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Impact assessment (SWD(2021) 35, SWD(2021) 36 (summary) accompanying a Commission proposal for a 
decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the participation of the Union in the European 

Partnership on Metrology jointly undertaken by several Member States (COM(2021) 89) 

 

This briefing provides an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European 
Commission's impact assessment (IA) accompanying the above-mentioned proposal submitted on 
23 February 2021 and referred to the Committee on Industry, Research and Energy (ITRE). 

This IA is particular insofar as it is partly pre-determined by the provisions of the new Horizon Europe 
Regulation, which defines three forms of European partnership to implement the integrated 
programmes of EU research and innovation activities: 'co-funded', 'co-programmed' and 
'institutionalised' partnerships, the latter requiring the adoption of legislation. In addition, Annex V 
of the regulation designates metrology, the science of measurement,1 as a candidate for a horizontal 
institutionalised European partnership on the basis of Article 185 of the Treaty (TFEU) (IA, p. 11).2 
Finally, the IA also needs to assess whether such a partnership would comply with the selection and 
implementation criteria for European partnerships stipulated in Annex III of the Horizon Europe 
Regulation (IA, p. 5). 

The IA is two-layered, a first part providing the overarching context, the options and the 
methodological framework for a total of 12 individual IAs underpinning the series of European 
partnership initiatives, which the Horizon Regulation identified as 'suitable candidates' for an 
institutionalised partnership (IA, p. 5).3 The second part – specifically on metrology – assesses 
whether this form of partnership would indeed be the most effective, efficient and coherent option 
for this area, compared to other partnership forms and to traditional calls under the Horizon Europe 
programme (baseline). One challenge for the IA was to conduct the assessment in line with the 
better regulation guidelines and with the various Horizon Europe provisions, and to ensure 
coherence with all partnership initiatives covering a wide range of policy areas. 

Metrology is considered a public good and a horizontal key enabler of economic and social activity 
(IA, pp. 25, 42). As the IA points out, owing to its relevance for national security, metrology is a 
national metrology institutes (NMI) and designated institutes (DI) competence (IA, p. 25). In the past, 
the EU has supported collaborative projects through the European metrology research programme 
(EMRP). Under Horizon 2020, the European metrology programme for innovation and research 
(EMPIR), involves 23 Member States and five associated countries (IA, pp. 27-30). 

Problem definition 
Before addressing the problem of the current EU policy on metrology, the first layer of the IA 
explains the political and legal context of all European partnerships (IA, pp. 5-7). Based on the 
interim evaluation of Horizon 2020, the IA carried out for Horizon Europe and a support study, it 
emphasises the 'more strategic, coherent and impact-driven approach' of the 2021-2027 Horizon 
Europe programme (IA, p. 8). It presents the selection and implementation criteria for the 
partnerships as stipulated in the Horizon Europe Regulation, including their 'functionalities', which 
will be the distinguishing factors of the options in both parts of the IA (IA, pp. 13-14). It highlights 
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https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox/better-regulation-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/interim-evaluation-horizon-2020_en
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the harmonised monitoring and evaluation systems, as well as the need to define an exit strategy 
from the programme's funding (IA, p. 8, Annex 6 of the IA). The IA also stresses that the reinforced 
impact orientation of the partnerships implies clear targets (directionality) and long-term 
commitments from partners (additionality), while strategic coherence should be achieved by 
synergies with national and regional initiatives to increase overall effectiveness and efficiency (IA, 
pp. 8, 22-24).  

Based on the 'functionalities' of the different forms of partnerships, the IA defines 'joint' general and 
specific objectives for all partnerships (IA, pp. 21-22, see section on objectives below), as well as 
common features of the evidence and methods used in all 12 IAs (IA, pp. 16-20, see section on 
methods below). Although this adds complexity, it seems appropriate to ensure coherence between 
the 12 IAs and the broad range of interconnected topics and policy clusters concerned, illustrated 
in a comprehensive consolidated intervention logic for all partnerships (IA, p. 21). Notably, the IA 
states that budgetary considerations were not included in the analysis, as the negotiations on the 
multiannual financial framework were still ongoing when it was carried out, but that 
implementation would obviously depend on the budget attributed to Horizon Europe (IA, p. 6, 67). 

