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Executive summary

Coffey Infernational Development Coffey was contracted fo carry out the Rapid Assessment of Research
Programmes 2004-2009 and 2009-2014. The study was carried ouf over six months, from April to
Sepftember 2017.

The main goal of the assessment was fo document and assess the results of EEA and Norway Granfs'
support to research, including the extent fo which the Granfs are generating sustfainable partnerships,
which support applicaftions for EU research-funding.

This assessment focussed on five main themes:
1 Programme results
2 Thelink befween the EEA and Norway Grants and EU-funded research initiatives
3 Quality of partnerships
4 Transfer of knowledge
5 Good research management support

This rapid assessment focused on research programmes in the years 2004-2009 and 2009-2014 in three
Beneficiary States: Estonia, Poland and Romania.

The methodology deployed for this study included:

an online survey of Project Promoters in the three case study counfries and of Donor project
partners involved in their projects. A total of 102 responses were received to the survey 77 Project
Promoters and 25 Donor project partners, equal to 53% response rate among Project Promoters;

in-depth inferviews with seven Norwegian and Icelandic Donor project partners.

a review of a selection of project reports . Projects were selected at random to creafte a sample of
50% of all of the projects in the three case study countries from the period 2009-2014. There were
projects in the total cohort: 13 in Estonia, 75 in Poland and 23 in Romania. From fthis, a sample of 56
projects was reviewed: 7 from Estonia, 37 from Poland and 12 from Romania;

site visits T0 19 projects sampled from the pool of all projects carried out in the three countries in the
financial periods 2004-2009 and 2009-2014, during which interviews were held with research grant
recipient institutions, including Project Promoters, researchers and administrators. Each country
visit culminated with a face-fo-face focus group with a selection of Project Promoters.

A mixed-methods approach was used to gather evidence from a range of sources to support reliable and
insightful answers to the key study questions, which are provided in Chapter 3 of this report.

Below, we provide a set of overarching conclusions, which present our overall assessment of Granfs.
Following discussions with the FMO, we developed a number of recommendations. These judgements are
made on the basis of our analysis and take into account the key findings, which are also presented in this
Executfive Summary.

November 2017 1



Rapid Assessment of Research Programmes 2004-2009 and 2009-2014
Final Report

The findings, conclusions and recommendafions are structured following fthe five main themes fhis
assessment aimed to address. Following the results-based management approach that guides the
implementation of the Grants, we start by presenting findings relating to the programme results. As the
Granfs aimed to support furfher applicafions fo EU research funding sfreams, we then provide a short
overview of key findings relafting fo the link between the EEA and Norway Granfs and EU-funded research
inifiatives. Finally, we offer they key findings relating to the ‘quality of partnerships’, ‘transfer of knowledge’
and ‘research management support’.

Fligure I: Logic of assessment themes

QUALITY

OF
PARTNERSHIPS LINKS
PROGRAMME WITH
RESUIETS EU RESEARCH
GOOD
TRAgEFER RESEARCH FUNDING

MANAGEMENT

KNOWLEGE SUPPORT

Main findings
Programme results

All of the Project Promoters, who participated in the research survey representing 53% of all of the
Project Promoters from the two financial periods reported that involvement in the programme had
resulted in their teams increasing their research competence .

Although part of the rafionale for these grants is the assumed knowledge fransfer from Donor project
partners to organisafions in Beneficiary Stafes, Donor project partners also benefited from their
partnership with organisations from Beneficiary States. Rather than being a one-sided - Donor to
Beneficiary - fype of learning relationship, the data suggest that researchers and research facilities in
the Beneficiary Stafes also helped fo strengthen the research capacity? of participating Donor
project partners' organisations. For example, one project in Romania provided Norwegian researchers
access to state-of-the-art research facilities, which had been previously funded by EU Research
Infrastructure funding.

Projects also helped both Project Promoter and Donor project partner organisations to increase
research excellence?. In the survey, 86% of Project Promoters and 72% of Donor project partners
indicated that the research excellence in their organisations had increased to a "large” or "very large’
extent.

123 For the purpose of this assessment the three concepts were distinguished as follows: Research competence refers to the
capabilities of researchers and can include e.g. knowledge of new methodologies, fools or approaches. Research capacify relates
to the ability fo conduct research based mostly on external factors, such as access to adequate equipment. Research excellence
relafres to the originality, significance and rigour of the research conducted, and the subsequent peer recognition.
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Partnerships resulting from involvement in EEA and Norway Grants projects had a positive impact on
both Beneficiary and Donor State organisafions. Almost half of the Donor project partners who
participated in this research thought that the partnerships had helped them to access internationally
renowned research networks. This suggests that partnerships resulfed in more cross-over and
exchange between parftners as opposed to the experfise being channelled only from Donor partners
to beneficiary Project Promotfers than may have been initially expected.

The most significant programme results overall include the large number of scienfific publicaftions
mainly for primary research and the fact that most Project Promoters and Donor project partners
want fo cooperate on more projects in the future - albeit this wish for further cooperation is not
always formalised yet .

Projects that resulted from a previous cooperation albeifinformal fended to be the most effective.
For these projects, the grant helped to strengthen the bilateral relationship even further, and to
enhance the complementarity of their combined scientific and/or methodological knowledge. This
result does not undermine the value of new collaborations. New partnerships can also be very
beneficial, even if they take longer fo get off the ground. Donor project partners appear fo be very
keen to develop new partnerships, which confirms that there is scope fo promote new partnerships.

According to Project Promoters, interdisciplinarity is one of the main factors, which underpins project
success and provides significant added-value vis-a-vis other grants. Unlike ofher national and
international research funding streams, these Grants do noft limit the focus of the projects to a single
discipline. This allows for greater knowledge-exchange and supports greater innovation.

Granf collaborations helped to improve Beneficiary State organisations' understanding of how to
write successful bids. All online survey respondents in Poland and Romania confirmed that as a result
of their parficipation in the project, their research teams had to some exfent increased fheir
understanding of how fo develop successful research funding proposals.

Some Project Promoters highlighted the broader societal and political impact of the project results,
especially for projects in social sciences. Such projects confributed to developing new sfrategies,
instruments and approaches to address issues of common concern e.g. migration, which also
confributed to the first objective of the EEA and Norway Granfs: reducing economic and social
disparities in the European Economic Area.

The current maximum project duration of three years, limits projects’ educational outcomes for PhD
students. For example, in Romania the durafion of a PhD is by law at least 36 months, meaning that the
PhDs involved in a project cannot complete their diplomas earlier to comply with the project calendar.
Another identified issue related to the ceilings infroduced for PhD scholarships within the projects.
The relatively low level of this ceiling meant that in pracfice it was not possible for PhD students to
focus on the research as their only project. This was reported to be inconvenient and disruptive and
tfo have a negatfive impact on project resulfs.
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The link between the EEA and Norway Granfs and EU-funded research inifiatives

The implementation of EEA and Norway Grants Research Programme is modelled directly on Horizon
2020 from all perspectives including a focus on ERA policy, yet there are areas where there is a disjoint
between the infention and the actual practice. While there has been a clear emphasis on Open Science
among fthe consulted Beneficiary Stafes, there have been issues in implementing the European
Researchers Charter and Code of Conduct for their Recruitment. Furthermore, with regards to
evaluation of project proposals, in principal, the assessment of EEA and Norway Granfs are modelled
directly on Horizon 2020. However, this stfudy indicates that practice across the Programme Operators
is not consistent.

The review of the final project reports suggests that the number of projects that submitted
applications to Horizon 2020 and other EU funded research inifiatives was considerable: in Poland,
for 36 projects reviewed there were 38 planned or submitted applications and an addiftional 7 funded.
The number of submitted applications under Horizon 2020 was even higher in Romania, with a fotal of
46 proposals submitted by the 12 reviewed projects with three of the projects submifting 37
proposals .

Overall, from the surveyed Project Promoters (representing 53% of all project promoters in the two
funding periods and Donor project partners, more than half were successful in securing EU funding.
While this figure does not show how many applications were submitted to secure funding, the fact
that half of the respondents received addifional EU funding is considerable.

The Grants have had a positive impact on applications for EU research funding . From a Project
Promotors' perspective success with EU research applications could be affributed to their
parficipationin EEA / Norway Grants-supported projects. Donor project partners placed less emphasis
on the Granfs in their assessment of the success of subsequent EU bids.

Quality of partnerships

Project Promotfers from all three case study countries have a sfrong appefite for future
collaboration. They were confident that their partnership with a Donor project partner had - or would
- confinue after the Grant period. This finding can be aftributed to the overall positive experience of
the partnerships. Project Promotors praised Norwegian and Icelandic partners for their flexibility and
fransparency, and considered that the partnerships had been enriching as well as productive.

Research projects supported by the EEA and Norway Grants undoubtedly sfrengthen research
parfnerships between parficipating insfitufions, particularly by allowing the Beneficiary Stafes’
researchers gain infernational exposure, opporfunity to collaborate internationally and providing
additional networking opportunities

Most Project Promoters had been involved in some form of infernafional collaboratfion previous to
theirinvolvementin the Grant. But only few had previously formally worked with Norwegian / Icelandic
researchers. Based on experiences from the previous funding years, the Granfs appear to generate
bases for susfainable research collaboratfions and partnerships that are likely tfo confinue beyond
the current funding period.

November 2017 4



Rapid Assessment of Research Programmes 2004-2009 and 2009-2014
Final Report

Transfer of knowledge

Project Promoters from all three case study countries reported that there was significant knowledge
fransfer betfween Project Promoters and Donor project parfners. The Donor project partners most
often tended to transfer knowledge by sharing raw dafa, collaborafing on scientific articles, and
sharing experience and specific knowledge relating to new research methods.

A number of factors supportfed knowledge transfer between the partners, including having a prior
relationship aft personal level, honest communicatfion, frust among partners, as well as
complementary skills and resources tfechnical and infrasfructural . The inferdisciplinary nature of
the projects supported a cross-fertilisation of expertise from different areas of science.

The Granfs' main limiting factors seem to be mainly related to the expected differences in mentality,
with Norwegian partners mostly being seen as ‘relaxed” and not always recognising the fime and
budget pressures faced by Project Promoters. Beneficiary States' adminisfrative requirements also
sometimes hindered project progress.

Knowledge is most efficiently and successfully transferred between Donor programme partners and
Programme Operators through good practice exchanges in joint workshops.

The fransfer of knowledge and good practice takes place both vertically from the Research Council
of Norway to Programme Operators, and vice-versa, and horizontally between Programme
Operafors from different counfries . This highlights the importance of planning and allowing for
physical meetings between the organisations.

Although not strictly related to research knowledge-fransfer, cooperatfion with other organisations
represenfing the Donor Stafes such as Norwegian Embassies can enhance the visibility of the
research programme and promote programme resulfs o media and the wider public.

Good research management support

Involvement in EEA and Norway Granfs research projects significanfly enhanced researchers'
management capabilities, particularly those from Beneficiary States.

As most of the organisations involved in the Granfs were either also simultaneously involved in ofher
exfternally financed research projects, or had been engaged in externally-financed research projects
in the past, it is difficult to aftribute any increase in research-support capacity building directly to the
EEA and Norway Granfs programme. However, undoubtedly, the Grants confribute to increasing
instifutions' research-support capacity, parficularly in the Beneficiary States, by providing a good
learning exercise for the institutions.

When there is specific budgeft line dedicated to hiring a research adminisfrafive assistants i.e. not a
researcher burdened with dealing with the project-related administration, but an administration
professional projectimplementafionis much smoother.

Consultations with the Norwegian Donor Project Parfner and the Programme Operafors in the
Beneficiary States suggest that there is an element of misunderstanding about the origin of many
of the administrative requiremenfts, judged as burdensome by the Project Promoters. This suggests
room forimprovement, for example explicitly discouraging Project Promoters from infroducing harder
requirements for financial reporting than explicitly required in the programme and/or call
documentation.
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Main conclusions

Project Promotfers and Donor project partners, are generally very safisfied with fhe
collaborations supported through the EEA and Norway Grants. There is a shared strong impefus
for partners to work together in the future.

On the basis of the Rapid Assessment it is difficult to provide fully robust data on programme
results, given the use of samples interms of countries selected for this assessment, and the number
of projects reviewed in each country, buf the success rate of project teams supported by the EEA
and Norway Grants in applying for EU funding appears to be high.

The Rapid Assessment confirms that the Grants are going beyond initial expectations in terms of
impact. Researchers in Beneficiary States and Donor States are accruing substantial benefits
through their collaboration. Project Promoters in Estonia, Poland and Romania report added-value
in @ number of key areas, including increasing research competence and skills, fo supporting
knowhow on how to develop larger funding proposals. Donor project partners also reap
significant benefifs, including access fo stafe-of-the-art facilities, new methodologies and
networks, and enfhusiastic and ambitious researchers who are keen to publish resulfs.

The mutual benefits of the bilateral partnerships supported through the Grantfs are not always
sufficiently recognised in the Donor States. These benefits could be promoted much more widely
fo encourage greatfer parficipation in the Granfs from the organisations in the Donor States.

A key focus of this rapid assessment was a review of the extent that EEA and Norway Grants
facilitated successful applicaftions fo EU-research funding, including under Horizon 2020. If this is a
key goal of the grants, then there is scope to make this goal more explicit, as achievements are
more likely to be realised when specific goals are setf. The later programmes e.g. in Romania and
Poland include 'subsequent EU funding applications’ as a target outcome. Buf there is scope to
further tailor certain processes, which might include the application and evaluation processes so
that they reflect Horizon 2020 processes and help fo increase understanding and provide
evidence that will support future applications.

Reportfing requirements have evolved since the start of the EEA and Norway Granfs research
programmes. Consequently they can vary significantly from counfry-to-country andin some cases
project-to-project. This can lead to misunderstandings and some resistance on the side of Donor
project partners to provide the requested administrative inpufs. This suggests a need for greater
standardisation and clarity on the indicators and requirements that are mandatory. This clarity
would also aide those working in administrative departments in PP organisations, who may be used
to different rules.
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Main recommendations

The Rapid Assessment idenfified several elements of the current approach of the Donors and the Financial
Mechanism Office that should be mainfained and reinforced in the new financial period 2014-2021. In
particular it is recommended to:

Continue promoting widely in the Donor Staftes the fact that the partnerships are mutually
beneficial, which helps encouraging greater participation in the Grants from the organisations in
the Donor Staftes. This assessment confirmed fhat bilateral partnerships brought substantial
benefits to both Project Promoters and Donor project partners. In the latter case, the benefits
related most of all fo access to state-of-the-art facilities, new methodologies and networks, as well
as enthusiastic and ambitious researchers who were keen to publish resulfs.

Maintain the requirement of working in research feams and fthe collaborative nature of the
supported projects. One of the largest problems in the beneficiary stafes' approach to supporting
science is the fact that creation of research feams is not encouraged and supported enough, and
greaf research feams with a history of collaboration are difficult to come by.

In ferms of prospective changes to the Research Programme it is recommended fo:

Ensure that the new Research Programme has an evaluation system built in to its design. Clarity
from the sftart on what, how, and when is fo be evaluated with relafion to the new Research
Programme 2014-2021 would help the Project Promoters, Programme Operators, and the Financial
Mechanism Office to collect relevant information and data to showcase the Programme results
consistently, in line with FMO's focus on resulfs-based management. Clear evaluation provisions at
all levels would ensure that the outcomes of the programme, and the individual projects, would
clearly contribute to reaching the overall objectives, as well as impacts for the individuals targeted
by the actions.

