cannot use ERIC because 
they have internal regulatory or legislative constraints. This problem will become 
a bottleneck in practice if the EU wants to see other countries more involved in 
RIs. Specific attention to the way that one ERIC-RI (as a consortium of European 
Union entities) negotiates with external partners is needed by using the 
experience on intergovernmental agreements. 

R41. Promote the Europeanization of national or multinational RIs 
supported exclusively by MS.  

Some MS will be tempted to offer their RIs available at national level as European 
ones with some conditions (i.e. reserved access time for their nationals). In some 
cases, these RIs could be decided on or implemented through bilateral 
agreements. Explicitly, these cases cannot be framed in one ERIC where a 
minimum of three countries should participate. Europe will need some recognition 
of these national but open RIs in a process where ESFRI can serve to analyse and 
filter out proposals. 

R42. Facilitate the use of RI ecosystems as key elements for ERA 
construction. 

The concept of “RI ecosystem” related to one RI should be developed to facilitate 
decision making by associating a set of elements to physical infrastructures. It 
could be very important to facilitate decision making for selecting “sites”. RI 
Ecosystems should include secondary or specialized RIs oriented towards 
supporting technology transfer, education, component or instrument testing or 
development and other activities to improve the impact.  

Community financial support to catalyze national investments is needed. The 
support should be also used as a means to leverage private investments as in the 
case of JTIs. 

R43. Improve the technical support for decision making on RIs. 

Support ESFRI with a scientific/technical advisory committee in order to facilitate 
or filter out new proposals for RI and to carry out an impact assessment of those 
implemented RIs. The current membership of ESFRI is not enough to guarantee a 
wide-ranging technical analysis. 
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4.4. Final remarks 
In the near future, we are convinced that other ERA-driven initiatives will be launched 
(maybe of the same type of the current ones or of a new type) because MS have 
understood their importance in addressing overall or key European challenges outside 
the FP limits. On the other hand, we cannot forget where the European R&D resources 
are located: mainly on MS. ERA evolution will depend on them. 

More specifically, the implementation of new concepts such as Joint Programmes or PPPs 
is still being studied but they will become a reality very soon. Other new concepts such 
as Key Enabling Technologies (KET) are far from the implementation phase but are 
opening up the way to the definition of new ERA initiatives in the near future.  

Many of them will benefit from the learning curve obtained from the current initiatives 
and some pilot experiences by using pre-existing governance structures are under way. 
The anticipation of these problems and the definition of a common set of rules 
seem especially attractive to speed up and facilitate their implementation.  

This report was finished as the Lisbon Treaty was ratified. Then, ERA will not merely be a 
political concept supported by the Commission, Council and Parliament; it will also 
become a crucial element of the new EU emerging from the Lisbon Treaty. Then, the 
right ERA implementation cannot be the realm of political wishes; it will be the 
Union’s commitment and it should be a success.  

ERA also needs to be open to the rest of the world. Government schemes which are too 
“euro-centric” will make it harder to achieve the goals. Provisions to facilitate inter-
governmental agreements in easier and faster ways are also a challenge 
related to the international visibility of the EU and the development of the new 
Treaty.  

Responsibility for that goal will spread out to the whole set of Community bodies, 
Member States, and public and private entities with different responsibilities. But one 
thing is for sure: right and efficient ERA governance will become a masterpiece 
for the success of European research policies. 
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IP/A/ITRE/ST/2008-13 84                                                     PE 429.977

http://ec.europa.eu/invest-in-research/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/european-dimension/index_en.htm
http://www.proinno-europe.eu/
http://cordis.europa.eu/esfri/
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/art169/home_en.html
http://www.edctp.org/
http://www.emrponline.eu/
http://www.euramet.org/
http://www.bonusportal.org/
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/jtis/home_en.html
http://www.cleansky.eu/index.php?arbo_id=83&set_language=en
http://ec.europa.eu/research/fch/index_en.cfm
http://imi.europa.eu/index_en.html
http://www.eniac.eu/
https://www.artemis-ju.eu/


European Research Area (ERA): Governance Aspects 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

ANNEX 

Annex 1.- Glossary 
COMPETITIVENESS AND INNOVATION PROGRAM (CIP) – Framework Program 
made up of three major Sub-Programs (Entrepreneurship and Innovation; ICT Policy 
Support Programme and Intelligent Energy Europe) and oriented to SMEs, that aims 
encourage competitiveness of European Enterprises. Total budget of €3.6 billion from 
2007-2013. 