The second layer of the IA defines the problems of EU metrology policy, pointing to internal and 
external challenges at a time of increased need for metrology research in emerging areas such as 
artificial intelligence, climate change, quantum computing and health diagnostics and delivery (IA, 
p. 26). Based on recent scientific studies and the evaluation of the EMRP and Interim Evaluation of 
the EMPIR, as well as 'a vast majority' of stakeholder opinions, the IA develops three main problems 
(IA, pp. 33-37): 1) The lack of impact of EU research programmes on metrology; 2) Increased 
international competition in metrology and 3) Societal challenges, such as climate change or 
health crises, requiring trustworthy standards and regulations. Three main drivers of these 
problems are presented, without, however, explaining to which problem they refer or how they 
overlap (except in the problem tree, where the reader can deduce that each driver leads to two 
problems respectively, IA, pp. 33, 38-41). The IA considers that the bottom-up approach and project-
driven collaboration undertaken by the NMI and DI under the EMRP and EMPIR partnerships have 
only allowed for fragmented, limited and therefore inefficient cooperation, citing the six European 
Metrology Networks (EMNs), created following the EMRP/EMPIR evaluation, as a 'model' for better 
strategic coordination at programme level (IA, p. 38). According to the IA, emerging technologies 
are not capitalised on, to develop metrology systems or create new types of measurements needed 
for some technologies, because of a lack of NMI engagement with innovators. The lack of metrology 
embedded in the major transitional innovation systems – for example, tracing of smart grid 
installation, or regulation design to tackle climate change, is thought to limit the inclusion of the 
'metrology community' in policy-making. Consequently, the NMI lack awareness and – with their 
'static national budgets' – flexibility to detect and quickly develop emerging regulation needs (IA, 
pp. 36-41).  

The IA illustrates the scale of the problems with some specific examples, for instance the area of 
smart grids, whose market value is expected to triple between 2017 and 2023 (from US$20 billion 
to US$60 billion globally, from US$5.4 billion to US$15.4 billion in 'Europe') (IA, p. 37). In the same 
vein, the IA offers selected information on large global competitors' investments in metrology. It 
estimates that the USA, China and India have increased their metrology investments by between 
50 % and 60 % in the last decade (IA, p. 35). The IA sees emerging technologies as considerable 
drivers of economic growth rates, estimating the contribution of digitalisation and automation to 
annual growth rates in transport, manufacturing and consumer products at 8 % to 10 % (IA, p. 39). 
In terms of regulation or standardisation needs, the IA notes that around 50 EU regulations and 
directives depend on metrology research outcomes (IA, p. 36).  

While the IA's problem definition builds on solid sources and mentions the (limited) progress made 
by the current EU's metrology cooperative projects, the baseline scenario could have been 
explained more thoroughly, with more complete – and sometimes more recent – substantiation (for 
instance, Figure 7 on the comparison of global investments in metrology shows data from 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/eac61c51-ae2e-11e7-837e-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/eac61c51-ae2e-11e7-837e-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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2004 to 2012, and the origin of some data is not indicated, IA, p. 34-36). Little to no detail is given on 
the functioning of the current system and the role of the different actors in it (the NMI, DI, the 
European Association of National Metrology Institutes (EURAMET), or the networks EMNs). Which 
stakeholders are most affected by the problem (and how) can be deduced, but is not thoroughly 
explained by the IA. Stakeholder opinions are referenced to support the analysis – academia, 
businesses, EU citizens and public authorities – but are reported in a very brief and general way 
throughout the IA. The problems identified are expected to persist and even grow under the 
baseline (traditional calls under Horizon Europe), entailing disadvantages for the deployment of 
emerging technologies in the EU, a dependence on metrology institutes outside the EU and 
sidelining of even large NMI in the EU's research and innovation community (IA, p. 42). 