Consider creatfing an additional strand of the EEA and Norway Grants Research Programme
focused solely on research management capacity building in the Beneficiary Staftes' research
institutions as opposed to supporfing conducting research). This could bring benefits and
strengthen not only the direct research oufputs of the Beneficiary Staftes' institutions, butf also
confribute to them successfully applying for larger research funding streams, such as Horizon2020.
The newly-introduced call to develop capacity building networks could be modelled on the
H2020 National Confact Point NCP neftworks.

Consider creating a programme area to support mid-career researchers in establishing their
first research groups. The consulted stakeholders recognised the plight of mid-30s researchers,
who are stuck between qualifying for early-career support and having enough scienfific
achievements fo successfully lead a research team of their own.

Consider creating an additional small grant scheme destined only for organisations that have
already completed another Granfs-supported project, fo enhance sustainability of project resultfs
and expand the potential applicability of primary-research focused projects. This follow-up
funding could provide means for the researchers to fully mine and process the datfa they obtained
in their previous projects, potentially leading to more project resulfs in ferms of publications, and
new scientific breakthroughs.
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e Considerinfroducing a dedicated budgef line in all projects for administfrafive staff being hired
by the project to provide management support. The consultations with the Project Promoters
suggest that involving a research management professionals in the projects is sfill a relative rarity,
mostly due to the lack of such persons in the Project Promoters' organisations. For the individual
researches faking part in Grants-sponsored projects, one of the most significant challenges was to
carry ouf the research work and manage administraftive aspects at the same time. Put greater
emphasis on the need for Programme Operators to provide clearer informatfion to both Project
Promoters and the Donor project partners, on the administrative requirements of the Granfs. This
could include examples of fypes of informatfion or data that is not required, which should help
improving the low trust levels in the parts of the processes handled by the national
administrations.

e Where feasible, increase standardisation of the reporting requirements and data harvesting
for Project Promoters across counfries, fo ensure that more managemenf insight can be
provided in the future. This should include providing clear instructions to Programme Operators
regarding which of the indicators and requirements are mandatory as thereis a lack of clarity
in this area.

e Consider making it clear to the Programme Operators that the project durafion of three years is
not a sfrict time limit. Prolongafion of project duration beyond fthree years could significantly
improve educational outcomes, parficularly for the PhD students: it would allow the PhDs involved
in a project to complete their diplomas before the projects draw fo a close. Consideration should
also be givento discouraging Programme Operafors from establishing financial ceilings on PhD
scholarships. If the scholarships would be sufficient for the studenfs to be their sole income
source, the PhD candidates could focus solely on the one project, without needing to switch
beftween several works.
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1 Introduction

This document is the Final Report of the Rapid Assessment of Research Programmes 2004-2009 and 2009-
2014 supported by the EEA and Norway Granfs. The report is submitted by Coffey to the Financial
Mechanism Office FMO

The main aim of the study was to document and assess the results of EEA and Norway Grants' support to
Research, including the extent fo which the EEA and Norway Grants are leading fo susftainable partnerships
in gefting EU-funding in the field of research.

This report consists of the following chapters:

The Execufive Summary presented at the oufsef of this report showcased the main findings
accompanied by the main conclusions to the questions required by the Terms of Reference to the
study. It also provided recommendations on how programming could be improved in the future.

Chapter 2 summarises the purpose and approach fto the study, and provides an overview of the main
methods used to collect and analyse data.

Chapter 3 provides the overall findings regarding the EEA and Norway Grants' support to Research,
ordered by assessment theme and by question. Each individual section in this chapter contains the
conclusions and recommendations relating to the assessment’s individual themes.

This report is accompanied by a separafe Technical Annex, which provides the detailed findings from the
datfa collection tools.

Any queries related to this report should be directed fo:

Dr Karolina Wrona

Coffey International, a Tefra Tech company
40 Bernard St

London WCIN 1LE

United Kingdom

f: +44 O 207837 2881
Karolina.Wrona@coffey.com
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2 Subject and methodology of the study

This study is a rapid assessment of the Research Programmes supported by the EEA and Norway Granfs.
The purpose of a 'rapid assessment” is not to provide a full, detfailed account of all aspecfs of the
infervention, but rather to provide a fime-specific snapshot of a situation, conducted over a relafively short
period and aims to answer a few specific questions.

Rapid assessment can be defined as infensive, feam-based qualitaftive inquiry using friangulation,

iterafive data analysis, and additional data collection to quickly develop a preliminary understanding of
a situation from the insider's perspective®.

2.1 Subject and scope

The EEA Grants and Norway Grants are the financial contributions of Norway, Iceland and Liechftenstein
donor countries aimed af reducing the social and economic disparities in the EEA and sfrengthening
bilateral relations with 16 EU countries Beneficiary Stafes :

Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain®

Each Beneficiary State agrees on a set of programmes with the donor counftries, based on nafional needs
and priorities and the scope for cooperatfion with the donor countries. All programmes must adhere to
standards relating to human rights, good governance, sustainable development and gender equality.

The funding is targefed on areas where there are clear needs in the Beneficiary States and that are in line
with naftional priorities and wider European goals. Grants are available for non-governmental organisations,
research and academic institutions and public and private sector bodies.

EEA Granfs 2004-2009 supported research projects in eleven Beneficiary States. Over EUR 82 million have
been awarded to 93 projects including individual projects, programmes and funds. Poland was the main
recipient of research funding, receiving more than 50 percent of the totfal funding for academic research
EUR 42.8 million, followed by Hungary EUR 13.7 million and the Czech Republic EUR 8.5 million .

In the 2009-2014 period the support for research under the two financial mechanisms EEA Grants and
Norway Granfs was split info two programme areas, with similar objectives and expected outcomes. The
objective of the first programme area was "enhanced research-based knowledge development in the
Beneficiary States,” and for fthe second programme area: 'Enhanced research-based knowledge
development in the Beneficiary States through enhanced research cooperation between Norway and the
Beneficiary Stafes.”

4Beebe, J. 2001 Rapid Assessment Process: An Introduction. Walnut Creek, CA, ISBN 0-7591-0012-8.
°>Spain ceased to be a Beneficiary State affer the 2009-2014 financial period
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In the 2009-2014 period the EEA Grants and Norway Granfs supported a total of 6 programmes within the
research priority sector. Projects that were financed under this financial period were implemented unfil
2016 or 2017:

CZQ09 - The Czech -Norwegian Research Programme Programme Grant: €14,516,377
EEO6 - Research Cooperation Programme Grant: €3,000,000

GRO7 - Research Programme Grant: €2,996,311

LVOS - Research and Scholarship Programme Grant €5,510,250

PL12 - Bilateral Research Cooperation Programme Grant: €63,180,500

RO14 - Research within Priority Sectors Programme Grant: €20,000,00

This study focused on research programmes in the years 2004-2009 and 2009-2014 in three Beneficiary
States: Estonia, Poland and Romania.

2.2 Objective of the study and key questions

Research and innovatfion are a key priority of Europe's susfainable growth sfrategy, and it is widely
acknowledged that social and economic development depends on it. The European Commission has set a
goal for the EU to increase research investments to 3% of GDP so as to confribute to meeting the goals of
the Lisbon Sfrategy® and Europe 20207. One of the key priorities to support this goal is to increase
fransnational European research cooperation.

Specific EU-wide programmes such as the EU Framework Programme for research, technological
development and demonstration, currently in its eight iteration known as "Horizon 2020" aim to promote
this kind of cooperation.

The EEA and Norway Grants Research Programmes are a consequence of the recognition that Eastern and
Cenfral European Stafes have low success rafes in Horizon2020. The main purpose of the EEA and Norway
Granfs research programme is to spread scientific excellence throughincreased research capacity and the
applicaftion of research results, and fo widen parficipation in EU-funded research projects amongst Eastern
and Central European Stafes.

The overall objective of this rapid assessment was fo document and assess the results of EEA and Norway
Granfs' support to research, including the extent to which the EEA and Norway Grants lead to sustainable
partnerships, which are successful in bidding for EU research funding.

Following the implementation of the 2004-2009 and the 2009-2014 Research Programmes, the FMO was
intferested to explore if the Grants had contributed to an increase in Beneficiary States’ parficipation in
H2020 and fufure FP9 research funding programmes. In addifion, the prospective element of this
assessment was to consider possible improvements to programming aspects of the Granfs by drawing on
good practices used in Horizon2020.

The objectives of this assessment franslated into 12 specific questions, grouped under five themes, as listed
overleaf.

5 See http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/00100-r1.en0.htm

"https://web.archive.org/web/20100401082914/http://ec.europa.eu:80/commission_2010-
2014/president/news/documents/pdf/20100303_1_en.pdf
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7able I: Key questions

Programme results

TA. What are the most significant programme results?

1B. Is there further evidence of the application of research results?

1C. How did the programmes affect Donor research organisations?

1D. What fypes of inferventions were most/least effective and why?

The link between the EEA and Norway Grants and EU-funded research initiatives

2A. To what extent did the supported projects lead fo successful subsequent applications joint or bilateral under
Horizon 2020 and ofher EU funded research initiatives?

2C. Do the programmes contribute to implementafion of ERA?
Quality of partnerships

3A. Did the EEA and Norway Grants help research institutions build strong partnerships that enabled them access to
infernationally renowned research networks?

3B. Have the BS been more successful in atfracting excellent research partners?
Transfer of knowledge
4A. To what exftent have the programmes helped fransfer knowledge between DS and BS researchers?

4B. To what extent have the programmes helped fransfer knowledge between national research
agencies/ministries of education and national research funding?

Good research management support
5A. To what extent have the programmes helped increase awareness of good research management support?

5B. To what extent have the programmes enabled the BS to build strong research management skills on an
institutional level?

2.3 Methodology

The robust mixed-methods approach to data collection using a range of on-line, telephone and face-to-
face tools, including focus groups, on-line surveys, and individual and group inferviews to gather insights
from all relevant stakeholders national ministries responsible for research, Programme Operators for the
Research Programmes if different from the ministries, recipients of the Grants, and a sample of Donor
project partners allowed us fo gather evidence from a range of sources to support reliable and insightful
answers to the key study questions.

2.31  Online survey of Project Promoters and Donor project partners

The study feam implemented an online survey of Project Promoters PPs and Donor project partners Dpps
in the three case study counfries Estonia, Poland and Romania . The purpose of the survey was to gather
wide-ranging and comparable informafion on Project Promoters' experiences of other EU-funded
research initiatives following their projects, including the success rafte of consortia, applicability of project
results, and research management support received. The survey also allowed us tfo compare the
experiences of the Project Promoters with those of the Donor project partners.
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The potential survey participants were identified from the Doris database: the project managers and Donor
project partners in the respective Research programme areas from the periods 2004-2009 and 2009-2014:

country 2004-2009 2009-2014
Estonia 11 projects 13 projects
Poland 20 projects 75 projects
Romania 2 projects 23 projects
TOTAL 33 projects 1M projects

Atotfal of 102 responses were received to the survey 77 Project Promoters and 25 Donor project partners,
equal fo 53% response rate among Project Promoters.

2.3.2 Inferviews with Donor project partners

The last question of the online survey asked the parficipants who were willing to discuss their projects in
more deftail o provide their contact details. Seven Donor project partners expressed a willingness to be
contacted, and inferviews were carried outf during July and August 2017:

Position Organisation

Professor, School of Science and Engineering Reykjavik University

Professor, Department of Psychosocial Science, Faculty of University of Bergen

Psychology

Head, Research Department Cancer Registry of Norway

Scientist, Division for Maps and Statistics Norwegian Institute of Bioeconomy Research
Senior Research Economist Institute of Transport Economics

Chief Scienfist, Head of Section for Earth Observation Norwegian Computing Centre

Chief Scienfist, Medical Technology SINTEF

233 Deskreview

In July 2017, we undertook a desk-based review of a selection of project reports provided by the
Programme Operators in the three case study counfries. Projects were selected at random to create a
sample of 50% of all of the projects from the period 2009-2014.

There were 111 projects in the fofal cohort: 13 in Estonia, 75 in Poland and 23 in Romania. From this, we
reviewed a sample of 56 projects: 7 from Estonia, 37 from Poland and 12 from Romania. The project sample
consisted of a representative balance in the research areas represented.
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Research areas # of reviewed projects
environment 14
health 13
climate change 12
social sciences 10
gender 4

carbon capture

This element of the study aimed to get insights info the impact of EEA and Norway Grants in ferms of the:
project outcomes in each country,
sustainability of project collaborations, as well as

influence on improving Grant recipients chances of securing EU research funding.

2.3.4 Site visits

We carried out site visits fo 19 projects sampled from the pool of all projects carried out in the three
counfries in the financial periods 2004-2009 and 2009-2014. The deftailed list of projects visited is included
in the Technical Annex to this document.

Figure 2: Numbers of projects visited by country

Estonia Poland Romania

Gdansk

,.J"“'. Tallinn i / Sopot

rlb ID
PG

Cluj-Napoca

Galati

2004-2009 B 2009-2014

Site visits focused on understanding project results and identifying relevant examples fo illustrate the
answers to the key questions in this Rapid Assessment. During the visits, we inferviewed research grant
recipient institutions, including Project Promoters, researchers and administrators. Each country visit
culminated with a face-to-face focus group with a selection of Project Promoters.
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2.3.5 Interviews with national research agencies

During the country visits, we also carried ouf interviews with representafives of nafional agencies
responsible for research in Estonia, Romania and Poland. These inferviews complemented fthe insights
provided by project site visits and focus groups with Project Promoters. More specifically, the focus when
inferviewing natfional research agencies related o gquestions on research management support and the
link / comparison of the Grants with other EU research funding streams.

2.3.6 Collaborative workshop

The analysis of data collected culminated in a collaborative workshop, whose purpose was to review the
individual country findings and the initial analysis. The workshop included the team who carried out this
assessment, joined by representatives of fwo Donor countries organisations:

Research Council of Norway

Icelandic Centre for Research RANNIS

The overarching objective of the workshop was not only fo arrive af findings that relate to each study
question, but also to reach consensus for the supporting narrative for the general recommendations
regarding how programming could be improved in the future.

The detailed findings from each data collection method are presenfed in the Technical Annex to this Report.
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3 Key findings

The following section describe our key findings from this study, that are presenfted as answers to the
questions set in the Terms of Reference, which are grouped as follows:

Section 3.1: Programme resulfs

Section 3.2: The link between the EEA and Norway Granfs and EU-funded research initiatives
Section 3.3: Quality of partnerships

Section 3.4: Transfer of knowledge

Section 3.4: Good research management support

Each sectfion stafes the corresponding research questions, followed by a short explanation of the
judgement criteria and methods used to collect dafa. The evidence to answer the question is presented
subsequently. Each section culminates with highlighting the conclusions and recommendations
corresponding to each theme.

3.1 Programme resulfs

Question 1A: What are the most significant programme results?
Question 1B: Is there further evidence of the application of research results?
Question 1C: How did the programmes affect Donor research organisations?