DEDICATED IMPLEMENTATION STRUCTURE (DIS) – Legal entity created to manage 
and operate with autonomy a specific instrument, used for 169 and 171 ERA Initiatives. 

EUROPEAN ADDED VALUE – “The value resulting from EU support for RTD activities 
which is additional to the value that would have resulted from RTD funded at regional 
and national levels by both public authorities and the private sector” 

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC INTEREST GROUPING (EEIG) –Legal entity that has been 
used as a Dedicated Implementation Structure, to implement Initiatives under Art. 169 
legal basis. 

EUROPEAN RESEARCH AREA (ERA) - This is a political concept proposed by the 
Commission and endorsed by the European Parliament and Council to overcome the 
present fragmentation of Europe's efforts in the area of research and innovation. The 
concept comprises organizing co-operation at different levels, co-coordinating national 
and/or European policies, networking teams and increasing the mobility of individuals 
and ideas. It is an area where the scientific capacity and material resources of the MS 
can be put to best use. An area that is open to the world where national and European 
policies can be implemented more coherently, and where people and knowledge can 
circulate more freely. 

EUROPEAN RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURES CONSORTIUM (ERIC) – Model of legal 
entity created by the Council to give legal framework to Research Infrastructures 
Initiatives under art. 171. 

EUROPEAN STRATEGY FORUM ON RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURES (ESFRI) – 
“Advisory body whose functions are to support a coherent and strategy–led approach to 
policy making on research infrastructures in Europe and to facilitate multilateral 
initiatives leading to a better use and development of research infrastructures”. 

FIFTH FREEDOM – concept related to the free circulation of researchers, knowledge 
and technology, in the ERA context. 

IN KIND / IN CASH CONTRIBUTIONS – “In kind” contributions are referred to non-
monetary contributions to projects (personnel, equipment etc) whereas “In Cash” 
contributions refer to monetary contributions. 

INTEGRATED TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATOR (ITD) – In Clean Sky, there are six 
major technological domains which correspond to the integration of a broad and 
multidisciplinary range of technologies (ITDs). The result of each domain is a full-scale 
ground and flight Demonstrator (ex: engines; rotorcrafts; aircraft etc) that should be 
assessed by the Technology Evaluator in order to assure the expected results and 
impacts. 

JOINT RESEARCH PROGRAMME – RTD Programme undertaken by several MS. In 
some cases they have such a relevant role that they are selected for Community support 
under Art 169 legal basis. 
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JOINT TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE – Framework created to implement Strategic 
Research Agendas in areas/sectors where a series of conditions justify specific 
intervention of the Community and the establishment of a Dedicated Implementation 
Structure. 

JOINT UNDERTAKING (JU) – Legal entity used as a Dedicated Implementation 
Structure, to implement the Joint Technology Initiatives under Art. 171 legal basis. 

KNOWLEDGE AND INNOVATION COMMUNITIES (KIC) – Operational units of the 
European Institute of Technology (EIT). “Excellence-driven, long-term partnerships 
between closely co-operating (parts of) educational institutions, research institutions and 
companies that work in critical areas to produce, disseminate and exploit new knowledge 
products”. It’s a network of organizations with a more formal relationship between each 
Community and between the Community (KIC) and EIT. 

LJUBLJANA PROCESS – Re-launching of the construction process of ERA where MS and 
European Commission aim to enhance governance aspects based on a long term vision 
and on the “knowledge triangle” (research, innovation and education) as the major 
drivers of competitiveness and quality of life. 

OPEN METHOD OF COORDINATION – Refers to a type of coordination where a MS 
voluntary participates on the definition of common agendas/policies/instruments, on a 
Variable Geometry basis. 

PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP (PPP) - Describes a government service or private 
business venture (infrastructure; research; health etc) which is funded and operated 
through a partnership of government and one or more private sector companies. These 
schemes are sometimes referred to as PPP, and involves a contract between a public 
sector authority and a private party, in which the private party provides a public service 
or project and assumes substantial financial, technical and operational risk in the project 

REAL/VIRTUAL COMMON POT – Usually refers to the way by which public funding is 
provided to an instrument. In a real common pot MS put their contributions 
independently if the final orientation of this money will support their own national actors: 
the whole action is supported. In a virtual common pot, each country will fund those 
components of transnational research proposals which take place domestically, in other 
words, contribution of each country is controlled nationally and channeled to their own 
actors. 