Subsidiarity/proportionality 
A preliminary check of the subsidiarity principle in the first, horizontal part of the IA demonstrates 
the need for EU action and the added value of European partnerships to address systemic or 
transformational failures under Article 185 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (IA, pp. 9-10). 
This is confirmed in the second part on metrology and a separate subsidiarity grid (Annex 5), 
stressing that the partnership is expected to provide the necessary 'scale, speed and scope' of a more 
programmatic, flexible and effective cooperation of NMI and DI with the metrology community and 
innovators, which cannot be achieved by the limited current activities and contacts of national 
metrology bodies (IA, pp. 42-44, Annex 5, p. 47). Moreover, according to the IA, the character of 
metrology as a sensitive public good implies significant added value and potential economies of 
scale by pooling research efforts in an effective and efficient way, while preserving national 
competences. The IA stresses that Member States, especially smaller ones, support the common 
approach for more integrated EU action and calls to 'maintain the momentum of integration' 
achieved by the previous programmes (IA, pp. 43-44, Annex 5, p. 46). Contrary to the better 
regulation guidelines, proportionality is not assessed, but deemed preserved by the criteria for all 
partnerships under Horizon Europe (Annex 5, p. 49). The subsidiarity deadline for national 
parliaments is 29 June 2021. 

Objectives of the initiative 
The three joint general objectives of all institutionalised partnerships are defined in the horizontal 
first part of the IA (IA, pp. 21-22): 1) Strengthening EU scientific capacities to deal with emerging 
threats and future challenges in a reinforced European research area; 2) Securing sustainability-
driven leadership for EU value chains and EU open strategic autonomy in key technologies and 
industries; and 3) Enhancing the uptake of innovative solutions addressing climate, environmental, 
health and other global societal challenges in line with Union strategic priorities, including to reach 
climate neutrality in the Union in 2050. They are followed by five joint specific objectives4 for the 
partnerships, nine operational objectives and four more 'inputs' to address the 'needs' of market, 
systemic and transformational failures (IA, p. 21). This results in the overarching intervention logic 
of all European partnerships, which is used as reference for the definition of the objectives of the 
metrology initiative in the second part of the IA.  

The second part of the IA defines three general objectives (scientific, economic and societal): 1) To 
develop sustainable world-class metrology at European level; 2) to ensure that metrology 
capabilities are directly deployed by innovators on their ecosystems; and 3) to increase the impact 
of metrology to render transformational policy regulations and standards fit for purpose. The IA 
derives three specific objectives for the metrology initiative (all to be achieved by 2030):  

1. to develop transnational metrology networks with strong research capabilities; 
2. to support sales of innovative products and services through use and adopt the new 

metrology capabilities in key emerging technologies; and 
3. to contribute fully and effectively to the design and implementation of standards and 

regulations in policy areas addressing societal change. 
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Taking both layers of the IA together, the objectives are in line with the better regulation guidelines. 
The double-layered structure makes the general objectives of the metrology initiative look rather 
specific, but they do translate the general objectives of the overarching layer. The IA also defines six 
operational objectives (and six 'activities') linked to monitoring indicators that complement the 
key impact indicators set in the Horizon Europe Regulation and indicate specific deliverables (IA, 
pp. 68-70). The objectives also seem to respect the S.M.A.R.T criteria of the better regulation 
guidelines (being specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound).  

Range of options considered 
The first part of the IA translates the selection and implementation criteria for partnerships of 
Horizon Europe into four 'options' to be considered for all candidates for institutionalised 
partnerships (IA, pp. 11-16).5 The 'functionalities' of these overarching options frame the options 
screened to achieve the objectives in the area of metrology in the second part of the IA (IA, 
pp. 13-14, 49-51). Here, it presents three (not four) options, deviating from the number of 
overarching options by omitting the co-programmed partnership (IA, pp. 51-55). It briefly justifies 
discarding this option (as well as an Article 187 partnership) by the fact that these options focus on 
public-private partnerships, whereas here NMI and DI public commitment is considered essential. 
However, this choice could have been explored in more detail (IA, p. 55). It is substantiated by the 
claim that 'no stakeholder groups' would support these options, but according to the better 
regulation guidelines, this should not automatically exclude an option (tool 17). The options 
retained for further analysis are: 