Question 1D: What types of interventions were most/least effective and why?

This section presents the key findings from the study regarding the first three questions, which concern
the results of the research programmes, the way the interventions benefit Norwegian and Icelandic
organisations, and the most effective types of project.

To answer these questions, we investigated the exfent to which nafional Programme Operators and
national research agencies consider research outpufs and outcomes to be significant and their reasons .
To determine the significance of the programme results, we searched for evidence of concrete project
outcomes achieved by the research groups and / or universities, and examined whether the Grants' support
helped to increase research excellence in specific fields in parficipating organisations from the Beneficiary
Stafes and the Donor States.

To add depth to the findings on results, we analysed the factors that the Programme Operators, Donor
project partners and Project Promoters reported enhanced (and limited) the extent to which the individual
projects and programmes as whole were able to strengthen Beneficiary States' research capacity.
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3.1 Most significant programme results

In ferms of project outcomes, the survey results suggest that the projects most often led to collaborative
publications in subsequent years. All of the Romanian respondenfs agreed that this had happened to a
large or very large exfent, a view supported by close to 80% of Estonian and Polish respondents.

Most responding Project Promoters also agreed that the projects helped them fo increase research
excellence in ftheir specific fields. The increase in research excellence seemed fo also apply fo their
Norwegian and Icelandic partners, as 72% of them believed their research excellence increased to a ‘large”
or "very large" extent. For most survey respondents projects didn't fend fo lead to their participation in
infernational research collaborations for the first fime.

Figure 3: Project outcomes

Q: To what extent did the project...
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help to increase research excellence
in specific fields in your organisation PPs 13%
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The survey respondents were also asked to name three concrete outcomes of their projects. Fifty-four of
the surveyed Project Promoters and 21 Donor project partners answered this question, and their responses
can be summarised as demonstrated in the table below, where the answers are listed in a descending order
according to the number of respondents mentfioning the given type of oufcome.

Table 2: Most significant project outrcomes accoraing ro Project Promoters and Donor project partners

Project Promoters Donor project partners

creafing new knowledge in their field

publications

applications of research

developing new methods and methodologies generation of new knowledge S

increase of networking opportunities and publications §
§ parfnerships partnership and networking g
% patent applications or granted patents collecting data that can be used %,
é gathering new datfa that can be used in research to advance research %
v ICEESS application of research 3
§ provided opportunities for career development of
Q research staff

creation of new infrastructure for research in

beneficiary organisation

dissemination channels and tools conferences, online

resources, toolboxes . excessive amount of g E

confributed to knowledge exchange between bureaucracy 3 %

insfitutions financial losses unpaid invoices 3 3

More details on the project outcomes were discussed during the focus groups. For the Project Promofters
in all of the countries the answers were posifive. In fact, most believed that they managed to obtain much
more benefits than just reaching fthe targefs. In addition to positive and valuable cooperafion
experience, some said that the project has given them excellent motivation to search for partners from
other countries. It was the basis for further developments which enabled sharing useful conftacts and go
further.

"This project gave us a very good impulse to search for other partners from other
countries. If you do a valuable good work, it will be noticed and you will definitely artract
partners from other countries. "

Another positive aspect in addition to reaching the main goal, was organizing project related seminars,
conferences and writing publications, which had an overall positive impact on the university's image as
well as an essential achievement in personal career.

The findings from the review of completed project reports support these findings:
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Areview of Estonia’s project reports shows that the Grants were
conducive for ftransferring knowledge and know-how
between Donor Stafes and Beneficiary States and have often
helped boosting the beneficiary states’ universities research
capacity.

Some projects highlighted that Norway's involvement had
helped infegratfing different skills and knowledge from the
involved institutions from the Beneficiary States, which result in
more successful publishing of primary research.

On average, Estonia's projects published between 5 and 8
scientific papers. Moreover, the majority of project partners
were keen for the collaboration to continue, suggesting
overall satisfaction with the partnership and project results. The
number of joint publications is a good indicator for research
excellence amongst the projects we reviewed.

A review of the project reports shows that the programme

PROJECT EXAMPLE.

Language and auditory brain. studies on
central sound representation in auditory
cortex University of Tartu, Estonia and
University of Bergen, Norway

The objective of fthe project was fo
unravel how different brain mechanisms
of speech processing are determined by
cerfain characteristics of the language.
This understanding can help in finding
freatment fo neurological conditions e.g.
patfients losing speech affer strokes but
also for learners of foreign languages, for

example supporting infegrafion of
migrants who need fo learn a new
language.

confributed to producing high quality publication s and developing the respective disciplines of the

projects.

PROJECT EXAMPLE.

‘Automated Assessment of Joint Synovitis
Activity  from Medical Ulfrasound and
Power Doppler Examinations using Image
Processing and Machine Learning Methods "
MEDUSA .

The project joined the Silesian University of
Technology Poland with several Donor
State partners. Project results have direct
medical applications: the project created a
new computerized method for detecting
and evaluafing rheumatoid changes in
ulfrasound images, in which the software
allows collecting and evaluafing the
changes in the joints automatically. It also
created one of fthe world's largest
databases of images of rheumatoid-
impacted joints, which is of great value for
feaching young medics.

In Poland, the projects led to the publication of 232 scienfific
papers, around 50 more than originally planned. Out of these,
57 were joint publications involving at least one researcher
from the Donor State and Beneficiary State .

Most projects met their sef target of joint publications, and
overall 7 more papers than planned were published this way
by the assessed projects.

Moreover, 649 researchers and PhD studenfs undertook
research and educational actfivities within the reviewed
sample of projects. The project partners and Project
Promoters seemed keen for the collaborations to confinue,
yet few had formalised these at the fime of writing the final
project reports.

Areview of the reports shows that while three quarters of the
projects were planning to confinue the cooperation, only a
small number had a formal cooperation plan already in place.
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In Romania, several projects had a notably higher number of
international publications than planned® as well as a higher
number of researchers involved. These publicafions also
increased infernational visibility of the partner universities, and
were accompanied by the participation in infernational scientific
events, as well as an increased mobility of researchers.

Several reports also highlighted that the projects had led fo
significant scientific advancements in their respective fields,
while at the same fime confributing to educational outcomes
through the involvement of MSc and PhD students in the project.
From fthe reports, project coordinators were keen for the
collaborations to contfinue, be it in the form of a continuation of
bilateral relations in areas of common inferest or through the
applications to additional funding.

The majority indicated that they were keen fo build on the

PROJECT EXAMPLE.

‘Perovskites for Photovoliaic Efficient
Conversion  Technology"  National
nstitute — of  Materials  Physics in
Bucharest. Romania with University of
Reykjavik and University of Oslo

The project resulted in significant
scientific improvement in the micro-
fechnology of the solar power cells.
This achieved several infernatfional
awards and filed a patent application
for a printer for successive deposition
of ulfra-thin  films with different
physical-chemical  properties.  This
printer has been designed especially
for the manufacture of perovskite solar

cells. This fype of solar cells requires
successive deposition of several ulfra-
thin layers of different composition
and structure.

projects’ findings and to further develop the networks that
resulted from each project. For example, af the tfime of writing,
several POs were thinking of applying for further funding. There
are also cases in which the implementaftion of the project
contributed to seftling long-term cooperation amongst partners.

3.1.2  Applicafion of research results

Itisimporftant fo note that the project promoters emphasized that in most cases of projects from the 2009-
2014 period, the results of their research were sfill being implemented .

The Project Promoters agreed fthat the Grants helped them fo work out new research strategies and
develop instruments which they considered important for both sociefies and countries that participated
in the scientific collaboration:

‘The results are being implemenied and help o work out new strategies and instruments e.qg. in
politics and social sciences, so it is something more than just cooperation between wo
universities. Implementation of these results on local level brings excellent achievements and
benefirs.”

PROJECT EXAMPLE.

Remote sensing modadel and in-situ data rusion ror snowpack paramerers and related hazards in a climatre change
perspective ‘Snow Ball’)

The project joined The National Meteorological Administration of Romania NMA with three ofher Romanian
partners and The Norwegian Computing Center. The project aimed to deliver a protfotype snow monitoring system.
The theme of the project, and the project itself, became of great interest at the highest levels of Romanian
authorities after an accident in the winter of 2016/2017 when an avalanche killed two young people in the
Carpathian Mountains. The NMA received a visit from the Romanian Senate committee tfo discuss the themes
covered by the project, increasing the visibility and positive publicity for the Grants.

8 There is a caveat regarding the values of targets set, as these were set by the PPs themselves. Please see section 3.1.4.
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However, atf the same fime it became clear that significant proportfion of the projects were engaged in
primary research and fthat the research teams are still processing their results, which proved a very

perfinent issue for the participants:

‘Our project was clean-cut primary research .. We know
that we achieved all of our objectives and we will most
likely ger out of it far more than we planned in terms of
aala and publications. But we've noft finished processing
all the aata yer”

‘Our research was primary and it gave us results
applicable for several reach fields. We ended up with
140% of the number of planned publications and we are
not done yet there are still new findings we dig up from
our gatasers”

‘From what we know the research station thar we
created offers ways of measuring [the subject in
question] thar are unique world-wide. But we will be
processing the data rthat we re still getting for the next
two-three years. We are thinking of entering another
international cooperation in the future, but that we can
only do once we've finished processing the primary
results, so thar we have some concrere results to work
on when we start”

PROJECT EXAMPLE.

Physicochemical — effects  of  CO2
sequesftration in the Pomeranian gas
bearing  shales  SHALESEQ:  Silesian
University of Technology, University of
Wroctaw, University of Warsaw, University
of Oslo.

This primary research project joined
physicists and geologists in investigating
the processes happening in shales under
the influence of CO2. By scientifically
festing an option for exfraction that had
never before been used anywhere in the
world, the research confributed to
assessing the feasibility of new methods
of shale gas extraction. This has great
potential for the pefroleum industry and
energy producing sector.

‘| would say whar we gofr is a »curse of plenty«. We ended up with foo much data. They are grear
aata though we think they would be very useful but the project finished before we had the time

fo analyse it all”

PROJECT EXAMPLE.

‘Development of advances modalities of medical imaging, distributed aata mining, transfer and archivisation
applied ro support an integrated clinical care system for acute coronary synarome " (University of Warsaw with

Trollhetta AS, Norway)

The project joined IT specialists and practicing medical doctors in creating computer visualisation of blood-
circulation processes, based on so far known computer representaftion of mechanics of hydraulic vessels. This
new imagining techniques were used in supporfing acufte coronary syndrome diagnostic and therapy. One of the
results of the project was a new computer centre, which is now focusing on computer visualisation of mechanical

processes in human joints.

At the same time, there were reports of long-lasting results of the Grants' support: in case of one of the
projects financed by the 2004-2009 research programme, the specialised laboratory creafted for the
purpose of the project was still functioning and producing research results.
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What is more, the desk review showed that a significant number of paftenfs applications were submiftted
by projects in different thematic areas: 28 patent applications were submitted from the sample of 49
reviewed projects®. Out of the 12 projects reviewed in Romania, two health-related projects submitted a
total of 11 patent applications. In Poland, nine projects submiftted a total of 17 patent applications. Out of
these, six were within the healfh field, five in the environment field, and three in the field of climate change.
The remainder were submitted by projects focussed on carbon capture and storage two and social
sciences one.

Success factors of the EEA and Norway Grants research programme

The consulted Project Promoters were keen fo comment on the differences they observed between
operafing af nafional level or within their own institution and as part of the project supported by the
Grants.

There was universal agreement that operating only on a natfional level, they would not have been able to
run research projects with such a degree of interdisciplinarity as the projects supported by the Grants.
This was mostly atfributed to the fact that national funding systems are tfoo ‘rigid”. One focus group
parficipant in particular admifted to having ideas for the project from as early as 2001, but " cou/d noft 7it
the project into any other research funding streams, as our idea was oo interdisciplinary’.

The issue of interdisciplinarity and complementarity of various research fields represented by the
Beneficiary States and Norwegian partners was a repeated theme:

‘| have managed dozens of research projects in the course of my career. None of those were
as interdisciplinary as rhis one. We had quanitum physicists and natural scientists. And rhanks ro
our project sphysics< finally started talking ro snature« about issued that were of grear interest
fo both’

‘Our Norwegian partner is a high-quality crystallographer. We are molecular biologists. We gave
them what they didn't do, and we got from them what we didn't have. The mutual benefits were
immense. It's a shame the project was only for three years, we d love to process all the aata that
came out of our research”

313 Effects for Donor research organisations

To examine this issue we focused on investigafing if the Granfs' funding helped to increase research
excellence in specific fields in participating Donor project partners, and whether or not the projects lead
fo longer partnerships between the Donor States' and the Beneficiary States' organisafions.

The majority of surveyed Donor project partners reported that the projects had helped increase research
excellence in their organisations. A majority 52% thought that the project had helped 'tfo a large extent’,
and 20% thought the project had helped 'to a very large extent’ see Figure 4 . Only a minority 4% felt that
the project did not help af all. Surveyed Donor project partners also confirmed that the project had led to
collaborative publications in subsequent years. A majority 60% thought that it helped to a large extent,
and 16% to a very large exftent. The survey also suggests that the majority of Norwegian and Icelandic
research organisations had already participated in international research collaborations, as only Va of
respondents said that the project had lead them fo collaborate infernationally for the first time.

2 Only the projects in Poland and Romania were required to report on the number of patent applications and granted patents.
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Fligure 4: Conftributions of projects accoraing ro Donor project partners
Q: To what extent did the project... (Donor project partners)
lead to collaborative publications
in subsequentyears 60% 16%
help to increase research excellence . .
in specific fields in your organisation 4% 24% 52% 20%

lead to your research group participating
in an international research collaboration 33% 42% 13% 13%
for the first time

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

W not at all W to small extent to large extent to very large extent
N=24

From interviews with a sample of Donor project partners, we found fthat the collaborafions allowed
exploiting synergies between partners which led to high quality research oufpufs, as well as more cost-
effective research projects. On two occasions, inferviewees menfioned that Romania had "state of the
art facilities” in their research field, which considerably confributed to strengthening the research outputs
of the Project.

From the perspective of the inferviewed Donor project partners, the programming set-up of the Granfs
confributed to increasing the quality of research oufputs: the broad themes of the calls made the Granfs
parficularly appealing in their eyes, as it allowed them to submit tailor-made proposals for the partnerships,
as well as building on existing research sfreams and partnerships. The interviewees felt that this had
confributed to the successful completion of projects. They also found that bilateral partnerships were
straightforward fo manage compared fo other infernational research projects in which they had
previously been involved with. From their experience, limiting the number of countries to two reduced the
required coordination efforts, making communications easier and saving time. This allowed the Norwegian
and Icelandic researchers to focus on conducting the actual research and delivering high quality outputs.

With regards to sustainability of partnerships, the survey results suggest that the programmes were very
successful in achieving their objective of building sfrong research partnerships which continued aftfer
the grant period. Both the 2004-2009 and 2009-2014 programmes supporfed Norwegian and Icelandic
organisatfions in forming long-term partnerships with the organisations from Beneficiary States. According
fo the survey, 62% of the Donor project partners will confinue their collaboration with Beneficiary States’
partner organisation affter the current grant period.