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL RESEARCH COMMITTEE (CREST) – “Advisory body 
whose function is to assist the European Commission and the Council of the European 
Union in carrying out the tasks incumbent on these Institutions in the sphere of research 
and technological development”. 

STRATEGIC FORUM FOR INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNOLOGICAL 
COOPERATION (SFIC) – “Dedicated configuration of CREST. Its objective is to 
facilitate the further development, implementation and monitoring of the international 
dimension of ERA. In practice, this means sharing information and consultation between 
the partners (MS and the Commission) with a view to identifying common priorities 
which could lead to coordinated or joint initiatives. The group also aims to coordinate 
activities and positions vis-à-vis third countries and within international fora.” 

STRATEGIC RESEARCH AGENDA – In the European Technology Platforms it is the 
document that summarizes the results of the arrangement process among the 
stakeholders (Big companies, SMEs, Universities and Research Centres etc). It presents 
the technological challenges, proposed lines of R&D; priorities etc. which should be 
implemented in order to attain European strategic RTD objectives in the specific 
area/sector. 
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TECHNOLOGY PLATFORMS – “European Technology Platforms were set up as 
stakeholder fora, led by industry, with the objective of defining medium to long-term 
research and technological objectives and laying down markers for achieving them. They 
cover the whole economic value chain, ensuring that knowledge generated through 
research is transformed into technologies and processes, and ultimately products and 
services”. 

TOOLBOX (POLICY MIX) – Set of related policies and their respective implementation 
instruments, designed to attain a specific socio-economic objective. In Research Policy it 
is used to denote different policies contributing to the same goal. 

TOP DOWN / BOTTOM UP – Refers to the approach used in the determination of RTD 
priorities, areas, funding etc, of the initiatives. Usually higher European level 
coordination instruments (Ex. Framework Programs) have a more “Top Down” character 
while those that involve protagonists (companies; universities etc) in the definitions of 
their characteristics are called “Bottom Up”. 

VARIABLE GEOMETRY – “The term used to describe the idea of a method of 
differentiated integration which acknowledges that there are irreconcilable differences 
within the integration structure and therefore allows for a permanent separation between 
a group of MS and a number of less developed integration units”. In the contexts of this 
study we prefer to understand the concept as the type of integration where some actions 
are not necessarily conducted by all MS. Instead, they usually involve a group of MS with 
the same interests in conducting activities relevant to the Union as a whole (European 
Added Value), justifying the interest and support of the Community. 
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Annex 2.- Title XVIII of the Treaty (Research and Technological 
Development and Space) 

Article 179 

(Ex-Article 163 TEC) 

1. The Union shall have the objective of strengthening its scientific and technological 
bases by achieving a European research area in which researchers, scientific knowledge 
and technology circulate freely, and encouraging it to become more competitive, 
including in its industry, while promoting all the research activities deemed necessary by 
virtue of other Chapters of the Treaties. 

2. For this purpose the Union shall, throughout the Union, encourage undertakings, 
including small and medium-sized undertakings, research centres and universities in 
their research and technological development activities of high quality; it shall support 
their efforts to cooperate with one another, aiming, notably, at permitting researchers to 
cooperate freely across borders and at enabling undertakings to exploit the internal 
market potential to the full, in particular through the opening-up of national public 
contracts, the definition of common standards and the removal of legal and fiscal 
obstacles to that cooperation 

3. All Union activities under the Treaties in the area of research and technological 
development, including demonstration projects, shall be decided on and implemented in 
accordance with the provisions of this Title.  

Article 180 

(Ex-Article 164 TEC) 

In pursuing these objectives, the Union shall carry out the following activities, 
complementing the activities carried out in the Member States: 

(a) implementation of research, technological development and demonstration 
programmes, by promoting cooperation with and between undertakings, research 
centres and universities; 

(b) promotion of cooperation in the field of Union research, technological development 
and demonstration with third countries and international organisations; 

(c) dissemination and optimisation of the results of activities in Union research, 
technological development and demonstration; 

(d) stimulation of the training and mobility of researchers in the Union. 

