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Executive Summary

The EEA/Norway Grants constitute the contribution of Iceland, Lichtenstein and Norway to reducing
economic and social disparities in the European Economic Area (EEA).

The purpose of this evaluation is to conduct a formative evaluation contributing to a learning process
trough assessments of sustainability of the research partnerships and funding, relevance of the
EEA/Norway supported academic research projects with respect to national and regional priorities,
including European research policy, impact of the grants, effectiveness in terms of perceived results
and efficiency of the financial mechanisms. Furthermore the evaluation identifies key lessons that
are relevant for current operations and future programming of the financial mechanisms. Finally, the
evaluation asses the visibility of the funds in the three countries identified.

The evaluation is based on assessments of the achievements of selected funds/programmes, individ-
ual partnership projects and subprojects under the funds and a comparison of the set-ups of the
funds in the three largest Beneficiary States; Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. Between
them these three countries received the majority of the EEA/Norway co-funding in this sector
amounting to almost 80% of all supported academic research activities (funds and individual pro-
jects) within the Grant in the programming period 2004-2009.

The mandate for the evaluation has underlined the five evaluation criteria: Relevance, Effectiveness,
Impact, Efficiency, and Sustainability, defined in accordance with OECD and the EU evaluation guide-
lines. Moreover, the visibility of the project Grants has also been evaluated.

Relevance

The EEA/Norway Grants are both a relevant and important source of funding as it complements the
funding of EU (mainly FP6, FP7" and ERDF innovative actions?) and project wise is larger in size and
often more flexible than other national funding opportunities. The project holders especially high-
light the fact that the EEA/Norway Grants do not have rigid result targets. This is important because
science is a process of looking for something new the project holders emphasize.

Compared to the funding of EU, the EEA/Norway Grants also have a stronger focus on strengthening
bilateral relations. The Grants thus have a more flexible approach towards collaborations and part-
nerships compared with EU requirements to be multilateral and include SME and this makes it easier

L FP6 and FP7 are the former and current framework programmes DG Research and Innovation of the EU
Commission.

? ERDF Innovative Actions are DG Regio of the EU Commissions main instrument addressing matters of regional
development and innovation.
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to apply the Grant in specific national settings. However, it is important to recognize that bilateral
relationships are not relevant in every case and that it is important that the bilateral relationships —
when relevant - result in valuable and internationally competitive research and not just in joint visits
and common research. The relevance and the sustainability of the relationship seem to depend on
the extent to which the research topic is relevant in both the beneficiary countries and the EFTA
Country and the extent to which there is an evident synergy potential.

Supporting research structures and increasing the level of research stand out as strategic objectives
when compared to other comparable (FP6, FP7, ERDF Innovative actions and Research Council of
Norway) financial instruments. The Grants seem to provide an important alternative to other inter-
national sources of research financing and at the same time support the general objectives of com-
parable financial instruments. The EEA/Norway Grants attract much less attention internationally,
mainly due to their size (the EEA/Norway Grants sector Academic Research compares to 0,1% of the
total budget for FP7 of 53 billion EUR). Nevertheless, the grants fill a gap by being adaptable to coun-
try specific challenges and can be said to "bridge" the instruments of DG Research and the instru-
ments of DG REGIO. The EEA/Norway Grants has like FP6 and FP7 a strong focus on supporting excel-
lent research compared to the ERDF focus on increasing the technological level in less-developed
regions. On the other hand is the geographic focus of the EEA/Norway Grant more similar to that of
DG region, but in a less administratively rigid way. Hence the EEA/Norway Grants, unlike the FPs,
allow for an excellence driven research approach specific problems related to socio economic chal-
lenges regions. In addition does the EEA/Norway Grants pose fewer formal requirements for regional
development compared to the instruments of DG Region (ERDF Innovative Actions)?

In general, the thematic priorities of the EEA/Norway Grants also seem to fit the research agendas of
the Beneficiaries while leaving sufficient room for national adaptations. Moreover, the funding to
some extend fills gaps in the often vaguely defined national research policies in Poland, Hungary and
the Czech Republic by for example providing support for "down stream" research project of a more
innovative nature in periods where a national focus has been mainly on more basic research. By
strengthening bilateral relations the Grant also enhances the international aspects of research, which
is becoming increasingly important in a world of global competition also in the field of research.

However, the relevance of the Grants’ objectives towards reductions in social and economical dis-
parities seems to be vaguer when it comes to academic research. On the one hand there is a causal
relation recognised by organisations such as national ministries of finance between support for re-
search and a socioeconomic impact. On the hand does the relatively small size of funding not make it
possible to prove causalities on a social level and the actual research projects generally find it difficult
to relate their activities directly to the social and economical perspectives.

There are no significant differences between individual projects and the subprojects when it comes
to relevance. However, the balance of evidence suggests that the individual projects are often
slightly more aligned with national political agendas than the subprojects as a result of the selection
process and in this connection the involvement of the relevant sector Ministry. The subprojects, on
the other hand, are typically slightly more aligned with agendas of the national research establish-
ment due to the involvement of relevant research stakeholders in the steering committee.
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Impacts

Based on the data available and the scope of this evaluation, it can be concluded that a satisfactory
number of deliverables (project outputs) have been achieved. This is in the form of research papers
being produced, results be harvested and being picked up in other forums for example as input for
national and regional policy making. As was the case in the mid term evaluation?, it is still too early to
measure the impacts of the grants, and it is at the same time very difficult to measure the impacts of
research activities.

In terms of project output, the general impression gained is, that the vast majority of the selected
projects (individual projects as well as subprojects) meet their objectives and conduct their planned
activities effectively. This view is commonly accepted by Focal Points, Intermediate Bodies, Fund
Managers and the project promoters.

In connection with dissemination of the project results this has come quite natural to the project
promoter, as all researchers have a high inclination to publicize their work. In addition the evaluation
finds that the EEA/Norway Grants are relatively well known within research communities as a popu-
lar alternative to national and EU funding.

Significant future potential is expected regarding the expected number of patents, publications and
PhD’s for instance, although differences in the national priorities within the core indicators are obvi-
ous. The project promoters assess the research conducted to be of a high quality; however, project
partners from the donor countries sometimes find it difficult in the end to see the relevance of the
research from their perspective. Taking into account that support for bilateral relations is one of the
main objectives of the grant - supporting well established partnerships is by the evaluation seen as
the main challenge for the successful implementation of a future EEA/Norway Grant.

Efficiency

The extent of the Grants’ efficiency can be questioned. At the one hand, the EEA/Norway Grants
constitute a much appreciated funding possibility, and the activities of the FMO are seen to be of
high administrative quality, thus ensuring good governance and the application of relevant sector
knowledge in decision making. The size of funding granted allows substantive research to be con-
ducted.

On the other hand, most stakeholders perceive administrative procedures (project selections,
changes etc.) as lengthy and as negatively affecting project implementation. Moreover, a lack of
compatibility with traditional accounting procedures for international financial instruments (like FP7)
and occasional dual language requirements (due to national legislation) are reported to increase the
administrative burden. Administrative procedures are said to cause delays and activities have some-
times had to be postponed in what is already considered a short implementation period. This is
seemingly amplified by a relatively long procedure including several administrative bodies. In this
connection representatives of the funds/programmes point out that it took to long time to settle
details when every decision had to go through Focal Point. The specific funds/programmes would like
to have a more direct contact with FMO.

¥ Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD), 2008, Mid-term evaluation of the EEA Grants.
Evaluation Report
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On the other hand, the flexibility of the block grants is positively rated by representatives of the
funds as it allows them to make minor changes to the projects independently of the FMO.

In general, the subprojects seem to be less critical than the individual projects with respect to the
administrative procedures. This is probably due to the fact that the subprojects are financially and
professionally audited by the Funds, who are typically closer to the projects, and who have the per-
mission to make decisions on minor changes of the subprojects and at the same time in some cases
are known by the projects beforehand, because they administrate other national programmes. This is
for example the case with the Hungarian Scientific Research Fund (OTKA), who has been the major
funding agency of basic science and scholarship in Hungary since 1986 and therefore is well-known
by the researchers in Hungary.

In this context it should be mentioned that the assessed five funds in this evaluation differ in nature.
Four of the five funds are national (one regional), three administrates other national programmes
and three have relatively many years of experience of funding researchers and research projects. The
funds that have many years of experience in the field and at the same time administrate other na-
tional programmes and have their own evaluation system (with scientific review) seem to be particu-
larly professional and have less problems with the administrative set-up of EEA/Norway Grants.

Donor Country partners have specific challenges related to the existing administrative set-up. Ac-
counting has to be conducted in what is, for them, an unfamiliar way, their stake in the project is

often relatively small and the scope of the research project is sometimes ill-suited to the strategic
objectives of the donor organization itself.

Sustainability

To the extent possible within the scope of this evaluation, it is concluded that sustainability of the
EEA/Norway Grant supported activities are satisfactorily addressed through the institutionalization of
results (ensuring that the project results in some way are rooted in the parent organisation), dis-
semination through publications and to some extent, as impact on/input to national policies on
health, environment, spatial planning etc.

The sustainability of the research partnerships constitutes another important challenge. Where part-
nerships are based on existing, complementary, combined research which involves mutual contribu-
tion to research activities, the chance of future cooperation is high. In addition, particularly for the
donor partner, the research activities have to be within their strategic scope and preferably of excel-
lent quality in order to compensate for the administrative burdens which follow an agreement.

Visibility

The Grants are also well-known within the research communities, but it must be concluded that the
knowledge of the general public about the activities of the EEA/Norway Grant funded research is
limited. This seems natural, as research as such seldom gets widely publicized in the general public.
The sector academic research can thus not be compared to other parts of the EEA/Norway grants
such as the support for Cultural Heritage, which is met with significant public interest.
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Recommendations

Based on this formative evaluation of the implementation of the EEA/Norway Grants for the aca-
demic research sector during the period 2004-2009, the following eight recommendations are pro-
posed in order to improve future implementation of the EEA/Norway Grants:

1. A Grant with a relevant focus and perspective. The Grants fill a gap both nationally and interna-
tionally, by providing unique and prestigious funding possibilities which both add to and bridge exist-
ing financial instruments for research activities. Of specific relevance is the flexibility provided for in
the scope of the Grants and the bilateral cooperation with institutions and researchers in other
European countries. The scientific and political impact of the Grant also points to a sound rationale
for the continued focus on the Academic Research sector in future EEA/Norway Grants.

2. Prioritise longer implementation periods. Ensuring adequate time (e.g. 2-3 years) for the actual
implementation of the supported projects is likely to facilitate better designed and better executed
research activities. In addition to increasing the overall programme periods, longer active implemen-
tation periods could be achieved with a focus on streamlining the initial start-up phase of the pro-
gramming, shorter selection periods and an increase in the speed of administrative procedures re-
lated to applications for project changes.

3. Increase focused support for EEA/Norwegian partners. Project partners from the donor countries
face specific challenges when operating in the unfamiliar administrative context of a Beneficiary
Country. Focused support and guidance targeted at potential Donor Country partners would reduce
the problems and help clarify expectations.

4. Reduction of conflict between research excellence and support for bilateral relations through
better conceived partnerships: Stricter requirements regarding partnerships should be implemented
in order to avoid partnerships being established merely to increase scores in the selection process.
Partnerships should be justified either by earlier cooperation, overlap in strategic scope or through
the mutual research excellence which will result from cooperation.

Moreover, it should be open to consideration that a larger percentage of the project budgets are
dedicated to the donor countries. More substantial funding might increase the level of commitment
of the Donor Country partner and also enhance their role when carrying out the project. Finally fund-
ing for project preparation ought to be considered, as it is expected to increase the possibilities for
development of better project partnerships.

5. Increase knowledge of Norwegian research priorities and Norwegian fields of excellence among
research stakeholders in Beneficiary Countries. Easy access to this kind of information would help
target the right partners in the application process as well as direct the projects towards mutual ob-
jectives.

Even though priority areas are provided through the Operational Programmes and other agreements
between donor and beneficiary, these are often quite broad and do not provide a specific overview
of the specific Norwegian positions of research excellence. More knowledge is asked for by many
project promoters. This kind of support could ideally be provided by the Norwegian Research Council
(and probably already to some extend has been in the programming for coming period).
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6. Reduction of the administrative strains on the FMO by increased delegation: Administrative mat-
ters should be delegated to the National Focal Points and/or Fund Managers as far as is reasonably
possible. In doing so, the FMO should ensure that guidelines are as clear as possible and precisely
indicate which decisions can be made at the discretion of the delegate.

7. Increase the use of a fund-based/programmatic approach. More delegation to programmes in
the Beneficiary States will reduce the number of individual projects and is likely to increase owner-
ship in the Beneficiary States and to reduce the administrative strains on the FMO through the estab-
lishment of different ways of working. Taking into account how national research policies in reality
are created it ought to be considered how national sector ministries could be included in a more
radical implementation of a fund or programme based approach.

8. Move towards international accounting and reporting standards. By introducing international
accounting and reporting standards (i.e. similar to FP7) the administrative burden could be reduced.
A further step would be to require all Grant activities to be conducted in English, including the activi-
ties which today are governed by the national legislation. This would enhance the interna-
tional/bilateral aspect of the Grants and also ease cross-border cooperation. To a large extent, aca-
demia already uses English as a lingua franca, and it is likely that a total shift could take place fairly
easy. The limits would be within national legislation.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of evaluation

The EEA/Norway Grants support to the Academic Research sector was given to 15 Beneficiary States
in Central and Southern Europe during the period 2004-2009. The overall aim was to integrate its
bilateral support into the research policy-making agendas in the Beneficiary States - i.e. to create
ownership at the political level, to establish a successful mechanism of exploiting the benefits of in-
ternational bilateral research activities, and thus to make the supported activities contribute to the
mainstream academic research goals in the Beneficiary States. The support was partly provided
through funds/programmes established in the Beneficiary States that selected sub-projects for fund-
ing, and partly through individual projects selected at EEA/Norway Grants level. Some of these pro-
jects — both sub-projects and individual projects - were carried out in partnership with researchers
from the EFTA States, mainly in Norway.

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess the achievements of the fund/programme managers in
selecting, guiding and monitoring the right sub-projects. This requires an assessment of the achieve-
ments of the sub-projects regarding delivering outcomes and impacts as agreed with the
funds/programmes, and an assessment of the achievements of individual partnership projects, with a
focus on the success of strengthening bilateral relations between academic researchers in the Bene-
ficiary States and in the EFTA States. This purpose should be seen in the light of the fact that the
2009-2014 support will be solely implemented through a programme approach. Hence, the purpose
is not just to assess the achievements made during 2004-2009, but equally, to learn from the
funds/programmes and projects in order to be able to implement improved programmes in the fu-
ture. In this context, it is acknowledged that the implementation of the programmes will be en-
hanced by introducing measurable indicators of achievements, so the evaluation addresses the fea-
sibility of identifying such indicators.

The evaluation is based on assessments of the achievements made by selected funds/programmes,
individual partnership projects and subprojects in the three Beneficiary States that have received
most co-funding to improve academic research, namely Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic

1.2 Academic research support under the EEA/Norway Grants

The EEA/Norway Grants represent the contribution of Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway to reducing
economic and social disparities in the European Economic Area (EEA) and to strengthening bilateral
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relations with the 15 beneficiary states in Central and Southern Europe. A wide range of public au-
thorities and institutions, organisations and businesses across Central and Southern Europe can apply
for EEA/Norway Grants to initiate projects for the benefit of the public. Organisations from Iceland,
Liechtenstein and Norway can participate as project partners. The EEA/Norway grants are described
in more detail in Box 1-1.

Box 1-1 Background on EEA/Norway Grants

Building on previous grant schemes, the EEA and Norway Grants were established in connection
with the historic enlargements of the EU and the EEA in 2004 and 2007, which required a sub-
stantial increase in contributions towards European cohesion. Most of the new Member States
were considerably below the EU average level of social and economic development.

The EEA Grants are jointly funded by Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway, while the Norway
Grants are funded solely by Norway, which provides 97% of the total funding. The 10 new
Member States from 2004, and Bulgaria and Romania who joined the EU in 2007, are eligible for
assistance from both grant schemes, while the EEA Grants also provide assistance to Spain, Por-
tugal and Greece.

In the period 2004-2009, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway made available EUR 1.307 billion in
support of the 15 Central and Southern European countries. These projects, programmes and
funds will be implemented until 2011. For the funding period 2009-14, an additional EUR 1.789
billion will be made available.

Source: http://www.eeagrants.org

EEA Grants 2004-2009 were available for a number of priority sectors, namely protection of the envi-
ronment; promotion of sustainable development; conservation of European cultural heritage; human
resource development and health and childcare. Academic research was eligible for funding as far as
it targeted one or more of these priority sectors (EEA, 2007). Norway Grants 2004-2009 were avail-
able for projects in the same sectors as under the EEA Financial Mechanism, but with priority for
projects in the areas of: implementation of the Schengen acquis; the environment; regional policy
and cross-border activities; and technical assistance relating to the implementation of acquis com-
munautaire (Kingdom of Norway, 2004a).

Academic research projects have supported eleven Beneficiary States. Over EUR 82 million have
been awarded to 94 projects (including individual projects, programmes and funds) in the area of
academic research during the period 2004-2009. Figure 1-1 illustrates that Poland was the main re-
cipient of research funding, receiving more than 50 percent of the total funding for academic re-
search (EUR 42.8 million), followed by Hungary (EUR 13.7 million) and the Czech Republic (EUR 8.5
million).

10
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Figure 1-1 EEA/Norway Grants 2004-2009 for academic research according to Benefici-

ary State
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Source: http://www.eeagrants.org/id/13, November 2010.

The types of assistance cover individual projects, programmes and funds (block grants). The Kingdom
of Norway (2004b) defines an individual project to be "... an economically indivisible series of work
fulfilling a precise technical function which has clearly identifiable aims. An application for an individ-
ual project may include one or more sub-projects ..." A programme is a coordinated portfolio of sepa-
rate projects aimed at achieving common spatially/sectorally/thematically defined objectives, while a
block grant is a fund set up for a clearly defined purpose and may provide assistance to individuals,
organisations or institutions.

The Grants awarded to individual projects on the one hand and programmes and funds on the other
are illustrated in Figure 1-2 for Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic.

11
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Figure 1-2 EEA/Norway Grants 2004-2009 for academic research in Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic, according to type of assistance
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Source: http://www.eeagrants.org/id/13, November 2010

The five funds/programmes in the area of academic research in Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re-
public which have been awarded funding from the EEA/Norway Grants 2004-2009 are:

e  The Polish - Norwegian Research Fund (EUR 21.4 million)

e Homing programme — research projects in all the priority fields, carried out by doctoral students
returning to Poland in collaboration with the respective foreign research centre (EUR 0.7 million)

e  Support for R&D co-operation for agricultural innovation and renewable energy sources in the
Eszak-Alféld Region, Hungary (EUR 1 million)

e The Furtherance of Internationally Acknowledged Young Researchers' Career, Hungary (EUR 2
million)

e  Research Support Fund Czech Republic (EUR 4.4 million)

Close to 60 percent of all supported academic research projects are based on partnerships between
entities in the Donor States and the Beneficiary States. Partnership projects include both individual
projects and sub-projects selected by the funds/programmes. The large majority of projects concern
the fields of environmental protection and sustainable development. Norwegian institutions are in-
volved in all 55 partnership projects in the field of academic research, half of which take place in Po-
land. A project on migration research also involves an Icelandic partner in addition to the Norwegian
partner institution.

Regarding the EEA/Norway Grants sector Academic Research it is a joined instrument by the EEA
Grants jointly financed by Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway and the Norway Grant financed by
Norway. The EEA/Norway Grants are administered by the Financial Mechanism Office (FMO) in Brus-

12
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sels. The Focal Point in each of the Beneficiary States has the overall responsibility for the manage-
ment of the EEA/Norwegian Financial Mechanism's activities in the Beneficiary States and serves as a
contact point. Furthermore, it is responsible and accountable for the identification, planning, imple-
mentation and monitoring of projects as well as the use of funds under the EEA/Norwegian Financial
Mechanism. The Focal Point may submit proposals for individual projects, programmes and specific
forms of grant assistance.

During the 2009-2014 EEA/Norway Grants period, the co-funded activities will be implemented
through a programme approach. The stated aim of which is to achieve a more efficient implementa-
tion and more focused support in order to ensure measurable results and higher impact for the fund-

ing.

As for the previous period, the overall objective was to contribute to the reduction of economic
and social disparities in the EEA as well as to strengthen the relationship between the Benefici-
ary and Donor Countries (EEA 2010c Article 1 and EEA 2010d Article. 1). For a brief introduction
to the new programme, see the box below:

Box 1-2 Programming periods 2009-2014

A new feature of the EEA Grants and Norway Grants 2009-14 is the introduction of a “programme
approach”. Representing a move away from funding on a project-by-project basis to funding
through multi-annual programmes, the aim is to ensure greater and more sustainable impact
through more targeted support.

This new approach means that more responsibility will be delegated to the beneficiaries. The
national Focal Points will continue to have overall responsibility for the implementation of the
grant schemes, with the programme operators responsible for making the funding available to
applicants through calls for proposals, appraising applications, selecting and monitoring projects.
Bodies from the donor states will take on the role of partner in some of the programmes, contrib-
uting to the preparation and implementation of the programme, and facilitating partnerships at
project level.

Source: http://www.eeagrants.org/id/2403, February 2011

Academic research “may be eligible for funding in so far as it is targeted at one or more of the priority
sectors” (EC, 2010c, art 3.2), as was the case during the funding period 2004-2009 (EEA, 2007). Re-
search is also included as a priority sector for Norway grants, e.g. under the priority sector Research
and Scholarship.

Individual Memoranda of Understanding is in the process of being signed by each of the 15 Benefici-
ary States regarding implementation of the funding in each specific country as well as on the focus
areas to be prioritized in that country.

The total amount of funding provided under the two grants are EUR 988.5 million and EUR 800 mil-
lion from the EEA and Norway grants respectively, divided into five annual tranches (EEA, 2010 c and
EEA 2010d).

As of 24 June 2011, agreements have been made with Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia. From the total EUR 1.788 billion of the grants for the period
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2009-2014, the use of EUR 1.15 billion — equalling 64 percent — had been agreed upon (EEA, 2011) as
follows:

e  EUR 400 million to programs on environmental protection and climate change
e  EUR 201 million to programs on human and social development

e EUR 145.6 million to programs aimed at protecting cultural heritage

e  EUR 114 million to programs in the field of justice and home affairs

e  EUR 85.5 million is set aside for NGO funds

e  EUR 80 million to research and scholarship programmes.
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2 Evaluation methodology

2.1 Evaluation focus and criteria

According to the terms of reference, the primary aim of this evaluation is to contribute to a learning
process and a peer review (see Annex 1). Thus, it is not a summative evaluation which is mainly un-
dertaken for the purpose of accountability (control). Instead, the evaluation is a formative evaluation
that pays attention to the delivery and the intervention system®.

The evaluation has applied the following five evaluation criteria, which are defined in accordance
with the generally acknowledged OECD definition, which is also largely similar to the definition used
in the EU evaluation guidelines (In line with the DAC Quality Standard for Development Evaluation
(OECD (2010); EC (2004)):

Relevance: The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent with
Beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners’ and Donors’ policies.

The relevance of the research projects concerns how proficiently they address the specified priori-
ties. Priorities are, in this context, specified vis-a-vis the objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants, na-
tional or European research strategies and needs of the stakeholders.

Effectiveness: The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are
expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance.

Impact: Positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a development
intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

The impact and effectiveness criteria have been assessed under a common heading. It has been un-
derstood as the extent to which projects have been successful in achieving their stated objectives,
and in achieving planned as well as unplanned impacts. Focus is on measuring the impacts and on
how targets can be set for such impact indicators in a programme approach context.

Efficiency: A measure of how economic resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted
to results.

The efficiency of the research projects concerns how efficient the financial mechanism is in support-
ing the activities and outcomes and in ensuring that they are delivered in time and according to
specifications; how efficient the different set-ups in the different countries are; and how efficient the
cooperation between the different stakeholders is.