Fligure 5: Continuity of project partnerships arter the Grant period Donor project partners

Q: Did / Will your project partnership continue after the grant period?

Donor project partners 61.9%

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

Yes H No I'm not sure
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The interviews with Donor project partners from the 2009-2014 programmes also confirmed a fendency
for projects to continue beyond the Grant period. However, while the majority of inferviewees expected
and hoped for the collaborafion to confinue, in most cases no formal collaborations were in place. Most
of the time, the researchers were still waiting for appropriate calls fo surface so as fo be able to apply for
funding and confinue the collaboration.

314  Effectiveness of intervention types

From the desk review of the final project reporfs if is possible to observe frends related fo the
effectiveness of infervention fypes. However, it is important fo nofe that programme reporfing varied
for each of the three countries, both in formaft and substance . The programme targefs were noft
includedin Estonia's final project reports, as this was only required for subsequent programmes’®. In Poland,
on the ofher hand, the final reports included quanfitative indicators that covered the main oufcomes of
the projects. In particular, they include baseline values, target values, as well as the final project outcome,
making it easier for the evaluators to assess whether the project achieved what it set ouf to do. Similarly
tfo Poland, Romania's reporting distinguished between the planned outcomes and the achieved outcomes.

The study feam is aware that these target values were decided by beneficiaries and ought fo be taken
with a pinch of salt. These indicators were infended to provide an overall sense of direction for the
programming and were therefore non-binding. However, researchers in Beneficiary States might not have
been necessarily aware of that, as the workshop with Donor Programme Partners revealed. This makes it
difficult to assess the effectiveness of infervention type based on the project results in the report.
The below analysis shows tentative findings.

In Estonia, some frends emerge when looking at the thematic area on which its activities focused e.g.
‘environment’, ‘climate change’, 'social sciences' and 'health’ . Programmes in the ‘environment’ field were
particularly prolific in ferms of publishing scientific papers, and also performed above average interms
of the number of scienfific methods acquired i.e. 3 new scientfific methods acquired per project, as
compared to an average of 2 for the remainder of the projects . One environment project stands out in
tferms of the number of published scienfific publications i.e. 43 publications in fotal . It is also the project
with the highest number of PhD students involved i.e. 3 students, compared to 1 or no student for other
projects , which might go fowards explaining the high number of publications.

In Poland, projects that resulted from previous cooperation's were more likely to further develop the
bilateral relations and fto harness synergies between the project partners. Conversely, when fthe
cooperation was established through the independent search for partners or through fund operators, the
cooperation was less likely to confinue after the project. This suggests a need for addifional efforts o
be made when new collaborafions are established and the FMO could consider whether any
structural/programming changes could be made. In specific research domains, the confinuity of research
is particularly important given the nature of the subject of the research. Some researchers highlighted that
the established relationships, as well as the daftabases and tools developed during the projects, formed a
solid basis for new long-term collaboration.

19 Estonia was one of the first countries to benefit from the programme.
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In Romania, projects mainly focused on two types of = oo 7 rvampr £
RED activities, '‘Basic Research’ and 'Applied Research’.

Only one of the reviewed projects focused solely on o .
Joint plant-based technology platform for proauction

EXp,e,”memal Devebp,mem. activities, and an| of vaccines against human hepatitis viruses B HBV and
additional 4 had an ‘Experimental Development C HCY

element fto it. The desk review suggests that in
Romania, projects including ‘experimental
development’ fypes of RED acfivifies were mosf in P/ant Biotechnology Journalwith impact factor 7.443

prone fo submﬁﬂng and winning proposals fo other tfop 10 in over 200 plant science journals and Anfiviral
calls under Horizon 2020, and also fended fo lead fo Researchwithimpact factor over 4.0. As of September

a higher than average number of publications. 2017, a third manuscript is under preparation.

Development of a cost effective Romania-Norway

The project already resulted in two high-level
publications about HCV and HBV viral vaccine anfigens

Impact on research excellence and proposal writing

The survey results demonstrate that 83% of the project promoters in Romania, and 68% in Poland felt that
their teams have increased fheir research competence very much. The remaining respondents in each
country believed that as a result of the project their team have increased their research competence to
some exfent. The fact that 100% of the respondents believed that their participation in the programme
resultfed in their feams increasing their research competence to some extent or very much, confirms
that the programmes have been a great success in this aspect.

Figure 6: Changes in research competence

As a result of the project, do you think your research team has increased its research competence?

Estonia 60% 40% N=5

Poland 32% 68% N=41
Romania 17% 83% N=18
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
W not at all M slighlty to some extent very much

What is more, 100% of the survey respondents in Poland and Romania believed that as a result of their

parficipaftion in the project their research feams have increased their understanding of how fo

develop successful research funding proposals very much or fo some extent . The programme has
been less successful in achieving this objective in Estonia, where 3 of 5 respondents believed that as a resulf
of the project their research team has very much increased ifs understanding of developing successful
research proposals, with remaining ftwo believed that the feams have developed their capacity in this field
only slightly.
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Figure 7: Changes of understanding how fo develop successtul research proposals

Q: As a result of the project, do you think your research team increased its understanding of how to
develop successful research funding proposals?
Estonia 60% N=5

Poland 51% 49% N=41
Romania 35% 65% N=17
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
W not at all M slighlty to some extent very much

Facrors confributing ro improved research capacity and excellence

In the survey both Project Promoters and Donor project partners were asked if the projects contributed fo
increasing their research capacity, and if yes, they were requested fo name three main factors in the
projects thatimproved fheir research capacity . The responses from the surveyed Donor project partners
and Project Promoters suggest that both the donor country partners and the Beneficiary State partners
recognised the internafional exposure, opportunity to collaborate internationally and the networking
opportunities afforded by projects as important factors contribufing to strengthened research capacity.
Donor project partners and Project Promotfers mentioned the importance of access to funding and
infrastructure. They survey participants also listed a number of ofher factors confributing directly to
increasing their research capacity and excellence. The factors in the table below are listed in descending
order of the number of respondents listing a given factor:

Table 3: Facrors in the projects contributing 1o increasing research capacity accoraing ro Project Promoters and Donor
project partners

Project Promoters Donor project partners

learning and mastering new methods and infernational collaboration

methodologies. networking opportunities

knowledge and expertise shared by ftheir
partners

exposed fo new knowledge or a new field of investigation
being exposed to a novel approach or methodology

conducting interdisciplinary research
being exposed to new knowledge area
gefting access to new data

publishing results of fheir research in
recognised infernational journals

additional funding available through the project

access to new dafa or new sample populations or data
collection areas

hiring additional staff

improved administrational procedures and organisational
performance

working in interdisciplinary teams
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Conclusions and recommendations

e The most significant programme results overall seem to be the large number of scientific
publications mainly for primary research and the fact that the Project Promoters and Donor
project partners want fo cooperate on more projects in the future - albeit this wish for further
cooperation is not always formalised yet . Extending the maximum project duration, or creating
a small follow-up fund to fully process the data created in the projects would likely enhance the
project results further.

e Although one of the main concepts behind these grants is the knowledge transfer from Donor
project parfners fo organisations in Beneficiary States, Donor project partners also benefited
from ftheir partnership with organisations from Beneficiary States. Rather than being a one-
sided - Donor to Beneficiary - type of learning relationship, the data suggest that in researchers
and research facilities from the Beneficiary Staftes also helped to sfrengthen the research
capacity of participating Donor project partners' organisations.

e Projects which resulted from a previous cooperafion albeit informal fended to be most
effective. For these projects, the grant helped to sfrengthen the bilateral relationship even
further, and fo enhance the complementarity of their combined scienfific and/or
methodological knowledge. This result does not undermine the value of new collaborafions.
New parftnerships can also be very beneficial, even if they take longer to get off the ground.
While Project Promoters are clearly interested in working with the Donor project partners on
more projects, the fact that Donor project parfners appear to be very keen to develop new
partnerships, confirms that there is scope to promote new partnerships .

e According to Project Promoters, inferdisciplinarity is one of the main factors which underpins
project success and provides significant added-value vis-a-vis ofher grants. Unlike other
nafional and infernational research funding streams, these Granfts do noft limit the focus of the
projects to a single discipline. This allows for greafter knowledge-exchange and supports
greater innovation.

e The confribution of the collaboration to an improved understanding of successful proposal
writing was substantial according to the online survey, 100% of the survey respondents in
Poland and Romania believed that as a result of their parficipation in the project their research
feams have increased their understanding of how to develop successful research funding
proposals very much or fo some extent.
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3.2 Thelink between the EEA and Norway Grants and EU-funded research initiatives
Question 2A: To what extent did the supported projects lead to successful subsequent applications joint
or bilateral under Horizon 2020 and ofher EU funded research initiatives?

Question 2C: Do the programmes contribute tfo implementation of ERA?

To investigate the nature of the link between the Granfs and EU-funded research initiatives, we firstly
present a comprehensive overview of European policy framework in the field of research.

We then examine the extent to which the Project Promoters and their research feams had applied for EU
research funding. We also investigate the success rates for both joint and bilateral applications, and the
extent to which bid success could be aftributed to the support by EEA and Norway Grants. Finally, we
explore whether the programmes confributed tfo any of the five priorities of European Research Area'.

3.21 European Funding for Research: Past, Present and Fufure
3211 Infroduction

Since the 1950s, collaboration in research across the European Union has increased dramatically. Currently
there is an overall budget of €120 billion in EU funds for research and innovation activities 2014-20 .

The funds are shared across of number of interconnected programmes, as depicted in Figure 8 below. This
has come a long way from the original funding of research af the beginning of the EU when it focused on
coal and steel; now reduced to a very small component of the overall effort.

Figure 8: EU REIED funding programmes 2014-2020

PROGRAMMES FULLY DEDICATED PROGRAMMES INCLUDING FUNDS FOR REI ACTIVITIES

TO SUPPORTING REI ACTIVITIES

Horizon 2020
Space programmes
European Structural and Investment Funds
ITER - PROGRAMMES CONNECTED TO REI ACTIVITIES
RFCS Connecting )
COSME Erasmus+ Europe Health Life
Facility

Source: Coffey based on European Commission, DG Research.

1 More effective national research systems; 2 Opfimal fransnational co-operation and competition; 3 An open labour market for
researchers; 4 Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in research; 5 Optimal circulaftion and fransfer of scientific knowledge.
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The main research funding programme is Horizon 2020 which is the eighth Framework Programme for
research. This funds research spanning the specfrum from fronfier science to meefing key societal
challenges including energy, climate change and security. The final Work Programme for the current
Horizon 2020 programme was launched on 27 October 20172 and plans are well advanced for the next
Framework Programme, FP 9.

There are also sectoral programmes also fund research and innovation activifies in the fields of space
research Copernicus, Galileo ; nuclear energy Euratom Research and Training Programme, Infernational
Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor ; and coal and steel production.

The European Structural and Investment Funds, implemented by Member States at regional level, can be
used to support the development of research and innovation capacifies at local levels.

The initial practical collaboration to support the coal and steel industry has blossomed info a programme
that funds the full spectrum of research from fronfier to applied. There is now support for fundamental
science through the European Research Council, the Marie Sklodowska Curie Actfions including
researcher career development and Fufure € Emerging Technologies. Collaborafive research on
common challenges for Europe Societal Challenges onissues including energy, food, climate change and
security is supported. There is now funding for with industry large, medium and SME through the Industrial
Leadership programme supporting research and innovation to improve European competitiveness.

However, it should not be concluded that this is spread evenly across the EU. There are still significant
disparities between countries both North and South, West and East. It is challenging for some countries to
build research capacity even with European Strucfural and Investment Funds. There is sfill as significant
brain drain from cerftain countries. That being said, the Framework Programmes have undoubtedly
changed the research landscape across Europe.

3212 Role of the European Commission in sponsoring research

The original approach in the 1950s was to bring together European expertise to work on common issues.
The focus at that point was the need to support the European Coal and Steel Community which reflected
the economies of the founder countries of the European Union. Also, working together fo develop atomic
energy was a clear investment in a future that would bring in a clean form of cheap energuy.

In the early 1980s the European Commission infroduced the concept of the Framework Programme FP as
a sfrucfured to organise research funding in planned and consistent manner. From the beginning the
approach was always to respect the principal of subsidiarity. The FPs would bring added value to national
efforts across Europe through support for collaborative research and innovation.

There were no bases in existing freaties for the FPs but the first was infroduced in 1983 FP1 . Research policy
did not gain a Treaty base unfil the Single European Act SEA in1986. The Treaty provisions of the SEA, which
have over the years remained largely unchanged, institutionalize the funding mechanism of the Framework
Programmes as the central element of European research policy and allow for Community support for co-
operafion and co- ordination between Member States under the principle of subsidiarity. In 1987 and 1990,
FP2 and FP3 were adopted with increasing budgets. They focused principally on pre-competitive research
and the mobility of researchers.

The Treaty of Maastricht 1993, changed the legal basis for the FPs making them financial tools for EU
research activities. This also broadened the range of topics that could be covered by the FPs. FP4 and FP5

12 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release _MEMO-17-4123_en.htm
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were adopted in 1994 and 1998 respectively. For these the scope of research was broadened to address
societal challenges and support more activifties in the innovation process.

While there was the basis for the FPs in the aforementioned Treaties, there was no overarching policy for
research. Only in the year 2000 was there a move fo put the RED investment in the context of EU policy
for growth and a better sociefy.

The launch of the European Research Area ERA ®in 2000 was a major change. It envisioned Europe as a
single marked for research and researchers where knowledge and people could flow freely across
borders. In 2003 there was range of measures towards building a Knowledge Economy fthat was
encapsulatedin the target of an average EU spend of 3% of GDP on research and innovation. The Sixth and
Seventh Framework Programmes were planned fo implement the ERA strategu.

The Lisbon Reform Treafty of 2009" introduced fthe ERA into primary law and broadens the scope of
Community action to include the establishment of guidelines and indicators, the sharing of best practice
and peer evaluation. The extract form the Treaty below emphasizes this point:

‘The Union shall have the objective of strengthening its scientific and technological bases by
achieving a Furopean research area in which researchers, scientific knowledge and rechnology
circulate freely... it shall support their efforts to cooperate with one another, aiming, notably, ar

Lisbon Treaty, Article 179

Moreover the Framework Programmes are identified and the implementation tools for the ERA. The Europe
2020 Sfrategy® and the European Innovation Union Flagship inifiative ® 2010 both helped shape the
structure of the Eight Framework Programme, known as Horizon 2020.

Evolution of the Framework Programmes

It is useful to look at the funding for the Framework Programmes in the context of the total EU budget and
proportion of national research budgets.

The funding for research and innovation is about 4% of the tofal EU budget. Also it represents about 10-
15% of the combined natfional investments in RED across the EU. However this is not all like-for-like
comparison as EU funding does not provide support for core infrastructure in Member States that is part
of nafional RED budgets. Significantly, comparing Framework funding with similar types of nafional
investments bring the total amount of FP support as about 18% of the EU total.

Traditionally, the FPs were divided into the thematic and horizontal activities. While this is no longer explicit
in H2020, the difference is sfill present. For example, the Marie Sklodowska Curie Acfions MSCA "are
horizontal as they focus on the research fraining and development of researchers across all disciplines.