Article 181 

(Ex- Article 165 TEC) 

1. The Union and the Member States shall coordinate their research and technological 
development activities so as to ensure that national policies and Union policy are 
mutually consistent. 

2. In close cooperation with the Member State, the Commission may take any useful 
initiative to promote the coordination referred to in paragraph 1, in particular initiatives 
aiming at the establishment of guidelines and indicators, the organisation of exchange of 
best practice, and the preparation of the necessary elements for periodic monitoring and 
valuation. The European Parliament shall be kept fully informed. 

 

 

 

 

IP/A/ITRE/ST/2008-13 88                                                     PE 429.977



European Research Area (ERA): Governance Aspects 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Article 182 

(Ex-Article 166 TEC)  

1. A multiannual framework programme, setting out all the activities of the Union, shall 
be adopted by the European Parliament and the Council, acting in accordance with the 
ordinary legislative procedure after consulting the Economic and Social Committee. 

The framework programme shall: 

— establish the scientific and technological objectives to be achieved by the activities 
provided for in Article 180 and fix the relevant priorities, 

— indicate the broad lines of such activities, 

— fix the maximum overall amount and the detailed rules for Union financial 
participation in the framework programme and the respective shares in each of the 
activities provided for. 

2. The framework programme shall be adapted or supplemented as the situation 
changes. 

3. The framework programme shall be implemented through specific programmes 
developed within each activity. Each specific programme shall define the detailed rules 
for implementing it, fix its duration and provide for the means deemed necessary. The 
sum of the amounts deemed necessary, fixed in the specific programmes, may not 
exceed the overall maximum amount fixed for the framework programme and each 
activity. 

4. The Council, acting in accordance with a special legislative procedure and after 
consulting the European Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee, shall adopt 
the specific programmes. 

5. As a complement to the activities planned in the multiannual framework programme, 
the European Parliament and the Council, acting in accordance with the ordinary 
legislative procedure and after consulting the Economic and Social Committee, shall 
establish the measures necessary for the implementation of the European research area. 

Article 183 

(Ex-Article 167 TEC) 

For the implementation of the multiannual framework programme the Union shall: 

— determine the rules for the participation of undertakings, research centres and 
universities, 

— lay down the rules governing the dissemination of research results. 

Article 184 

(Ex-Article 168 TEC) 

In implementing the multiannual framework programme, supplementary programmes 
may be decided on involving the participation of certain Member States only, which shall 
finance them subject to possible Union participation. 

The Union shall adopt the rules applicable to supplementary programmes, particularly as 
regards the dissemination of knowledge and access by other Member States. 

Article 185 

(Ex-Article 169 TEC) 

     

In implementing the multiannual framework programme, the Union may make provision, 
in agreement with the Member States concerned, for participation in research and 
development programmes undertaken by several Member States, including participation 
in the structures created for the execution of those programmes. 
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Article 186 

(Ex-Article 170 TEC) 

In implementing the multiannual framework programme the Union may make provision 
for cooperation in Union research, technological development and demonstration with 
third countries or international organisations. 

The detailed arrangements for such cooperation may be the subject of agreements 
between the Union and the third parties concerned. 

Article 187 

(Ex-Article 171 TEC) 

The Union may set up joint undertakings or any other structure necessary for the 
efficient execution of Union research, technological development and demonstration 
programmes.  

Article 188 

(Ex-Article 172 TEC) 

The Council, on a proposal from the Commission and after consulting the European 
Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee, shall adopt the provisions referred 
to in Article 187. 

The European Parliament and the Council, acting in accordance with the ordinary 
legislative procedure and after consulting the Economic and Social Committee, shall 
adopt the provisions referred to in Articles 183, 184 and 185. Adoption of the 
supplementary programmes shall require the agreement of the Member States 
concerned. 

Article 189 

1. To promote scientific and technical progress, industrial competitiveness and the 
implementation of its policies, the Union shall draw up a European space policy. To this 
end, it may promote joint initiatives, support research and technological development 
and coordinate the efforts needed for the exploration and exploitation of space. 

2. To contribute to attaining the objectives referred to in paragraph 1, the European 
Parliament and the Council, acting in accordance with the ordinary legislative procedure, 
shall establish the necessary measures, which may take the form of a European space 
programme, excluding any harmonisation of the laws and regulations of the Member 
States. 