4 FMO, Evaluation Manual 2008-2012, EEA Grants and Norway Grants.
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Sustainability: Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the benefits of an activity are
likely to continue after donor funding has been withdraw.

The sustainability of the research projects concerns how the ownership of the outcomes and the
impacts will be preserved over time. This is measured via the extent to which project results are or
can be institutionalized or via the existence of dissemination of project achievements beyond the co-
funding period, for example. Such measurements of sustainability are also central to the monitoring
and evaluation of achievements made within a programme approach.

The interview guide applied in the evaluation can be found in Annex 3.

2.2 Evaluation methods

The evaluation has applied a number of different evaluation methods. Using different evaluation
methods enables us to triangulate the different data sources and thereby increase the credibility of
the conclusions. Triangulation means bringing together different types of data, or sometimes differ-
ent ways of looking at data, to answer the research questions.

In this evaluation we have used desk research, case studies, interviews and focus group interviews.
The case studies and most of the interviews have been conducted in connection with country visits.

In the beginning of the evaluation process a list of relevant stakeholder to be interviewed was made
based on the selection criteria presented in Annex 4, and individual interviews and focus group inter-
views were scheduled. Due to a great amount of stakeholders, it has been a challenge to coordinate
the interviews in accordance with the time schedule of the evaluation. Especially regarding the focus
group interviews the coordination has been difficult due to the availability of the stakeholders. As a
consequence it has only been possible to interview 16 sub-projects.

On the other hand we have interviewed more individual partnership projects than planned at the
outset.

The table below shows the number of people who have participated in the two types of interviews.
More of the institutions and projects have been represented by more than one person. Especially

Focal Point and the funds/programmes, and the sub-projects in Poland.

Table 2.0 Number of persons who have participated in the interviews
Individual interview Focus group interview

Chez Re- Poland Hungary Chez Re- Poland Hungary

public public
Focal Point 7 3 2 1 3 1
Relevant ministry 0 2 1 0 0 0
Funds/Programmes 1 6 2 1 2 2
Individual Partnerships Projects 1 4 2 1 0 0
Sub projects 0 0 0 4 10 5
Projects partners 1 4 1 0 0 0
Total 10 19 8 7 15 8

1: The interview has been made as a telephone interview
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Desk research

Prior to the country visits and the telephone interviews the evaluation team assessed programme
documents and key project documentations. The key project documentations include among other
things the following documents concerning the funds/programmes: Application Form (HU0016,
HU0069, PLO071, PLO072, CZ0046), Detailed Appraisal Report (HU0016, HU0069, PLO071, PL0072,
CZ0046), Operational Programme (PLO071), Grant Recommendation Document (HU0069), Project
Plan (HU0016), Annual Report (PLO071, CZ0046), Logical Matrix (PLO072),Detailed Monitoring Re-
ports (HUO045, PLO071, PLO072, CZ0086)> and various fact sheets concerning Key Facts and Core
Indicators, Priority Sector and Sub sector name, Country Summaries plus reports with detailed infor-
mation about the sub-projects. Furthermore we have consulted project web-sides.

Case studies

The evaluation of the sector Academic Research builds on in-depth assessments of 5
funds/programmes, 7 individual partnership projects and 16 subprojects. The distribution of the pro-
jects among the three countries is shown in the table below.

Table 2.1 The distribution of the selected projects and funds/programmes among Czech Re-
public, Poland and Hungarian.

Funds/programmes Sub-projects Individual partnership pro-

jects

Czech Republic 1 4 2
Poland 2 7 3
Hungary 2 5 2
Total 5 16 7

Case studies provide the opportunity for examining more thoroughly a specific theme, question or
dilemma. Thereby, the case studies provide valuable insights and information that contribute sub-
stantially to the evaluation. However, at the same time we acknowledge that it is not straightforward
to assess how a single case study fulfils the evaluation criteria. In particular, it is difficult to compare
such fulfilment in between case studies.

It is our assessment that the 23 projects provide sufficient information for being able to learn from
the project approach for the future programme approach, chosen by the EEA/Norway Grants for the
next round of support to the Academic Research sector.

% Dr Szigeti A. and DR Teszler I. (INBAS/CEU Consulting), (2011), Detailed Monitoring Report, Part “A”
(HUO0O045). February.

Baszio, Sven, Pawet Kaczmarczyk, Kari Kveseth, Alexis-Michel Mugabushaka, and Gerlind Wallon (2009),
Evaluation of the Homing Programme of the Foundation for Polish Science (FNP), Expert Panel Report, January.

Bryl, Agniezska (2009), Detailed Monitoring Report, The Polish-Norwegian Research Fund, August.
Uhrig, B. (2009), Detailed Monitoring Report, Part “A” (CZ0046). June.
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Selection criteria

The aim was to select a sample of 5 individual partnership projects and 20 subprojects within the 5
funds/programmes — 4 from each funds/programmes. The following selection criteria have been
applied for the selection of the individual partnership projects and the sub-projects:

Coverage of countries: Projects from each of the three countries.

Size of project: Preferably large projects (in terms of funding).

Priority sector: Each of the 5 individual partnership projects belongs to one of the five priority sec-
tors. For the 20 subprojects a balanced coverage of the five priority areas was pursued.

Partnership projects: For the 5 individual partnership projects this criterion was given.

Project status: Projects that were completed or close to completion were given priority.

For each country a country study report has been prepared and validated by the national expert, the
NFPs, intermediate bodies, the Norwegian embassies and the FMO. Table 2.2 summarizes which
stakeholders who have participated in the validation of the case study reports.

Table 2.2 Stakeholders who have validated the country study reports

| CrechRepublic
X X X

Focal Point

National expert X X X
Intermediate body X

Norwegian embassy X

FMO X X X

Individual interviews

The individual interviews were conducted as structured interviews, with the aim to gain in-depth
information on the evaluation questions. For this purpose, an interview guide was elaborated (see
Annex 3).

The individual interviews have been undertaken at different levels in the three countries:

Focal Points in the three countries: Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary.

Ministries of Science and Higher Education in Poland and Ministry of Natural Resources in Hungary.
Project holders of the 6 of the 7 selected individual partnership projects (in the three countries).
Programme holders the selected 5 supported funds/programmes.

6 donor partners (from Norway) were interviewed regarding achievements made in partnership pro-
jects.

For participants in the individual interviews, see Annex 2.
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Focus group interviews

One focus group discussion was organised in each of the three countries. The focus group interviews
have included representatives of Focal Point, the selected funds/programmes and sub-projects, and
in one case also an individual partnership project (CZ0092).

The list of institutions and persons consulted can be found in Annex 2. The process regarding the
selection of the academic research projects is described in Annex 4.

2.3 Limitations of the methodology

The following methodological issues have influenced the evaluation process:

Positive bias: There is probably a positive bias in the data collected from the country-based stake-
holders given their interest in continuing the collaboration with Norway.

Research is long-term: The very nature of research takes time which means that many of the results

and impacts of the interventions will not have materialised at the time of the evaluation - but may do
so in the medium to longer term.

Intervention logic: There is a lack of explicit intervention logic which could facilitate setting clear and

logically linked objectives and corresponding performance indicators. A consequence of intended
results and impacts not being clearly set out is that it is difficult to assess whether or not they have
been achieved.

Causality: Changes to, for example, the level of knowledge-based economy in the Beneficiary Coun-
tries is typically the result of complex interactions. Hence, it is difficult to establish a precise causal
link between a project intervention and its effect on a given measured outcome. In other words, the
evaluation merely assesses whether or not the intervention has contributed to a change within re-
search. This said the evaluation methodology looks beyond the funding period, for example, by ask-
ing programme and project participants to speculate about potential future results and impacts.

Effects without the interventions (counterfactual): What would have happened to the relevant re-

search output, result, or impact indicators without the intervention is impossible to observe, and
furthermore, in this context it is considered to be difficult to estimate. Hence, even with good meas-
urements of outputs, results, or impacts - there are no clear-cut measurements as regards the effects
of the intervention.
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3 Relevance

3.1 Relevance in an international context

Two main aspects constitute the international context of the implementation of the EEA/Norway
Grants within the Academic Research sector in Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic: namely, the
EU and Norway. The EU provides a framework for comparable funding possibilities for research ac-
tivities in the Beneficiary Countries and Norway is the largest EFTA partner, constituting the main
international partner on projects supported in Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic.

When assessing the relevance of the EEA/Norway Grants, the main international benchmarks are
thus constituted by the initiatives supported by the General Directorate for Research & Innovation
(DG Research), the innovative actions of the General Directorate for Regional Development (DG Re-
gio) and, finally, the Research Council of Norway. In addition, the assessment can be set within the
themes of collaboration, strategic objectives and thematic priorities.

Regarding collaboration, it is evident that different approaches exist between the different financial
instruments. While the EEA/Norway Grants have bilateral partnerships as an important but not cru-
cial element, the multilateral aspect, together with the inclusion of SME partners, is essential to the
Framework Programmes (FP) of DG Research. In addition, the requirements regarding the actual
form of partnerships defined by both DG Research and the Research Council of Norway are stricter
than those of the EEA/Norway Grants. Comparing the EEA/Norway Grants with the ERDF innovative
actions of DG Region, the approach of ERDF is more exclusively regional, tying eligibility of the part-
ners to a geographical context rather than a research sector or excellence in research.

Regarding the aim of the collaboration, different views on the objectives of a partnership prevail.
Whereas the main focus of the EEA/Norway Grants is to strengthen bilateral relations and knowledge
development, FP6, FP7 and the Research Council of Norway aims at creating critical mass and
counter fragmentation. A similar aim but with a regional flavour is presented by the ERDF - Innova-
tive actions. The EEA/Norway Grants for Academic Research thus provide a slightly different ap-
proach to collaboration. This represents an approach which is more flexible than comparable finan-
cial instruments, but generally seems to be supportive of the aims set by other international stake-
holders.

Regarding strategic objectives, differences in perspective have also been identified. The main schism
is between the focus of EEA/Norway Grants and the Research Council of Norway on strengthening
research systems and raising the level of research and focus of the FP6 and FP7, which addresses the
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knowledge transfer process to a greater extent. Consequently, it is relatively easier to measure the
output and effects of activities funded by the EEA/Norway Grants and the Research Council of Nor-
way. This is also the case when measuring the societal impacts where FP6 and FP7 have wider objec-
tives linked to the Lisbon Agenda, compared to the aim of the EEA/Norway Grant contributing to
social cohesion. The wider objectives of the ERDF - Innovative actions are deemed to lie somewhere
in between.

Regarding thematic priorities, it is found that the different financial instruments prioritise their initia-
tives with differing levels of detail. Some, like the ERDF Innovative actions, have much broader scope
than the EEA/Norway Grants. Within four of the five priorities of the EEA/Norway Grants for 2004-
20009, alignment with the priorities of FP6, FP7 and/or the Research Council of Norway exists. How-
ever, the EEA/Norway Grants are less specific in their focus than FP6, FP7 and the Research Council
of Norway when it comes to the promotion of sustainable development.

Based on the data available for this study, it is concluded that the EEA/Norway Grants are relevant in
an international context. Even though the EEA/Norway Grants are many times smaller in size than
FP6, FP7, ERDF- innovative actions and the mechanisms of the Norwegian Research Council and the
more flexible approach of the EEA/Norway Grants fits the overall international objectives well. The
EEA/Norway Grants attract much less attention internationally but fill a gap by being adaptable to
country specific challenges through support to research and innovation. They therefore bridge the
instruments of DG Research & Innovation and the instruments of DG REGIO.

3.2 Relevance in a national context

Addressing the relevance of the EEA/Norway Grants in a national context is based on studies of Po-
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic as the three largest Beneficiaries. The assessments regarding
relevance are founded on the views of stakeholders on different levels in the three countries.

Many differences exist between Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic in terms of the layout of
their research communities. This also implies differences in their approach to research policies. How-
ever, all countries have undergone significant changes since the early 1990s, and have generally
moved from a structure based on Academies of Sciences towards more plural research communities
reflecting a mix of different research institutions. This has also resulted in a number of organisations
(sector ministries, agencies, research councils etc.) able to create and pursue a research policy of
their own. Therefore, only very broadly defined national research policies exist in the three coun-
tries. In all three countries the EEA/Norway Grants have therefore adapted well to the existing set-
up. If the EEA/Norway Grants cannot be said to be integrated in the national research policies in the-
ory, they are in practice, through the representation of experts in the selection process and/or
through well implemented research projects which are highly relevant to individual research institu-
tions. Said with other words the alignment with the national research strategy is typically ensured
indirectly. The fact that national research policy is often also the matter of specific sector ministries is
also addressed in for example the Czech Republic where relevant Ministries are provided a role in
both project calls and selection. In the end it is clear, that the legal agreements between donor and
beneficiary (operational programmes etc.) are seen as authoritative in the implementation of the
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Grant. By complying with the agreements for example both the Polish and the Czech Focal Points
states that they see their operation in full alignment with the objectives.

Regarding the main two objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants, namely strengthening bilateral part-
nerships and reducing economic and social disparities, relevance of the first is evident. An interna-
tional perspective is very common in research, and it is easy to apply the idea of an international
partnership - especially if the partnership is based on existing relations and/or contributes a degree
of excellence within a given field of research. Furthermore it seems that in those cases where the
research topics are relevant both to Poland/Hungary/Czech Republic on the one side and Norway on
the other side and where there is also an evident synergy potential, it will often be relevant and of-
ten also profitable to establish bilateral relationships. Conversely, in those cases where the research
topic primarily is relevant to the Poland/Hungarian/Czech Republic setting, it is not always relevant
to establish bilateral relationships with partners in Norway.

Regarding the relevance of the reduction of the social and economic disparities, this is vaguer, ac-
cording to the different stakeholders. It seems evident to the different interviewees that the
EEA/Norway Grants will strengthen the research community in time and provide an input towards
creating knowledge-based economies. For example was it commonly agreed at the Czech focus
group interview, that a causal relation exits between support for research and subsequent socio eco-
nomic development. However, the relatively small size of the EEA/Norway Grants compared to both
national and EU research budgets underlines the fact that the Grant can only be seen to make a small
contribution is this respect. The reduction of economic and social disparities can be seen more
clearly in specific initiatives such as the Polish Homing Program, which supports the process of the
return of Polish researchers to Poland. Even so the social scope of the EEA/Norway grants is a bit
unclear, not least for the individual project. Hence the Polish Norwegian Research Fund mentions
during their interview that "..it was difficult for many researchers to understand the concept of social
cohesion - as a selection criteria”. It is our opinion that this might remain so - and that a social per-
spective of research funding can only be applied on an overall societal level.

In relation to the five priorities of the Grants, these have enabled an adequate level of flexibility in
the implementation of the Grants. The priorities have been weighed differently by the three coun-
tries but during the interviews no direct requests have been made for changes (besides the specifica-
tions already made for the period 2009-2014). Representatives of the project holders emphasize the
importance of supporting basic research and maintaining focus on broader fields and not least the
flexibility of the programme. The argument is that science is a process of looking for something new,
and therefore it is not useful to have too rigid result targets from the start.

Based on the interviews conducted, it seems to be broadly accepted that the EEA/Norway Grants
constitute a small but important contribution to the research communities in Poland, Hungary and
the Czech Republic. The Grants fill a gap by providing funding possibilities for research projects of a
size which is often larger than the national funds and with international perspectives but without the
tight restrictions of the EU financing (mainly FP 6& FP7). Unlike EU funds, the EEA/Norway grants also
accept relatively small projects, block grants and non-commercial projects. To the question of how
chosen areas — the priority sectors - have created added value— e.g. by filling gaps and/or addressing
the most important problems, a representative of one of the subprojects in Hungarian answered
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“The EEA/Norway Grants were considered as a golden opportunity to receive research funding. It was
larger in size than feasible from Hungarian funds and it was more flexible and allowed creativity”.

The partnership aspects are seen as the most relevant overall objective of the Grants, but also as an
aspect which often provide challenges. Partnerships are not always established based on the incen-
tive for joint research, but rather as an element forced into the project to ensure points in the initial
selection process or because it is obligatory (the matter is described more thoroughly below). This
eventually results in a conflict between the drive towards creating excellent research and supporting
the bilateral relation. The problem seems to be further exacerbated by the fact that the project pro-
moters are often not sufficiently acquainted with the overall research priorities of Norway - and
therefore not able to take into account relevant strategic research priorities of potential project
partners. It is therefore very important to ensure that the bilateral relationships — when relevant -
result in valuable and internationally competitive research and not just in joint visits and common
research.

There are no significant differences between individual projects and the subprojects when it comes
to relevance. However, the balance of evidence suggests that the individual projects are often
slightly more aligned with national political (research) agendas than the subprojects as a result of the
selection process and in this connection the involvement of the relevant sector Ministry. The subpro-
jects, on the other hand, are typically slightly more aligned with agendas of the national research
establishment due to the involvement of relevant research stakeholders in the steering committee.
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4 Effectiveness

By addressing the matter of impact and effectiveness, the evaluation has studied the actual outcome
and results of EEA/Norway Grant funded activities. The findings here are, as in the rest of the evalua-
tion, based on a number of interviews with selected stakeholders. Therefore, these comprise the
foundation for the assessment below by the evaluator regarding the impacts and effectiveness of the
Grants.

In addition, it must be noted that impacts in the current study are broadly defined as the immediate
outcome, short term results and, where identified, impacts at societal level.

4.1 Project deliverables

According to the fund managers interviewed, focal points and intermediate bodies, all funded pro-
jects meet their immediate objectives and conduct their activities as planned. A few examples exist
of projects having to alter or halt their activities, but eventual challenges seem connected to the
partnership aspect of the projects.

During the project and sub-project interviews, it seems that the projects do indeed meet their objec-
tives. According to the researchers, important research of a high quality is conducted. When looking
at the core indicators for the Academic Research sector reported to the FMO in connection with the
application (ex ante), significant potential in terms of patents submitted, PhDs supported and re-
search published seems evident. Differences are clear between Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re-
public as to whether the deliverables are focused within patents, PhD's or publications and whether
the deliverables have been provided by individual projects or sub-projects. This is probably due to
the flexible approach by the EEA/Norway Grants making room for national priorities and specific foci.

The significance of the results of the projects in a national context is further supported by the inter-
views conducted with the Norwegian project partners. However, these interviews also underline the
challenges which follow the task of making the partnerships relevant and mutual. In several cases the
project deliverables are thus seen as being of less relevance to the donor partner.

4.2 Dissemination/visibility
Ensuring that research results are made public is in itself a key driver of the research community.

Dissemination in relation to research projects are therefore often conducted in this way. Moreover,
seminars, workshops and conferences are often part of the academic research process.
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Dissemination activities are mainly directed towards the research community itself. Outreach to gain
broader publicity has been sought, in some cases, through an active approach to the media. Other
means of mass communication are used, such as publication through websites, but according to
some projects, this strategy has had minimal success, as the sites have only been visited to a limited
degree.

This creates the impression that dissemination is conducted adequately, as the drive to get new
knowledge accredited in the research community is substantial. The Grants are therefore also well-
known within the research communities. Even so, it must be concluded that the knowledge of the
general public regarding the activities of the EEA/Norway Grant funded research is limited. This
stands in contrast to the EEA/Norway Grants support for Cultural Heritage, for example - which is
met with significant public interest.

We have the impression that the regulation regarding the visibility of the EEA/Norway Grants is fol-
lowed by the recipients of the Grants.
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5 Impact

As mentioned above, it can be difficult to measure the actual impact of research activities within a
short time period. Some focal points have tried to measure impact in relation to the reduction of
social and economic disparities through the number of PhDs supported, but causality and actual
socio-economic effects require further investigation in order to be validated.

The strengthening of bilateral relations is easier to prove, even though partnerships are one of the
more challenging aspects of the EEA/Norway Grants. A number of the interviewed projects had fruit-
ful collaborations with Norwegian partners. Other projects had substantial problems steering the
partnerships onto a relevant and meaningful direction, a perspective which is supported by the inter-
views with the Norwegian projects’ partners.

What must be considered as significant impacts of the EEA/Norway Grants are statements by a num-
ber of the interviewed projects describing how their work now influences policy making on regional -,
national -, and international level. Examples of how the results of the research have influenced both
health and environmental policies were presented during the interviews. Hence results of a research
project in Poland on mental health is likely to be used in policy development of the Ministry of
Health, a study on acidification of soil in the Czech Republic is likely to be used as an important point
of reference in the work of the Czech Ministry of the Environment and maybe even by The Director-
ate-General for the Environment of the European Union, a study on marine spatial planning is proba-
bly going to feed into the planning of regional authorities etc.

Despite the uncertainty surrounding the long term impact of the research and the comparable size of
national and EU research funding to the EEA/Norway Grants, the evaluators are left with the impres-
sion that a number of durable impacts are created. These are for example PhD’s supported and pat-
ents applied for as indicated by the projects at project start up, as well as the fact that results and
findings sometimes are picked up by policymakers.
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6 Efficiency

The ability to implement the EEA/Norway Grants efficiently is the subject of this chapter. Efficiency
has, in the current study, been addressed from both a Donor and Beneficiary perspective respec-
tively. Donor efficiency is mainly understood as the performance of the FMO. Beneficiary efficiency is
mainly addressed by analysing the set-up within Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic.

6.1 Donor efficiency

The FMO has an administrative role towards the stakeholders in Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic
and Norway. A close relation exists between the FMO and the Focal Points, particularly in the pro-
gramming period. This continues throughout the programming period, as reporting progresses and
requests for project changes surface together with a need for clarifications.

During the interviews a clear and unambiguous picture of the FMO is drawn. There is no doubt that
the FMO provides a very thorough service of a high standard. Decisions are made based on very
sound administrative procedures ensuring both good governance and adequate sector knowledge.

However, a similarly unambiguous opinion is clear regarding the long response time from the FMO.
This is not only due to the FMO, but also to the often several layers of national authorities which
exist between the FMO and the Beneficiary. The administrative turnaround time is identified by
some interviewees as similar to that of the EU Commission, and by others as significantly longer. The
level of frustration regarding the waiting time seems to be proportional to the "administrative dis-
tance" between the FMO and the interviewee. All the interviewed national Focal Points, which have
the direct contact with the FMO, thus deem the administrative turnaround as a lesser challenges
than fund managers and projects, which all have to communicate through the Focal Points.

In some cases, overly elaborate administrative procedures are mentioned as the presumed cause of
delay. This is, for example, in relation to the use of up to four individual referees in project selection
procedures. Others find that the administrative burden of the FMO is simply too large and solutions
must be found which allow the Focal Points more room for interpretation of the regulatory frame-
work where required, for example. Another approach would be to reduce the number of organisa-
tions which need direct contact with the FMO by implementing them through a national fund or pro-
gramme.

Specific challenges are also tied up with the common administrative procedures of the Grants. These
challenges also refer to efficiency of the Beneficiary, as these are usually part of the overall reporting
to the FMO. Concerns were raised mainly regarding the frequency of reporting (four versus fewer
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times a year); the need for reporting in both English and their own language; issues regarding ex-
change rates; and the level of pre-financing.

In general, the subprojects seem to be less critical than the individual projects with the administra-
tive procedures. This is probably due to the fact that the subprojects are financially and profession-
ally audited by the Funds, who are typically closer to the projects, and who have the permission to
make decisions on minor changes of the subprojects and at the same time in some cases are known
by the projects beforehand, because they administrate other national programmes. This is for exam-
ple the case with the Hungarian Scientific Research Fund (OTKA), who has been the major funding
agency of basic science and scholarship in Hungary since 1986 and therefore is well-known by the
researchers in Hungary.

In this context it should be mentioned that the assessed five funds in this evaluation differ in nature.
Four of the five funds are national (one regional), three administrates other national programmes
and three have relatively many years of experience of funding researchers and research projects. The
funds that have many years of experience in the field and at the same time administrate other na-
tional programmes and have their own evaluation system (with scientific review) seem to be particu-
larly professional and have less problems with the administrative set-up of EEA/Norway Grants.