B http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/index_en.htm

¥ http://www. lisbon-freaty.org/wcm/the-lisbon-treaty.hfml

1> https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/european-semester/framework/europe-2020-strategy_en
' http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en.cfm

7 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/marie-sklodowska-curie-actions
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32.13 Research Funding in Horizon 2020

The current Eighth Framework Programme Horizon 2020 is composed of three main pillars each of which
addresses a European issue:

Excellent Science®™ focuses on building up the capacity of excellent scientists and the research
capacity of Europe. This is the first fime that an FP has put such an explicit emphasis on fronfier
research. In fact, it is the first fime that "science” has been mentioned in one of the main areas of a
Framework Programme. The goal is fo sfrengthen the Union's world-class scientific excellence and
make the Union research and innovation system more competfifive. Under this heading there is the
European Research Council ERC, the Marie Sklodowska Curie Actions MSCA and Fufure € Emerging
Technologies FET . While the MSCA programme has been an integral part of Framework Programmes
since the beginning, the ERC was only established at the beginning of FP7 in 2007 but has grown to be
a major activity rivalling the US National Science Foundation. Overall its aim is to support the best ideas,
develop talent within Europe, provide researchers with access to priority research infrastructure, and
make Europe an aftractive locafion for the world's best researchers.

Competfifive Industries™ pillar aims at making Europe a more attractive locafion fo invest in research
and innovation, by promoting activities where businesses sef the agenda. It will provide major
investment in key industrial fechnologies, maximise the growth potfentfial of European companies
by providing them with adequate levels of finance and help innovative SMEs to grow info world-
leading companies.

Beffer Society? addresses major societal challenges and respond fo the priorities identified in the
Europe 2020 strategy. These include Health, Food, Energy, Transport, Climate Change, Security and
Inclusive Societies. These are of concern not only to European citizens but at a global level and with a
new focus on innovation led activities. In addifion, the Befter Societies' challenge will allow the social
sciences and humanities scientific community to study issues such as smart and susfainable growth,
social transformations in European societies, social innovation and creativity, the position of Europe as
a global actor, as well as the social dimension of a secure society.

In addition, there are two horizontal programmes, Spreading excellence and widening parficipation ?and
Science with and for society % The first of those programmes is highly relevant to the EEA and Norway
Grants as it addresses directly the causes of low participation by fully exploiting the potential of Europe'’s
falent pool. Its aim is to ensure that the benefits of an innovation-led economy are both maximised and
widely distributed across the European Union. Synergies with European Structural and Investment funds
are an imporfant component.

It should be noted, however, that the budget allocated to this programme is only about 1% of the ftotal
Horizon 2020 fund. It includes activities on Teaming, Twinning and ERA Chairs. In fact, the Twinning
programme is similar fo the EEA and Norway Grants in that is connects researchers in one of the identified
counfries which include the EEA € Norway granfs Beneficiary Counfries with leading counterparts
elsewhere in Europe.

® https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/excellent-science

¥ https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/industrial-leadership

2 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/sociefal-challenges

4 http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/spreading-excellence-and-widening-participation
2 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/science-and-society
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There are also three smaller blocks in Horizon 2020: the EIT European Insfitufe of Innovation and
Technology %: JRC Joint Research Centre #* and Euratom?.

Figure 9: Structure of Horizon 2020

Excellent Science Industrial Leadership Societal Challenges
(24.4BE) (17B £€) (29.7B€)

European Research LEIT = Leadershipin Health

Coungil enablingand industrial (7.5B €)
(13.1B€) tefhl"ao'og'es Food

= Mano, new materials [3'9 BE
Future and Emerging * Biotechnology Energy
Technologies * Space {68 €}

{27B€) (13.5B€)

Transport
(6.3B€)

Accessto Risk Finance Climate
(298¢ (3B €

Inclusive Societies
(138 €)

Marie Sktodowska-Curie
Actions
{6.1B€)

Research infrastructures Innovation in SMEs

(258%) (0.6B€) SecyHly,
{1.7B€)

Spreading Excellence (0.8 B €)

Science for Society (0.5 B €)

EIT (2.7B€) IRC (1.9B€) Euratom (1.6B €)

Source: CERN EU Projects Office

The next section describe in greater detail the three main steps in implementation of the programme:
Calls for proposal and selection of projects to be funded
Project Implementation, and

Final evaluations of projects and evidencing resulfs

It should be noted that the ensuing sections are for informative purposes, and should not be freated as a
recommendatfion for a simple copy-pasfte info the EEA and Norway Grants' architecture, although
alignment with H2020 would be recommended wherever feasible.

3 https://eit. europa.eu
2 https://ec.europa.eufjrc/en
» https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/euratom
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Calls for proposal and selection of projects ro be funded

All of the funding for Horizon 2020 is distributed through a competitive grant based system. Over the eight
Framework Programmes the EC has developed a highly streamlined assessment process for proposals.
These are managed by fthe executfive agencies and ensure fthat there is single system applied fo all
proposals.

All of the procedures associated with proposal assessment are done though an online electronic system.
Proposals are submitted through the H2020 Participant Portal?® and assessed through the SEP portal?. The
full process is presented and discussed below.

Fligure 10: Overview of the Horizon 2020 proposal evaluation process

Eligibility check

Allocation of proposals
to evaluators

Final ranked list

Receipt of Individual Consensus Panel
proposals evaluation group review

Finalisation

Individual Panel report
evaluation reports Consensus reporfs e
alua
usually done (may be done
(remotg@) remotely) summary report

Panel ranked list

Source: Coffey based on European Commission, DG Research and Innovation

Once proposals are received they are checked for eligibility and sent to at least 3 infernafional experts in
the relevant thematic area. The European Commission maintains a database of experts for the review of
proposals. Individuals may sign up to this database and then may be invited fo parficipate in evaluations.

Each of the experts assigned to a proposal, evaluate it based on the three criteria of Excellence, Impact
and Implementation assigning scores O-5 to each of these and providing detailed comments. A summary
of the three crifteria is given below:

Excellence - research and innovation quality of the proposal; soundness of the concept;
research methodology.

Impact - impact on the objectives set out in the call impact on researcher career for MSCA ;
dissemination and communication activities.

Implementation - planning for the implementation of the project, management structure, risk
analysis, complementary of participants and their expertise.

For each call there may be some differences in the details, however the three criteria are common to all.

% http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/desktop/en/home.html

2l https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/evaluation/
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Following the individual remote reviews a rapporfteur, who is not one of the individual experts, is appointed
to prepare an overall Consensus Report on the proposal. They can do this in full independence, bringing
tfogether the individual reviews. This part of the process usually takes place in Brussels and is managed by
the relevant Executive Agency?.

This stage of evaluation seems to have been an issue with the EEA and Norway Grants in the periods 2004-
2009 and 2009-2014. The stakeholders consulted as part of this assessment reported that the rapporteurs
were chosen from amongst the individual experts. It seems that in some cases there was no panel review
nor calibration of results by a third party.

Following agreement of all the Consensus reports and scores a ranked list is prepared. Final decision rests
with the Programme Commiftee that is composed of representafives from the 28 Member States and
countries Associated to the Framework Programme the latter do not have voting rights . This list is then
presenfed to the relevant Programme Committee for approval. It should be sftressed that this is in almost
all cases a formality as the evaluation and ranking by the experts is considered paramount.

All applicants receive a report the Evaluaftion Summary Report or ESR . This includes the scores for each
section along with the comments that identify the strengths and weaknesses of the proposal.

Figure 1I: Delails of the evaluation process - reaching consensus

eligible proposal
PROPOSAL @

SuenE e ol -Se s e - S el - ga el -~~~ -~~~ -~~~"~~"~" (can be rrl_()_r_eﬁ'

Individual Individual Individual individual evaluation
evaluafion evaluation M evaluation RN Eiile] 1 ®
reporf report reporf
consensus consensus

group

consensus

report

Source: Coffey based on European Commission, DG Research and Innovation

Framework Programme Project Implementation

While there is offen speak of the admin burdens associated with research projects supported by the EU,
the fact is that the EC Framework programmes are far lighter in ferms of oversight than many national
schemes. From the financial, where there is an upfront payment at the beginning of the contract, followed
by clearly defined staged payments over the contract period. Annual financial reporting is required along
with a progress report on the project.

8 For some calls for proposals with parficularly large numbers of proposals e.g. the MSCA Initial Training Networks, the consensus
meeftings are held remotely through an online forum.
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In the planning for Horizon 2020, the watchword was "simplification”. There was sfrong pressure from all
Member Stafes to simplify the whole process and this has be done fo a certain extent. There is no doubft
that organisaftions new to the FPs do find it challenging to implement the contracts. Those institutions that
have a long history of parficipation have built capacity in terms of support staff for the Framework
Programmes. Usually this is sfructured as pre and post award. The pre award provides practical supporfin
terms of providing information to researchers, pracfical support on proposal preparation and engaging
the Natfional Contact Points. When successful, the post award staff assist in any confract negofiations and
run the confract and financial management of all institutional Framework granfs. This cenfralised approach
is highly efficient and effective. Moreover it has the impact of reducing the administration burden on
researchers.

With regards to project administration, one of the aspects of H2020 funding is the option to use indirect
cosfs o take on a project assistant that can deal with the day to day administration of the grant. This can
build institutional capacity fo manage Framework Programme contracts and reduce the fime that
researchers spend on administration.

Furthermore, EU research funding supports opportunities for peer-learning and capacity building. As part
of National Contact Point NCP 2 fraining, the EC funds network of the NCPs for training. Part of this is the
secondment of less experienced staff o more developed organisations where they can learn first-hand
how to administer H2020 proposals and contracts. A similar approach may be something to consider as
part of future EEA and Norway Grants funding to build capacity in Beneficiary States, for example with
regards to the National Focal Points or Programme Operators.

There is also the organisation EARMA, the European Associafion of Research Managers and
Adminisftrators3®. EARMA provides fraining and mentforship for Horizon 2020 administration and
implementation, as well as providing granfs for visiting ofher research insfitfutions fo exchange experience
and for the attendance of conferences organised by EARMA or ifs Sister Professional Associations. EARMA
is also the founding member of the Internatfional Network of Research Management Sociefies INORMS .

Final evaluations of projects and evidencing results

Since the beginning of Horizon 2020 there have been over 140,000 proposals submitted with over 16,000
funded. This gives an average success rafte of about 12%. If should be nofed that the acfual success rates
vary widely across and within programmes. For example, the MSCA Inifial Training Networks have very low
success rafe around 5%. In confrast, the MSCA COFUND Doctoral programmes have success rate of over
25%.

The monitoring of the implementation of EU Framework Programmes is an essential part of the overall
evaluation and monitoring system?. It supports the management of programmes, provides fransparency
on programme acftivities and contributes to the information base used for major evaluations of framework
programmes. The latest comprehensive monitoring report is put to and including 2015%.

Each proposal is constanftly monitored through annual reporting that includes deliverables and finances.
Periodically the EC carries out site visits to assess progress and develop case studies and success stories®.

2 http://www.net4dsociety.eu/public/860.php
 http://www.earma.org/
I https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/index_en.cfm

3 https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/h2020_monitoring_reports/
second_h2020_annual_monitoring_report.pdf#view=fit¢ pagemode=none

¥ http://ec.europa.eu/research/infocentre/success_stories_en.cfm?item=Research%20policyé subitem=Horizon%202020
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3.2.14 Interim Evaluation of Horizon 2020 and FP9

All of the Framework Programmes are evaluated on a regular basis to ensure that they are meeting their
objectives. The inferim evaluation of Horizon 2020 was published earlier this year. The interim evaluation
aims fo confribute fo improving the implementation of Horizon 2020 in its last Work Programme 2018-2020,
fo provide the evidence-base for the report of the High Level Group on maximizing the impact of EU
Research and Innovation programmes and fto inform the design of future Framework Programmes.

As menfioned in the infroduction to this section, the final Work Programme for Horizon 2020 was published
on 27 October. It took info account a number of issues that have arisen so far that have been identified in
the Inferim Evaluation of Horizon 2020%*. It has been clear for a number of years that H2020 is over
subscribed. This is a combination of the increased in popularity of EU funding combined with reductions in
natfional funding across many European countries.

Another issue is that overall much of the research being proposed is incremental in nature whereas what is
needed now are jumps forward. Also there is a clear lack of links to civil society. The latter is not just about
communicating results, rather it is engaging cifizens in research. It has also tfaken on board crificisms of
bureaucracy and seeks to simplify further the evaluation and confracftual processes. There will be, for
example, a pilot fopic on lump sum reimbursement.

The consequence of these issues is thaf the total number of topics has been reduced from 12 to 5. There
is greafter emphasis onreaching out to citizens. There will be five mutually reinforcing sfrategic orientations
addressing main concerns of citizens, including an 'EC Open Research Publishing Platform’, that will provide
a fast, cost efficient and high quality service, targeted towards the grantees of Horizon 2020.

In summary, the 2018-2020 Work Programme wiill:

Increased investment in sustainable development and climafe related REl|
Infegrating digitisation in all enabling technologies and societal challenges
Strengthening infernational R€I collaborafion

Societal resilience

Market creafing innovation EIC pilot .

Also when Commissioner Carlos Moedas>> was appointed, the Horizon 2020 programme had already been
agreed. In the interim period there has been a policy focus on the 3'0Os: Open Science, Open Innovation
and Open to the World®¢. There has also been work done on infroducing a European Innovation Council
EIC along the lines of the ERC but with the focus clearly on industry and innovation. About 10% of the final
WP budget €30bn will be for the development of the European Open Science Cloud EOSC ¥ and other
Open Science activities.

3 https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/index_en.cfm?pg=h2020evaluation

* https://ec.europa.eu/commission/commissioners/2014-2019/moedas_en
* hitps://ec.europa.eu/research/openvision/index.cfm

3" https://ec.europa.eu/research/openscience/index.cfm?pg=open-science-cloud
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In summary, the 2018-2020 Work Programme wiill:

e Focus on impact of innovation: highly infegrated 'focus areas’, market creafing innovatfion
measures, befter dissemination of resulfs, open access tfo datfa

e Boosfing open science: European Open Science Cloud
e Confinued support of European Research Council and Marie Sklodowska Curie Actions

e Tesfing new approaches: European Innovafion Council pilot, lump sum pilot, simplificafion,
infernational cooperation flagships.

e Flexibility for 2020, with minimum confent af this stage.

A specific aspect of the Work Programme will be the infroduction of a new scheme within the Marie
Sklodowska Curie Actfions. These will be individual fellowships to counfries within the remit of the
Spreading Excellence and Widening Participation . It may be worth considering the infroduction of a
similar scheme within the ambit of the EEA and Norway Grants. Specifically, it may be worth considering
fargeting these grants af senior researchers who could spend time in Beneficiary States' institutions to help
build research capacity.

In ferms of FP9, at the end of 2017 there will be an open consultation. The next step will be the agreement
of the total EU budget for 5 or 7 years in March 2018 that will ring-fence funds for FP9. In June 2018, the
Commission will make the formal proposal for FP9. Note that for the final year of H2020, plans have been
leff open so as use funding for a bridge to FP9.