Option 0: Baseline scenario  

After the end of the current EMPIR, traditional calls would be launched under Horizon Europe, which 
would be project-based, without a specific focus on metrology (ad hoc metrology stakeholder 
participation) 

Option 1: Co-funded European partnership 

Metrology researchers with the NMI would be partners in annual calls developed on a bottom-up 
basis with pre-agreed topics and priorities (no inclusion of actors along the metrology value chain) 

Option 2: Institutionalised partnership (Article 185) (preferred option) 

The core actors would be the NMI and DI, including national ministries, regulators, industry, end 
users and consumers; with top-down programming based on long-term investment commitments 
and strategic implementation of the programme at project level via dedicated European metrology 
networks (EMNs) and a Steering Group 'above the implementation level'.6 

Within the pre-determined legal framework, the range of options is limited to two options in 
addition to the baseline. They do not represent different policy alternatives, but different degrees 
of integration in terms of the type and composition of partnership actors, range of activities, degree 
of directionality and linkages with the external environment. The presentation of the options is very 
brief, and more specific information, particularly on the broad spectrum of public – and private – 
actors involved and on their respective roles in the European metrology networks would have been 
helpful. Starting with the baseline scenario and the current state of cooperation, such information 
would also have facilitated the access of non-specialised readers to the whole analysis.  

Assessment of impacts  
The IA offers short, comparative assessments of the options against the criteria of their effectiveness, 
efficiency and coherence, without prior separate assessments of each option's impacts. 
Effectiveness is structured around the 'expected impacts' defined by the Horizon Europe Regulation, 
i.e. scientific, economic/technological and societal impacts, whereas efficiency and coherence 
follow a different structure (IA, pp. 55-63). This fragmented set-up is confusing, because economic 
impacts are obviously also linked to efficiency, and impacts are normally assessed in view of the 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox/better-regulation-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/file_import/better-regulation-toolbox-17_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/file_import/better-regulation-toolbox-17_en_0.pdf
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defined objectives. Also, by directly comparing the options to each other, the analysis gravitates 
towards the preferred option 2 from the outset. An assessment of the relevant impacts of each 
option preceding their comparison, as indicated in the better regulation guidelines, would have 
been both clearer and more coherent.  

In terms of effectiveness and scientific impacts, the IA argues that under option 0 (baseline), 
research in the cross-cutting area of metrology would remain fragmented and participation in calls 
limited to the larger NMI with the necessary resources (IA, p. 56). Option 1 would improve the 
pooling of NMI resources, but annual calls under a co-funded partnership would remain limited to 
bottom-up projects and exclude research from universities and other partners. According to the IA, 
only the programmatic approach of option 2, with its long-term focus and cross-cutting inclusion of 
public and private partners would maximise the added-value of EU funding to metrology (IA, 
pp. 56-59). The IA stresses the facilitation of private actors' involvement (but does not develop this 
further), as well as positive economic impacts by increased sales and growth of businesses involved 
in metrology. These benefits, and generally all impacts, are neither further specified nor monetised, 
but are instead indicated by -/0/+ in comparison to the baseline.7 The IA predicts most positive 
societal impacts in relation to the United Nations sustainable development goals and to better 
governance of the partnership under option 2, without specific substantiation or elaboration. Only 
at the assessment's very end are some indications provided as to how option 2 would foster 
participation of public-private partnerships and other private actors (mainly via the Steering Group, 
IA, pp. 65-66). 