Specific issues regarding the partners’ administrative procedures were also raised several times. This
was explicitly underlined during the interviews with the Donor partners. Issues regarding efficiency in
relation to the Donor partners are described below, under Beneficiary efficiency.

6.2 Beneficiary efficiency

There is no doubt among the Polish, Hungarian and Czech stakeholders that the EEA/Norway Grants
provide a unique and much appreciated research funding possibility. As regards the scope of the
EEA/Norway Grants, they fit well into the research context of the three countries, as mentioned ear-
lier. This is underlined by the satisfaction regarding the size of the individual funding portions allo-
cated to the projects. The Grants thus allow for relevant research to be conducted. However, even
though the size of the funding portions is adequate, longer implementation time for both pro-
grammes and projects are requested. Longer, effective programme periods would allow for more
stability in the implementation as both the organisational set-up would be in place and the require-
ments of the financial instruments would be well known among the recipients. In addition, some
research activities simply require a certain time span to be able to conduct valid research (medical
trails etc.).

The actual set-up in relation to the application process is described as being clear and with possibili-
ties for adequate guidance. However, the duration of the selection process often seems too lengthy.
Differences exist between the fund set-up and the individual project set-up. The increased level of
delegation, which is a consequence of establishing the national funds or programmes, is generally
seen as supporting a faster administrative turnaround. The need to slim down the administrative
procedures in the national fund/programme set-ups has also been identified.

The administrative mechanisms in the implementation of the EEA/Norway Grants are a burden, as in
all similar funding set-ups. More specifically, for the EEA/Norway Grants, the problematic issue is
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quarterly reporting, which programme promoters in all three countries deem to be cumbersome.
That a number of projects have to report in both their native language and in English presents a fur-
ther challenge.

The financial aspects of the reporting procedure also provide particular challenges. The provision of
original receipts and eligibility of costs based on the actual expenses is unlike the traditional report-
ing format of research projects. Usually, funding for research projects is provided based on fixed
rates and overheads. Reporting based on original formulas is mentioned as being exceedingly trou-
blesome to both project promoters and intermediate bodies. Alternative reporting procedures are
currently being considered by the Czech Ministry of Finance. One benefit of quarterly reporting is the
possibility for the projects to request payments four times a year. This increases the project’s cash
flow. This is clearly a benefit, as cash flow is in itself mentioned as a troubling issue. The EEA/Norway
Grants, in some cases, constitute a significant size of the total funding of a smaller research organiza-
tion and adequate cash flow must sometimes be ensured through bank credit. This results in addi-
tional non-reimbursable cost for payment of bank interest. The maximum level of pre-financing for
the individual projects is thus a clear benefit, reducing cash flow problems and uncertainty in relation
to the administrative element of the projects. A further aspect which generates uncertainty is ex-
change rates. The grants are being paid in Euro and the project expenses are usually in their national
currency. Fluctuations in exchange rates create uncertainty in relation to actual size of the project
budgets. The uncertainty surrounding exchange rates has been resolved in Hungary by the State cov-
ering any eventual project losses on that account.

In relation to project partnerships, these provide a specific number of challenges from the point of
view of efficiency. The challenges of Polish, Hungarian and Czech project promoters are met in a fa-
miliar administrative set-up. The language and, not least, the administrative traditions are thus well
known. To a Norwegian partner, the reporting format of a central European country constitutes a
completely new way of doing project administration. In addition, the partners’ share of the budgets
is relatively small. This asymmetry is further increased by the comparatively higher salary costs and
overheads of Norwegian research institutions. Furthermore, the partner selection process often re-
duces the possibility of an efficient application of the input from an EFTA partner. This is because,
aside from other factors, the time available to find the right partner is very limited and often driven
by the mere request for an EFTA partner, instead of a match based on compatibility, research excel-
lence and a wish to deepen existing relations. The problem is double sided: on the one hand, the
project promoter sees fewer benefits in using project resources on the interaction with the partner,
on the other the partner is less inclined to seek interaction.
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7 Sustainability

In this chapter the sustainability of the effects and impacts of the supported research projects are
assessed. The assessments regarding the sustainability of impacts and effects are based on the
statements of the interviewed stakeholders, and are described with a main focus on durability of the
results of the projects and of the partnerships. Views on these matters have mainly been given at the
project level.

7.1 Sustainability of project outcome and results

A main concern regarding sustainability of knowledge produced is how such knowledge is sustained.
Based in the interviews it seems that it this is achieved in a number of ways. Firstly, it seems to be a
common procedure that the research conducted is institutionalised in some way or another by the
organisations which have conducted it. The results are thus made part of the existing body of work of
the organisation, or in some cases, provide a partial foundation for the development of a new
branch, organisation or research centre. What makes this possible is a second important aspect,
namely the strong inclination of researchers to publicise their work. Publications are, together with
other means of dissemination, a central aspect in the sustainability of the supported research. Where
possible, publications are generated based on the results of the projects.

Whether the sustainability of the outcome and results of the EEA/Norway Grant supported initiatives
is possible in the long term is outside the scope of the current formative evaluation. Nevertheless,
actual and possible impacts on a regional, national and even international policy level have become
obvious during the evaluation. This is seen as an indication of long term impacts and thus as sustain-
ability.

7.2 Sustainability of partnerships

Partnerships have been identified as a main aspect in relation to the overall objectives of the
EEA/Norway Grants’ funded activities within academic research. The partnerships also provide a
significant stepping stone for future joint international engagements. Hence, the sustainability of the
partnerships was also addressed during the interview with project promoters and Norwegian part-
ners.

From the perspectives of the project promoters, sustainability of the partnerships is based on the
level of relevance in the matching of competences and co-involvement in the process. The chance of
continuance in the partnerships is high when competences are complementary and might even build
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on existing joint research activities. Moreover, in partnerships where the bilateral partner provides
an actual contribution to the research activities, sustainability is also envisaged.

This latter case is underlined by feedback from the Norwegian partners. Here, the relevance of the
actual output to the Norwegian organizations plays a significant role. Research produced during a
partnership must thus be within their strategic scope and preferably be of significant quality. Partici-
pation in EEA/Norway Grants’ funded activities are usually seen as providing a significant level of
administrative headaches when compared to the academic gains, and also add a serious commit-
ment in terms of additional financing of their own. The financial aspects are also addressed during
the interview with the Norwegian Research Council. The Council states that larger budget shares (e.g.
50-50) would increase the quality and relevance of the Norwegian project partners significantly.
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8 Conclusions

8.1 Relevance

The EEA/Norway Grants have a slightly different approach towards collaboration, strategic objectives
and thematic priorities when compared to similar funding possibilities. Generally, the EEA/Norway
Grants have a more flexible approach towards collaboration and partnerships, which make it easier
to apply the Grant in a specific national context. Hence, strengthening bilateral relations have a
more significant role. Supporting the research structure and increasing the level of research stand
out as strategic objectives, compared to other comparable financial instruments. Some differences
can also be identified in relation to the level of detail on which the different financial instruments
prioritises research themes. Some are more detailed and some less so, but they generally share the
same strategic and thematic scopes to some extent. The EEA/Norway Grants thus seem to provide
an important alternative to other international sources of research financing and at the same time
support the general objectives of comparable financial instruments. Largely due their size, the
EEA/Norway Grants attract much less attention internationally but they fill a gap by being adaptable
to country-specific challenges through support to research and innovation. They can also be said to
bridge the instruments of DG Research & Innovation and the instruments of DG REGIO.

From a national perspective, the EEA/Grants are integrated through the fund/programmes or the
individual project rather than through national research policies. This is mainly due to the lack of
detailed specific national research policies in Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic. In addition,
the strengthening of bilateral relations from an overall perspective is also relevant to the research
communities.

The relevance of the Grants’ objectives towards reductions in social and economical disparities is,
however, vaguer. In general, the thematic priorities of the EEA/Norway Grants also seem to fit into
the research agenda of the Beneficiaries and leave sufficient room for national adaptations. The
EEA/Norway Grants are a small but important contribution to the research communities in Poland,
Hungary and the Czech Republic and fill a gap by providing funding possibilities for research pro-
jects which are often larger than permitted for the national funds and with international perspec-
tives, without the tight restrictions of the EU financing (mainly FP 6&7).
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8.2 Impact/effectiveness

Based on a limited selection of projects from Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic following is
concluded regarding an assessment of the impact of the EEA/Norway Grants.

In terms of project output, the vast majority of the selected projects meet their objectives and con-
duct their planned activities. This view is commonly accepted by Focal Points, Intermediate Bodies,
Fund Managers and the project promoters. According to the monitoring activities of the FMO regard-
ing the core indicators of the academic research sector provided during the application phase, sig-
nificant potential is expected regarding both the number of applied patents, supported PhD's and
publications. Nevertheless, differences in the national priorities within the core indicators are obvi-
ous. Hence, research stakeholders in one country seem to prioritise strongly for example publications
and focus less on turning out PhDs as a result of the EEA/Norway funding. Others tend to prioritise
patent applications and so on. The research is deemed to be of a high quality by the project promot-
ers themselves, but project partners from the donor countries do occasionally find it difficult to see
the research relevance from their perspective.

Dissemination has been conducted adequately. This is not least due to that fact that researchers in
general have a natural incentive to publicise their work. This also means that the EEA/Norway
Grants are well known within the research communities, although this seems not to be the case for
the general public.

Despite the lack of information regarding the long-term impact of the research and taking into ac-
count the relative size of the EEA/Norway Grants for academic research, we conclude that a satisfac-
torily number of durable impacts are created.

8.3 Efficiency

The EEA/Norway Grants are a much appreciated funding option, and the activities of the FMO are
seen as being of high administrative quality, insuring good governance and applying relevant sector
knowledge in decision making. The funding allocations are of a size which enables actual research to
be conducted.

The administrative procedures (project selections, changes etc.) are, however, seen by most stake-
holders as being painstakingly long. Ultimately, this has negative consequences for the project im-
plementation, as activities often have to be postponed amidst an already short implementation pe-
riod.

Uncertainty also exists in terms of the project budgets, particularly due to fluctuations in exchange
rates. In addition are the administrative burdens which are deemed to be cumbersome, mainly due
to their high frequency, lack of compatibility with traditional accounting procedures of international
financial instruments and the occasional dual language requirements.

Donor country partners have specific challenges related to the existing administrative setup. Ac-
counting has to be conducted in, for them, an unfamiliar manner, their stake in the project is often
relatively small and the scope of the research project is sometimes ill-suited to strategic objectives of
the Donor organization itself.
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8.4 Sustainability

As far is it is possible within the scope of this evaluation, it is deemed that the sustainability of the
EEA/Norway Grant supported activities are satisfactorily addressed through institutionalization of
results, dissemination through publications and to some extent, as impact on policy.

The sustainability of the research partnerships constitutes another important challenge. Where part-
nerships are based on complementary, existing joint research activities and mutual contribution to
the research activities, the chance of further future cooperation is high. In addition, for the donor
partner in particular, the research activities have to be within their strategic scope and preferably be
of a significant quality to compensate for the administrative burdens which follow an engagement.

8.5 Visibility

The Grants are also well-known within the research communities, but it must be concluded that the
knowledge of the general public regarding the activities of EEA/Norway Grant funded research is
limited. This stands in contrast to the EEA/Norway Grants support to Cultural Heritage — which is met
with significant public interest.
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9 Recommendations

Based on the formative evaluation of the implementation of the EEA/Norway Grants for the Aca-
demic Research sector during the period 2004-2009, the following recommendations are proposed:

1. A Grant with a relevant focus and perspective. The Grant fills a gap both nationally and interna-
tionally, by providing unique and prestigious funding possibilities which both add to and bridge exist-
ing financial instruments for research activities. Specific relevance is found in the combination of the
flexibility regarding the scope of the Grant and the bilateral interaction. Both the scientific and politi-
cal impact of the Grant also point to a sound rationale for the continuance of the current focus on
the Academic Research sector in future EEA/Norway Grants.

Most of the projects that were interviewed either individually or during the focus groups indicated
that a fair number of publications had resulted from their projects. In addition a number of projects
claimed that their work had made significant contribution to certain field of research (covering
among other studies in new medicines, spatial planning, environmental impacts etc.). Therefore
there overall seems to be a good rationale in continuing the support for academic research in the
beneficiary countries. Though the implementation can be optimized as the following recommenda-
tions indicate.

2. Prioritize longer implementation periods. Research projects often require implementation peri-
ods of three or more years in order to gather, validate and use data. Ensuring adequate time for the
actual implementation of the supported projects will result in better designed and executed research
activities. Aside from increasing the overall programme periods, longer active implementation peri-
ods could be achieved by focusing on streamlining the initial start-up phase of the programming,
shortening selection periods and increasing the speed in administrative procedures in connection
with application for project changes.

Depending on the actual activity it is deemed, that an implementation period for a research project
would ideally be around 2-3 years. Exchange activities etc. could of course be conducted during a
much shorter period.

3. Increase focused support for EEA/Norwegian partners. Project partners from the donor countries
face specific challenges when operating in the unfamiliar administrative context of a Beneficiary
Country. Focused support and guidance targeted at potential Donor Country partners would reduce
the problems and help clarify expectations.

During the prior implementation period Norwegian Embassies have played some role in spreading
knowledge of the Grants, in addition the Research Council of Norway and Innovation Norway have
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participated on different aspects in relation to the programming and implementation of the
EEA/Norway Grants sector Academic Research. The input provided and its relevance by these parties
have not been addressed during this evaluation, but it seems obvious that one or more of these or-
ganisations are given the task of supporting providing support for donor country partners.

4. Reduction of conflict between research excellence and support for bilateral relations through
better contemplated partnerships. Partnerships with organizations in the Donor Countries should
not be initiated based on the mere fact that this gives points in a selection process. "Forced partner-
ships" result in low priorities, lack of ownership, significant asymmetry and ultimately, inefficient use
of funds. While partnerships should still constitute a qualifying aspect in an application they should
be justified either by previous cooperation, overlap in strategic scope or through the mutual research
excellence generated by cooperation. The introduction of international peer review would support
this focus immensely - further it could be included as a specific requirement in the application proce-
dures, that partnerships are well argued for by providing evidence for strategic overlap, prior coop-
eration etc.

In addition, it could be considered whether a larger fixed percentage of the project budgets should
be dedicated to the donor countries. More substantial funding might increase the level of serious-
ness of the Norwegian partner and encourage the project promoters to give the partner a more cru-
cial role in the execution of the project. Norwegian stakeholders have argued for a 50-50 solution,
this would though in our perspective drain the Grants original purpose. More specific guidelines
would have to be based on more profound discussions with the beneficiary.

Finally funding provided for project preparation, ought to be considered. This would presumably
increase the possibilities for development of better project partnerships and provide some kind of
test case for a more elaborate partnership.

5. Increase knowledge of Norwegian research priorities and Norwegian fields of excellence among
research stakeholders in Beneficiary Countries. Easy access to this kind of information would help
target the right partners in the application process as well as move the projects towards mutual ob-
jectives.

Even though priority areas are provided through the Operational Programmes and other agreements
between donor and beneficiary, these are often quite broad and do not provide a specific overview
of the specific Norwegian positions of research excellence. More knowledge is asked for by many
project promoters. This kind of support could ideally be provided by the Norwegian Research Council
(and probably already some extend has been in the programming for coming period).

6. Reduction of the administrative strains on the FMO by increased delegation. Administrative re-
quests take up much of the FMO resources, making it difficult to reply within a relatively short time
span. Where possible, the FMO should strive to delegate as much competence in administrative mat-
ters as possible to the National Focal Points and/or Fund Managers. In doing so, the FMO should
ensure that guidelines are as clear as possible and precisely indicate where decisions can be made at
the discretion of the delegate.

7. Increase the use of a fund-based/programmatic approach. An increased use of a fund or pro-
gram-based approach would reduce the number of individual projects. This is perceived to reduce
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the administrative strain on the FMO. In establishing a fund or program-based approach, relevant
national sector ministries ought to be included in the Board and take part in both the setting of pri-
orities and the selection process.

Overall national research policy are in the countries studied not just a matter of one central policy
maker. Besides Research Councils, agencies and the research performing organisations themselves
do also sector ministries have a large role in providing a policy framework for research within their
own sector (health, transport, environment etc.). During the last period sector ministries have played
a significant role in relation to the individual projects - and to some extend in relation to steering
committees etc. for funds. Including them in the future fund structure thus makes sense - even
though the extend would have to wary form country to country - also taking into account that the
landscape of research policy makers have been changing for a number of years, and probably will
continue so.

8. Move towards international accounting and reporting standards. Today, individual national ac-
counting regulations apply. By adopting international standards for research funding similar to FP 7,
the administrative burdens could arguably be reduced by using fixed man-hour rates and overheads,
for example. Internationalization of processes would also ease the strains on Donor Country part-
ners, who would be more familiar with rules and regulations. A further step would be to require all
grant activities to be conducted in English. The Grants are already overall operated in English, but
national legislation provides possibilities or requirements to conduct some of the administrative ac-
tivities in their native language.

By doing so, the international/bilateral aspect of the Grant would be underscored and ease coopera-
tion across borders. Academia already uses English as a lingua franca to a great extent, and it is as-
sumed that a total shift could be conducted fairly easy.
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Annex 1: Terms of Reference

TERMS OF REFERENCE

EVALUATION OF THE SECTOR ACADEMIC RESEARCH UN-
DER THE EEA/NORWAY GRANTS

1. Background

The EEA/Norway Grants® represent the contribution of the three EEA/EFTA’ states towards reducing
the social and economic disparities in the European Economic Area. Over a five year period (2004-
2009) grant assistance is given tol5 beneficiary states in Central and Southern Europe. The grants
also aim to strengthen the political, social and economic ties between the donor and the beneficiary
states. Some funding will last until April 2011. In the current mechanism 7 per cent of the total grants
have been committed to academic research.

This evaluation will focus on the sector Academic Research (AR) and provide a partial evaluation of
three of the supported countries, namely Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic where the support
to AR has been the most substantial.

There are a total of 94 Academic Research individual projects and funds, amounting to EUR 82 million
in grants. Poland is the main recipient of research funding, receiving more than 50 percent of the
total funding for research, followed by Hungary and the Czech Republic. The largest fund is the EUR
21.4 million Polish-Norwegian Research Fund. Three out of five supported research projects are
based on bilateral partnerships with entities in the donor states. 38 per cent of all funding to aca-
demic research went to eight research funds, the largest being in the three selected countries for this
evaluation, Poland, Hungary and Czech Republic.

2. Purpose of the Evaluation

This is primarily a formative evaluation, and it shall contribute to a learning process and a peer re-
view. The primary users of the evaluation will be the three donors, relevant stakeholders in the bene-
ficiary states and FMO.

The evaluation should be structured following five evaluation criteria:

e  Assess the sustainability of the research partnerships and funding; in other words the extent to
which the grants are likely to create impacts that will be preserved over time.

® The EEA Financial Mechanism (2004-2009) and the Norwegian Financial Mechanism (2004-2009).
7 Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway
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e  Assess the relevance of the EEA/Norway supported academic research projects with respect to
national and regional priorities, including European research policy.

¢ Viaa limited selection of projects in the funds in the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland, assess
the impact of the grants. What has been the planned and unplanned impact, including on the
institutional capacity of the public research sector, and on the targeted areas/groups at sub-
project level?

¢ Anassessment of the effectiveness in terms of perceived results with respect to the objective of
strengthening of partnerships in the beneficiary and donor states.

e  Assess to what extent the financial mechanisms are efficient. What are the problems and con-
straints during the implementation of the projects, what are the problems focal points and fund
operators face, is the set up of the funds efficient in relation to the results achieved?

Furthermore the evaluation shall identify key lessons that are relevant for current operations and
future programming of the financial mechanisms. Finally, the evaluation should assess the visibility
of the funds in the three countries identified.

3. Scope of Work

Three countries have been selected for in-depth studies of the implementation of the grant funds for
academic research, namely Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic. In these three countries, five
funds are selected which cover a broad range of academic research activities.

Through this evaluation we want to:

e Learn from the experiences of establishing the research funds of relevance for future bilateral
research programmes in particular those financed through EEA/Norway grants.

e Getimproved understanding of national processes and strategies of research and research pol-
icy structures in the 3 countries (Poland, Hungary and Czech Republic)

¢ Improve the knowledge of how the research funds were implemented and managed at Benefici-
ary State (national) and fund level. The evaluation should cover how priorities were set at the
fund and national level; management structures of the funds, and procedures for selection of
research projects.

e  Consultants should also consider how and to which extent these funds have been integrated
(embedded) in national strategies for strengthening the research sectors in the Beneficiary
State;

e  The evaluation should point to synergies and complementarities with national and EU funding
and strategies, including national targets and strategies of research to follow up the Lisbon dec-
laration in Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic.

e  Collect experiences from selected national policy and research institutions in the Beneficiary
States and Donor States;

¢ Identify areas of improvement and recommendations for the establishment of future funds.

Finally, there are a number of partnership projects in this sector with organisations from the Donor
States. We would like to know what the experiences and lessons learned have been. Has the partner-
ship had an impact on the results achieved and the sustainability of the projects? Is there scope for
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further cooperation? The Scope of work must include interviews also with a number of project part-
ners, some of the researchers involved and the Norwegian Research Council.

This should be done through:

e  Semi-structured interviews with relevant policy making institutions in the 3 countries

e Anin-depth and on-the-ground review of 4 sub-projects which are significant in size and near or
at completion, as selected by the Evaluators from each of the 5 funds in the 3 countries, or 20
projects;

e  “Peer reviews” or Focus Groups in each of the 3 countries with the aim of stimulating learning
experience. The meetings should be held in each of the countries, preferably also with cross-
country participations, for instance representatives from: 3-5 projects which will reviewed in
each fund; the fund managers; representatives from the relevant national public bodies in each
country (such as the Ministry of Education or a national science foundation); the Norwegian Re-
search Council, eventually a representative from the European Commission.

e  Semi-structured interviews with EU policy makers (European Commission) in research policy;

e Semi-structured interviews, either in person or by phone with a representative from each of the
Donor States;

e  FMO would participate as an observer

e  The evaluators should consider a meeting in one of the 3 countries to present the results of the
evaluation to the participants in the Focal Groups, National and Donor Stakeholders and the
FMO.

4. Evaluation Team

The evaluation team will consist of 2-3 core members and other experts or support staff as needed.
All members of the evaluation team are expected to have relevant academic qualifications and
evaluation experience.

Consultants should have a working knowledge of national (at least in one of the three countries in-
volved) and European research policy and trends, and previous knowledge of evaluation of national
and international research programmes and policies.

The recent review of the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund should be among the background docu-
ments.

5. Budget and Deliverables

The maximum budget for this bid should be 80,000 Euros, which includes all travel, meetings and
labour related to the evaluation in the three countries.

The deliverables in the consultancy consist of the following outputs:

e Travel to Brussels for a Kick-off meeting at the FMO/ Donor representative, within 1-2 weeks of
contract notification;

o Draft work-plan and signing of contract — 1 week after kick-off meeting;

e Final work-plan — 1 week after receiving comments on draft work plan

o Draft Final Report — by mid March 2011 for feedback from donors, relevant stakeholders in the
three countries and FMO team. The feedback will include comments on structure, facts, content,
and conclusions.

o Final Evaluation Report — 2 weeks after receiving comments from FMO.
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All presentations and reports are to be submitted in electronic form in accordance with the deadlines
set in the time-schedule to be specified. FMO retains the sole rights with respect to distribution,
dissemination and publication of the deliverables.