3. The Union shall establish any appropriate relations with the European Space Agency. 

4. This Article shall be without prejudice to the other provisions of this Title. 

Article 190 

(Ex-Article 173 TEC) 

At the beginning of each year the Commission shall send a report to the European 
Parliament and to the Council. The report shall include information on research and 
technological development activities and the dissemination of results during the previous 
year, and the work programme for the current year. 
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Annex 3. Major Characteristics of approved Article 169 actions 
 EDCTP AAL EUROSTARS EMRP58

  BONUS-16959

Founding 
Members 

• European 
Commission 

• Austria, Belgium, 
Denmark, France, 
Germany, Greece, 
Ireland, Italy, 
Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, , 
Portugal, Spain, 
Sweden, and the 
United Kingdom.  

• Norway Switzerland  
• Developing countries 

(47 sub-Saharan 
countries) 

• European 
Commission 

• Belgium, Denmark, 
Germany, Ireland, 
Greece, Spain, 
France, Italy, Cyprus, 
Luxembourg, 
Hungary, the 
Netherlands, Austria, 
Poland, Portugal, 
Romania, Slovenia, 
Finland, Sweden and 
the United Kingdom  

• Israel, Norway and 
Switzerland 

• European 
Commission 

• Belgium, Bulgaria, 
the Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Germany, 
Estonia, Ireland, 
Greece, Spain, 
France, Italy, Cyprus, 
Latvia, Lithuania, 
Luxembourg, 
Hungary, the 
Netherlands, Austria, 
Poland, Portugal, 
Romania, Slovenia, 
Slovakia, Finland, 
Sweden and the 
United Kingdom  

• Iceland, Israel, 
Norway, Switzerland 
and Turkey 

• European 
Commission 

• Austria, Belgium, the 
Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland,  France, 
Germany, Hungary, 
Italy, the 
Netherlands, Poland, 
Portugal, Romania, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Spain, Sweden and 
the United Kingdom 

• Norway, Switzerland 
and Turkey. 

• may be an Associate 
to the programme 
Joint Research 
Centre (JRC)  

• European 
Commission 

• Finland, Denmark, 
Germany, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Latvia, 
Poland, Sweden,  

• Russia 

Community 
Contribution 

Over 5 year period: 
• Total cost of the 

programme: 600 ME  
• 200 ME  Community 

(Life sciences, 
genomics, 
biotechnology for 
health, FP6) 

 
 

• 150 M€ Community 
contribution over the 
FP7 (2008-2013). 
Cooperation-ICT. 

 

• Total cost of the 
programme:  400ME 

• 100 ME. Should 
represent a 
maximum of 25% of 
the total (Capacities 
Specific Programme) 

• Expected Community 
contribution of EUR 
200 million. 
Cooperation, several 
themes due to its 
horizontal nature. 

• Not Available  

Other Over 5 year period: • Participating Member • 300 ME overall • Planned national • Not Available 

                                                 
58 Based on the adoption by the Commission of the co-decision of the European Parliament and Council to set up a joint European Research Programme, COM(2008) 814 
final (3rd December 2008). 

     

59 European Commission will make a legislative proposal concerning BONUS-169 to the European Parliament and Council in 2009. 
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members’ 
Contribution 

• 200 ME Member 
States 

• 200 ME additional 
founding (public or 
private) for the 
implementation 

States 0.2 ME if the 
country participates 
in the annual work 
programme. 

 

estimation. contribution of 
participating 
countries of EUR 200 
ME (including a 
flexibility at national 
level of up to 50% of 
national contribution) 

Bodies 

• European 
Economic Interest 
Grouping (EEIG). 
“Common Structure” 
that carries out and 
manages the 
program: 

• EEIG Assembly 
(Highest authority) 

• EEIG Secretariat 
(administrative 
support of 
Partnership board) 

• Partnership Board. 
Defines, develops 
and plans 
implementation. 

• (Experts from 
European and 
Developing 
Countries, from 
public or private 
structures, 
representatives from 
EC, other 
international like 
WHO) 

 

• General Assembly. 
Governs the AAL 
Association. 
Decision-making 
body appoints 
members of 
Executive Board 
(approval of annual 
Work Programmes, 
allocation of national 
founding and 
application of new 
membership. 