In terms of efficiency, the IA anticipates costs between €2 to 4 million under the baseline scenario 
for winding down the expiring EMPIR, which, in turn, would bring about €3 million per year in cost 
savings, therefore near cost neutrality (IA, p. 60). Citing the positive mid-term EMPIR evaluation, 
which sees administrative costs below 5 % of the total costs, the IA indicates (in a table) whether 
overall additional administrative costs are expected under options 1 and 2, but these are not 
specified, and the short explanations based on the evaluation seem incomplete. Benefits are not 
analysed, leaving the announced 'cost-effectiveness approach' rather rudimentary (IA, pp. 18, 60-61, 
see below section on data and methods).8 Annex 4 gives some insight into which one-off and 
running costs were generally considered for all partnerships, but is not metrology-specific (Annex 4, 
pp. 40-41). It is therefore not evident from the IA how, when including national co-funding and 
assuming higher private investments, option 2 is more cost-efficient than options 0 and 1 (IA, p. 61). 
The qualitative assessment of the internal and external coherence of the options concludes that 
programming, development and implementation, as well as the inclusion of all public and private 
stakeholders would be most coherent under option 2, which is therefore the preferred option for all 
three criteria (IA, pp. 62-63). The options are neither assessed in relation to their proportionality, nor 
in relation to the reinforced impact-orientation of partnerships that was highlighted in the first layer 
of the IA (additionality, directionality, see above). The IA admits that these aspects were included 
only as 'expectations' rather than 'ex-ante demonstration' (IA, p. 67-68). Potential effects of the 
Covid-19 pandemic, for instance on related health research, are not assessed. Environmental 
impacts are addressed briefly and generally, by indicating that the quantification of the EU climate 
actions requires robust and pertinent measurement systems for the relevant variables, while no 
impacts on fundamental rights are expected (IA, p. 49, 59).  

SMEs/Competitiveness 

In line with Horizon Europe, boosting small and medium-sized enterprise (SME) innovation is one of 
the joint specific objectives of all institutionalised EU partnerships (IA, p. 21). The IA does not assess 
impacts of the metrology initiative on SMEs specifically, but expects the involvement of private 
partners or public-private partnerships in the Steering Group to increase their participation 
significantly, allowing them to access research projects and take up metrology solutions to increase 
their competitiveness early on (IA, p. 65). European competitiveness in the global economy is 
consistently addressed throughout the IA as one of its economic and scientific objectives, but it is 
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not measured beyond the expectation that the initiative will allow European metrology to be 'at 
least equal to the top global performers' (IA, pp. 16, 38, 42, 48, 57-58). 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

Coherence between all (institutionalised) EU partnerships under Horizon Europe and with the EU's 
political priorities is highlighted in the first overarching part of the IA (IA, pp. 5-8). It plays a crucial 
role in the screening and comparison of the options for metrology, and the preferred option is that 
expected to be most coherent internally (strategic programming and implementation of the 
partnership) and externally (European participation in international agreements and organisations) 
(IA, p. 63). The IA stresses general simplification by streamlined partnership implementation under 
the new Horizon Europe regulation, but does not develop this idea further in relation to metrology 
(IA, pp. 8, 13). The proposal notes simplification of administrative procedures for public authorities 
and private actors (explanatory memorandum, p. 9).  

Monitoring and evaluation 
The IA considers the success of the initiative consistently, in relation to the intervention logic, to 
expected targeted impacts and to monitoring and evaluation (IA, pp. 48-49). In line with the key 
impact indicators defined in the Horizon Europe regulation, it presents additional short-, medium- 
and long-term monitoring indicators for the operational objectives, referring, inter alia, to the 
number of established metrology networks, of industrial participants and of publications and 
patents (IA, pp. 69-70). While the indicators seem pertinent, some lack specification (for instance 
how to – and who would – determine that sales 'above €50 million annually of innovative products' 
are indeed 'attributable – fully or in part – to new or enhanced metrology capacities' and not to 
other factors). External interim and ex-post evaluations are planned in line with the Horizon Europe 
regulation, including, if appropriate, phasing-out preparation, which is not developed in the IA (IA, 
p. 70). The proposal schedules evaluations no later than 2025 and 2030, respectively, while the 
monitoring system is to be defined by the partners (legislative financial statement, p. 34).  