Contact persons at the FMO:

Coordinator: Ms Trine Eriksen
Responsible Sector Officer: Ms Kristin Hauge
Support: Ms Emily Harwit-Whewell
Head of Team: Ms Inger Stoll
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Annex 2: List of institutions and persons consulted

Czech Republic

Name of
organisation

Focal point

Ministry of
Finance,
Centre for
Foreign Assis-
tance, Inter-
national
Relations
Department

Narodni
vzdelavaci
fond, o.p.s.
(National
Training Fund,
public benefi-
ciary institu-
tion)

Name of project

Not relevant

Fund Czech Re-
public (CZ0046)

Name of
interviewee

Eva Anderova

Dominika
Caputovd
(Head of
Monitoring
Unit)

Veronika
Dudkova
(Project man-
ager of CZ
0154)

Sérka Kovack-
ova (Head of

Programming
Unit)

Ludmila
Lefnerova
(Programming
Unit)

Radana
Dvorakova
(Programming
Unit)

Martina
Becvarova
(Monitoring
Unit)

Renata Mank-
ova, Monitor-
ing Unit

Roman
Vyhnének
(Fund Man-
ager)

Address

Letenska 15,
118 10 Prague
1, Czech Re-
public

National Train-
ing Fund
Opletalova 25,
Praha 1, Czech
Republic

Type and date of interview

Individual

interview

Focus group

eva.anderova@mfcr.cz No no
Dominika.Caputova@mfcr.cz | 13-04-2011 15-04-2011
veronika.dudkova@mfcr.cz 13-04-2011 no
sarka.kovackova@mfcr.cz 13-04-2011 no
ludmila.lefnerova@mfcr.cz 13-04-2011 no
radana.dvorakova@mfcr.cz 13-04-2011 no
martina.becvarova@mfcr.cz | 13-04-2011 no
renata.mankova@mfcr.cz 13-04-2011 no

vyhnanek@nvf.cz

14-04-2011

Research Support

15-04-2011
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Sub-projects within the funds

Research
Support Fund
Czech Repub-
lic (C20046)

The survey of the | Jifi jedlicka Lisenska 33a jiri.jedlicka@cdv.cz No 15-04-2011
implementation 63600 Brno
efficiency of Czech Repu-
sustainable de- blic
velopment
strategies and
objectives in the
land-use planning
Assessment of Miroslav Solinova 7, miroslav.sykora@klok.cvut.cz | No 15-04-2011
historical immov- | Sykora 166 08 Prague
ables 6, Czech Re-
public
The Patterns and | Hana Kuskova | Stefanikova 21 | hana.kuskova@hest.cz No 15-04-2011
Values of Volun- 150 00 Praha
teering in the 5, Czech Re-
Czech and Nor- public
wegian Society
Research of new | Jan Hlavac tf. 17. listopa- | hlavac@orgchem.upol.cz No 15-04-2011

compounds as
potential drugs
against childhood
cancers

du 1192/12,
771 46 Olo-
mouc,
Czech Repu-
blic

Individual partnership projects ‘

phied Soils and
Waters (CZ0051)

Czech Geo- The Assessment | Jakub Hruska | Czech Geo- secretar@geology.cz 14-04-2011 no
logical Survey, | of Impact of the logical Survey
CGS (Ceska Gothenburg Klarov 3
geologicka Protocol on Acidi- 118 21 Prague
sluzba, CGS) fied and Eutro- Czech republic
phied Soils and
Waters (CZ0051)
Department Energy planta- Libor Mrnka Lesni 322, liborm@gmail.com and Li- No 15-04-2011
of Mycorrhizal | tions technology Pruhonice bor.Mrnka@ibot.cas.cz
Symbioses on contaminated 25243, Czech
Institute of land (CZ0092) Republic
Botany, AS CR
Project partners ‘
Norwegian The Assessment Merete Ul- Gaustadalléen | merete.ulstein@niva.no 26-05-2011 no
Institute for of Impact of the stein 21, NO-0349
Water Re- Gothenburg Oslo, Norway
search (NIVA), | Protocol on Acidi-
Norway fied and Eutro-
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Poland

Name of
organisation

Focal point

Ministry of
Regional
Develop-
ment, De-
partment for
Aid Pro-
grammes
and TA

Ministry of
Science and
Higher Edu-
cation

Name of
project

Not relevant

Not relevant

Name of inter-
viewee

Ewa Karélewska

Aleksandra
Guzowska (rep-
resentative from
the implementa-
tion unit)

Marcin Bogusz
(responsible for
programming
and task man-
ager for the
Polish - Norwe-
gian Research
Fund)

Juliusz Weink-
necht

Maria Jolanta
Stypulkowska-
Weremijewicz

Address

Wspolna Street
2/4,00-926
Warsaw, Poland

20 Hoza Street
1/3 Wspdlna
Street

00-529 Warsaw
53

Type and date of

interview

interview | group

Iiiiiiiill

ewa.karolewska@mrr.gov.p | 24-03- 24-03-
| 2011 2011
aleksan- 24-03- 24-03-
dra.guzowska@mrr.gov.pl 2011 2011
marcin.bogusz@mrr.gov.pl | 24-03- 24-03-
2011 2011

Relevant ministries

23-03- No

2011
maria.stypulkowska- 23-03- No
weremi- 2011

jewicz@mnisw.gov.pl

collaboration

The Informa- | The Polish - Krystyna Macie- | Niepodlegtosci | krystyna.maciejko@opi.org. | 22-03- no
tion Process- | Norwegian jko 188b pl 2011
ing Centre in | Research Fund 00-608 Warsaw
Warsaw (PLOO71) Poland
Monika Kotynia monika.kotynia@opi.org.pl | 22-03- no
2011
Marcin Langa 22-03- 24-03-
2011 2011
Fundation Homing pro- jakub wo- Grazyny 11 ja- 22-03- no
for Polish gramme — jnarowski 02-548 Warsaw | kub.wojnarowski@fnp.org.p | 2011
science research pro- |
jectsinall the | Marta marta.lazarowicz@fnp.org.p | 22-03- 24-03-
priority fields, | Lazarowicz- I 2011 2011
carried out by | Kowalik
young PhD’s Michal Pietras michal.pietras@fnp.org.pl | 22-03- no
returning to 2011
Poland in
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The Polish -
Norwegian
Research
Fund
(PLO0O71)

with the re-
spective for-
eign research
centre
(PLOO72)

Development
of High-
Efficiency,
Small-Scale
Heat Pumping
Units Using an
Environmen-
tally Benign
Working Fluid
R744 and
Expansion
Work Recov-
ery with Ejec-
tors

Krzysztof Bana-
siak

Andrzej J. Nowak

*

krzysztof.banasiak@polsl.pl

no

Sub-projects within the funds

24-03-
2011

andrzej.j.nowak@polsl.pl

no

24-03-
2011

International
Workshop on
Social Infor-
matics

Helszhie Suszek

Sylwice Stefa-
niek

no

24-03-
2011

no

24-03-
2011

The AlkB
protein and its
eukaryotic
homologues —
the role in
DNA repair
and the possi-
ble role in
cancer etiol-
ogy and target
in cancer
therapy

Piotr Trzon-
kowski

ptrzon@gumed.edu.pl

no

24-03-
2011

Gender & Care
in Health
Sector Reform.
Perspective of
Nurses &
Midwives

Elzbiata Langa

Joanna Krwawicz

elag@ibb.waw.pl

no

24-03-
2011

jo-
anna.krwawicz@gmail.com

no

24-03-
2011

Homing
programme
—research
projects in
all the prior-
ity fields,
carried out
by young
PhD’s re-
turning to
Poland in
collabora-
tion with the

Investigation
of application
of titanium
dioxyde in the
fotocatalytic
membrane
reactors

Sylwia Mozia

sylwia.mozia@zut.edu.pl

no

24-03-
2011

Public good,
social inequal-
ity, voting
behaviour,
political sci-
ence

Natalia Letki

natalia.letki@is.uw.edu.pl

no

24-03-
2011
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respective
foreign
research
centre
(PLO072)

Synthesis of
nanomaterials
for advanced
energy storage
systems appli-
cation

Marek Marcinek

Politechniki 1,
00-661 War-
szawa, Poland

marekm_prv@yahoo.com

no

24-03-
2011

Individual partnership projects

Research
Council of
Norway

ders and Ac-
cess to Care —
EZOP Poland

The Polish -
Norwegian
Research Fund
(PLOO71)

Jesper Simonsen

Birgitte Skilbrei

P.O Box 2700 St.
Hanshaugen N-
0131 Oslo,
Norway

post@forskningsradet.no
and jws@rcn.no

25-05-
2011

Institute of | Ecosystem Jan Marcin Institute of office@iopan.gda.pl 21-03- no
Oceanology, |approach to Weslawski (pro- | Oceanology PAS 2011
Polish Acad- | marine spatial | fessor in charge) | Powstancow
emy of planning - Warszawy 55
Sciences Polish marine 81-712 Sopot,
areas and the Poland
Natura 2000
network
(PLOO78)
Joanna Pi- Institute of piwowarczyk@iopan.gda.pl | 21-03- no
wowarczyk Oceanology PAS 2011
(secretary) Powstancow
Warszawy 55
81-712 Sopot,
Poland
Warsaw Advanced Lukasz Ciupinski | Woloska 141, T.Kulik@rekt.pw.edu.pl 23-03- no
University of | methods of 02-507 War- 2011
Technology | materials szawa, Poland
engineering in
diagnostics of
art works after
renovation by
means of
shaped, high-
energy laser
radiation
pulses (MAT-
LAS) (PLO259)
Instytut PLO256: Epi- Jacek Moskale- | Warszawa, ul. wiatrow@ipin.edu.pl 23-03- no
Psychiatriii | demiology of | wicz Sobieskiego 9, 2011
Neurologii Mental Disor- Poland

Project partners

no
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Homing pro-
gramme —
research pro-
jects in all the
priority fields,
carried out by
young PhD’s
returning to
Poland in
collaboration
with the re-
spective for-
eign research
centre

(PLOO72)
Norwegian Ecosystem Merete Ulstein Gaustadalléen merete.ulstein@niva.no 26-05- no
Institute for | approach to 21, NO-0349 2011
Water Re- marine spatial Oslo
search planning -
(NIVA), Polish marine
Norway areas and the
Natura 2000
network
(PLOO78)
Norwegian Advanced Inga Flgisand Norsk institutt inga@niku.no 26-05- no
Institute for | methods of for 2011
Cultural materials kulturminne-
Heritage engineering in forskning
Research diagnostics of
(NIKU), art works after Postboks 736,
Norway renovation by Sentrum
means of N-0105 OSLO
shaped, high-
energy laser
radiation
pulses (MAT-
LAS) (PLO259)
University of | Epidemiology | Einar Kringlen University of einar.kringlen@medisin.uio. | 26-05- no
Oslo - Psyki- | of Mental Oslo no 2011
atrisk Insti- | Disorders and P.0 1072 Blin-
tutt Vinde- Access to Care dern
ren, Norway |— EZOP Poland 0316 Oslo
(PLO256)

* Information not available
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Hungary

Name of
organisation

Focal point

for Develop-
ment Policy

Name of
project

Name of
intervie-
wee

Address

Type and date of inter-
view

Individual
interview

Focus
group

National De- | Notrelevant | Csiréné H-1077 | kata- 30-03-2011 01-04-2011

velopment Szabé6 Kata- | Buda- lin.szabo.csirene@nfu.gov.h

Agency, De- lin pest, u

partment for Wesselé-

International nyi utca

Co-operation 20-22,

Programmes Szilvia Hungary szilvia.szedo@nfu.gov.hu 30-03-2011 No
Szed6

Relevant ministry

Ministry of Notrelevant | NoémiDa- |H-1051 |no- 01-04-2011 No

Natural Re- najka Buda- emi.danajka@nefmi.gov.hu

sources - State pest,

Secretariat Arany J.

for Health, utca 6-8,

Department Hungary

Sub-projects within the funds

Eszak-Alfsld | Support the Eszter Ba- H-4028 | esz- 14-04-2011 14-04-2011
Regional R&D co- lazsy Debrecen | ter.balazsy@eszakalfold.hu
Development | operations for Simonyi
Agency agricultural utca 14,
(EARFU) innovation Hungary
and renew-
able energy
sources in the
Eszak-Alfold
Region
(HU0016)
The Hungar- | The Further- | Elod Ne- H-1093 | nemerkenyi.elod@otka.hu |01-04-2011 01-04-2011
ian Scientific | ance of Inter- | merkenyi Buda-
Research nationally pest,
Fund (OTKA) | Acknowl- Czuczor
edged Young utca 10,
Researchers' Hungary
Career
(HU0069)
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Demokracia
Kutatasok
Magyar Koz-
pontja Koz-
hasznu
Alapitvany
(DKMKA)
Hungarian
Centre for
Democracy
Studies Foun-
dation

The role of
political par-
ticipation and
representa-
tion in in-
creasing de-
mocratic
capacity
(HU0089)

Zsolt Enyedi

H-1051
Buda-
pest,
Nador
15, Hun-

gary

Enyedizs@ceu.hu

01-04-2011

Support the Development | Orszagh H-4032 | orszagh.istvan@ontologic.h | no 14-04-2011
R&D co- of profes- [stvan Debre- u
operations for | sional system cen,
agricultural for supporting Egyetem
innovation redundant- tér1,
and renew- heatutilization Hungary
able energy arising from
sources in the | thermal water
Eszak-Alfold | (Geo_Test)
Region
(HU0016)
Lactosel Prokisch H-4032 | jprokisch@agr.unideb.hu no 14-04-2011
Jozsef Debre-
cen,
Egyetem
ter. 1,
Hungary
The Further- | Integrated Szabolcs H-4032 szabolcslen- no 01-04-2011
ance of Inter- | botanical and | Lengyel Debre- gyel@yahoo.com
nationally zoological cen,
Acknowl- research in Egyetem
edged Young | conservation tér1,
Researchers' | ecology to Hungary
Career restore, con-
(HU0069) serve and
increase
grassland
biodiversity
Argonauts Attila]. T6th | H-1014 | Attila.toth@koh.hu no 01-04-2011
Programme Buda-
pest,
Tancsics
M. utca 1,
Hungary
Heat-shock Csaba Séti H-1444 | csaba.soti@egk.sote.hu no 01-04-2011
and metabolic Buda-
stress re- pest,
sponses in P.0.Box
ageing 260,
Hungary

Individual partnership projects

No
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Computer and | Hungarian - Peter Bara- | H-1111 | baranyi@sztaki.hu 13-04-2011 No
Automation Norwegian nyi Buda-
Research research pest,
Institute, based innova- Kende
Hungarian tion for the utca 13-
Academy of development 17, Hun-
Science of new, envi- gary
ronmental
friendly, com-
petitive robot
technology for
selected tar-
get groups
(HUNOROB),
(HU0045)
Project partners
Norwegian The role of Atle Alv- NSD, atle.alvheim@nsd.uib.no 15-06-2011 No
Social Science | political par- | heim Harald
Data Services, | ticipation and Harfag-
Norway representa- res gate
tion in in- 29,
creasing de- N-5007
mocratic Bergen,
capacity Norway
(HU0089)
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Annex 3: Interview guide

Gross interview guide: Instructions to interviewers

The aim of this interview guide is to present to the interviewer the need for information to bring into

the evaluation from interviews and focus groups with different stakeholders. In this context it is im-
portant to emphasise, that the evaluation looks at four types of achievements pursued.

e  Firstly, there is the overall aim of the EEA/Norway Grants to integrate its bilateral support into
the research policy-making agendas in the Beneficiary States - i.e. to create ownership at the po-
litical level, to establish a successful mechanism of exploiting the benefits of international bilat-
eral research activities, and thus to make the supported activities contribute to the mainstream
academic research goals in the Beneficiary States.

« Secondly, the evaluation looks at the achievements of the fund/programme managers in select-
ing, guiding and monitoring the right - i.e. relevant - sub-projects.

e  Thirdly, it addresses the achievements of sub-projects regarding delivering outcomes and im-
pacts as agreed with the funds/programmes.

e  Fourthly, it looks at the achievements of individual partnership projects with a focus on the suc-
cess of strengthening the bilateral relations between academic researchers in the Beneficiary
States and in the EFTA States, particularly Norway.

Due to these different angles in the evaluation, all evaluation questions might not be appropriate to
pose to all types of stakeholders. This is pointed out in this interview guide, although it is also up to
the judgement of the interviewer. Hence, if the interviewer decides to inform a stakeholder before-
hand regarding the types of interview questions to be posed - it is likely to consist of a part of this
guide, e.g. only the overall evaluation questions. Note also that many of the evaluation questions will
also be addressed via a desk study.

The types of stakeholders to interview either in person - individually or in focus groups - or by tele-

phone are:

e Focal Points in the three countries: Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.
e Fund/programme managers for the five funds/programmes.

e Ministries responsible for research and national research organisations.

e Project holders of selected sub-projects funded within the five funds/programmes and of the
five individual partnership projects.

e EFTA partners (mainly from Norway) regarding the strengthening of the bilateral relations,
hereunder via the individual partnership projects.
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e  European Commission - DG RTD and/or DG REGIO regarding consistency/
complementarity between the EU support to academic research and the support from the
EEA/Norway Grants.

e The Research Council of Norway regarding the benefits of collaborations - hereunder in the con-
text of individual partnership projects.

The aim of the evaluation is as already described to assess the achievements of the five

funds/programmes in Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic - partly via looking into 20 sub-
projects selected by these funds/programmes. Furthermore, the achievements of 5 individual part-
nership projects are assessed.

The selection criteria applied to select the 20 sub-projects and the 5 individual partnership projects

are:

e  Coverage of countries - i.e. 4 sub-projects from each of the five funds/programmes; while 3 Pol-
ish individual partnership projects (out of 26 candidates) were selected, and 1 each from Hun-
gary (out of 9) and the Czech Republic (out of 5).

e  Size of project - i.e. priority to relatively large projects is given, as this everything else equal gives
rise to more information about project achievements.

e Priority sector - i.e. a balanced coverage of the five priority sectors of the EEA/Norway Grants
are pursued; which for the 5 individual partnership projects means 1 project per priority sector.

The evaluation addresses fund/programme and project achievements with respect to relevance,
impact/effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability.

However, it should be emphasised that it is not a summative evaluation which is mainly undertaken

for the purpose of accountability (control). Instead, the evaluation is a formative evaluation that pays

attention to the delivery and intervention system. A central aim of the evaluation is therefore to
learn from the funds/programmes and the projects in order to be able to do it even better in the
future. A number of the evaluation questions concern in this context how to derive measurable indi-
cators of achievements, as such indicators are central for elaborating more explicit intervention lo-
gics in the future.

The interviewer must produce Minutes of Meeting (MoM) from each interview/focus group organ-

ised according to the below interview questions and with interviewer assessments regarding the
evaluation questions that are subject to the scoring system.

55



Evaluation of the sector academic research under the EEA/Norway Grants

A: Information about the interviewee (more if focus groups)

Name of interviewee:

Name of organisation:

Role in project/programme:

Type of organisation:

Address:

E-mail:

Phone no:

Date of interview:

B: Relevance

The relevance of the supported activities within the sector academic research concerns how profi-

ciently the activities address the specified needs. Needs are in this context specified in different

places:

Firstly, there are the objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants - i.e. to contribute to the reduction of

economic and social disparities in the European Economic Area, and to strengthen the bilateral
relations between the EEA EFTA States and the Beneficiary States. Hence, focus is on assessing
the success of bringing the academic research level in Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic
closer to that of the EU/EFTA level (where this is higher than in the Beneficiary States), and on
assessing the achievements of synergies from bringing together expertises. This focus can be
said to concern most evaluation questions.

Secondly, there is the issue of how the supported activities contribute to the national and EU
academic research agendas. As mentioned above, focus is on how the international bilateral

support is integrated into the research policy-making agendas in the Beneficiary States.

Thirdly, there are the contributions to the five priority sectors of the EEA/Norway Grants: pro-

tection of the environment; promotion of sustainable development; conservation of European
cultural heritage; human resource development; and health and childcare. Focus is on how na-
tional objectives within these priority sectors are proficiently addressed in the Beneficiary
States.

Fourthly, there might be other (specific) needs envisaged by the stakeholders being interviewed.
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Relevance with respect to national research agendas in the Beneficiary States

B1: To what extent did the national research agenda guide the activities supported by the
EEA/Norway Grants?

B1.1: Which sources describing the national research agenda were consulted when planning and
deciding upon supported activities?

B1.2: Who made the choice regarding which parts of the national research agenda to focus on in
the supported activities?

B1.3: Were the chosen focus areas formulated appropriately to be addressed by projects - i.e. nei-
ther too general nor too specific formulations?

B1.4: Have EFTA country research agendas been taken into account when choosing areas to address
by academic research support? - If so: how? and (for projects) does the answer depend on whether
or not there is an EFTA partner?

B1.5: Which measurable indicators of national research agenda relevance can be derived from the
above answers?

B2: To what extent were the activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants and their achieve-
ments integrated into the research policy-making agenda in the Beneficiary State?

B2.1: Is there any evidence of the national research agenda directly referring to the benefit of the
international bilateral research activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants?

B2.2: Which research policy-makers in the Beneficiary State have taken ownership of the supported
bilateral research findings?

B2.3: To what extent have fund/programme managers and/or project holders actively targeted
research policy-makers with information about their achievements?

B2.4: To what extent has the EFTA stakeholders - hereunder the FMO - pursued integration of
EEA/Norway Grants activities into the national research agenda and actively targeted research pol-
icy-makers?

B2.5: Which measurable indicators of national research agenda relevance can be derived from the
above answers?

Interviewer assessment: How relevant were the activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants for
the national research agenda?

O 4 The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants were both in line with the national research agenda and
the achievements have been integrated into this agenda.

| O3 ’ The activities supported were in line with the national research agenda.
| O 2 ’ The activities supported were partially in line with the national research agenda.
| o1 ’ The activities supported were not or only minimally in line with the national research agenda.
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Relevance with respect to the priority sectors of the EEA/Norway Grants

B3: To what extent were national objectives within the priority sectors covered?

B3.1: Which national sources guided the choice of areas that should be addressed by academic re-
search support - within each of the five priority sectors?

B3.2: Who made the choice of areas to address by academic research support - within each of the
five priority sectors?
B3.3: Were the chosen areas formulated appropriately to be addressed by projects - i.e. neither too

general nor too specific formulations?

B3.4: How did the chosen areas create added value in the Beneficiary States - e.g. by filling in gaps
(areas only addressed little before) and/or by addressing the most important problems (where
there still is a research need)?

B3.5: Have EFTA country objectives within the five priority sectors been taken into account when
choosing areas to address by academic research support?

B3.6: Which measurable indicators of EEA/Norway Grants relevance can be derived from the proc-
ess of covering national objectives within the priority sectors?

B4: (for funds/programmes and sub-projects only) How successful were fund/programme manag-
ers in selecting sub-projects that addressed the chosen areas within the priority sectors?

B4.1: (for funds/programmes only) Which selection criteria/procedures were applied to ensure both
a balanced coverage of the priority sectors and a focus on the chosen areas?

B4.2: (for sub-projects only) To what extent did the sub-project applications address the chosen
areas within the given priority sector?

B4.3: How was it subsequently monitored that sub-project activities maintained focus on the cho-
sen areas within the given priority sector?

B4.4: (for funds/programmes only) Which priority sectors were most and least successful addressed
by sub-projects?

B4.5: Which measurable indicators of EEA/Norway Grants relevance can be derived from the sub-
project selection process?

B5: (for individual partnership projects only) How successful were the FMO/Focal Points in select-
ing individual partnership projects that addressed the chosen areas within the priority sectors?

B5.1: (FMO/Focal Points only) Which selection criteria/procedures were applied to ensure both a
balanced coverage of the priority sectors and a focus on the chosen areas?

B5.2: To what extent did the sub-project applications address the chosen areas within the given
priority sector? and how relevant was it for the partnership country (Norway)?

B5.3: How was it subsequently monitored that project activities maintained focus on the chosen
areas within the given priority sector?

B5.4: Which measurable indicators of EEA/Norway Grants relevance can be derived from the indi-
vidual partnership project selection process?
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Interviewer assessment: How relevant were the activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants with
respect to the five priority sectors?

| O 4 ‘ The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants address fully the chosen areas within the priority sectors.

| O3 ’ The activities supported address the chosen areas within the priority sectors to a satisfactory extent.

| O 2 ’ The activities supported address the chosen areas within the priority sectors to a limited extent.

O1 The activities supported do not address the chosen areas within the priority sectors or do so to a very limited

extent.

Relevance with respect to EU academic research agendas

B6 (not for project level): To what extent were the activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants
in line with EU academic research agendas?