• AAL Association 
(participating 
Member States, 
Israel, Norway and 
Switzerland) 
Contract, budget, 
evaluation, annual 
work programmes. 

• Executive Board. At 
least President, Vice-
President and 
Treasurer. Specific 
responsibilities: 
budget planning, 
staffing and 
contracting. Legally 
represent AAL 
Association and 
reports to General 
Assembly. 

• National programme 
management 

• EUROSTARS High 
Level Group. 
Representatives of 
participating MS and 
from Commission. 
Responsible for 
admission of non-
participating MS and 
admit observers. 
Supervises the 
implementation and 
appoints Eurostars 
Advisory Group 
members. Approves 
call planning and 
procedures. 

• Eurostars Advisory 
Group. Eureka 
National Project 
coordinators and 
chaired by the Head 
of ESE. Shall advise 
on the execution. 

• Eureka Secretariat 
(ESE). 
Implementation of 
Eurostars. Calls, 
administration, 
evaluation, 
promotion and 
reporting. 

• “implementation 
structure” will 
implement the EMPR 
shall be EURAMET 
e.V. EURAMET 

• EMRP Chair. 
Selected from EMRP 
Committee, 
automatically Vice-
chairperson of 
EURAMET. Legally 
represents EURAMET 
in matters of EMRP. 

• EMRP Committee. 
EURAMET Members, 
from participating 
States. Definition, 
updating, planning, 
evaluation, approval 
of ranking lists and 
monitoring of 
projects. Supervision 
of Secretariat. 

• Research Council 
high-level experts 
drawn from industry, 
research and 
academia and from 
international 
stakeholder 
organizations.  
Provides independent 
strategic advice and 
reports to EMPR 
Committee, opinion 

• ‘Common structure’ 
set out as a 
European 
Economic Interest 
Grouping (EEIG). 
Implementation. At 
the moment BONUS 
EEIG coordinates the 
BONUS Era-Net as 
well as the BONUS+ 
Call. 

• Programme 
Steering 
Committee (PSC), 
presided by 
Chairman and 
comprising senior 
officers of the 
national research 
funding and 
management 
institutions of the 
participating States. 
Is the highest 
authority, forming its 
decision-making 
body and board 
governing its 
dedicated legal 
structure. 

• Programme 
Secretariat, headed 
by the Executive 
Director, to 
implement the 
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agencies authorized 
to manage and 
administrate national 
project partners. 

• Advisory Board 
representatives from 
industry and people 
from different 
generations. 

 

on each call for 
proposals. 

• Secretariat. 
Responsible of 
implementation, 
located at the hosting 
Member. 

• EMRP Programme 
Manager senior 
manager and 
seconded by hosting 
Member and shall act 
solely under direct 
authority of 
EURAMET.  

• JRC will play a 
governance role that 
is to be defined as 
well as its eligibility 
for participation. 

decisions of the PSC 
and act as the main 
representative of the 
programme to both 
the European 
Commission and the 
national funding 
agencies. 

Community 
contribution 
conditional 
upon 

 

• Carrying out 
activities of EDCTP. 

• Implementation and 
Coordination of R&D 
programmes 
undertaken at 
national level by 
Participating MS. 

• “common structure” 
legal personality 
(receiving , allocating 
and monitoring) 

• Establishment of 
governance model 

• Accordance with FP6 
general principles 

• Demonstration on 
participating MS is 
efficiently set up. 

• Formal establishment 
of legal personality. 
(receiving , allocating 
and monitoring) 

• Implementation and 
Coordination of R&D 
programmes 
undertaken by 
participating MS and 
effective payment. 

• Accordance with FP7 
general principles 
(excellence, general 

• Demonstration on 
participating MS is 
efficiently set up. 

• Formal establishment 
of legal personality. 
(receiving , allocating 
and monitoring) 

• Establishment of 
appropriate efficient 
governance. 

• Efficient carrying out 
of activities. 

• Implementation and 
Coordination of R&D 
programmes 
undertaken by 

• Demonstration on 
participating MS is 
efficiently set up. 

• Formal establishment 
of legal personality. 
(receiving , allocating 
and monitoring) 

• Establishment of 
appropriate efficient 
governance. 