Stakeholder consultation 
An open public consultation on all European partnerships and, in a more specific second part on 
one or more of the 12 institutionalised candidate initiatives, was conducted between 11 September 
and 12 November 2019 (IA, Annex 2).9 Of the 1 635 total respondents, 225 replied to the questions 
related to metrology, mostly from academic and research institutes (49.8 %), followed by business 
(14.2 %) and public authorities (12.4 %) (Annex 2, pp. 22-32). Annex 2 breaks the consultation results 
down to stakeholder groups, finding for most questions no, or only minor, differences between 
them. According to the IA, between 62 % and 77 % of stakeholders were in favour of the preferred 
option (IA, p. 67). In addition, the support study was underpinned by targeted interviews with 
stakeholders. As indicated, throughout the IA, stakeholder positions are reported in a very general 
manner, nearly always speaking of a 'vast majority of stakeholders' without further specification. 

Supporting data and analytical methods used 
The two-layered structure and the use of the categories 'functionalities', 'inputs' and 'activities', as 
well as 'expected targeted impacts' (scientific, economic, societal) in some parts of the IA do not 
increase the coherence of the mostly qualitative analysis. Expected costs and benefits are indicated 
generally in comparison to the baseline (by -/0/+ or ++). According to the first part of the IA, 
'providing a monetised value for these average static costs would have been misleading, because 
of different features and needs of each candidate initiative' (IA, p. 18, Annex 4, p. 40). However, it is 
not clear from the IA why some more specific cost indications, for instance on running a European 
metrology network, are not provided, although six of them are already operational. A more precise, 
quantified overview of the benefits and costs for the main metrology stakeholders would have been 
welcome. Annex 4 is mostly identical, with the methodological explanations in the first part of the 
IA, and does not relate to metrology, so that the assumptions underlying the metrology part are not 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/research_and_innovation/knowledge_publications_tools_and_data/documents/ec_rtd_ia-ip-metrology.pdf


EU partnership on metrology 

7 

clear.10 The IA refers to the extensive support study for further information (indicated as 
'forthcoming', but it can be found online). Overall, the use of internal and external expertise appears 
sound, but the accessibility and accountability of the IA would have benefited from more precise, 
consistent and transparent metrology-specific information. 

Follow-up to the opinion of the Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 
The proposal's explanatory memorandum states that the RSB gave the draft IA a 'positive opinion' 
on 15 July 2020. To be precise, the draft IA received a negative opinion from the Board on 
27 March 2020, followed by a second 'positive with reservations' opinion on 15 July 2020, indicating 
that the resubmitted version still contained 'significant shortcomings'. Among other criticisms, both 
RSB opinions insisted on the unclear role and functioning of the actors involved in metrology, the 
involvement of more private partners and the longer-term perspective beyond 2030. The IA 
provides information on how the RSB's comments were addressed (Annex 1 of the IA), but as 
indicated in this briefing, some of the issues persist in the final IA. As regards the post-2030 
perspective, the final IA states under its specific objectives that the networks created by the initiative 
'will be able to seek other funding for their research', but this is neither substantiated nor developed 
in detail (IA, pp. 46-47). 

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA 
The proposal follows the preferred option of the IA. It is much more specific on the concrete 
implementation, including the roles of EURAMET (annual report), a Metrology Partnership 
Committee and the Steering Committee, all only briefly (or not) mentioned in the IA. Surprisingly, 
the explanatory statement refers to expected benefits of increased sales (of instrumentation and 
metrology-linked services) of €50 million, which are not featured in the IA (as indicated above, the 
IA explicitly refrains from monetising impacts, see above and footnote 7 below). This appears to be 
confusion between the second specific objective and the assessed impacts. 

Based on solid sources, several evaluations and stakeholder consultations, the IA considers options 
to implement European collaboration in metrology under the 2021-2027 Horizon Europe 
programme. The relatively narrow range of options is pre-determined by the Horizon Europe 
provisions, and the mostly qualitative and comparative assessment gravitates towards the preferred 
option early on. The IA's rather complicated two-layered structure, with double sets of objectives, 
'functionalities' and options does not contribute to the transparency and coherence of the analysis. 
While subsidiarity, competitiveness and coherence with the overarching political priorities are 
consistently addressed, the consideration of the benefits and costs of the options could have been 
more complete and precise. The role of the actors in the metrology 'value chain' under both the 
current and the future scheme could have been better explained. The IA does not include budgetary 
implications, nor the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic (justified by the ongoing negotiations at the 
time of drafting the IA), nor does it assess certain novelties of the Horizon Europe partnerships, such 
as additionally and directionality. 