3.2.2 Subsequent applications for EU research funding

One of the objectives of the EEA and Norway Granfs' research programme is o increase the parficipation
in Horizon 2020 by the Beneficiary Stafes. In fact, for this reason the Granfs' application procedure,
proposal assessment, contract management and reporting are reporfedly being restructured to function
in a similar manner to Horizon 2020.

In the table overleaf, the summary stafistics for Poland's, Estonia's and Romania's participation in Horizon
2020 are given. For comparison those of Austria are also presented.

The average success raftes of the three BS are similar however it is clear that in comparison to population
size, Estonia is a high performing in relation to population size. Norway is also a very successful participant
in Horizon 2020 with above average success rafe.
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Table 4: Summary participation statistics in Horizon 2020 for Poland, Estonia, Romania, Austria and Norway
Poland Estonia Romania Austria Norway
Total number of 938 participants 270 parficipants 536 participants 1.627 participants 616 participants
participants, total receiving€ 216,96 m receiving€ 71,21m receiving€ 8592m | receiving€ 65601 m  receiving € 392m
EU financial in H2020 in H2020 in H2020 in H2020 in H2020
confribution €
million
Number of 8.271 2137 4.367 10.164 4134
applicants 2,23 % of EU-28 0,58 % of EU-28 1.21% of EU-28 274 % of EU-28
Success rate N.7% 12.7% 12.1% 16.6% 14.9%
EU-28 = 13.3%
Rank in number of 15 22 18 10 n/a
participants signed
confracts EU-28
Rank in budget 15 22 19 9 n/a
share EU-28
Total population € 38.533.299 1.320.174 20.020.074 8.451.860 5.233.000
EU 28 population 7.6% of EU-28 0.3 % of EU-28 4.0% of EU-28 1.7% of EU-28
share3®

A review of the final project reports revealed that the number of subsequent applications under Horizon
2020 and other EU funded research inifiatives was considerable given the short fime-frame within
which the projects took place. The time and effort required to submit applications is not negligible, and it
is an achievement in itself that researchers were able to apply for further funding while running the
projects. The number of applications was high in Poland and Romania, and a number of them were
successful. For Estonia, is not clear from the desk review whether any projects were successful in applying
for subsequent EU funding. This is due to the early reporting, which did not include subsequent applications
as a farget outcome. Nevertheless, when asked in the online survey whether they had applied for EU
research funding, most of Estonian respondents said they had submiftted applications for EU research
funding as per Figure 12.

Resulfs from the online survey also reveal that Estonia was the only counfry which saw an increase in EU
funding application affer the completion of the project. Indeed 40% of respondents have applied for EU
research funding after completing the project funded by EEA and Norway Grants, compared 1o 20% before
and in parallel. Polish and Romanian Project Promoters, as well as Donor project partners all saw the number
of applications to EU funding decrease after completion of the projects. This, however, is not necessarily
a negafive resulfs for the following reasons:

the number of proposals ‘before’ the project would be over alonger time scale than the number ‘after’;

the number ‘affer’is in a limited time and does not include proposals in planning.

38 source: Eurostat
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Flgure 12: Project Promoters'and Donor project partners ' applications to EU research funding
Q: Did your organisation apply for EU research funding:
20 19
15
10 10
10

5 3 3 3
2 2
1 1 1 1
0 ==

Before the project funded by EEA In parallel to the project funded by  After completing the project We didn’t apply for EU research

and Norway Grants? EEA and Norway Grants? funded by EEA and Norway funding
Grants?
Estonia Poland Romania W Dpps

The survey capfured information in the number of proposals actually submitted. The desk review which
also included proposals in planning showed a different picture. From the desk review, the number of
applicaftions per project was substantial in Poland, with a tfotal of 38 planned or submitted applicafions
and an addifional 7 funded applications for 36 reviewed projects. Out of the 36 projects, 8 hadn't taken
any steps fowards applying for EU funding at the fime the final reports were published. The number of
submitted applications under Horizon 2020 was even higher in Romania, with a fotal of 46 proposals
submitted by the 12 reviewed projects. However, this finding needs to be nuanced since the large majority
of these proposals were submitted by 3 projects, who submitted 37 out of the ftotal 46 proposals. This
suggests that the number of submitted proposals per project varies greafly . The online survey confirms
this frend for Romania. Of the Romanian Project Promoters that took the survey, almost half said that they
had not applied for EU funding see Figure 12).

The online survey also revealed that 25% of the organisations from Estonia, 60% of the organisations from
Poland, 33% of the organisations from Romania and 55% of the Donor project partners have received the
funding that they applied for. Overall, from the surveyed organisations, 53% were successful in securing
EU funding. This is a significant result and is well above the overall success raftes of the three counfries,
Estonia 13% , Poland 12% and Romania 12% , as depicted in the previous section.

Fligure 13: Success of the EU research funding applications

Q: Did you receive the EU research funding you applied for?
20 18
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6
5

4
> 3
2
1
0

Yes No

Estonia Poland Romania W Dpps
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The successful applicants were asked to provide details of the projects for which they received the
funding. All of the mentfioned successful projects were funded by either FP7 including Marie-Curie actions
or Horizon 2020, and were in the fields of environment, renewable energy, or health.

The extent to which the programme participants atfribute their success inreceiving the EU research funding
tfo them ftaking part in the research project supported by EEA and Norway Granfs varied.

Romanian respondents were the most positive about the contribution of the EEA and Norway grants
to their success inreceiving EU research funding: 20% respondents believed they would not have been
successful without the support from the EEA and Norway Grants, and a further 60% believed that the
support they received has confributed to a large extent to their success. Only 20% believed they
would have gofften the EU research funding anywauy.

Among the organisations in Estonia, tTwo respondents believed that they would not have been
successful without the support from the EEA and Norway grants, while the ofther two believed the
support from EEA and Norway grants confributed to a small extent fo their success.

On the ofther hand, among the Polish organisations, 46% believed they would have gotten the EU
research funding anyway, and only 8% believed they would not have been successful if it was not for
the support they have received from the EEA and Norway granfs.

A third of the Donor project partners believed that the support they have received from the EEA and
Norway grants have helped them to secure the EU funding to a large extent or a very large extent,
while 66.7% believed the support they have received have not confributed to their success at all or
only to a small extent.

The extent to which the programme participants
aftributed their success in receiving the EU research
funding to their taking part in the research project
supported by EEA and Norway Grants is presented in

Project example: Atlantic Warer Parhways ro
the Arctic: Variability and Effects on Climate and
Ecosystems (PAVE).

Instifute of Oceanology Polish Academy of
Science and the Norwegian Institute of Marine
Research are now partners in a Horizon 2020
project INTAROS (Integrated Arctic Observation
System). The Polish organisation is certain that
their parficipation in the Horizon2020 project
was a direct effect of ftheir collaboration in
PAVE, as it was one of their project partners
who invited them to join the steering group and
work on the largest work package wifthin
INATROS
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Figure 14. Close to 60% of all Project Promofters believed that participating in the Grants-supported project
was helpful, with 39% believing that they would have received EU research funding anywauy.

A third of the Donor project partners believed that the support they have received from the EEA and
Norway granfs had helped them fto secure the EU funding fo a large extent or a very large extent, while
50% believed the support that they had received confributed to their success only to a small extent, and
just 17% believed it had not contributed at all.
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Figure 14: Atfribution of EU research funding success fo project participation: comparison

Q: To what extent the support from the EEA and Norway Grants contributed to your success in receiving

0% 10% 20% 30%

the EU research funding?

all Project
y 39% 19% 29%
Promoters
Donor project 17% 50% 25%
partners : .

40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M Not at all: | think we would have gotten the EU research funding anyway

m Small extent
Large extent

m Very large extent: I’'m fairly sure we would not have been successful otherwise at all.

PROJECT EXAMPLE: Mild Oxy Combustion for
Climatre and Air MOCCA

The aim of fthe project was to develop
fechniques that can make the process of
carbon capture more realistic. By using pure
oxygen instead of air in the combustion of a
carbonaceous material, the waste products
are only CO2 and water. The project has
developed a technigue that enables a lower
combusfion ftemperafure, without facing
issues of nitfrogenous elements. SINTEF (the
Norwegian partner) was very pleased wifth
the cooperation with the Polish partner, the
University of Silesia, and has invited them to
join the Horizon 2020 project “Cheers’, in
which SINTEF plays a central role.

Dpps N=1] PPs N=31

The opinions of survey participants from different
Beneficiary Stafes varied. In Romania, one respondent
believed they would not have been successful without the
support from the EEA and Norway Granfs, and three
believed that the support they received has contributed to
a large extent to ftheir success. Only one believed they
would have goften the EU research funding anyway. Among
the organizations in Estonia, one respondent each believed
fhat they would not have been successful without the
support from the EEA and Norway grants, and believed the
support from EEA and Norway granfs confributed to a small
extent tfo their success. On the other hand, among the Polish
organizations, eleven believed they would have gotten the
EU research funding anyway, and only two believed they
would not have been successful if it was not for the support
they have received from the EEA and Norway granfs.

Fligure 15: Atfribution of EU research funding success 1o project participation - Beneficiary Stares

Q: To what extent the support from the EEA and Norway Grants contributed to your success in receiving

Estonia

Poland 46% 20% 25%

Romania 60%

0 5 10

the EU research funding?

15 20 25 30

B Not at all: I think we would have gotten the EU research funding anyway

B Small extent
Large extent

M Very large extent: I'm fairly sure we would not have been successful otherwise at all.

The surveys also revealed which type of EU research funding they have applied for. The majority of
respondents either applied for the Horizon2020 funding 15 respondents or the previous Framework
Programmes for Research FP5, FP6 or FP7 14 respondents . Six respondents indicated other types of EU

November 2017

42



Rapid Assessment of Research Programmes 2004-2009 and 2009-2014
Final Report

funding EU structural funding in the area of energy efficiency or transport, INTERREG, Eurostars, and Jean
Monnet programmes, while further five indicated that they applied for funding under the Marie
Sktodowska-Curie actions scheme . Three respondents indicated that they applied for more EEA or
Norway granfs for further bilateral research cooperation.

Albeit being the most popular choice when it comes to submitting funding applications, the focus groups
with Project Promofters also showed that several participants had some reservations when it came fo
appluing fo Horizon 2020 Grants. While the grants were valued for their considerable size, they were
generally seenasoverly bureaucratic and resfrictive . Inthe words of one of the focus group participants:

‘Technical projects supported by Horizon are usually very big, but very restricted:
you need ro do everything step by step in accordance with the agenda. You are not
allowed ro deviate even a bit. Need to deliver documents all the time updates of the
progress. That means more bureaucracy and more restrictions.’

3.2.3  Contribution o ERA priorities

As described in the previous sectfion, the concept of the European Research Area ERA for fthe free
movement of knowledge and people was first intfroduced in 2000. The current policy focus idenfifies five
ERA priorities:

1 More Effective National Research Systems - Boostfing investment and promotfing national
competition.

2 Opfimal Transnational Cooperation and Competfifion - On common research agendas on grand
challenges and infrastructures.

3 An Open Labour Market for Researchers - Facilitating mobility, supporting fraining and ensuring
atfractive careers.

4 Gender Equality and Gender Mainstreaming in Research - Encouraging gender diversity to foster
science excellence and relevance.

5 Optimal Circulation, Access to and Transfer of Scienfific Knowledge - To guarantee access to and
uptake of knowledge by all.
The significance of aligning policy with these priorities is that they form the policy basis for the Framework
Programmes. In the current Horizon 2020 there is a focus on the Open Labour Market by insisting on an
open and fransparent recruitment process for researchers hired under H2020 funded projects®. Ensuring
gender equality is an explicit part of H2020 evaluation criteria.

The survey carried out as a part of this assessment investigated the extent to which the programmes had
contributed to implementation of the above ERA priorities.

¥ This is Arficle 32 of the Model Grant Agreement. It specifies that the European Charter for Researchers and Code of Conduct for their
Recruitment must be implemented.
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Fligure 16: Projects'focus on ERA Priorities
Q: To what extent did your project take into account / focus on the following issues?
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As is visible from the figure above, an open labour market for researchers is an area that appears to have
most room for improvement, among all Project Promoters and Donor project partners. Only two projects
executed by organisations from Estonia, a fifth in Poland, less than half in Romania and a third of the Donor
project partners have placed a large or very large focus on open recruitment, while 26% of all respondents
indicated that their projects did not focus on this issue af all, or only fo a small extent. In Annex 12 of the
Regulation guiding the implementation of the Grants*® there is a clear statement than the European charter
for Researchers and code of conduct for their Recruitments should be applied.

This must, however, be balanced by the fact that due to budgetary spend pressure there was a very short
fime inferval between the launch of the programme and projects commencements. This hampered the
organisation of a systematic open recruitment procedure across the funded projects. The important point
is that open recruitment increases talent pool from which excellent researches can be selected.

In contrast, as insisted by the Research Council of Norway, gender balance was an area of focus; to alarge
extent or a very large extent for 77% of all of the Project Promofters: 3 of the organisations in Estonia, 28 of
the organisations in Poland and 13 in Romania, compared to 58% of Donor project partners.

The Donor project partners and organisations from Romania were more likely than ofhers to place
emphasis in their projects on promoting effective national research systems: 72% of Donor project
partners' projects and 77% of organisations from Romania took this aspect info account to a large extent
or a very large exftent, compared to only a quarter of respondents in Estonia and half of respondents in
Poland.

It is inferesting that the Project Promoters put a greater emphasis on Open Science; 72% to a large or very
large extent 66% for the Donor project partners . This is a significant result as current EU policy is putting
greater emphasis on Open Science?'. This emphasis will be piloted in the final three-year Work Programme
for Horizon 2020. It is also expected that this will be fully infegrated info the next Framework Programme
FP9 .

“0 https://eeagrants.org/Results-data/Documents/Legal-documents/Regulations-with-annexes/EEA-Grants-2009-2014
4 Open Dafa access was made mandatory in Horizon 2020 from 1 January 2017.
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Conclusions and recommendations

e The implementation of EEA and Norway Grants Research Programme is modelled directly on
Horizon 2020 from all perspectives including a focus on ERA policy. However there are areas where
there is a disjoint between the intenfion and the actual pracfice:

In ferms of ERA policy, there are clear references to two of the priorities, Open Labour Market
and Gender. While there has been a clear emphasis on Open Science among the consulted
Beneficiary States, there have beenissues inimplementing the European Researchers Charter and
Code of Conduct for their Recruitment. Future EEA and Norway Grants should reference all of
the ERA priorities and insist on the implementation of the European Researchers Charter and
Code of Conduct for their Recruitment. Also, parficular attenfion should be paid to Open
Science, especially as it will be piloted in the last call of Horizon 2020 and will be fully infegrated
info FP9.