• Efficient carrying out 
of activities. 

• Commitment by each 
participating State to 
contribute its share 
of the financing of 

• Not Available 
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• IPR ensuring 
developing countries 
have affordable 
access. 

equality and 
sustainable 
development) 

• IPR ensuring  

participating MS and 
effective payment. 

• Compliance with 
State aid rules for 
research. 

• Accordance with FP7 
general principles 
(excellence, general 
equality and 
sustainable 
development) 

• IPR ensuring 

the EMRP, and to 
increase this 
contribution by a 
reserve funding 
capability of 50 %. 

• Compliance with 
State aid rules for 
research. 

• Accordance with FP7 
general principles 
(excellence, general 
equality and 
sustainable 
development) 

• IPR ensuring. 
Approach taken shall 
follow the model 
established by 
Regulation (EC) No 
1906/2006 

Accession 

• Any Member State 
participating in FP or 
where essential for 
implementing EDCTP 
programme in the 
basis of the Rules of 
the Decision. 

 

• Any Member State 
participating in FP7. 

• Any other country 
can participate with 
the relevant 
international 
agreement with the 
European 
Commission, and the 
participating MS and 
the other 
participating 
countries agreeing to 
do so. 

• Any Member State 
participating in FP7. 

• Any other country 
can participate with 
the relevant 
international 
agreement with the 
European 
Commission, and the 
participating MS and 
the other 
participating 
countries agreeing to 
do so. 

• Any Member State 
participating in FP7. 

• Any other country 
can participate with 
the relevant 
international 
agreement with the 
European 
Commission, and the 
participating MS and 
the other 
participating 
countries agreeing to 
do so. 

• Not Available 
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 Clean Sky ENIAC ARTEMIS FCH IMI 

Founding 
Members 

• European Commission 

• 12 ITD Leaders and 
Co Leaders (From the 
6 major “project 
lines”, i.e., Integrated 
Technology 
Demonstrators - 
ITDs) 

• 74 Associates 
(Companies, SMEs, 
Universities and 
Research Centers) 

 

• European 
Commission 

• Belgium, Germany, 
Ireland, Greece, 
Spain, France, 
Portugal, Italy, 
Netherlands, 
Poland, Sweden, UK 

• AENAS Association 
(Representing 
Companies, SMEs, 
Universities and 
Research Centers) 

• European Commission 

• Belgium, Denmark, 
Germany, Estonia, 
Ireland, Greece, Spain, 
France, Hungary, 
Portugal, Italy, 
Netherlands, Austria, 
Romania, Slovenia, 
Finland, Sweden, UK 

• ARTEMISIA Association 
(Representing 
Companies, SMEs, 
Universities and 
Research Centers) 

• European 
Commission 

• EFCH Industry 
Grouping 
(Representing private 
partners) 

• EFCH Research 
Grouping 
(Representing 
Universities and 
Research Centers) 

• European 
Commission 

• EFPIA Association 
(Representing 
private partners) 

Community 
Contribution 

• 800 ME over FP7 
(2008-2013). 
Cooperation – 
Transport 

• 450 ME over the 
FP7 (2008-2013). 
Cooperation-ICT. 

 

• 420 ME over the FP7 
(2008-2013). 
Cooperation-ICT 

• 420 ME over the FP7 
(2008-2013). 
Cooperation-many 
lines 

• 1000 ME over the 
FP7 (2008-2013). 
Cooperation-Health 

Other 
members’ 
Contribution 

• 25 ME (50% running 
costs) from 
companies 

• 775 ME in kind from 
companies 

• Member States – 
800 ME (1.8 times 
EU contribution); 

• AENAS – Until 30 
ME (50% running 
costs) 

• 1,750 ME in kind 
from companies  

• Member States – 750 
ME (1.8 times EU 
contribution); 

• AENAS – Until 30 ME 
(50% running costs) 

• 1.200 ME in kind from 
companies 

• 20 ME (50% running 
costs) EFCH Industry 
Grouping 

• 450 ME in kind from 
companies 

• 40 ME (50% 
running costs) 
EFPIA 

• 960 ME in kind from 
EFPIA companies 

Bodies 

• Governing Board  
Top decision making. 
Body. Approves 
accession, major 
changes in the work-
programmes, general 
budgets, annual 
accounts etc 