B6.1: Which EU or other European academic research agendas have been taken into account when
designing the EEA/Norway Grants support?

B6.2: To what extent has EU or other European academic research stakeholders been consulted in
the design process?

B6.3: Have feedback been given from the EEA/Norway Grants achievements in order to influence
the EU academic research agendas?

Interviewer assessment: How relevant were the activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants with
respect to EU academic research agendas?

‘ O 4 | The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants are fully in line with the EU academic research agendas.

‘ O 3 | The activities supported are to a satisfactory extent in line with the EU academic research agendas.

‘ O 2 | The activities supported are to a limited extent in line with the EU academic research agendas.

The activities supported are not or only to a very limited extent in line with the EU academic research agen-

o1
das.

C: Impact/effectiveness

The impact/effectiveness of the academic research support is assessed from three angles:

e  Firstly, we look into how successful the funds/programmes or projects have been in achieving
their planned research deliverables.

e Secondly, we look into how successful they have been in disseminating or making the deliver-
ables visible to policy-makers, other users, the general public etc.
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e Thirdly, the achievements of impacts of the research developments/findings on the targeted
areas/users are assessed. In this context, it is important to acknowledge that only a few impacts
of research activities occur in the short term - but may do so in the medium to longer term, and
so they will not have materialised at the time of this evaluation. When asking stakeholders to
speculate about future impacts, in particular the project holders are likely to be too optimistic.
Furthermore, improvements happening within the targeted areas are often the result of com-
plex interactions, and so it is often difficult to attribute the impact to the outcomes of the sup-
ported research projects. In other words, it will often be more of an assessment of contribution
rather than attribution.

Deliverables

C1: (for funds/programmes only) Have the fund/programme activities resulted in the planned de-
liverables?

C1.1: What are the main tangible fund/programme deliverables (e.g. calls for proposals, other
funds/programme information, sub-project grant information etc.)?

C1.2: Have fund/programme deliverables been produced according to plan, i.e. as stated in the
statutes? - What are the main deviations from the plan and the reasons for these?

C1.3: Are the deliverables of higher quality compared with similar deliverables - i.e. from similar
funds/programmes that are not co-funded by the EEA/Norway Grants? - How do you measure qual-
ity?

C1.4: To what extent have the deliverables benefitted from contributions from the EFTA/Norwegian

stakeholders?

C1.5: To what extent has the capacity of the fund/programme managers been increased during the
EEA/Norway Grants period - i.e. how much has the capability for implementing future support in-
creased?

C1.6: Which measurable indicators of fund/programme deliverables can be derived from the
above?

C2: (for sub-projects and fund/programme managers only) Have the sub-project activities resulted
in the planned project deliverables?

C2.1: What are the main project deliverables (e.g. publications - hereunder joint publications, pat-
ents or other property rights, PhD degrees in connection with the financed projects, applications for
future projects to FP6 and FP7, formalised research networks/collaborations etc.)?

C2.2: Have project deliverables been produced according to plan, i.e. as stated in the grant agree-
ments? - What are the main deviations from the plan and the reasons for these?

C2.3: Are the project deliverables of higher quality compared with similar deliverables - i.e. devel-
opments made at national level without EEA/Norway Grants? - How do you measure quality?

C2.4: If EFTA/Norwegian partner - Which and how was EFTA/Norwegian expertise brought in to
enhance the quality of the project deliverables? Have project activities involved mobility of experts
between the project partners?

C2.5: Are additional project deliverables created after the termination of the EEA/Norway Grants
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co-funding period?

C2.6: Which measurable indicators of outcomes can be derived from the project deliverables?

C3: (for individual partnership projects only) Have the project activities resulted in the planned
project deliverables?

C3.1: What are the main project deliverables (e.g. joint publications, joint patents or other property
rights, joint applications for future projects to FP6 and FP7, formalised research net-
works/collaborations etc.)?

C3.2: Have project deliverables been produced according to plan, i.e. as stated in the grant agree-
ments? - What are the main deviations from the plan and the reasons for these?

C3.3: Are the project deliverables of higher quality compared with similar deliverables - i.e. devel-
opments made at national level without EEA/Norway Grants? - How do you measure quality?

C3.4: How was EFTA/Norwegian expertise brought in to enhance the quality of the project deliver-
ables? Have project activities involved mobility of experts between the project partners?

C3.5: Are additional project deliverables created after the termination of the EEA/Norway Grants
co-funding period?

C3.6: What evidence is there of the project deliverables being used by the project holder/partners
themselves - e.g. for further/future developments?

C3.7: What evidence is there of the project deliverables being applied by other users? - Who are
they?

C3.8: Which measurable indicators of outcomes can be derived from the project deliverables?

Interviewer assessment: Have the fund/programme and project activities resulted in the planned de-
liverables?

O 4 Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in the planned deliverables - which are of high quality
due to the support from EEA/Norway Grants.

O3 Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in most of the planned deliverables - which are of high
quality due to the support from EEA/Norway Grants.

| O 2 ’ Fund/programme and project activities have only resulted in some of the planned deliverables.

| o1 ’ Fund/programme and project activities have only resulted in a few of the planned deliverables.

Dissemination/visibility

C4: Have the dissemination efforts been effective?

C4.1: Has the fund/programme manager or project holder had a strong focus on the dissemination
of project deliverables/findings to the direct users/beneficiaries?

C4.2: Has the fund/programme manager or project holder had a strong focus on the dissemination
of project deliverables/findings to others, e.g. policy-makers, general public etc.?
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C4.3: (for funds/programmes only) Have the fund/programme managers assisted the sub-project
holders in disseminating their project deliverables?

C4.4: (for funds/programmes only) Has the dissemination of the fund/programme managers tar-
geted stakeholders in other countries?

C4.5: (for projects only) Has the dissemination of project findings included other countries than
those of the project holder and possible EFTA partner?

C4.6: Which were the communication instruments used (e.g. journals, newsletters, bulletins, news-
papers, website etc.)?

C4.7: Have there been any obstacles to an optimal dissemination? - If so, which?

C4.8: Which measurable indicators of dissemination can be derived from the above?

C5: Have the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants become visible?

C5.1: To what extent have the funds/programmes or project findings been quoted, cited, or re-
ferred to in science publications, popular publications, magazines, newspapers, TV etc.?

C5.2: To what extent have the funds/programme or project findings been referred to or presented
by others, such as policy-makers in public, e.g. during official negotiations, conferences etc.?

C5.3. To what extent have the visible achievements highlighted that they have been made via sup-
port from the EEA/Norway Grants?

C5.4: Which measurable indicators can be derived from the identified visibility of project achieve-
ments?

Interviewer assessment: How effective was the fund/programme manager or project holder in dis-
seminating achievements and thus in making the support from the EEA/Norway Grants visible?

O 4 The fund/programme manager or project holder had a strong focus on dissemination of findings to both direct
users/beneficiaries, and the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants have become highly visible.

O3 The fund/programme manager or project holder carried out some dissemination of findings to both direct
users/beneficiaries, and some of the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants have become visible.

O 2 The fund/programme manager or project holder undertook limited dissemination of findings, and the
achievements are only slightly visible.

| O1 ‘ Dissemination of fund/programme or project findings was not a central focus.

Impact

C6: Have the funds/programmes or projects achieved the planned impacts?

C6.1: What are the main planned impacts (e.g. for funds/programmes: improved institutional and
human capacities in the research sectors of the Beneficiary States; political acknowledgement and
use of the EEA Norway Grants facility; synergies and common research goals from bringing together
expertises for EFTA, mainly Norway, and the Beneficiary States etc. - and for projects: improved
conditions within the targeted areas of the five priority sectors; improved provision of services
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within these areas etc.)?

C6.2: Are there any measurable improvements to the standard of the academic research level of the
involved stakeholders, through better infrastructure/equipments and/or expertise/knowledge - as a
consequence of the EEA Norway Grants co-funding?

C6.3: (for projects with EFTA/Norwegian partner) Did the partner experience improvements to its
academic research capabilities?

C6.4: Are there any measurable improvements to the conditions for the targeted areas - as a conse-
qguence of the EEA Norway Grants co-funding?

C6.5: Has the fund/programme or project addressed the impact on gender equality? - What was the
impact?

C6.6: Have fund/programme or project findings been used as input to academic research policies?

C6.7: Have any of the planned impacts not been achieved? - Are they likely to be so in the future,
i.e. beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period?

C7: Have the funds/programmes or projects achieved any unplanned impacts?

C7.1: What are the main unplanned impacts - positive and/or negative?

C7.2: Could the unplanned negative impacts have been avoided - e.g. via a better fund/programme
or project design?

C7.3: Could the unplanned positive impacts have been envisaged and so have been promoted fur-
ther by the fund/programme or project design?

C7.4: Which measurable indicators of impacts can be derived from the identified unplanned im-
pacts?

Interviewer assessment: Have the funds/programmes or projects successfully led to impacts?

O 4 The funds/programmes or projects have successfully led to the planned impacts, and any unplanned impacts
have not changed this view.

O3 The funds/programmes or projects have led to many of the planned impacts, and any unplanned impacts have
not changed this view significantly.

O 2 The funds/programmes or projects have led to some of the planned impacts only, and unplanned impacts
have not improved this view.

| o1 ’ The funds/programmes or projects have not been successful in leading to impacts.
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D: Efficiency

The efficiency of the support to academic research concerns how efficient the financial mechanism is
in supporting that achievements are made in time and according to specifications, and so whether or
not Focal Points, fund/programme managers or project holders face problems or constraints from
this angle in pursuing their goals.

Donor efficiency

D1: How efficient was the EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism in supporting the academic
research achievements?

D1.1: Were the structure and organisation of the FMO (size, organisation, staff etc.) adequate to
provide support to the Focal Points and the fund/programme managers and to select and support
the individual partnership projects?

D1.2: Was it easy/difficult for the Focal Points, the fund/programme managers, and the individual
partnership project holders to comply with the reporting - e.g. financial - requirements of the FMO?

D1.3: How and to what extent did the FMO contribute to the academic research achievements be-
ing made in time and according to specifications?

D1.4: How responsive/flexible was the FMO to requested changes to fund/programme or project
implementation?

D1.5: (for individual partnership projects only) Was the size of the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding
sufficient to carry out the project?

D1.5: (for individual partnership projects only) Was it easy/difficult for the project holder to obtain
the remaining funding?

D1.7: (for individual partnership projects only) To what extent did the FMO contribute to a success-
ful international collaboration?

D1.8: Which measurable indicators of donor efficiency can be derived from the above?

Interviewer assessment: Was the EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism efficient in supporting the
academic research achievements?

O 4 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was very efficient in supporting the achievements in academic

research.

O3 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was fairly efficient in supporting achievements in academic
research.

O 2 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was only partially efficient in supporting the achievements in

academic research.

o1 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was not efficient in supporting the achievements in academic
research.
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Beneficiary efficiency

D2: How efficient were the fund/programme and project implementation set-ups in the Benefici-
ary State?

D2.1: (for funds/programmes only) Were the structure and organisation of the funds/programmes
(size, organisation, staff etc.) adequate to select sub-projects and to provide support to the sub-
project?

D2.2: (for individual partnership projects only) Were the structure and organisation of the Focal
Point and the Intermediate Body [and possibly Auxiliary Institution] (size, organisation, staff etc.)
adequate to select projects and to provide support to the project?

D2.3: (for funds/programmes only) What were the main problems and constraints the
fund/programme managers faced during implementation of activities?

D2.4: What were the main problems and constraints the Focal Point/Intermediate Body faced dur-
ing implementation of activities?

D2.5: How did the fund/programme managers and Focal Point/Intermediate Body pursue good
governance during project implementation?

D2.6: Is present set-up in the Beneficiary State suitable for future academic research support?

D2.7: Which measurable indicators of efficiency can be derived from the above answers?

D3: How efficient was the collaboration between stakeholders?

D3.1: Who were the main stakeholders that the fund/programme managers and project holders
collaborated with at national/regional level?

D3.2: What were the main problems and constraints faced during this collaboration?

D3.3: Was the collaboration efficient - i.e. did it represent good value for money in relation to the
results achieved?

D3.4: (for individual partnership projects only) To what extent did the international collaboration
represent good value for money in relation to the results achieved, for both the Beneficiary and the
partner?

D3.5: Which measurable indicators of the efficiency of the collaboration between stakeholders can
be derived?

Interviewer assessment: Was the Beneficiary efficient in implementing the project?

O 4 ‘ The Beneficiary was very efficient in implementing the project.

| O3 ‘ The Beneficiary was fairly efficient in implementing the project.

| O 2 ‘ The Beneficiary was only partially efficient in implementing the project.

| O1 ‘ The Beneficiary was not efficient in implementing the project.
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E: Sustainability

The sustainability of the academic research support concerns the durability of the partnerships and
funding, and how the ownership of the outcomes and how the impacts will be preserved over time.
This will e.g. be measured via the extent to which project outcomes are or can be institutionalised or
via the existence of dissemination of project achievements beyond the co-funding period.

Sustainability of partnerships

E1l: Does the partnership sustain beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period?

E1.1: (for funds/programmes only) Does the fund/programme set-up remain after the end of the
first period of EEA/Norway Grants co-funding?

E1.2: (for individual partnership projects only) Has the project collaboration between the project
holder, the possible EFTA/Norwegian partner, and other national/regional stakeholders been for-
malised - e.g. via a collaboration agreement?

E1.3: (for individual partnership projects only) Has funding been identified for continued project
collaboration - i.e. after the end of the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period?

E1.4: (for individual partnership projects only) Have any project collaboration activities been carried
out beyond the co-funding period?

E1.5: (for individual partnership projects only) Has confidence between participants been estab-
lished via the project collaboration that might lead to other future common academic research
achievements?

E1.6: Which measurable indicators of the sustainability of partnerships can be derived?

Interviewer assessment: Do the partnerships sustain beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding pe-
riod?

| O 4 ‘ The partnerships are fully sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

| O3 ‘ The partnerships are partly sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

| O 2 ‘ The partnerships are sustainable only to a limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

| O1 ‘ The partnerships are not sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

Sustainability of impacts

E2: (for projects only) Do the project outcomes sustain beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding
period?

E2.1: Have project outcomes been institutionalised - i.e. an owner responsible for maintaining the
project deliverables has been identified?
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E2.2: Has sufficient funding been obtained to maintain the project deliverables?
E2.3: Have project deliverables been further developed beyond the co-funding period?
E2.4: Have project deliverables been further disseminated beyond the co-funding period?

E2.5: Which measurable indicators of the sustainability of the project outcomes can be derived?

E3: (for projects only) Do the project impacts sustain beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding
period?

E3.1: Are there any indications of that the project's target group are or will continue to make good
use of the project deliverables?

E3.2: Are there any indications of policy-makers or others will use the project findings for wider
impacts - e.g. improved academic research policies?

E3.3: Have any procedures been set-up to monitor impacts in the future?

E3.4: Which measurable indicators of the sustainability of the project impacts can be derived?

Interviewer assessment: Do the project outcomes and impacts sustain beyond the EEA/Norway
Grants co-funding period?

O 4 The project outcomes and impacts are fully sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.
| O3 ’ The project outcomes and impacts are partly sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.
O 2 The project outcomes and impacts are sustainable only to a limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-
funding period.

| O1 ’ The project outcomes and impacts are not sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.
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Annex 4: Selection of 5 individual partnership projects and 20 sub-projects
within the 5 funds/programmes

1. Introduction

A central part of the evaluation of the support by the EEA/Norway Grants within the sector academic
research during the period 2004-2009 - in Poland, Czech Republic, and Hungary - was to review 5
individual partnership projects and 20 sub-projects supported within the 5 funds/programmes.

The selection criteria applied when selecting the projects are presented below, followed by a presen-
tation of the selection of the projects.

Due to a great amount of stakeholders, it has been a challenge to coordinate the interviews in accor-
dance with the time schedule of the evaluation. Most of the interviews were carried out in person,
but since not all relevant stakeholders were able to participate in the period of time we spent in the
specific country, some of the interviews were carried out by telephone. Especially regarding the fo-
cus group interviews the coordination has been difficult due to the availability of the stakeholders. As
a consequence not all the selected sub-projects have been able to participate in the evaluation. See
Annex 2 for a complete list of the projects and institutions consulted.

2. Selection criteria
The following selection criteria have been applied to get to the selection of the 5 individual partner-
ship projects and the 20 sub-projects:

Coverage of countries
Since the evaluation addresses the support given to three countries, projects from each of these
were selected.

For the 5 individual partnership projects it was from the outset suggested that 3 out of the 26 Polish
candidates were selected, and so 1 out of the 9 Hungarian candidates and 1 out of the 5 Czech can-
didates.

For the 20 sub-projects country coverage was ensured because 4 sub-projects each were selected
from the 5 funds/programmes:

e  The Polish - Norwegian Research Fund (EUR 21.4 million)

e Homing programme — research projects in all the priority fields, carried out by young PhD’s re-
turning to Poland in collaboration with the respective foreign research centre (EUR 0.7 million)

e  Support the R&D co-operations for agricultural innovation and renewable energy sources in the
Eszak-Alféld Region, Hungary (EUR 1 million)

e  The Furtherance of Internationally Acknowledged Young Researchers' Career, Hungary (EUR 2
million)
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e Research Support Fund Czech Republic (EUR 4.4 million)

Size of project
It was considered to be preferable that the selected projects were relatively large (in terms of fund-
ing). This would everything else equal give rise to more information about project achievements.

In practice, priority to 5 individual partnership projects above the average size in terms of funding in
the respective countries was given.

And, priority to 20 sub-projects above the average size in terms of funding in the respective
funds/programme was given.

Priority sector
Each of the 5 individual partnership projects belongs to one of the five priority sectors:

(a) Protection of the environment, including the human environment, through, inter alia, reduction
of pollution and promotion of renewable energy

(b) Promotion of sustainable development through improved resource use and management
(c) Conservation of European cultural heritage, including public transport, and urban renewal

(d) Human resource development through, inter alia, promotion of education and training,
strengthening of administrative or public service capacities of local government or its institu-
tions as well as the democratic processes, which support it

(e) Health and childcare

For the 20 sub-projects a balanced coverage of the five priority areas was pursued.

Partnership projects
For the 5 individual partnership projects this criterion was given.

The selection of the 20 sub-projects includes partnership projects, i.e. projects with an EFTA (Norwe-
gian) partner. However, not all selected projects were partnership projects, since it was considered
to be valuable to learn about differences between the two types.

Project status

Finally, projects that are completed or close to completion were given priority.

3. Selection of 5 individual partnership projects

A mapping of the 40 individual partnership projects in Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic is
summarised in Table A4-1. It shows that 19 out of the 40 projects had grants above their national
averages

There were fewest projects to select between for the two priority areas: human resource develop-
ment (2) and conservation of European cultural heritage (4).

For promotion of sustainable development, 7 out of the 9 projects are Polish.
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The Czech Republic is relatively well represented within protection of the environment, while this is
the case for Hungary within health and childcare. There are, however, for both priority sectors most
Polish projects.

Table A4-1 Academic research individual partnership projects

- _______________Poland | Hungary | CzechRepublic | TOTAL
9 5 40

Number of projects 26
Average grant (Euro) 567559 1145317 464623 684688
Number of projects above average grant in 13 4 2 19

the country
Priority sector

Protection of the environment 8 1 4 13
Promotion of sustainable development 7 1 1 9
Conservation of European cultural heritage 3 1 0 4
Human resource development 1 1 0 2
Health and childcare 7 5 0 12

Based on the above mapping and selection criteria, the 5 individual partnership projects selected for
review (and 5 alternative candidates) are presented in Table A4-2 - by priority sector:

Protection of the environment

Since the Czech Republic almost only is represented within this priority area, a Czech project was
selected - and the alternative candidate was also from the Czech Republic. The selected project is the
larger of the two in terms of grant awarded.

Promotion of sustainable development

The Polish project selected was considered to be a considered to be a good candidate of research
into sustainable development of a region/local area. The alternative was of similar nature, but
slightly more biased towards an environmental project.

Conservation of European cultural heritage
The two good candidates were both Polish. The selected project was the larger of the two in terms of
grant awarded.

Human resource development

As mentioned above there were only two candidates within this priority sector. The Hungarian pro-
ject was selected since it was considered to fit the objectives of the priority sector better than the
Polish project.

Health and childcare

Although slightly below the average grant, the Polish project was selected because it addresses men-
tal disorders - a disease that is only covered little in the contemporaneous evaluation of the sector
health and childcare. However, the alternative Hungarian project was also a good candidate.
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Table A4-2  Selection of individual partnership projects for review within the sector
academic research

5 selected projects (and 5 alternatives)

Priority sector

Protection of the environment

Case number/country

CZ0051

Project title The Assessment of Impact of the Gothenburg Protocol on Acidified and Eutrophied Soils
and Waters

Grant awarded (Euro) 777525

Status Ongoing

Partner Norwegian Institute for Water Research (NIVA), Norway

Case number/country CZ0092

Project title Energy plantations technology on contaminated land

Grant awarded (Euro) 579666

Status Ongoing

Partner

Bioforsk (Norwegian Institute for Agricultural and Environmental Research) - Soil and Envi-
ronment Division, Norway

Priority sector

Promotion of sustainable development

Case number/country

PLO078

Project title Ecosystem approach to marine spatial planning - Polish marine areas and the Natura 2000
network

Grant awarded (Euro) 576547

Status Ongoing

Partner Norwegian Institute for Water Research (NIVA), Norway

Case number/country PLO268

Project title

Development of the method for reconstruction of primary hydrological conditions in Kampi-
nos National Park in order to restrain nature degradation and improvement of biodiversity
status

Grant awarded (Euro)

716771

Status

Ongoing

Partner

University of Oslo - Department of Geosciences, Norway

Priority sector

Conservation of European cultural heritage

Case number/country

PLO259

Project title Advanced methods of materials engineering in diagnostics of art works after renovation by
means of shaped, high-energy laser radiation pulses (MATLAS)

Grant awarded (Euro) 705500

Status Ongoing

Partner Norwegian Institute for Cultural Heritage Research (NIKU), Norway

Case number/country PLO267

Project title Direct monitoring of strain for protection of historic textiles and paintings on canvas

Grant awarded (Euro)

410189

Status

Ongoing

Partner

Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU), Norway

Priority sector

Human resource development

Case number/country

HUO0089

Project title

The role of political participation and representation in increasing democratic capacity

Grant awarded (Euro)

640029

Status Ongoing

Partner Norwegian Social Science Data Services, Norway

Case number/country PLO272

Project title Mobility and Migrations at the Time of Transformation - Methodological Challenges

Grant awarded (Euro)

536257

Status

Ongoing

Partner

Centre of Immigration Research (CIRRA), Iceland,
Institute of Social Sciences and Labour Market (FAFO), Norway

Priority sector

Health and childcare

Case number/country

PLO256

Project title

Epidemiology of Mental Disorders and Access to Care — EZOP Poland
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Grant awarded (Euro) 553429

Status Ongoing

Partner University of Oslo - Psykiatrisk Institutt Vinderen, Norway

Case number/country HUO0115

Project title Developing common innovative strategies for cancer care by genomic approaches in Hun-
gary and in Norway

Grant awarded (Euro) 1615000

Status Ongoing

Partner Norwegian Radium Hospital, Norway

4. Selection of 20 sub-projects

The information about sub-projects within the 5 funds/programmes - received from the FMO - speci-
fies the priority sector for each of the sub-projects. Furthermore, there are specifications of the aca-
demic field of the project holder (research institution) - e.g. agriculture, architecture, engineering,
environmental studies, health sciences etc., and of the type of research - i.e. basic research, applied
research, and experimental. Coverage of these three categories of research was pursued in the selec-
tion of the 20 sub-projects.

Note that the 20 sub-project have not been due to in-depth assessments. Focus was instead on how
the sub-projects were selected and how their achievements were monitored by the fund/
programme managers.

PL0071: The Polish - Norwegian Research Fund

Table A4-3 shows that the 4 selected sub-projects are spread among 4 different priority sectors.
There are no sub-projects belonging to conservation of European cultural heritage. Furthermore, the
human resource development sub-project (one of two) could also have been categorised as a health
and childcare sub-project.