With regards fo evaluation of project proposals , in principal, the assessment of EEA and Norway
Granfs are modelled direcfly on Horizon 2020. However, this study indicates that practice across
the Programme Operators is not consistent. As the European Commission has developed a very
robust and well respected proposal evaluafion process, the Programme Operators should
implement in full the EC proposal assessment procedure, paying parficular attenfion to
experts' consensus practices.

e A key part of capacity development is building knowledge of the H2020 grant process in the
administration of institutions. This increases capacity for both: preparing proposals and
implementing contracts. However, in the EEA and Norway Grants research programmes, the use of
grant funding for hiring project assistants does not seem to be widespread. Beneficiary Stafes
institutions could build administrative capacity by joining organisations like EARMA, the European
Association of Research Managers and Administrators.*?

e The review of the final project reports suggests that number of subsequent applications under
Horizon 2020 and other EU funded research initiatives was considerable and can be seen as an
achievement in itself. Overall, from the surveyed Project Promoters and Donor project partners,
53% of their organisations were successful in securing EU funding. While this figure does not show
how many applications were submitted to secure funding, the fact that half of the respondents
received addiftional EU funding is noteworthy.

e Thevolume of applications to EU research funding streams such Horizon2020 application may have
been somewhat limited by the H2020's sfructural issues and corresponding research
management support insufficiencies in the beneficiaries' insfitutions. The Project Promofers
recognise that a H2020 application was not something that could be written on top the 'day job'.
Without extensive support from their institutions, managing a H2020 project on top of conducting
‘daily’ research and feaching duties seemed unfeasible.

o Different data sources confirm that the successful applications for EU research funding can be
aftributed to a certain extent to collaborating with partners on an EEA and Norway Grants funded
project. Overall, Project Promotors are more prone to aftributing the success to the collaboration
than Donor project partners, suggesting that Project Promotfers benefit more from the
collaboration than Donor project partners.

4 http://www.earma.org/
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e Theunexpectedlink between the Grants and EU funding related to the fact that in some Beneficiary
States, EU Structural Funds supported purchasing of research equipment and creation of research
facilities which were then used by the Project Promoters and Donor project partners within the
Granf-supported projects. This highlights the potfential synergies between the two fypes of
research funding.
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3.3 Quality of partnerships

Question 3A: Did the EEA and Norway Grants help research institutions build strong partnerships that
enabled them access to internationally renowned research networks?

Question 3B: Have the Beneficiary States been more successful in affracting excellent research partners?

To offer findings relating to the quality of project partnerships, we investigated how many of the Granfs-
supported research projects parftners resulted from previous collaborations beftween the Project
Promoters and Donor project partners. We then examined the extent fo which it was possible to identify a
set of key characteristics for "strong partnerships" and whether the partnerships/consortia established for
the Granfs-supported projects confinued affer the grant period. We also investigated if parficipating in a
Grants-supported project allowed project partners both Project Promoters and Donor project partners
fo access infernationally-renowned research nefworks and to affract excellent research partners - and
what were the enabling factors and obstacles to this.

3.3.1 Sustfainability of partnerships

The majority of Project Promoters consulted as a part of the assessment had previous experience in
international or bilateral research collaboratfions, several having a long collaboration history with
partners in Germany, USA, Sweden and the UK, as well as ofher intfernational projects most offen financed
by EU's Framework Programmes for research .

Many had heard of, and even personally knew, the Norwegian researchers working in their respective field,
and a few already had previous experience working with them.

PROJECT EXAMPLE: Gender equality and quality of life - how gender equality can coniribute o development in
Europe. A study of Poland and Norway.

Institute of Sociology of the Jagiellonian University in Krakow Poland and the Center for Gender Research CGR
at the University of Oslo have been cooperating on various levels since 2008. In the years 2009-2010 they jointly
run a Postgraduate Programme on Gender. What is more, researchers from the Insfitute carried out a study visit to
the CGR and discussed opportunities for a joint research project - the study visit was followed by the Norwegian
researchers' visit back to Poland. It is then when the two organisations decided to apply for the Norway Grants
supported research project.

To assess the sustainability of partnerships, we considered the propensity of project participants from
both sides to confinue the collaboration beyond the Grant period. The majority of parficipants from
Beneficiary States were certain that the project partnership had - or would - confinue after the Grant
period.
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Fligure 17: Continuity of project partnerships after the Grant period Project Promorers
Q: Did / Will your project partnership continue after the grant period?
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A majority of focus group participants from all three Beneficiary States thought that the collaboration had
been successful, highlighting the fransparency of Norwegian partners, effective communications, as
well as good relationships at personal and institutional level . They also provided anecdotal evidence of
instances in which Norwegian partners went above and beyond of what would normally be expected
from a project partner, going as far as using own funding to cover the project acftivities after the payment
from the Programme Operator to the Project Promoter was delayed.

The main challenges encountered that somewhat sfrained the relationships were caused by budget
constraints, overly ambitious targefs set by Project Promoters and substantial reporting requirements
which the Norwegian partners found somewhat disconcerting.

PROJECT — FXAMPLE  DNA-based  eariy . Trom fhe Desk Review, there appeared fo be a strong
detection and diagnostics of alien invasive appefite for future collaborations amongst Beneficiary
forest pathogens and ftracing of their | State participants. However, only few collaborations had
infroduction pathways into northern Europe been formalised. Inferestingly, according fo the focus
Estonian University of Life Sciences and group participants, the reason why more partnerships had
Norwegian Institute of Bioeconomy research notf maferialised fo dafe was mainly due to fthe lack of
collaborated on a niche project focused on appropriafte calls. Some researchers were waifing for the
an issue of greaft imporfance to both new EU Framework Programme FP9 fo be revealed before
counfries: timber. The collaboration with starting to apply for funding. Others had concrete plans for
experts i molecular biologyand - the new EEA and Norway Grants funding period 2014-2021
bloinformatics in Norway exposed Estonian |yt had to wait until it was clear which kind of project
researchers fo state-ofine-art [echnologies 1 o b acals could be submitted. One participant disclosed

used for meftagenomic studies and for . . .
_ % . . that they had already fried applying for funding as partners
population and evolufionary studies i
but without success.

3.3.2 Accessing research networks

We looked at the extent to which the partnerships had helped beneficiaries fo access infernationally
renowned research nefworks. The survey results depicted in the figure below show that opinions varied
amongst beneficiaries: 48.5% of organisations in Poland, 57.2% of organisations in Romania and 45.5%
believed that the partnerships they formed during the project definitely or o some extent helped them
access infernationally renowned research nefworks. In Estonia, only 20% of respondents believed that this
was the case.
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Fligure 18: Conftinuity of project partnerships arter the Grant period Project Promoters
Q: Did the partnership existing in your project help you to access
other internationally renowned research networks?
Estonia 20% N=5
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H Not at all
M Yes, but to a small extent
Yes, to some extent
M Yes, thanks to our partners we were able to access new internationally renowned research networks.

Several surveyed Project Promoters mentioned the specific research networks COST actfions, ILCCO,
BEARCONNECT, Nordic Network on Disability Research, European Sociological Association,
SuperSmartRack, M-ERA.NET, Community and sancfion working group of ESC, European and Global
Geopark Network while others explained that although thanks to their participation in the projects they
have built partnerships and relaftions that were likely to extend info the futfure, those did not franslafte info
a participation in an official research network.

What is perhaps more surprising, is that almost half of the Donor project partners thought the partnerships
had tfo some extent helped them access internationally renowned research networks, suggesting that the
partnerships resulted in more cross-over and exchange befween partners as opposed fo the expertise
being channelled only from Donor partners to beneficiary Project Promoters than may have been initially
expected.

Flgure 19: Continuity of project partnerships arter the Grant period comparison

Q: Did the partnership existing in your project help you to access
other internationally renowned research networks?

Dpps o
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
m Not at all

M Yes, but to a small extent
Yes, to some extent
M Yes, thanks to our partners we were able to access new internationally renowned research networks.

PPs N= 54, Dpps N=21

From the responding Donor project parftners, five answered the question asking them to name the specific
research networks that they were able to access thank to the partnership existing in the project. Only one
respondent named a specific network M-ERA.NET , while others indicated they formed good connections
and partnerships and indicated thematic areas in which they are likely fo confinue to work on with their
established project partners.
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3.3.3 Affracting excellent research partners

When it comes to the ability to affract excellent research parftners, the programme seems to have made a
substantial confribution, while benefitting the organisations from the Beneficiary States more than it has
the organisatfions from Donor Stafes.

Flgure 20: Attracting excellent research partners comparison

Q: To what extent involvement in the Grants has enhanced your ability to attract
excellentresearch partners?

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

m Not at all
m We found new partners but they are not excellent in research
® Thanks to the project we attracted new excellent research partners

PPs N=56, Dpps N=21

On individual country level, a definite majority of survey respondents from Poland and Romania believed
that involvement in the Grants allowed them to affract new excellent research partners.

Figure 2I: Attracting excellent research pariners - inaiviadual countries

Q: To what extent involvement in the Grants has enhanced your ability to attract
excellentresearch partners?

Romania “

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

W Not at all
® We found new partners but they are not excellent in research
M Thanks to the project we attracted new excellent research partners

However, the focus groups with Project Promoters in the three case study countries highlighted that the
greafest obstacle in aftracting foreign research talent were the substanfial differences in wages fthat
they could offer compared to ofher wesfern counties with whom they were competing. For example,
parficipants in the focus group in Estonia shared that they knew a relevant professor in Norway who might
have been "a perfect march for project cooperation’, but this person was either not inferested in
collaboration or did not have the capacities to work on the project. For that reason they suggested
forming a lobbying group af Norwegian universities promofing Norway Granfs and mofivafing relevant
people to join Estonian feams:
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‘In Norway you might have chosen a professor who is an ideal partner for you, but the
funding we can offer is not enough and they do not wani ro apply. The most important is
how fo motivate Norwegian partners o cooperate. There could have been an
aaministrative lobby in Norwegian university, who supports and motivates Norwegian
partners more."

What is more, particularly in Poland, the focus group participants stressed that it is not only other countries
they are competing with when frying to recruit researchers, but also domestic and foreign industry.

Conclusions and recommendations

e There appears tfo be a strong appetite for future collaborations amongst Project Promotors
from all three case study counfries, who were confident that the project partnership had - or
would - confinue after the Granf period. This can be affributed to the overall positive experience
of the partnerships. Project Promotors praised Norwegian and Icelandic partners for their
flexibility and fransparency, and fthought the partnerships had been enriching as well as
productive.

e Research projects supported by the EEA and Norway Grants undoubtedly strengthen research
parfnerships befween parficipating institufions . The Grants have the greafest effect in
improving and growing partnerships that already existed on some level, even if the previous
cooperation was not formalised.

e Most Project Promoters had beeninvolved in some form of infernatfional collaboratfion previous
fo their involvement in the Grant, but only few had previously formally worked with Norwegian
/ Icelandic researchers. Based on experiences from the previous funding years, the Grants
appear to generate sustainable partnerships which are likely to continue beyond the current
funding period.

e The strengfthening of partnerships resulfing from involvement in projects supported by EEA and
Norway Grants seems to have had an impact on the organisations from the Beneficiary States,
as well as the Donor project partners. Aimost half of the Donor project partners who took part
in the survey thought the partnerships helped them to access internafionally renowned research
networks, suggesting that the partnerships resulted in more cross-over and exchange
between partners as opposed to the expertise being channelled only from Donor partners to
beneficiary Project Promoters than may have been inifially expected.

e This suggests that the Beneficiary States' organisations that parficipate in the Grants were
already active on the infernational scene and, most offen, had established contfacts with
research neftworks - although not necessarily the same networks as their Donor States
counferparts.
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3.4 Transfer of knowledge

Question 4A: To what extent have the programmes helped fransfer knowledge between DS and BS
researchers?

Question 4B: To what extent have the programmes helped fransfer knowledge befween nafional
research agencies/ministries of educatfion and natfional research funding?

The issue of knowledge fransfer has been examined from two perspectives. Firstly, we focused on the
project level, assessing how, and to what extent, the Project Promoters and Donor project partners have
shared know-how to support enhanced research competence. Secondly, we looked at the programme
level, investigating the modes and perceived effectiveness of good-practice sharing befween the
Programme Operators and the Research Council of Norway RCN - the Donor Programme Partner.

3.41 Transfer of knowledge between Project Promoters and Donor project partners

The desk review of the final report of a sample of completed projects suggests that a substantial part of
the project oufputs involved the sharing of knowledge and which arguably required the exchange of
know-how from both partners. For instance, the majority of projects successfully submiftted joint
publications authored by project parficipants from both BS and DS, suggesting that the projects were fruly
collaborative.

Project Promoters from all three case study countries confirmed that knowledge fransfers between
Project Promoters and Donor project partners were significant, although resulfs varied from counfry to
counfry. The results from the online survey with Project Promoters show that Romania had the most
posifive experience, with almost ¥ respondents saying that the Donor partners had ‘'very much' shared
their know-how. In Poland, a third of survey respondents felt the Donor partners had 'very much' shared
their know-how with them, and slightly more than a half believed this has taken place "to some extent”.

Flgure 22: Sharing know-how o support research comperence and research runding proposals
Q: To what extent did the Donor partners share know-how to support your research competence

and research funding proposals?

all Project

p 3% 3% 46% 48%
romoters

Estonia 50%50% N-4
Poland 55% 36%
Romania [ 22% 78%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

H not at all | slighlty to some extent very much
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According to Project Promoters, Donor project partners did effectively share different fypes of know-how
and knowledge during the collaboration. The online survey reveals that the projects were primarily
successfulin fransferring know-how related to research excellence and academic competencies , with
less perceived impact when it comes to increasing competence in the field of producing research funding
proposals. When asked what fype of know-how had been shared, the majority of surveyed Project
Promoters mentfioned that the partners shared know-how related fo methodology 22 respondents, 40% ,
followed by content knowledge 11 respondents, 20% and research fechnigues 10 respondent, 18% . Only
9respondents 16% said to have learned how to apply for funding or write proposals and reporfts.

Flgure 23: Type of know-how shared according ro PPs

Q: What type of know-how was shared? (summary analysis of responses types)

methodology 22
content knowledge 11
research techniques 10
how to apply for funding, write proposals and reports 9
technology 7

application of research

w

N=55 Project Promoters

Focus group parficipants gave concrete examples of knowledge sharing from the Donor Countries. The
ways of fransferring knowledge were most often in the form of sharing raw data and collaborating on
scienfific arficles or during mutfual study visits. In Estonia, Project Promoters mentioned confinuous
frainings from Norwegian partners, sharing experience guided by Norwegian specialists, acquisition of
new useful methods and high level knowledge. The Project Promoters of the projects visited during case
studies also believed that they managed to develop harmonised approaches, combining knowledge and
expertise of both parties and there was a valuable input from both sides.

In Poland, focus group participants agreed that the knowledge shared related predominantly to subject-
matter and tfechnical issues, as opposed o e.g. research management practices. As in Romania, some of
the Project Promoters believed the knowledge transfer from Project Promoters to Donor project partners
was ‘actually greater!in particular with regards to sharing raw data and collaborating on scientific articles.