 

ENDNOTES
1  Metrology establishes a common definition of units such as weight or distance, as well as the scale of measuring, for 

instance, the safety of products, quantum computing and innovative technologies in the area of health, energy and 
environment (IA, p. 25).  

2  Article 185 TFEU allows the Union to make provision, in agreement with the Member States concerned, for 
participation in research and development programmes undertaken by several Member States (public-public  
partnership), including participation in the structures created for the execution of those programmes, whereas under 
Article 187 TFEU, the Union may set up joint undertakings or any other structure necessary for the efficient execution 
of Union research, technological development and demonstration programmes (public-private partnership). 

3  It identifies a total of 49 candidates for partnerships, 13 of which as suitable candidates for institutionalised 
partnerships, but high performance computing was subject to another IA in 2017. 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/research_and_innovation/knowledge_publications_tools_and_data/documents/ec_rtd_ia-ip-metrology.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=PI_COM:SEC(2021)91&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=PI_COM:SEC(2021)91&from=EN
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4  1) Enhance the critical mass and scientific capabilities in interdisciplinary research and innovation across the Union; 

2) Accelerate the transitions in areas and sectors of strategic importance for EU priorities, (in particular greenhouse gas 
emissions' reduction by 2030 and digital transition); 3) Enhance the innovation capabilities and performance of 
European research and innovation value chains, including SMEs; 4) Enhance the potential for deployment, uptake and 
diffusion of innovative solutions; 5) Deliver environmental and productivity improvements in new products and 
services thanks to harnessing EU capabilities and resources. 

5  Option 0: Baseline (traditional calls under the Horizon Europe programme); Option 1: co-programmed European 
partnership (all types of partners, individual ad hoc activities in the context of contractual agreement signed by the 
Commission and the public or private partners; limited systemic approach and synergies with other programmes). 
Option 2: co-funded European partnership (core of national funding bodies, scale and scope depend on participating 
programmes; annual work programme drafted by partners involved and grant agreement; some coherence can be 
ensured by partners, synergies with national/regional programmes); Option 3: institutionalised European partnership, 
(a) based on Article 185 TFEU, b) based on Article 187 TFEU). These options go from the simplest form of partnership 
to the most complex (institutionalised partnerships), including additionality and level of integration, priority setting 
and directionality and coherence. 

6  Composed of representatives of national ministries, regulators, end users, industry and 'societal interests'' (IA, p. 54). 
The role of the Steering Group is not detailed in this context, but in a box at the very end of the assessment (IA, p. 66). 

7  Surprisingly, the explanatory memorandum (p. 9) mentions direct economic benefits by 'increased sales of 
instrumentation and linked to services in industry' of €50 million per year. These do not, however, feature in the IA nor 
in the IA''s summary of costs and benefits in Annex 3. The €50 million figure only appears as part of the second specific 
objective ('demonstrate a yearly turnover increase compared to EMPIR of EUR 50 million per year on average by 2030''), 
and the corresponding monitoring indicator for sales (IA, pp. 47, 70). The IA explicitly refrains from providing 
monetised estimates (see section on method above).  

8  Without further information or source reference, the IA states 'the co-funded partnership is 2 percentage points more 
cost-efficient than the baseline' (IA, p. 60). The cost/benefit table in Annex 3 features 'one off administrative costs: 10 % 
of EU contribution', but this is neither explained nor mentioned in the text of the IA.  

9  The duration of the consultation (less than the 12 weeks requested in the better regulation guidelines) is not justified. 
10  It relates to all partnerships, including the 'co-programmed' and Article 187 options not retained in the metrology IA. 

Other sources mentioned in Annex 4, such as bibliometrics, social network analysis or eCORDA and ORBIS data do not 
feature in the IA. 

 

This briefing, prepared for the ITRE committee, analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission's own 
better regulation guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by the Parliament in its Impact Assessment Handbook, 
appear to be met by the IA. It does not attempt to deal with the substance of the proposal. 
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