There are only four sub-projects within promotion of sustainable development. They seem fairly simi-
lar and so the one with the description closest to the concept of sustainable development was se-
lected.

The sub-project within protection of the environment was chosen partly because it covers experimen-
tal research, while the health and childcare sub-project concerns basic research, and at the same
time cancer - a prioritised disease.

The two alternatives came from the two largest priority sectors: protection of the environment, and
health and childcare.

PL0072: Homing programme - research projects in all the priority fields, carried out by
young PhD’s returning to Poland in collaboration with the respective foreign research
centre

There were neither sub-projects belonging to conservation of European cultural heritage nor to pro-
motion of sustainable development. Instead, 2 of the many human resource development sub-
projects were chosen - 1 experimental and 1 basic research (Note than PL0072 did not contain any
sub-projects in the category: applied research).
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There were only three protections of the environment sub-projects, all of which were of experimental
character. The one addressing the central environmental problem of water pollution was selected.

The two alternatives came from the two largest priority sectors: human resource development, and
health and childcare.

HUO0016: Support the R&D co-operations for agricultural innovation and renewable en-
ergy sources in the Eszak-Alfold Region

Ten sub-projects were supported within HU0016, eight of which concerned protection of the envi-
ronment and two health and childcare. Hence, 3 from the former and 1 from the latter priority sector
were selected. The only experimental research sub-projects was included, while the others were
selected because they were the larger in terms of grants.

The two alternatives comprised 1 from each of these priority sectors.

HU0069: The Furtherance of Internationally Acknowledged Young Researchers' Career
Unlike the above three funds/programmes, HUO069 contained sub-projects (i.e. 3) within the priority
sector: conservation of European cultural heritage. Hence, 1 of these was selected, while another
was included as an alternative. In turn, there were no human resource development sub-projects.

Of the few promotion of sustainable development sub-projects, the 1 with the theme closest to the
traditional concept of sustainable development was selected.

Of the protection of the environment sub-projects, 1 that also had aspects of sustainable develop-
ment was selected, while the health and childcare sub-projects addressed the target group of the
elderly. The alternative health and childcare sub-project addressed in turn cancer being a priorities
disease to combat.

All the supported sub-projects within HUO069 were categorised as basic research, and so there was
no choice to be made in this respect.

CZ0046: Research Support Fund Czech Republic

Since the priority sector, protection of the environment was the most covered priority sector of the
five by the above four funds/programmes, the 4 Czech sub-projects were selected so that they cov-
ered the four other priority sectors.

Each of these 4 sub-projects were the ones within their given priority sectors that had received the
largest grants. However, in any case they were considered to be good representatives for the objec-
tives within their respective sectors.

All the supported sub-projects within CZ0046 were categorised as basic research, and so there was
no choice to be made in this respect.

The two alternatives came from the two largest priority sectors: protection of the environment, and
health and childcare.
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Table A4-3  Selection of 20 sub projects for review within the sector academic research

PLO071: The Polish - Norwegian Research Fund; 4 selected projects (and 2 alternatives) [36 sub-projects in total]

Grant awarded (Euro) ?
Priority sector Protection of the environment
Type of research Experimental
Partner Yes
| Sub-projecttitle | International Workshop on Social Informaties |
Grant awarded (Euro) ?
Priority sector Promotion of sustainable development
Type of research Applied research
Partner Yes
| Sub-projecttite | Gender & Care n Health Sector Reform. Perspective of Nurses & Midwives |
Grant awarded (Euro) ?
Priority sector Human resource development
Type of research Applied research
Partner Yes

Grant awarded (Euro) ?

Priority sector Health and childcare
Type of research Basic research
Partner Yes

Grant awarded (Euro) ?

Priority sector Protection of the environment
Type of research Experimental

Partner No

Grant awarded (Euro) ?

Priority sector Health and childcare
Type of research Basic research
Partner Yes

PLO072: Homing programme — research projects in all the priority fields, carried out by young PhD’s returning to Poland in
collaboration with the respective foreign research centre; 4 selected projects (and 2 alternatives) [47 sub-projects in
total]

Grant awarded (Euro) ?
Priority sector Protection of the environment
Type of research Experimental
Partner No
Grant awarded (Euro) ?
Priority sector Human resource development
Type of research Experimental
Partner No
| Sub-projecttite | Public good, social inequality, voting behaviour, political science |
Grant awarded (Euro) ?
Priority sector Human resource development
Type of research Basic research
Partner No
| Sub-projecttite | Laboratory of cellular therapy and experimental transplantology |
Grant awarded (Euro) ?
Priority sector Health and childcare
Type of research Experimental
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Partner No

Grant awarded (Euro) ?

Priority sector Human resource development
Type of research Experimental

Partner No

Grant awarded (Euro) ?

Priority sector Health and childcare
Type of research Experimental
Partner No

HUO0016: Support the R&D co-operations for agricultural innovation and renewable energy sources in the Eszak-Alféld
Region; 4 selected projects (and 2 alternatives) [10 sub-projects in total]

Grant awarded (Euro) 86125

Priority sector Protection of the environment
Type of research Experimental

Partner No

Grant awarded (Euro) 142872

Priority sector Protection of the environment
Type of research Applied research

Partner No

Grant awarded (Euro) 119470

Priority sector Protection of the environment
Type of research Applied research

Partner No

Grant awarded (Euro) 115881
Priority sector Health and childcare
Type of research Applied research
Partner No
| Sub-projecttitle | Development of biomass-based biofuel technology based on metagenomics (METAGEN9) |
Grant awarded (Euro) 108812
Priority sector Protection of the environment
Type of research Applied research
Partner No

Grant awarded (Euro) 63465

Priority sector Health and childcare
Type of research Applied research
Partner No

HU0069: The Furtherance of Internationally Acknowledged Young Researchers' Career; 4 selected projects (and 2 alterna-
tives) [33 sub-projects in total]

Grant awarded (Euro) ?

Priority sector Protection of the environment
Type of research Basic research

Partner No
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Grant awarded (Euro)

?

Priority sector

Promotion of sustainable development

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

Grant awarded (Euro)

No

?

Priority sector

Conservation of European cultural heritage

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

Grant awarded (Euro)

No

?

Priority sector

Health and childcare

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

Grant awarded (Euro)

No

?

Priority sector

Conservation of European cultural heritage

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

No

CZ0046: Research Support Fund Czech Republic; 4 selected projects (and 2 alternatives) [79 sub-projects in total]

Grant awarded (Euro)

Grant awarded (Euro) ?

Priority sector Health and childcare
Type of research Basic research
Partner No

124993

Priority sector

Promotion of sustainable development

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

Grant awarded (Euro)

No

180000

Priority sector

Conservation of European cultural heritage

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

Grant awarded (Euro)

No

150000

Priority sector

Human resource development

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

Grant awarded (Euro)

No

225000

Priority sector

Health and childcare

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

Grant awarded (Euro)

Yes

200000

Priority sector

Protection of the environment

Type of research

Basic research

Partner

Yes

Grant awarded (Euro) 219952

Priority sector Health and childcare
Type of research Basic research
Partner Yes
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Annex 5: Evaluation results - international context

1. Introduction

The evaluation results presented in Annex 5 concern findings that are not specific to any of the three
Beneficiary States. Such specific evaluation results are presented in the following three Annexes.
Hence, the findings presented here are mainly of a general or international character - i.e. how the
achievements of the Academic Research sector under the EEA/Norway Grants are consistent with or
complement developments in other international forums in general, with a focus on the EU and
Norway (being the largest EFTA partner).

Furthermore, regarding the EU, the focus is on how the EEA/Norway Grants support compares with
that of the framework programmes implemented by DG Research & Innovation - i.e. FP6 (2002-2006)
and FP7 (2007-2013), and with that of DG REGIO through the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) as specified in Article 4 in EC (2006a).

2. Relevance

In an overall international context, the assessment of consistency and complementarity between the
financial mechanisms for promoting academic research belongs primarily to the evaluation criterion:
relevance. The EEA/Norway Grants are, in the following, compared with the EU support by DG Re-
search & Innovation (FP6 and FP7) and DG REGIO (ERDF), and the Norwegian support (see e.g. Re-
search Council of Norway, 2009) with respect to collaboration, strategic objectives, and thematic
priorities.

A large part of the ERDF funds for research and technological development concern infrastructure
improvement. Although this is also an element of the EEA/Norway Grants support, the comparison
concentrates on the ERDF support for innovative action (see e.g. EC 2001 and 2007b) which follow
from the relevant operational programmes in the different EU Member States; operational pro-
grammes that also have influenced the respective national priorities regarding the utilisation of the
EEA/Norway Grants.

Collaboration

Table A5-1 illustrates that there are some differences between the financial instruments with respect
to the requirements for partnerships. FP6 and FP7 are the strictest in this respect in that almost all
partnerships must be transnational; that the activities cannot be carried out proficiently without such
transnational cooperation; and an objective requires that 15% of the co-funding go to SME partners.®
Furthermore, the partnerships must take place through pre-defined formats such as Networks of
Excellence (NoE), Integrated Projects (IP), Collaborative Projects (CP) etc. The Research Council of
Norway seems to have similar but less strict requirements to partnerships.

The EEA/Norway Grants has a focus on establishing research partnerships, due to its overall aim of
directly strengthening the bilateral relations between the Beneficiary States and the EFTA States.
However, this shall only be done where appropriate. In the period 2004-09, there was a focus on

EA target which, according to Dimitri Corpakis, Head of Unit C5 Regional Dimension of Innovation at DG Re-
search & Innovation, is close to being achieved.
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selecting support activities which were intended to benefit from such partnerships, yet other criteria
may have weighed more in some cases.

In the 2009-2014 support period there is, in this context, a difference between the EEA Grants and
the Norwegian Grants. Through Programme areas no. 23 and 24: Bilateral Research Cooperation and
Bilateral Scholarship Cooperation, respectively, the Norwegian Grants directly seek to establish part-
nerships between researchers, students, institutions, and SMEs in the Beneficiary States and Norway.
In contrast, the EEA Grants have, through Programme areas no. 18 and 19: Research within Priority
Sectors and Scholarships, respectively, more of a Beneficiary State focus regarding the enhancement
of research-based and human capital-based knowledge development. This said, expected outcomes
include increased research cooperation and increased student and staff mobility between the EEA
EFTA and Beneficiary States.

The innovative actions of the DG REGIO ERDF are carried out at regional/national level in the differ-
ent EU Member States. Hence, the requirements for partnerships largely concern this geographical
level. Cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation are instead supported via the EGTC —
the European grouping of territorial cooperation — a legal instrument.

FP6 and FP7 have more specific aims for the partnerships as they are seen as instruments for creat-
ing a critical mass of expertise at European level within selected academic research topics and thus to
contribute to the European Research Area (ERA). In other words, the aim is to establish research
structures which can deal with major transnational challenges. The Research Council of Norway ap-
pears to aim to be in line with this.

The regional/local nature of DG REGIO ERDF's innovative actions imply that the aim is to involve the
different types of stakeholders in the actions required to develop and implement the results in the
given geographical area.

Finally and as already mentioned, the EEA/Norway Grants aim to strengthen bilateral relations and
while doing so, to enhance research-based and human capital-based knowledge development.
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Table A5-1

EEA/Norway Grants EU DG Research & EU DG REGIO: ERDF Research Council of Norway
Innovation: FP6/FP7 - Innovative actions

Collaboration characteristics

Requirements to partner-
ships

Partnerships shall, where appropri-
ate, be applied ... Partners may
include, inter alia, local, regional and
national levels, as well as the private
sector, civil society and social part-
ners in the Beneficiary States and
the EFTA States (Protocol 38B, Arti-
cle 8.4).

Programme areas no. 23 and 24
(Norway Grants 2009-14) require
bilateral cooperation.

Transnational cooperatlon -ie.
there must be partners from differ-

ent member or associated countries.

Activities that can be better carried
out at national or regional level, i.e.

without cooperation across borders,

are not eligible.

Objective that 15% of co-funding
goes to SMEs.

In line with the principle of partner-
ship in the Objective 1 and 2 pro-
grammes part-financed by the ERDF,
it is the wish of the Commission that
the competent authorities in the
regions - i.e. at regional and local
level - participate as fully as possible
in the innovative actions.

A European legal instrument - EGTC:
European grouping of territorial
cooperation - is designed to facili-
tate and promote cross-border,
transnational and interregional
cooperation.

The Research Council will work to:
"further develop the framework for
increased international research
collaboration and strengthen inter-
national research policy coopera-
tion".

Aim of partnerships

Strengthen the bilateral relations
between the EFTA States - Iceland,
Liechtenstein and Norway - and the
Beneficiary States.

Enhance research-based and human
capital-based knowledge develop-
ment.

Create critical mass and move from
fragmented research to structured
research, hereunder the European
Research Area (ERA).

Partnerships will pave the way for
the emergence of high-quality re-
gional programmes of innovative
actions and stimulate the exchange
of experience and networking be-
tween regions.

Generate a critical mass, counteract
fragmentation, and lay the founda-
tion for constructive cooperation
nationally and internationally.

Source:
Notes:
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Strategic objectives

The strategic research objectives differ between the financial instruments, cf. Table A5-2. While the
research objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants and the Research Council of Norway mainly concern
the strengthening of the research systems and raising the research levels, FP6 and FP7 look further
up the knowledge transfer process. Hence, the research objectives of FP6 and FP7 are only achieved
if the research results have found their way into better technologies used by industry or better EU
policies. There is thus relatively more emphasis on applied research - although it appears that DG
Research & Innovation has decided to abolish the distinction between basic and applied research —
and, as mentioned above, the involvement of SMEs in research activities. One implication of this is
that it is relatively less feasible to assess the achievements of the research objectives for FP6 and
FP7, as many of the targeted impacts will only appear in the medium to long term.

Achievements of the research objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants are thus easier to measure, as
the exploitation of synergies gained from bringing together expertise via the number of joint publica-
tions, for example. Similarly, the sheer number of innovative actions in the lagging regions is an indi-
cator which can be used to measure the achievements of research objectives.

The feasibility of measuring the achievement of objectives is lower when it comes to the wider objec-
tives. The wider objectives of the Research Council of Norway are in this context most tangible - i.e.
"new initiatives" or "new forms of interaction" - and are therefore the easiest to measure. The
EEA/Norway Grants aim to contribute to social cohesion, while FP6 and FP7 go even further in stating
that they make a contribution to the Lisbon Agenda - which is still considered to be relevant beyond
2010, and Europe 2020. Somewhere in between are the wider objectives of the innovative actions,
since achievement can somehow be measured via benchmarking the developments in the supported
regions with those of similar regions.
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Table A5-2

Strategic objectives

EEA/Norway Grants

EU DG Research &
Innovation: FP6/FP7

EU DG REGIO: ERDF
- Innovative actions

Research Council of Norway

Research objectives

Bringing the academic research level
in the Beneficiary States closer to
the EU/EFTA level.

Exploiting synergies by bringing
together expertise.

Strengthening the scientific and
technological base of industry and
encouraging its international com-
petitiveness.

The FPs was explicitly designed to
support the creation of the Euro-
pean Research Area (ERA).

Promoting research activities in
support of other EU policies.

Reducing the gap between regions
in the fields of innovation and re-
search and technological develop-
ment and in the level of use of new
information and communication
technologies - by giving regions
where developments are lagging
behind or conversion is under way
easier access to experimental tools
in future-oriented fields.

Promoting the establishment of new
fields of research and attainment of
higher calibre research.

Designing a sound underlying struc-
ture for the research system.

Wider objectives

Contribute to the reduction of eco-
nomic and social disparities in the
European Economic Area.

EU becoming the most competitive
and knowledge-based economy in
the world by 2010, capable of sus-
tainable growth with more and
better jobs and greater social cohe-
sion (Lisbon Agenda).

Europe 2020 reinforces the target of
combined public and private in-
vestment levels to reach 3% of EU's
GDP as well as better conditions for
R&D and Innovation.

Contribution to the EU's overall
strategy aimed at reinforcing the
competitiveness of the European
economy via at the regional level
helping the transition to a knowl-
edge

-based economy and society by
better policies for the information
society, as well as by stepping up the
process of structural reform for
competitiveness and innovation.

Implementing new initiatives to
meet the needs of society.

Developing new forms of interaction
between research, trade and indus-
try, and society at large.

Source:
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Thematic priorities

The formulation of strategic themes or priorities differs somewhat between the different financial
mechanisms, as it is evident from Table A5-3 below regarding the level of detail of the thematic pri-
orities. More specifically, the three strategic themes of the ERDF innovative actions are very broadly
formulated. In fact, the first of these: "Regional economies based on knowledge and technological

innovation: helping less-favoured regions to raise their technological level" is so general that it is not

possible to incorporate it into the table.

The academic research programmes/funds and projects supported by the EEA/Norway Grants within
the 2004-2009 period belong to one or more of the five thematic priorities shown in the first column
of Table A5-3. Hence, the four remaining thematic priorities: "Schengen and the judiciary", "Acquis
communautaire", "Civil society"”, and "Regional policy and cross-border activities" have not been
addressed by academic research projects.

For the 2009-2014 periods (second column), it is only the EEA Grants - Programme area no. 18: "Re-
search within Priority Sectors" which explicitly specifies which research areas will be eligible for sup-
port (EEA, 2010a). The EEA Grants - Programme area no 19: "Scholarships" as well as the Norway
Grants - Programme area no. 23: "Bilateral Research Cooperation", and no. 24: "Bilateral Scholarship
Cooperation" do not specify such requirements. Apart from the priority sector "Civil Society", the
priority sectors compare reasonably with those of the 2004-2009 periods. However, the 2009-2014
priority sectors consist of more detailed programme areas which must be addressed by the project
applicants.

Table A5-3 shows that the EEA/Norway Grants are the only form of explicit priority support for the
issue of European cultural heritage generally, and thus support academic research projects more
specifically in this area. However, innovative actions within the ERDF can also focus on regional iden-
tity. Secondly, the more general focus on the promotion of sustainable development within the
EEA/Norway Grants is unlike the more specific focuses of FP7 and the Research Council of Norway.
Thirdly, FP6 and FP7 have more and wider thematic priorities than the other two.

Naturally, this latter observation should also be viewed in light of the amount of co-funding provided.
While the EEA/Norway Grants during 2004-2009 spent EUR 82 million on supporting academic re-
search activities and the Research Council of Norway in 2011 has an overall budget for R&D-related
activities of around EUR 0.9 billion, the FP6 had a budget of EUR 17.5 billion while the budget for FP7
amounts to more than EUR 50 bn.
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Table A5-3 Thematic priorities

EEA/Norway Grants EEA Grants EU DG Research & EU DG Research & EU DG REGIO: ERDF Research Council of Norway
(2004-2009) (2009-2014) Innovation: FP6 Innovation: FP7 - Innovative actions

Protection of the environ-
ment

Environmental Protection
and Management

Climate Change and Renew-
able Energy

Sustainable development,
global change and ecosys-
tems

Environment (including
climate change)

Energy and the environment

ment

biotechnology for health

Promotion of sustainable Environmental Protection Sustainable development, (Energy) Regional identity and sus- Oceans
development and Management global change and ecosys- tainable development
Climate Change and Renew- tems
able Energy
Conservation of European Protecting Cultural Heritage Regional identity and sus-
cultural heritage tainable development
Human resource develop- Human and Social Develop- Human resources & mobility | Marie Curie
ment ment (Block 2) - Marie Curie
Health and childcare Human and Social Develop- Life sciences, genomics and Health Health and welfare

Biotechnology

Information society tech-
nologies

Information and communi-
cation technologies

e-EuropeRegio: the informa-
tion society at the service of
regional development

ICT

Nanotechnologies and
nanosciences, knowledge-
based functional materials,
new production processes
and devices

Nanosciences, nanotech-
nologies, materials and new
production technologies

New materials

Aeronautics and space

Transport (including aero-
nautics)

Space

Food quality and safety

Food, agriculture and fisher-
ies, and biotechnology

Food

Civil Society

Citizens and governance in a
knowledge-based society

Socio-economic sciences
and humanities

Security

Source:
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From the above comparisons, one can observe that it is not straightforward process to assess
whether or not the support of the EEA/Norway Grants given to academic research was relevant in an
international context. Such an assessment requires insight into whether or not the synergies and/or
differences between the different financial instruments are exploited in practice.

There are several issues which call for a low score in Table A5-4. Firstly, there is minimal written evi-
dence in the documents or from the websites provided by the other financial mechanisms of their
knowledge of the EEA/Norway Grants. Only the website of the Research Council of Norway has a
section which provides a presentation, but neither "In the Vanguard of Research" nor in its "Strategy
for International Cooperation 2010-2020" (Research Council of Norway, 2009 and 2010, respectively)
is there reference to the EEA/Norway Grants. Secondly, it seems that prior to this evaluation, there
was very limited knowledge within DG Research & Innovation regarding the existence of the
EEA/Norway Grants, and so no efforts have been made to pursue consistency or complementarity.
Thirdly, it can argued that because the size of the funding from the EEA/Norway Grants is negligible
compared with that coming from the EU, it is not a level playing field for aligning support to aca-
demic research projects.

However, the perspective above regarding a lack of formal coordination between the EEA/Norway
Grants and the other funding instruments is not necessarily a good indicator of the irrelevance of the
supported projects in an international context. In some cases, extensive coordination efforts might
involve higher costs than the benefits reaped. Furthermore, it appears from the brief review of the
EU's financial instruments that they are not always fully coordinated between themselves. This is also
the case for the different funding modes applied within the FPs by DG Research & Innovation. For
example, the interim evaluation of FP7 (EC, 2010b) concludes that the introduction of many novel
funding modes has increased complexity from the point of view of the research community, espe-
cially industry and SMEs. Although some of the new modes appear to be very successful and have
been implemented with little friction, others have elicited criticisms, some of which go beyond mere
teething troubles to suggest flaws that are more fundamental. In this context, it is recommended
that great caution should be exercised when proposing any further new measures for FP8 until those
currently in place have been convincingly evaluated. EC (2010b) also emphasises that improved co-
ordination of research funding between the Member State and EU level is needed.

There are also several issues which advocate a high score in Table A5-4. Some of these are actual
while others are potential i.e. not yet fully exploited. One of the actual issues is that the EEA/Norway
Grants complements the EU efforts of social cohesion through directly bringing the academic re-
search level in the Beneficiary States closer to the EU/EFTA level. In this context, it can be argued that
it fills a gap or establishes a link between the efforts of DG Research & Innovation and DG REGIO. As
with the FPs, it has a strong focus on achieving research results of high quality through strong part-
nerships, while like the ERDF innovative actions; it has a focus on raising the technological level in
less-developed regions. In other words, unlike the FPs, the EEA/Norway Grants allow a focus on solv-
ing complex research problems which are specific to certain less-developed countries in an appropri-
ate partnership. At the same time, it appears that, more than the ERDF innovative actions; the
EEA/Norway Grants enable a maintained focus on research and capacity building. In other words,
there are fewer requirements to pursue actual regional economic development within the single
EEA/Norway Grants projects.
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Another real issue which favours a high score is the strong focus within the EEA/Norway Grants on
research in sustainability and well-being topics in less-developed areas. This is fully in line with the
Europe 2020 strategy (EC, 2010a) which requires an integrated and coherent approach to support
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth rooted in greater coordination of policies at national and
European levels.

An issue that has not been fully exploited to date is the benefit gained from improved coordination
between the different financial instruments. As mentioned above, they each have some strengths
and weaknesses, and benefits can arise from multiplying strengths i.e. from synergies. For example, a
transnational FP project might identify the need for information from certain EU Member States in
order to provide research results of sufficient European Added Value (EAV). The EEA/Norway Grants
might help to build up the research capacity to provide such information in some of these Member
States. Finally, better coordination will also help to avoid unnecessarily duplicating research efforts.

To conclude, as shown in Table A5-4, we assess that the issues in favour of a high score have more
weight than those in favour of a low score, and it is therefore assessed that the activities supported
by the EEA/Norway Grants are in line with the EU/EFTA academic research agendas to a satisfactory
extent.