• Governing Board  
Top decision 
making. Body. 
Approves accession, 
major changes in 
the work-
programmes, 
general budgets, 

• Governing Board  Top 
decision making. Body. 
Approves accession, 
major changes in the 
work-programmes, 
general budgets, 
annual accounts etc 

• Executive Director 

• Governing Board  
Top decision making. 
body. Approves 
accession, major 
changes in the work-
programmes, general 
budgets, annual 
accounts etc 

• ‘Governing Board  
Top decision 
making. body. 
Approves accession, 
major changes in 
the work-
programmes, 
general budgets, 
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• ITD Steering 
Committees  Second 
level of decision 
making which mixes 
technical and 
governance aspects. 
Concerned with 
specific activities of 
each ITD these 
annual work-
programmes, ITDs 
budgets etc 

• Executive Director 
Operational body 
responsible by 
implementation of the 
activities, calls, 
contracts, general 
administration etc 

• General Forum. 
Advisory body made 
up of all stakeholders  

• National States 
Representative 
Group  Advisory 
group made up of MS 
and Associated 
Countries  

• (Another Advisory 
Group is planned to 
be established 
concerning 
managerial, funding 
and technical topics) 

 

annual accounts etc 

• Executive Director 
Operational body 
responsible by 
implementation of 
the activities, calls, 
contracts, general 
administration etc 

• Industry and 
Research 
Committee. Made 
up of 
representatives 
from AENAS. In 
charge mainly of 
technical aspects 
such as definition of 
work-programmes, 
budgets, 
organization of 
technical 
committees, 
coordination of 
technical activities 
etc 

• Public Authorities 
Board  Made up of 
representatives 
from each country 
that participate on 
Initiative. In charge 
mainly of the 
activities related to 
selection and 
approval process, 
allocation and 
control of national 
funding  

Operational body 
responsible by 
implementation of the 
activities, calls, 
contracts, general 
administration etc 

• Industry and 
Research Committee. 
Made up of 
representatives from  
ARTEMISIA. In charge 
mainly of technical 
aspects like definition 
of work-programmes, 
budgets, organization 
of technical 
committees, 
coordination of 
technical activities etc 

• Public Authorities 
Board  Made up of 
representatives from 
each country that 
participate on Initiative. 
In charge mainly of the 
activities related to 
selection and approval 
process, allocation and 
control of national 
funding  

 

• Executive Director 
Operational body 
responsible by 
implementation of 
the activities, calls, 
contracts, general 
administration etc 

• Scientific 
Committee. 
Advisory group 
concerned with topics 
like the definition of 
working programmes, 
evaluation of 
achievements and 
selection process 

• Stakeholders 
General Assembly. 
Advisory body made 
up of all stakeholders 

• National States 
Representative 
Group  Advisory 
group made up of MS 
and Associated 
Countries  

 

annual accounts etc 

• Executive Director 
Operational body 
responsible by 
implementation of 
the activities, calls, 
contracts, general 
administration etc 

• Scientific 
Committee. 
Advisory group 
concerned with 
topics like the 
definition of working 
programmes, 
evaluation of 
achievements and 
selection process 

• Stakeholders 
Forum. Advisory 
body made up of all 
stakeholders 

• National States 
Representative 
Group  Advisory 
group made up of 
MS and Associated 
Countries  
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Accession 

• Calls for Associates. 

• Calls for Proposals. 
Selection of Partners 

• Membership allowed 
to entities from 
Member States and 
Associated Countries 

• Not Explicit the 
eligibility (to EU 
funding) of entities of 
third countries  

 

• Members states and 
associated countries 

• Membership and 
eligibility allowed for 
third countries, 
other entities and 
international 
organizations  

• Members states and 
associated countries 

• Membership and 
eligibility allowed for 
third countries, other 
entities and 
international 
organizations 

• Membership allowed 
to entities (in 
Industry or Research 
groups) from Member 
States and Associated 
Countries 

• Eligibility to 
Community funding 
explicitly allowed to 
other legal entities 
(from third countries) 
and international 
organizations 

• Membership allowed 
to entities from 
Member States and 
Associated 
Countries 

• Eligibility to 
Community funding 
explicitly allowed to 
other legal entities 
(from third 
countries) and 
international 
organizations under 
agreement of the 
Governing Board. 
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