Also in Romania, emphasis was puf on financial management and project management, as well as
scienfific know-how that was facilitated through continuous exchange of ideas as well as training and
knowledge exchange of the team members.
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Regarding the main factors that confributed to, or conversely, hindered knowledge sharing between
project partners, the Project Promoters mentioned what follows:

Helping factors Limiting factors
prior relationship at personal level differences in mentality, with Norwegian partners
honest communication among mostly being seen as "relaxed”and not always being

) pressures faced by Project Promoters
complementary skills and resources

technical and infrastructural Beneficiary Stafes’ bureaucrafic requirements, which
somefimes hindered project progress e.d. the need
of applying price as the main criterion in Polish public
procurement

inferdisciplinary of the projects,
allowing cross-fertilisation of expertise

from different areas of science
Norwegian parftners recruiting project staff only after

the project has been approved, as opposed fo staff
being already in place on fthe beneficiaries’ side,
sometimes resulting in delayed launch of the full
cooperation

What is important, it was not only the Project Promofters self-reporting that, the knowledge transfer was
judged as being a fwo-way process. As confirmed during the in-depthinterviews with the sample of Donor
project partners, from their perspective the partnerships were very much mufually beneficial. One
example that sfood ouf was that the partnership gave Norwegian researchers access to stafe of the art
facilities in Romania, which had been previously funded by EU Research Infrastructure RI funding. This
increased the research capacity of the Norwegian partners while also giving the Donor project partners an
opporfunity fo learn from the Romanian feam how to use the new equipment.

3.4.2 Transfer of knowledge between Programme Operators and the Donor Programme
Partners

The Programme Operators in the three case study countries universally praised their cooperation wifth
the Research Council of Norway. Inferms of knowledge fransfer between the RCN and the individual POs,
although the POs are aware that acfivities and approaches of the NRC cannot be fransferred one to one
to Beneficiary States, they all recognise the imporfance of cooperation between them and the NRC as an
activity complementary to the main focus of the programme supportfing individual research projects .

What received fhe mosf praise were fhe annual Example: fransfer of good practice between the
workshops fhat the RCN holds for all Programme | poscarch councit of Norway (RCN) and the
Operafors. The inferviewed POs believed the Workshops | narional centre for Research and Development
tfo be of greaf value, as they not only allow the POs to in Poland (NCBIR)

exchange knowledge vertically with and from the RCN,
but also honzon‘rallgﬂ; befween themselves .'In the Words the activities of RCN, the NCBIR is currently
of one of the POs: "We have an opportunity fo discuss working on preparing a programme of small
different aspects of executing the program, can share | technology fransfer grants. An idea for such a
our tfroubles and success stories, get advice from each programme is reporfedly directly inspired by
other and learn from each other's lessons". the working of the RCN.

After several mutual study visits and observing
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The POs also highlighted ofther elements of the workshops that they found useful, in parficular:
getting fo know project success stories from the perspective of Norwegian scienfists, and

exchanging examples of good pracfice s on how scienfists present the results of researches to the
public and the media.

Withregards to the fransfer of good practices and knowledge of administrative aspects of the programme,
one of the Programme Operators questioned the administrative burden relating to what was perceived a
plethora of audits and evaluations. Suggestions were made to formally align the evaluation processes of
the Financial Mechanism Office, the National Focal Points, and individual Programme Operators.

In terms of collaboration befween national | .00 cooperation berween the Embassy of Norwaw in
research institutions in the Beneficiary and other | £s70nia and the Estonian Research Council
Donor States institutions, what was highlighted in _ _
) The Embassy of Norway in Estonia has been very
Estonia was fthe role played by the Embassy of L . - I

) ) ) ) supportive of the Estonian Research Council, facilitating
Norway in Ta”'hn' with AWhom the Esfonian fhe parficipation of the Ambassador afr events organised
Research Council sfays in close fouch. The | py the Council and helped organising a study visits for
Embassy seems particularly helpfulin supporting | journalists of Postimees second largest newspaper in
the Council in oufreach and promofional Estonia) fo Norway fo inferview Donor project partners.

activities for the research projects.

Conclusions and recommendations

e Project Promofers from all three case stfudy counfries reporfed that knowledge fransfers
between Project Promofers and Donor project partners were significant . From their
experience, the Donor project partners mainly tfransferred knowledge in the form of sharing raw
data and collaboratfing on scienfific arficles or during mutual study visifs, as well as confinuous
frainings from Norwegian partners, sharing experience guided by Norwegian specialists ,
acquisition of new useful methods and high level knowledge.

o Different sources showed that both Donor project partners and Project Promoters saw
knowledge fransfers as a two-way process. During inferviews, Donor project partners were
vocal about the partnerships being very much mutually beneficial: they were given access to
state-of-the-art facilities in Beneficiary States, gained knowhow on how to using these and were
also pushed to adapt methodologies to new contexts i.e. outside of Norway . This kind of
knowledge fransfer is likely to have resulted in tangible outcomes in terms of strengthening
research outputs and, incidentally, funding applications.

e According to the online survey, a number of factors said to help the knowledge fransfer
between the partners, including having a prior relationship at personal level, honest
communicaftion among partners frust among partners as well as complementary skills and
resources technical and infrastructural . Interestingly, the interdisciplinary of the projects also
arguably allowed cross-fertilisation of expertise from different areas of science.

e The hindering facftors seem to be mainly related to the expected differences in mentality, with
Norwegian partners mosfly being seen as ‘relaxed” and not always being understanding
fowards the time and budget pressures faced by Project Promoters. The Beneficiary States’
bureaucracy requirements also sometimes hindered project progress.
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e The transfer of knowledge between Donor Programme Partners and Programme Operators is
deemed most efficient and successful when taking place of good practice exchanged in form
of joint workshops. What is more, fransfer of knowledge and good practices take place not
only vertically from the Research Council of Norway to Programme Operators, buf also
horizontally beftween Programme Operators from different countries, which highlights the
importance of planning and allowing for physical meetings between the organisations.

e« Alfthough not sftrictly related to research knowledge-transfer, cooperation with otfher
organisations representing the Donor States such as Norwegian Embassies can enhance the
visibility of the research programme and promote programme results fo media and the wider
public.
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3.5 Good research management support

Question 5A: To what extent have the programmes helped increase awareness of good research
management support?

Question 5B: To what extent have the programmes enabled the BS to build strong research management
skills on an institutional level?

To answer the fwo questions under this theme, we firstly examined if there was any shared understanding
of what constitutes ‘good research management support' and the types of issues that the Project
Promoters face in this aspect. We then asked university research administrators, Project Promoters and
Programme Operators to confirm whether or not their institutions' specific research management skills had
been enhanced as a result of their engagement with the Grants. We also fried to identify the enabling
factors and limitations to individual researchers, and their institutions, building research management skills.

3,51 Awareness of good research management support

With regards to the understanding of good research management support in the Project Promoters' PPs
institutions, the survey results suggest that the programmes have achieved their objective of promoting
understanding of what strong research management skills are, af least to some exfent: close fo 80% of
Project Promoters from each of the Beneficiary States believed that participation in the project has
enhanced their instfitutions' research management capacity fo some extent or very much . Only one
PP in Estonia, five PPs in Poland 12% and tfwo PPs in Romania 11%) felf their institutions have benefitted
from improved research management skills only slightly, and two PPs in Poland and one PP in Romania
indicated that the project has not confributed to sfrengthening of research management skills in their
institutions af all.

Flgure 24: Understanding of research management support - institutional level

Q: Do you think that thanks to the project your institution understands better what constitutes
good research management support?

Estonia E 80% @ N=5

Poland [&$4 12% 56% 27% N=41

Romania (&Y 44% 39% N=18
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
m not at all m slighlty to some extent very much

What is more, with regards fto individual Project Promofers' understanding of research management
support, the survey showed that more than half of all of the surveyed PPs have indicated that thanks to
the EEA and Norway Grants-supported project they had significantly better understanding of what
constitutes good research management support 20% in Estonia, 58.5% in Poland and 66.7% in Romania .
A significant proporfion also believed that thanks to their participation, their understanding has increased
fo some extent one in Estonia, 24 inin Poland 37% and12in Romania 22% . Poland was the only country
in which one PP believed that their participation in the project did not help them to better understand what
constitutes good research management support at all.
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Figure 25: Understanding of research management support - indiviadual researchers'level
Q: Do you think that thanks to the project you have a better understanding of
what constitutes good research management support?

Estonia E¥7340% 20% N=5

Poland %% 37% 59% N=41

Romania 22% 67% N=18
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
M not at all W slighlty to some extent very much

The Project Promoters consulted during the case sftudies fended to define the feafures of good
management support as opposed to support that fell far below their needs and expectation, with which
they most offen had to deal.

Speaking about research management and administration, the majority of consulted Project Promoters
came to the common conclusion that one of the most significant challenges was to carry out the research
work and manage administrafive aspects at the same ftime . They felt that this fype of management
poses significant difficulties for scienfists and researchers. It appeared to be quite time consuming and
disturbing their work, because instead of working on the actual research, a lot of their time was spent on
preparing financial reports.

Overall, the Project Promoters in Estonia, Poland and Romania broadly agreed on the features of what they
would see as good research management support:

existence of a dedicated project management office at their institution
staffed by persons who spoke and read English

research support managers with experience of infernational projects and the rules of financial
accounting for international projects, as well as national public procurement

research support managers aware of the terms and language preferred by Donors for a given
programme, capable of proof-reading proposals, and

ideally, their institution offering study visits and exchanges of research support staff fo consult with
their counterparts in partner organisations abroad.

3.5.2 Building research management skills

Knowing that institutional set-ups can work against smooth research management, we sef ouf to explore
if there is evidence that EEA and Norway Grants helped fund projects which developed these capacities.

Through the analysis of a sample of final project reports we found fthat one of the key oufcomes
confirming increasing research management skills in the research organisations in the Beneficiary Stafes is
the successful completion of complex research projects involving a large number of researchers in
different countries. This finding can be corroborated by statements made during one of the focus groups,
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when the participants stated that they were very much aware about the way the Norwegian parfners
were supported by their instifutions in all the phases of the project preparation and implementafion and
declared they learned from this experience as well.

While there is evidence in the project reports that the knowhow of the donor project partners in ferms of
managing large, complex and inferdisciplinary research projects substantially confributed to achieving the
outcomes of many projects, there is little evidence in the reports suggesting that this knowhow has been
institutionalised formally faken on board and included in the management systems by the research
organisations in the Beneficiary States. What is more, almost all of the consulted Project Promoters judged
the support they receive from their institutions as "woefully insufficient”

This is in strong confrast fo managing the individual research projects by the Project Promoters, where in
definite majority of the cases, no serious managerial problems were reported. As one PP phrased it:

"Ithe project was] very well managed, there were separate levels of coordination. central
coordination for the whole project and local coordination for the work packages "

On the ofher hand, there was anecdotal evidence of instfitutional learning in terms of improving research
management support over time, yet participants agreed that it is impossible to attribute any institutional
learning in terms of research administrative support to their involvement with Norway Grants only. All of
the institutions deal with mulfiple research support financial schemes and with time the relevant units within
the insfitutions are reported to have improved their processes. As one partficipant put it:

It's our instruction’s 3rd Norway Grant. On top of thar we have other research grants. They are
becoming more efficient, year on year the changes are very smal| but it is getting better”

In the survey, the Project Promoters were asked to elaborate on the specific research management skills
that have been enhanced within their institution as a result of their engagement with the Grants. Out of 51
survey participants that answered this question, most 23 respondents) poinfed tfo specific management
capacities gained by the institutions, project parficipants and the managers, namely:

project management,

organisation and coordination skills,
documenting and reporting of projects,
coordination of research work,

activities planning and confrol or financial management.

Fourteenrespondents pointed out that their institutions have benefitted from being exposed to research-
based international cooperation and an additional seven respondents 14% acknowledged that the
ability to work in international tfeams has been enhanced in their insfitutions as a result of their
participation in the project.

Five respondents gave specific examples of institutional development that was catalysed through the
institutions' parficipation of the project, for instance through learning from partners how to simplify
bureaucratic procedures, creating a new administrative unit responsible for grant support or improving
relations between research personnel and administration.

Four respondents highlighted that participation in the project helped them to improve communication
skills.

Overall, the consultations with the Project Promoters suggest that involving research management
professionals in the projects is sftill a rarity, mostly due to the lack of such persons in the PP's organisations.
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Onthe other hand, there is anecdotal evidence that as tfime passes, skills of this fype or personnel are being
developed and the professionalisation of research management has slowly started to tfake place:

‘Our research development support office learned the Grants fogether with us. With the Grants,
we gort the money o actually pay sormeone ro handle the admin. The money was nor a lor, but it
was additional money for a specific person, so this person did all their best to help us. She learnt:
and we learnt with her"

Administrafive burden

The Project Promoters repeatedly mentioned that financial reporting on research projects constitutes the
most significant administrative burden for them, and that this is the area where support from a research
management staff af their institutions would be the most appreciated. However, in the course of this
assessment the consultations with the Norwegian Donor Project Partner and the Programme Operators in
the Beneficiary States suggest that there is an element of misunderstanding about the origin of many of
the administrative requirements that were judged as burdensome by the Project Promoters.

There is anecdotal evidence that in some countries the Project Promofters fend to adhere to far stricter
financial reporting requirements than would be anficipated from the Donor's side. Although this might be
the result of the difference in administrative mentality of the Beneficiary States, who in general prefer
requesting very robust and sfrict evidence of any expenditure, this suggests the scope for aligning the
Granfs' financial reporfing requirements to those required by EU research funding, such as Horizon2020
and communicating those in no unclear ferms to the Project Promoters.

Conclusions and recommendations

e The evidence suggests that the engagement in the EEA and Norway Grants supported research
projecfs significantly enhances management capabilities of the involved researchers,
parficularly from the Project Promoters' side.

e As most of the organisafions involved in the Grants-supported projects are either also
simultaneously involved in other externally financed research projects, or have been engaged in
exfternally-financed research projects in the past, it is impossible to unequivocally attribute the
increase in research-support capacity building to the EEA and Norway Granfs programme
only. However, undoubtedly, the Grants do contribute to increasing institutions' capacity in this
respect and due fo their relafively straightforward administrative requirements e.g. when
compared to Horizon 2020 projects can be a learning ground for the institutions.

e Affhe same time, there is some evidence to suggest that creafing an additional strand of the EEA/
Norway Granfs Research Programme focused solely on research managemenf capacity
building in the institutions as opposed to supporting conducting research) could bring benefifs
and strengthen not only the direct research outputs of the Beneficiary States' institutions, but also
confribute to them successfully applying for larger research funding sfreams, such as
Horizon2020.

e The European Commission provides support to develop the capacity of the Nafional Contact
Points for Horizon 2020. This is a good model for knowledge and expertise exchange, which
should be replicated. What is more, The POs are highly appreciative of the annual workshops held
by the Research Council of Norway RCN .
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e It would be highly beneficial to building capacity in the Beneficiary States by infroducing the
means for greafrer networking and fraining in how to implement the Horizon 2020 and EEA and
Norway Grants, for example by infroducing a call within the Research Programme to develop
capacifty building networks modelled on the H2020 National Contact Point NCP nefworks.

e Whenthere is specific budget line dedicated to hiring a research administrative assistants i.e. not
a researcher burdened with dealing with fthe project-related administration, but an
administraftion professional projectimplementation is much smoother. This suggesfs foreseeing
a dedicated budget line for administrative personnel in the projects is an example of good
practice and should be replicated throughout the programme.

e« Consultations with the Norwegian Donor Project Partner and the Programme Operatfors in the
Beneficiary States suggest that there is an element of misunderstanding about the origin of
many of the adminisfrative requirements, judged as burdensome by the Project Promoters. This
suggests room for improvement, for example verbatim discouraging Project Promoters from
infroducing harder requirements for financial reporting than explicitly required in the programme
and/or call documentation.
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