Table A5-4 How relevant was the supported activities in an EU/EFTA context?

‘T

‘ O 3 ‘ The activities supported are in line with the EU/EFTA academic research agendas to a satisfactory extent.

The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants are fully in line with the EU/EFTA academic research agen-
das.

‘ O 2 ‘ The activities supported are in line with the EU/EFTA academic research agendas to a limited extent.
o1 The activities supported are not in line with the EU/EFTA academic research agendas or only to a very limited
extent.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

3. Impact/effectiveness

It is outside the scope of the present evaluation to compare the general impacts or effectiveness of
the EEA/Norway Grants vis-a-vis those of the DG Research & Innovation, DG REGIO or the Research
Council of Norway. This would, for example, require reviewing numerous evaluations carried out for
the different FP thematic areas or the innovative actions. Furthermore, the somewhat different stra-
tegic objectives in between the different financial mechanisms, as described above, make such com-
parisons difficult.

Hence, the assessments of the impact/effectiveness of the activities supported by the EEA/Norway
Grants are primarily made on Beneficiary State level - and thus presented in the following three An-
nexes.

However, there are aspects of the aforementioned similarities and differences between the financial
mechanisms which are central to a comparison of impacts and effectiveness. For example, from the

evaluation of collaboration characteristics in Table A5-1 it is evident that partnerships can be used in
somewhat different ways to achieve impacts effectively. In other words, there are some differences

in the intervention logics applied. The FPs and the Research Council of Norway have a focus on

85



Evaluation of the sector academic research under the EEA/Norway Grants

achieving significant impacts via the creation of critical mass of expertise. Hence, sufficient experts in
both similar and dissimilar research disciplines are brought together to solve the research problems —
which, at least for the FPs, concern European level research problems. The EEA/Norway Grants have
a similar focus but with a smaller geographical focus, i.e. bringing together expertise on a bilateral
level to solve national level research problems. In contrast, the intervention logic of ERDF innovative
actions tends to focus more on making use of partnerships in the technology transfer process, i.e. in
getting the research results to the market place and/or on the policy agenda.

The strategic objectives presented in Table A5-2 also support the view that there are differences in
the intervention logics applied. These differences are described above.

4. Efficiency

It is similarly outside the scope of this evaluation to assess the efficiency of the EEA/Norway Grants in
a general international context, i.e. in comparison with the other financial mechanisms. However, the
interviews carried out as part of this evaluation in Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic do shed
some light on some differences experienced by the national stakeholders. These are discussed in the
following three Annexes.

Common to the stakeholders in these three countries is the fact that they generally find it cumber-
some to comply with administrative procedures - both those of the EEA/Norway Grants and those of
the EU programmes. However, the latter procedures are considered to be by far more cumbersome
than the former, and in practice many find the chance to be a project holder of an EEA/Norwegian
Grants project an excellent "playing ground" for being a future FP project coordinator.

5. Sustainability

Finally, it is very difficult to compare the sustainability of research findings between the different
financial mechanisms, particularly with respect to how project deliverables and impacts persist and
thus how the intervention logic continues to exist.

It is also difficult to compare the sustainability of the established research collaborations. For all fi-
nancial instruments, it seems to be the case that projects have led to increased confidence between
researchers from different institutions, for example, regarding the sharing of knowledge/findings
with the resulting appreciation of benefits gained from continuing research relationships. For a few
funding modes, such as the FP's Networks of Excellence, there are more formal requirements for the
establishment of legal entities beyond the programme period. However, these requirements have
not always been fulfilled (see e.g. EC, 2009)
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Annex 6: Evaluation results - Poland

1. Introduction

Poland was the main recipient of research funding from the EEA/Norway Grants during 2004-2009,
receiving more than 50% of total funding. Hence, particular attention has been given to evaluating
the Polish achievements and experience, in order to learn lessons for the 2009-2014 support periods.
It should be noted that the scope of the evaluation is formative - and so intends to focus on what can
be learned (opposed to a summative evaluation - with a focus on what has been achieved). In this
context, it must be taken into account that the evaluation is based on a small selection of stake-
holders. Nevertheless, the evaluation does use common evaluation themes such as relevance, effi-
ciency, effectiveness and impacts - but must be interpreted from a formative perspective.

The EEA /Norway Grants’ Academic Research sector is implemented in Poland in two ways, as in
Hungary and the Czech Republic. It is either implemented through large funds/programmes which
are managed by appointed administrative bodies or through open calls by the Ministry of Science
and Higher Education. In the case of Poland, the Information Processing Centre oversaw the Polish-
Norwegian Research Fund, and the Foundation for Polish Science oversaw the part of the Homing
Program which was funded by the EEA/Norway Grants (the program continues with funding from the
European Union). The use of the Grants is regulated on the Polish side by an operational program
prepared by the Ministry of Regional Development (July 2005). A joint Polish and Norwegian docu-
ment has been developed for the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund (Annex Il of the Agreement of
the Fund).

The findings based on earlier evaluations are presented below, along with interviews with the Polish
Focal Point (Ministry of Regional Development), Ministry of Science and Higher Education, the Infor-
mation Processing Centre (PLO071 - Polish-Norwegian Research Fund) and the Foundation for Polish
Science (PLO072 - Homing program). In addition, the following three individual projects have been
interviewed individually:

PLOQ78 - Ecosystem approach to marine spatial planning - Polish marine areas and the Natura 2000
network

PLO256 - Epidemiology of Mental Disorders and Access to Care

PL0O259 - Advanced methods of materials engineering in diagnostics of art works after renovation by
means of shaped, high-energy laser radiation pulses (MATLAS)

Additionally, a further four individual recipients under the PL0072 - Homing program, together with
the following four sub-projects under the PLO071 - Polish-Norwegian Research Fund, participated in a
focus group interview:

PLO071 —Sub-project: Gender & Care in Health Sector Reform

PLO0O71 — Sub-project: Development of High-Efficiency Heat Pumping Units
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PLO071 —Sub-project: International Workshop on Social Informatics
PLO071 —Sub-project: The Alkb protein and its eukaryotic homologues

Finally, the individual interviews have been conducted with Norwegian partner organisations to-
gether with the Norwegian Research Council and, finally, with comments from the Norwegian Em-
bassy of Poland.

The various interviewees have been weighted differently according to different levels in the evalua-
tion. Hence, the views of the Focal Point, the intermediate body and the fund managers are particu-
larly applicable on matters of relevance. Regarding impact and effectiveness, it seems that the input
from individual projects and sub-projects are significant. On efficiency, inputs from most stake-
holders are included. Finally, sustainability is mainly substantiated thorough statements by individual
projects and sub-projects.

Aside from the interviews conducted are findings included from earlier evaluations of the Homing
programme and the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund (Bryl (2009) and Baszio et al. (2009)).

In relation to the achievements of the two funds/programmes, the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund
and the Homing programme, it is acknowledged that the funds/programmes supported during the
first funding period mainly related to input-based management, while the objective in the second
period is to apply result-based management.

The lessons learnt from Poland are combined with those of Hungary and the Czech Republic (pre-
sented in Annexes 7 and 8) and those gleaned from the international perspective (Annex 5) are inte-
grated into the findings, conclusions, and recommendations outlined in the main report.

2. Relevance

The relevance of the EEA/Norway Grants’ activities and achievements are assessed below with re-
spect to different objectives and perspectives. Since relevance to the EU context was analysed in
Annex 5, the focus is here on relevance with respect to the Polish research agenda and the objectives
of the EEA/Norway Grants - the latter regarding both priority sectors and bilateral relationships.
These relevance achievements are as presented in Table A6-3, analysed using the views of the Focal
Point and the Intermediate Body, of the two fund/programme managers of the Polish project hold-
ers, and of EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders.

Earlier findings on relevance

The monitoring report by Bryl (2009) was carried out according to the FMO External Monitoring
Manual (EEA, 2008). Its main purpose was to verify that the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund was
proceeding according to the grant agreement, and so the dominant focus has been on assessing the
efficiency of the fund management regarding the selection and guidance of sub-projects and regard-
ing compliance with financial and administrative rules. Hence, only minimal emphasis was placed on
the evaluation of relevance, apart from recommending that the funds are consistent with other in-
ternational or national programmes.

The evaluation report of the Homing programme by Baszio et al. (2009) does not question the rele-
vance of the project - i.e. to help solve the problem of Polish brain drain, since the Polish research
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system is a net-exporter of researchers abroad. However, they emphasise that the mobility of re-
searchers per se is a positive feature of the dynamics of a research system.

The Polish research policy context is that of the National Research Programme from 2005, which was
converted into the National Strategic Research and Development Programme (Ministry of Science
and Higher Education, 2008). Furthermore, the National Foresight Programme "Polska 2020" (Minis-
try of Science and Higher Education, 2006) and the Operational Programme: Innovative Economy
2007-2013 (Ministry of Regional Development, 2007) also exist.

In the project framework for the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund (Ministry of Science and Informa-
tion Society Technologies, 2005) it is underlined that there should be a focus on common research
goals between Poland and Norway - achieved through joint research projects, a mobility programme
to increase the number of Polish and Norwegian scientists working in other countries, and workshops
and seminars facilitating Polish-Norwegian research cooperation.

Overall objectives

The EEA/Norway Grants Academic Research sector has two main overall objectives. The first is the
reduction of economic and social disparities and the second is the support of bilateral relations. Both
requirements are part of the regulatory framework of the EEA/Norway Grants Academic Research
sector in Poland.

During the interview with the Focal Point at the Ministry of Regional Development, it was underlined
that during the selection process all criteria, as stated in the regulations, were followed. This effec-
tively means that only projects which are in line with the overall objectives are funded. The obliga-
tory inclusion of an international project partner in the sub-projects of the Polish-Norwegian Re-
search Fund and the additional 10 points for partnerships in the open calls underlines this fact.

Following the interview with the Focal Point (which covered both the evaluation of the Academic
Research sector and the Heath and Childcare sector), it was mentioned that there are some primarily
administrative challenges to be addressed by the projects in connection to partnerships. This is de-
spite the fact that partnerships have proved themselves effective during the course of the implemen-
tation of the Fund. This is an approach also to be pursued in future funds/programmes. This view is
supported by comments from the Norwegian Embassy in Warsaw who regards Academic Research to
be the field in which establishment of partnerships has been the most successful, both in calls where
partnerships have provided additional points and in the first call, where they did not.

Addressing the overall objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants are viewed equally by the fund manag-
ers (the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund and the Homing Programme) and intermediate body (the
Ministry of Science and Higher Education) as a largely administrative task in the selection process. By
selecting the projects based on the Operational Programme and the specific regulations for the Re-
search Fund, full alignment with the overall objectives are achieved.

However, specific circumstances regarding the Homing Programme make it difficult to include the
partnership aspects. The nature of the Homing Programme is inwards looking, so countering the tide
of the Polish "brain-drain". Including partners from the EEA/Norway thus makes little sense, and Pol-
ish researches that are enrolled in the programme often come from other destinations besides the
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EEA and Norway. On the other hand, the Homing Program has a clearer impact on social and eco-
nomic disparities by supporting researchers in returning to Poland.

In relation to the Polish Norwegian Research Fund, the opposite seems to be apparent. During the
interview it was mentioned that "it was difficult for many researchers to understand the concept of
social cohesion - as a selection criterion”. Therefore the OPI had to guide many applicants in this re-
spect.

Addressing relevance in accordance with the overall objectives during the interviews on project and
sub-project level provides a slightly different perspective on the matter. In relation to reduction of
economic and social disparities, it is fair to conclude that this is mainly a matter for programme level.
Yet in relation to the partnerships, individual projects, sub-projects and Norwegian research part-
ners, all give a more nuanced description of the relevance of partnerships on project level - views
which go beyond describing mere administrative burdens. During the interviews with individual pro-
jects, cooperation with Norwegian partners were described in these terms: "They [the cooperation
partner] were not very important”, "It must be said that the Norwegians only got a little new knowl-
edge out of it", "[...] there was not really a close collaboration with the University of Oslo" and that it
was "more a friendly relationship than a research relationship".

That the views on partnerships at project level can be validated to a certain extent by the interviews
with Norwegian (open call) project partners. It was stated by one project that "[we] were not the
right partner" and another: "collaboration on joint research papers does...not seem to have oc-
curred". A third project states that "...it is generally relevant to meet with the Polish experts, they are
considered to be very qualified statisticians. We have however not seem any of the Polish results yet
[the project is near closure]".

The statements were further substantiated during the focus group interview with different sub-
projects under the Polish Norwegian Research Fund (PNRF) and under the Foundation for Polish Sci-
ence (The Homing Programme). Here, some participants argued that their partnership was not genu-
ine since they were merely expected to give additional "selection points". In these cases, the coop-
eration often primarily consisted of mutual participation in conferences and/or seminars and joint
visits.

According to the Information Processing Centre (IPC), the beneficiaries of the Polish-Norwegian Re-
search Fund (PNRF) have never raised any of the issues mentioned above. At the same time, the IPC
points out that the Fund is a scientific programme dedicated to the research activities carried out
mainly in the home institutions of involved scientists. In addition, in the case of compulsory partner-
ship in PNRF, the criterion for choosing the Norwegian partner was only scientific competence, so
according to the IPC, there is no possibility of mismatching the partners in this case.

As emphasised by other representatives in the focus group interview, there certainly exist good ex-
amples of partnerships where the Beneficiary has teamed up with Norwegian partners that are
"world leaders" within the research topic — also being of relevance to Poland. In other words, bilat-
eral partnerships were particularly relevant in those cases where the research topic was relevant
both to Poland and Norway and where there was also synergy potential. During the focus group it
was also mentioned that the cultural aspects of partnerships in particular, have provided new per-
spectives on research.
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National research policies

The Polish research system is, like in many other Central European countries, undergoing substantial
changes. This also has implications in relation to considerations regarding the relevance of the im-
plementation of the EEA/Norway Grants in the context of Polish national research policy. All inter-
viewees shared the view that national research policies are deemed to provide little or no constraints
on the scope of their activities.

That accordance with national policies is easily established is stated by the Focal Point. In addition,
the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund has focused their activities on two sectors: "protection of the
environment" and "healthcare". This specific focus was decided jointly in an agreement between
Poland and Norway and thus covers Polish, Norwegian as well as EEA Grant priorities. The result of
this is to make the review process easier, in the view of the OPI. Hence, only reviewers for two sub-
jects have to be identified for appraisals. However, due to their broad scope, submitted projects
were much diversified, so the Fund Operator had to ensure reviewers from different scientific disci-
plines.

The Homing Program has a direct link to the Polish policies in the field. The rationale of the program
was actually established before the EEA/Norway Grants were considered a feasible source of financ-
ing. Hence the implementation of the EEA/Norway Grants is to be considered very relevant vis-a-vis
the Polish policy on countering "brain-drain".

Whether the Grants have relevance in relation to the national research agenda is difficult to say for
the interviewed projects. In general, they all seemed to have had little or no problems making their
project applications correspond to the EEA/Norway Grants, indicating that the programming of the
grant does not obstruct the priorities on the level of the research institutions (which on an aggre-
gated level seem to constitute the Polish research policy).

Table A6-1  How relevant was the supported activities for the national research agenda?

O 4 The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants were both in line with the national research agenda and
the achievements have been integrated into this agenda.

| O 3 ‘ The activities supported were in line with the national research agenda.

| O 2 ‘ The activities supported were partially in line with the national research agenda.

| O1 ‘ The activities supported were not or only minimally in line with the national research agenda.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

The priority sectors

The priority sectors of the EEA/Norway grant are accepted by all Polish stakeholders included in this
study. The regulatory documents of the EEA/Norway Grants are seen as authoritative and the main
task of the Intermediate Body and the fund managers, in this respect, is only to ensure proper admin-
istrative implementation. This includes making sure that all funded projects are within the prioritised
sectors. Among the stakeholders interviewed there is a common understanding that the priorities of
the EEA/Norway Grants on the matter of priority sectors is that they are able to embrace most pro-
jects, hence none of the interviewees felt this is be a problem. For the Polish-Norwegian Research
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Fund it has been specifically agreed between Norway and Poland that two specific sectors should be
supported.

The EEA/Norway Grants are popular among the Beneficiary projects. The Grants are seen as clearly
filling a gap where international funding is sought. Compared to EC funding (FP7 etc.), requirements
regarding multinational partnerships are less strict and thus more flexible. Moreover, compared to
polish funds the EEA/Norway Grants are larger.

Table A6-2 How relevant was the supported activities with respect to the five priority sectors?

O 4 | The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants address fully the chosen areas within the priority sectors.

‘ O3 | The activities supported address to a satisfactory extent the chosen areas within the priority sectors.
| O 2 | The activities supported address to a limited extent the chosen areas within the priority sectors.
‘ O1 The activities supported do not or only to a very limited extent address the chosen areas within the priority
sectors.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.
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Table A6-3

Polish research agenda

Focal Point and Intermediate Body

Accordance with national policies is
easily established

Relevance of EEA/Norway Grants support to Poland

Fund/Programme managers

Good underpinning of the Polish
"brain-drain" agenda.

The Polish research agenda gener-
ally seems to be undergoing a period
of change, and is thus hard to pin-
point.

Polish project holders

EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

EEA/Norway Grants - prior-
ity sectors

Alignment ensured during Opera-
tional Program and joint Polish-
Norwegian agreement on the Fund.

Selected priority sectors have been
given specific attention (Environ-
ment and Healthcare).

Priority sectors only play a small role
in the Homing Programme.

The priority sectors are viewed in a
positive way to be both wide and
flexible.

The Grants clearly fill a gap.

Polish Norwegian Research Fund
based on joint priorities.

EEA/Norway Grants - bilat-
eral relationships

Partnerships have, during the course
of the implementation of the Fund,
proved to be effective. An approach
also to be pursued in future
funds/programmes

The partnership projects provide a
learning opportunity for future EU
Framework projects.

It is sometimes possible to pursue
both the research agenda in Poland
and Norway, but this is difficult due
to lack of knowledge regarding the
Norwegian priorities.

Often difficult to find a good match
—e.g. partnerships where the re-
search topic is relevant both to
Poland and Norway and where there
is also an evident synergy potential.

Not always possible to find a good
match.

Source:

Interviews with stakeholders.
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3. Impact/effectiveness

During the interviews with the relevant stakeholders and especially with the projects and sub-
projects, matters of impact and effectiveness were addressed. In relation to the current evaluation it
must be borne in mind that matters of impacts and effectiveness are included for formative purposes
only and that the study is based on statements from key stakeholders and a sample of projects.

Impacts and effectiveness have been analysed earlier in the evaluations of the Polish-Norwegian
Research Fund and the Homing Program. It was thus highlighted by Bryl (2009) that the Polish-
Norwegian Research Fund had, to a large degree, supported Polish beneficiaries who already had
experience of cooperating with Norwegian partners with well-established research histories. Hence,
according to Bryl, it was questioned how the support has led to added value in the form of new col-
laborations and/or new research areas. In other words, it was suggested that any added value mainly
takes place via high quality research projects - i.e. where the research quality has been enhanced as a
result of the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding.

Regarding the parallel analysis carried out by Baszio et al. (2009), it was assessed that the Homing
programme has made it easier for outstanding Polish post-doctoral researchers to return in order to
pursue a research career in Poland. However, it was debated whether the programme really had
encouraged researchers to return to Poland or merely facilitated the process for those who had al-
ready decided to return. The programme was deemed effective in the sense that at the time of the
evaluations, 149 applications had been received and 47 laureates had been given financial support
(i.e. the budget was spent). However, it was recommended that the eligibility restriction which cur-
rently allows applications within only four years after completion of their PhD should be eliminated
for applicants. However, many scientists abroad prefer to undertake a second post-doc project be-
fore making the decision to return to their home country. By dropping this eligibility criterion, Baszio
et al. concluded that the Homing programme would be able to attract the best scientists at various
career stages.

During the interviews of the current formative evaluation with the FP and Intermediate Body it was
clearly stated that funded initiatives must reach the planned goals and deliverables, as required in
the application. This is supported by the statements of the fund managers, who from their monitor-
ing activities conclude that projects meet the goals.

During the interviews with projects and sub-projects, the impression of the evaluator was that
planned activities are conducted, and if relevant, changes are made following the respective proce-
dures for approval of project changes within the fund/programme and open calls. Examples were
presented of minor technical/administrative challenges (e.g. activities which had wrongfully not been
publicly tendered) which had postponed a deliverable. However, all projects generally deliver as
planned. In addition, the impression reached was that research of a high quality is produced and in
terms of impact (understood as more than "output" such as publications and patents), examples
were given of the take-up of results on a policy level (e.g. "the report with recommendations...is to be
used by the Ministry of Health and other Ministries..." and on development on future policies of the
Ministry of the Environment "...we are likely to get involved in this - and also use the research re-
sults").

In connection with the statements made by the project and sub-project promoters presented in rela-
tion to relevance - some matters in relation to bilateral relations do seem to come up against some
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obstacles which affect impact and effectiveness. This view is, to some extent, supported by a Norwe-
gian partner on an individual project who states that in relation to the specific activities"...the project
results have little impact" on future scope of the research of the organisation. Rather, the”...main
impact is an increase in competences". However, it should also be stated that other impacts can be
gained through partnerships, hence another Norwegian open call project partner states that the
"...reason for participating was to maintain the partnership". A general remark on impacts in Norway
is made by the Norwegian Research Council which states that "...the impact in Norway is little if the
share of funding is small".

In relation to this comment, the Information Processing Centre (the fund manager of the Polish -
Norwegian Research Fund (PNRF)) points out that it is beyond the competence of the Fund Operator
to modify the rules and procedures (including sharing the funds). However, all Norwegian partners of
the PNRF subprojects could have their expenditures refunded, and until June 2011, this amount was
equal to 7.153.500 EUR (31% of the total reimbursement). Furthermore, the Information Processing
Centre stressed that the division of expenditures depends on the project and on the role of particular
partners.

Table A6-4  Have the supported activities resulted in the planned deliverables?

O 4 Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in the planned deliverables - which are of high quality
due to the EEA/Norway Grants’ support.

O 3 Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in most of the planned deliverables - which are of high
quality due to the EEA/Norway Grants’ support.

| O 2 ’ Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in some of the planned deliverables only.
| o1 ’ Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in few of the planned deliverables.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

It has been difficult for the FP to assess the actual impact of the programmes. Common indicators
must be established together with a baseline and progress on the established indicators. Impact has
therefore mainly been assessed on a project level. This view is partly shared by the fund managers
who also focus on the impact produced at the level of the individual project. Poland thus shares a
classic challenge with most other research stakeholders: that of being able to provide evidence for
societal impacts of research and innovation activities within the short time of the actual research. It
is thus generally fair to state that societal effects (i.e. increased ability to compete; increased busi-
ness turnover; more and better jobs etc.) cannot be seen before 2-5 years after the supported activi-
ties have ended.

According to the projects interviewed, impacts are indeed hard to measure for research activities,
but some projects mention direct impact in terms of influence on governmental policies within
healthcare and environment (quoted above). Examples of tangible output of the (prototypes) were
also described during the interviews.

Regarding this issue, the Information Centre (IPC) points out, that the research projects are specific
and cannot be evaluated in the same ways as industrial ones. According to the IPC, indicators of suc-
cess in research projects cannot often be defined “in advance” in the application form, because the
research is intended to check the result. The result which establishes the contrary of the scientific
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thesis is also a result, although not the one which the scientist expected when starting the research,
the IPC states.

However, the core indicators defined in the application form can give an indication of the potential
impacts of the supported activities under the EEA/Norway Grants. The core indicators in focus here
are: "Patents", "Supported PhD's" and "Publications".’ The indicators are characteristic of what
would be called "output” (follow project activities but not actual societal impact) in an evaluation
context. The indicators are divided into output from Fund/programme funded sub-projects and indi-

vidual open call projects.

Under the Fund/programme supported sub-projects (in this case PNRF and the Homing programme),
none of the 12 patents in October 2010 are Polish.™ This is also the case for the number of sup-
ported PhDs. On the other hand, 64% of the total number of potential publications is estimated to be
Polish. With a total Polish share of the academic research sector funds at approximately 52%, this
indicates a significantly higher than average level of publications. It also indicates that the Polish
Norwegian Research Fund and the Homing Programme are less focused on applications for patents
and support for PhDs.

The core indicators for the individual projects (which constitute approximately half of the grants in

Poland) reveal a substantially higher level of potential patent applications, with the Polish contribu-
tion representing 52% of the total 23. Regarding the number of PhDs, Polish open call projects had

the intention of supporting 24% out of a total of 154. Finally, 46% of the 773 potential publications

from individual projects are Polish.

Table A6-5 Have the funds/programmes or projects successfully led to impact?

O 4 The funds/programmes or projects have successfully led to the planned impacts, and any unplanned impacts
have not changed this view.

O3 The funds/programmes or projects have led to many of the planned impacts, and any unplanned impacts have
not changed this view significantly.

O 2 The funds/programmes or projects have only led to some of the planned impacts, and unplanned impacts
have not improved this view.

| O1 ‘ The funds/programmes or projects have not been successful in leading to impacts.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

The dedicated focus on generating publications is mirrored by the dissemination activities of the
interviewed projects. The Polish fund managers stated that dissemination is largely conducted by the
researchers themselves, which results in fewer activities directed towards a broader community,
however. This is therefore a priority which seems relevant when taking into account the nature of
the research activities. Yet it should also be noted that in some cases, projects target a broader

® The Information Processing Centre (IPC) points out that the indicators depend on the project, and that the
three mentioned here are ranked among others - e.g. they are not the only ones and should therefore — ac-
cording to IPC - not be considered as being the most important.

10 EEA/Norway Grants, Key Facts, Academic Research Funds, 19. October 2010.
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community through their promotional activities.' This is supported by the interviews conducted at
project level. Here, academic papers appear to be the preferred source of dissemination, which in
some cases is supported by workshops and seminars targeted at relevant researchers. Workshops
and seminars often seem to be the context in which the EEA/Norway partners are most frequently
included.

The Information Processing Centre’s means of dissemination depends on the specific project in ques-
tion. In some projects, a broader community is also the target of promotional activities.

According to the projects and sub-projects, the EEA/Norway grant’s logos and information are always
applied according to the regulation. This is supported by the OPI who verified this during their on-site
visits.

Table A6-6 How effective were dissemination efforts to make the EEA/Norway Grants visible?

O 4 The fund/programme manager or project holder had a strong focus on dissemination of findings to both direct
users/beneficiaries, and the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants have become highly visible.

O3 The fund/programme manager or project holder carried out some dissemination of findings to both direct
users/beneficiaries, and some of the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants have become visible.

O 2 The fund/programme manager or project holder undertook limited dissemination of findings, and the
achievements are only minimally visible.

| O1 ‘ Dissemination of fund/programme or project findings was not a central focus.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

1 The IPC mentions in this connection to sub-project PNRF-150-Al-1/07 - Development of High-Efficiency Heat
Pumping Units, which has promoted the project through advertisements on city buses.

97



Evaluation of the sector academic research under the EEA/Norway Grants

Table A6-7

Focal Point and Intermediate Body

Impact/effectiveness of EEA/Norway Grants’ support to Poland

Fund/Programme managers

Polish project holders

EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Deliverables

The projects reach the goals defined
in their application

According to the monitoring all
projects meet their objectives.

Most deliverables provided in due
time.

Dissemination

Dissemination is conducted mainly
through academic publications

Mainly through publications but also
via seminars and workshops.

Impact

Difficult to measure on a pro-
gramme level.

Reporting on impacts is conducted
by the beneficiaries

On a number of occasions impacts
have been achieved at the govern-
mental policy level.

Following the initial monitoring of
potential outputs, the Polish benefi-
ciaries show an inclination towards
publications. Potential patent appli-
cations and supported PhDs are
mainly envisaged by the individual
projects (open call).

Visibility of EEA/Norway
Grants

OPI verifies during site visits.

Visibility is ensured according to the
regulation.

Source:

Interviews with stakeholders.
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4. Efficiency

The implementation of the EEA/Norway Grants in the Academic Research sector has resulted in both
objectives being met and impact made on research and society. The implementation of the Grants
has also required an effort to ensure that the funds and Grants are managed effectively.

Two perspectives regarding efficiency were applied in this evaluation, one in relation to the Donor
and one to the Beneficiary.

Overall, the EEA/Norway grants are perceived as providing clear guidelines for proposal procedures
and as providing a good and comprehensive framework for research activities. The size of funding
made available to the research projects is well proportioned and enables researchers to conduct the
relevant activities. However, it is clear that the administrative interaction provides challenges. For
both the individual open call projects and the fund/programme managed activities, a significant
number of administrative levels are involved when communication is conducted between donor (l.e.
the FMO) and beneficiary. In the case of the individual projects, communication goes from the pro-
ject through the intermediate body to the Focal Point to the FMO (and back) — a division of Benefici-
ary and FMO with two layers. For the Fund/programme supported sub-projects, requests would go
through three layers: the Fund Manager to the Ministry of Higher Education to the Focal Point to the
FMO (and Back).

The administrative set-up provides a significant challenge to both project and sub-projects, especially
if the project implementation requires larger changes. During an interview with an individual project
it is mentioned that the process of evaluation can easily take half a year, which is similar to EC fund-
ing but longer when compared to polish funds. During the focus group interview it was mentioned
that changes to the budgets and activities which are subject to a decision by the FMO are also con-
sidered to be a major challenge and the projects’ timelines usually have to be rescheduled several
times during this process. This seems to be due to the above described administrative procedures
which require the action of the FMO and thus includes communication through several administra-
tive layers. These layers all add to time to the actual administrative decision, which might be made
within a few days or weeks.

Table A6-8  Was the EEA Norway Grants’ financial mechanism efficient in supporting achieve-
ments?

O 4 The EEA/Norway Grants’ financial mechanism was very efficient when supporting the academic research
achievements.

O 3 The EEA/Norway Grants’ financial mechanism was fairly efficient when supporting the academic research
achievements.

O 2 The EEA/Norway Grants’ financial mechanism was barely efficient when supporting the academic research
achievements.

O1 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was inefficient when supporting the academic research
achievements.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.
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When referring to beneficiary efficiency, this is understood to be the efficiency of the national stake-
holders. From the intermediate body, the set-up is generally considered to be adequate. This view is
supported by the fund managers. However, some procedures such as sending copies of all invoices to
the intermediate body are considered by both the OPI and the Homing programme as cumbersome.
The Polish-Norwegian Research Fund and the Intermediate Body do see some potential in streamlin-
ing the Polish set-up, resulting in Grants being implemented through one single Polish fund.

From a project point of the view, the reporting requirements seem to be the most challenging. More
specifically: quarterly reporting; the detailed handling of overheads based on actual expenses; the
minimal flexibility in relation to shifts in budgets and exchange rate issues stood out during the inter-
views. The projects state that the EEA/Norway Grants provide the possibility of doing something
innovative, but that it is also good that the focus is much less on research policies than on the
Framework Programmes of the EU.

It was stated by the Polish Norwegian Research Fund that quarterly reporting might not be a major
challenge, since this would make it possible for projects with little cash flow to request payments on
a quarterly basis. The reporting challenges are also described as being mainly a problem for the part-
ners from Donor Countries. Other factors which hinder efficiency are connected to partnerships. The
restricted level of input from the EEA/Norway partners due to their relatively high man-hour cost
makes it even more difficult to establish a genuine research partnership. It was stated by one indi-
vidual project that: "...there was a large discrepancy in the costs between Norway and Poland, the
partner could therefore only really provide minimal man-hours within their budget share". In addi-
tion, the aforementioned absence of exact matching between competencies on a sufficiently high
level of research has led to inefficiently applied funds.

In the opinion of the Information processing Centre (IPC) this problem does not relate to the PNRF
subprojects, because the research projects required the fitting scientific expertise of all partners.

Table A6-9  Was the Beneficiary efficient in implementing the project?

O 4 ‘ The Beneficiary was very efficient when implementing the project.

| O 3 ‘ The Beneficiary was fairly efficient when implementing the project.

| O 2 ‘ The Beneficiary was only minimally efficient when implementing the project.
| O1 ‘ The Beneficiary was not efficient when implementing the project.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

100



Evaluation of the sector academic research under the EEA/Norway Grants

Table A6-10 Efficiency of EEA/Norway Grants’ support to Poland

Donor

Focal Point and Intermediate Body

The administrative turnaround is
generally very time-consuming.

Fund/Programme managers

Has to go through a series of au-
thorities to reach the FMO.

Polish project holders
Good guidelines for applicants and

scope and size of funding adequate.

Long waiting periods in relation to
administrative matters.

EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Beneficiary State

The set-up is deemed to be ade-
quate.

Very detailed reporting to the In-
termediate body is cumbersome.

Quarterly project reporting has a
positive effect on cash flow.

Quarterly reporting together with
applications in both English and
Polish is demanding.

Administrative requirements are a
specific hindrance for international
partners.

Difficult to comply with unfamiliar
reporting requirements.

Source:

Interviews with stakeholders.
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5. Sustainability

Continuation of the impact made by the EEA/Norway Grant funded activities is an important factor.
How the sustainability of the research activities and their output is handled is therefore included in
this study. Sustainability is considered both in relation to the established partnerships and the con-
ducted research.

How impacts of both research and partnerships are handled in practise is largely a matter for the
individual projects and sub-projects. It is thus stated by the Focal Point that publication of research is
the primary route to securing sustainability. The requirement of ensuring access to information re-
garding the projects (i.e. websites) for five years and the archiving of the documentation in ten years
will sustain the impact, as is mentioned by the Intermediate Body and the Polish-Norwegian Re-
search Fund. More specifically, for the Homing program, the whole institutional set-up is more or
less continued in the context of the European Regional Development Fund which has a longer im-
plementation period.

All of the interviewed projects have, to some extent, institutionalised their activities within their own
organisations, and in some cases the activities continue in newly established research centres. Dis-
semination of the research results is also maintained by all projects.

Table A6-11 Are project outcomes sustained beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period?

O 4 ‘ The project outcomes and impacts are fully sustained beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period.

| O3 ‘ The project outcomes and impacts are partly sustained beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period.

O 2 The project outcomes and impacts are only sustained to a limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-
funding period.
| o1 ’ The project outcomes and impacts are not sustained beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

It was stated during the focus group interview with the sub-projects that genuine partnerships will be
sustained after the projects have ended. Genuine partnerships are defined as those which incorpo-
rate Norwegian research in their activities. This leads to a recurring subject during most of the inter-
views: namely, the difficulties in establishing relevant partnerships based on natural synergies. When
strong and meaningful partnerships are established several examples illustrate that a sound basis for
continued cooperation is established. Even though desirable, it is the general view of the Norwegian
Research Council that sustainability of the partnerships cannot be required after the final report.

In the opinion of the Information Processing Centre (IPC), the sustainability of the partnerships
should not be required. However, according to the Fund Operator, the partnerships resulting from
the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund (PNRF) sub-projects will be continued after completion of the
projects’ financing.
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Table A6-12 Are partnerships sustained beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period?

| O 4 ‘ The partnerships are fully sustained beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period.

| O3 | The partnerships are partly sustained beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period.

| O 2 ‘ The partnerships are sustained only to a limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period.

| O1 ‘ The partnerships are not sustained beyond the EEA/Norway Grants’ co-funding period.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.
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Table A6-13 Sustainability of EEA/Norway Grants’ support to Poland

Focal Point and Intermediate Body

Fund/Programme managers

Polish project holders

EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Partnerships

Must be genuine to continue be-
yond the project.

Desirable, but sustainability of the
partnerships cannot be required
after the final report.

Impacts Ensured through academic publica- Information is accessible for at least Activities and new knowledge insti- -
tions five years and in document form for | tutionalised in own organisation or
ten years in new research centres
ERDF continues the Homing Pro- Dissemination continues
gramme
Source: Interviews with stakeholders.

104




Evaluation of the sector academic research under the EEA/Norway Grants

6. Conclusions

The study of the implementation of the EEA/Norway Grant Academic Research sector in Poland leads
to a number of relevant findings which can underpin a formative perspective on future implementa-
tion of the Grants.

Overall, the Grants in their current form seem to be appreciated by the Polish research community.
The Grants provide a number of possibilities which would have been difficult for Polish research or-
ganisations to pursue in any other way. The Grants thus allow for larger projects with international
participation and multidisciplinary perspectives.

The selected projects appear to be based on relevant criteria and conduct research activities with
relevance in a Polish context. On the other hand, the relevance in relation to an EEA/Norwegian con-
text is less clear. Despite the fact that priorities have been established, specific Norwegian research
priorities are not generally known among the Polish project owners.

This leads to one of two main obstacles for successful implementation of the Grants. The partnership
aspect of the activities often generates challenges. The right partners in the Donor Countries can be
hard to identify, and participation of the Donor Partner is sometimes reduced to input on seminars
or workshops and does not therefore truly represent joint research activities. This is the case for both
individual projects and sub-projects. This is strengthened by the fact that the relatively high man-
hour rates applied by the Donor partners reduce both the actual input and the inclination to increase
the donor part of the project. Finally, the administrative burdens are considered as high by the Donor
Partners, who are usually working within another administrative regime.

According to the Information Processing Centre (IPC), the challenges described above concerning
both finding the right partners in the Donor Countries and the relatively high man hour rates applied
by the Donor Partners seems not to be relevant to the Polish-Norwegian Research Fund. In the opin-
ion of the IPC, none of the Norwegian partners was marginalised. Moreover, their involvement in the
projects was appreciated by Polish Beneficiaries. In this context, the IPC emphasizes that the role of
each partner depends on the character of the project and the skills/experience/know-how of the
particular institution.

The administrative burdens constitute the second challenge to the projects. Quarterly reporting to
different authorities and the use of both Polish and English requires substantial administrative input.
However, these issues are usually resolved positively. The main problems in relation to the adminis-
trative burdens are the substantial delays resulting from the need to get budgets revised. Hence, the
uncertainties very often encountered by research projects, due to their exploratory nature, are less
than optimally handled in the existing administrative set-up.
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Annex 7: Evaluation results - Hungary

1. Introduction

Hungary was the second biggest beneficiary of research funding from EEA/Norway Grants during
2004-2009. During the period from 2004 to 2009, Hungary received a total of EUR 13,745,018 in the
field of academic research. This accounts for around 13% of the total funding made available by the
EEA/Norway Grants for Academic Research in Central and Southern Europe.

EUR 3, 5 million of the about EUR 14 million were distributed through two block grants to final bene-
ficiaries (sub-projects). The two funds (block grants) are: OTKA (Hungarian Scientific Research Fund)
(H0069) and the Hungarian Research Fund for the Eszak-Alfold Region (H0016).

The Hungarian Scientific Research Fund (OTKA) is a non-profit organisation, which has existed since
1993 as a legal entity, supporting scientific research activities with the objective of formulating new
scientific laws and cultivating new skills, methods and procedures®?.

The aim of the Hungarian Scientific Research Fund in the framework of EEA/Norway Grants (H0069)
is to support sub-projects carried out by young Hungarian researchers under the age of 40 in the
priority sectors of environment, sustainable development, human resources, cultural heritage, and
health and childcare. The overall objective is to foster a new generation of researchers in research
and development in Hungary®®, hereunder to ensure that young researchers remain in Hungary. To
this end, the fund support three-year research projects totalling approximately EUR 2 million during
the period 2004-2009. The expected long-term result of the project is an increase in the Hungarian
research and development activities at the European level and widespread economic and social
benefits™.

The aim of the Hungarian Research Fund for the Eszak-Alféld Region is to encourage R&D and tech-
nological innovation at universities, colleges and research institutions in the Eszak-Alféld Region. The
objective of the fund is to develop regional innovation processes, encourage applied research and
promote the practical application of research results, with special focus on renewable resources and
agrarian innovation™®. The Hungarian Research Fund for the Eszak-Alfold Region has provided grants
to 10 research institutions.

The focus in this annex is on the achievements of the two funds described above and the achieve-
ments of two selected individual partnership projects “Hungarian-Norwegian research-based innova-

2 Annex No. 7: Project plan (For research fund application)

13
http://www.eeagrants.org/id/13?act=search&numprpage=10&page=0&country=Hungary&mainsector=Acade
mic+research&funds=all&fundsCheck=1&freetext=Free+text&casenumber=Case+number

14
http://www.eeagrants.org/id/13?act=search&numprpage=10&page=0&country=Hungary&mainsector=Acade
mic+research&funds=all&fundsCheck=1&freetext=Free+text&casenumber=Case+number

B http://www.eeagrants.org/id/1587?casenumber=HU0016
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tion for the development of new, environmental friendly, competitive robot technology for selected
target groups” (HUNOROB) (HUO045) and “The role of political participation and representation in
increasing democratic capacity” (HU0O089).

The assessment of the achievements of the two funds includes an assessment of both the
fund/programme and sub-projects with respect to relevance, impact/effectiveness, efficiency and
sustainability.

In addition to the assessment of the relevance, impact/effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability,
the assessment of the achievements of the two individual partnership projects includes an assess-
ment of project achievements in strengthening bilateral relations between academic researchers in
the Beneficiary States and in the EFTA states.

In this context, it should be mentioned that the individual partnership project "The role of political
participation and representation in increasing democratic capacity" was implemented in partnership
with the Norwegian Social Science Data Services. In the same way, the individual partnership project
"Hungarian - Norwegian research based innovation for the development of new, environmental
friendly, competitive robot technology for selected target groups" was implemented in partnership
with Széchenyi Istvan University, Budapest University of Technology and Economics, the Norwegian
company Productive Programming Methods AS (PPM AS), the Norwegian University of Science and
Technology and Narvik University College™.

Information for this evaluation has been gathered through interviews with

» the National Focal Point (National Development Agency, Managing Authority for International
Co-operation Programmes)

e the responsible ministry for the national research strategy (The Ministry of National Resources -
State Secretariat for Health, Department for Development Policy)

o the manager of the Hungarian Scientific Research Fund project (H0069)
« the manager of the Hungarian Research Fund for the Eszak-Alféld Region (H0016)

« the project holder of the individual partnership project: Hungarian - Norwegian research based
innovation for the development of new, environmental friendly, competitive robot technology
for selected target groups (H0045) */

o the project holder of the individual partnership project: the role of political participation and

representation in increasing democratic capacity (H0089)

e the Norwegian partner to the individual partnership project HUO089: Norwegian Social Science
Data Services.

Furthermore, a focus group interview was conducted with representatives of the Focal Point (FP), the
Hungarian Scientific Research Fund and three of the funds sub-projects:

16 See the Project Portal on the website: http://www.eeagrants.org for more information

7 We have used the Detailed Monitoring Report from February 2011 concerning this project to supplement the informa-
tion, we have received trough the interview: Szigeti A. and Teszler I. INBAS/CEU Consulting (2011), Detailed Monitoring
Report — Part “A”. February.
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« Integrated botanical and zoological research in conservation ecology to restore, conserve and
increase grassland biodiversity

e Argonauts Programme
e Heat-shock and metabolic stress responses in aging.
More detailed information about the institutions and persons consulted is found in Annex 2.

The lesson leant from Hungary, lessons from Poland and the Czech Republic (presented in Annexes 6
and 8 respectively) and lessons from the international experience (Annex 5) are compiled into the
findings, conclusions, and recommendations provided in the main report.

The assessments in this annex are based on the information received from interviewees with main
stakeholders from carefully selected projects and our subsequent analysis of information. The ap-
proach chosen allows us to obtain more detailed descriptions on how the EEA/Norway Grant setup is
perceived in Hungary by the crucial stakeholders and by a representative sample of project holders.
On the other hand, the approach has its limitations, as it does not permit an exhaustive investigation
of the perception of the current utilization of grant funds by all participants. From the outset, the
focus of the evaluation has been formative by nature, and therefore mainly addressing the lessons
learnt opposed to a traditional summative evaluation mainly focusing on accumulated outcome,
impacts and efficiency.

In this context it should be mentioned that the information received form the interviewees have
been supplemented by information from relevant accessible documents as for example Application
Form (HUOO16, HUO069), Detailed Appraisal Reports (HU0016, HU0O069) and the Detailed Monitoring
Report concerning the Individual Project: “Hungarian — Norwegian research innovation for the devel-
opment of new, environmental friendly, competitive robot technology for selected target groups
(HUNOROB) (HU0045)*%.

2. Relevance

In the following, the relevance of the EEA/Norway Grants activities and achievements is assessed
with respect to different objectives and from different perspectives. Since the relevance in the EU
context was analysed in Annex 5, the focus is here on the relevance with respect to the Hungarian
research agenda and the objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants; the latter regarding both priority
sectors and bilateral relationships. These relevance achievements are analysed based on the views of
The Ministry of Natural Resources, the Focal Point, the managers of the interviewed funds, the pro-
ject holders of the individual partnership projects and Norwegian partners (EFTA Stakeholder).

The overall objectives of the EEA/Norway grants are clear; i.e. reducing economic and social dispari-
ties in Europe and supporting bilateral relations between the donor and beneficiary states.

18 Szigeti A. and Teszler I. (2011), Detailed Monitoring Report — Part ”A”. INBAS/CEU Consulting. February
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The overall aim of the EEA/Norway Grants support to the academic sector in the period from 2004 to
2009 was to integrate its bilateral support into the research policy-making agendas in the Beneficiary
States, hereunder create ownership at the political level.

The Department responsible for the development policy in the Ministry of National Resources is in
charge of the development of the health-related strategy for Hungary. The Department points out
that the strategy serves as the basis for allocating funding from, among other funds, the Structural
Funds of EU. The focus of the strategy is on the health industry, and industry-related research. It also
supports the development of the research basis as well as the networking of various stakeholders.
Accordingly, the health related strategy is to some extent in line with the objectives of EEA/Norway
Grants.

Although the Department has not been involved in the setting of the priorities for the EEA/Norway
Grant and does not have generic knowledge of the EEA/Norway Grants, the Department assesses
that the programme takes on a number of important issues — proposed by the background institu-
tions of the health sector. The Department appreciates that, but at the same time it states that some
of the fields are overlapping with those supported by the Structural Funds and further that greater
synergies should be sought. The department would like to take a more active role in the selection
and monitoring processes in the next round to realize the synergy potential.

The Focal Point emphasis” that they are very careful not to overlap with the EU funds in the pro-
gramming phase, and that they see the EEA/Norway grants as complementary to EU funds. To this
end, the Focal Point mentions that unlike the EU funds, the EEA/Norway Grants fund projects in the
field cultural heritage, which is an important and successful area in Hungary. Unlike EU funds, the
EEA/Norway grants also accept relatively small projects, block grants and non-commercial projects.
As a result, the EEA/Norway Grants fill an important financial gap in the research area in Hungary.

With respect to the national research agenda, the Focal Point sees it as a set framework into which
the EEA/Norway grants are to be fitted while at the same time taking the agendas of the EU funds
into account. During both the planning and the implementation phase has the National Focal Point
been in close contact with relevant Ministries.

Although there is no direct link between the national research agenda and the EEA/Norway Grants,
we assess that the activities supported by the EEA/Norway are in line with the national research
agenda (See table 7.1). The alignment is ensured indirectly as indicated by the Ministry of Natural
Resources.

The fund manager of OTKA explains it in this way: “The fund does not directly refer to a specific re-
search agenda, but does so indirectly via its large committee of 30 experts involved in the selection
process”.

The Hungarian Research Fund for the Eszak-Alféld Region is co-financed by the “National Innovation
Fund” and it does in this respect pursue compliance with the Hungarian research agenda — with a
focus on regional development i.e. applied research and within agriculture and energy.

Table A7-1 How relevant was the supported activities for the national research agenda?

| O 4 ‘ The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants were both in line with the national research agenda and I
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| the achievements have been integrated into this agenda.

| O 3 ‘ The activities supported were in line with the national research agenda.

| O 2 ‘ The activities supported were partially in line with the national research agenda.
| O1 ‘ The activities supported were not or only minimally in line with the national research agenda.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

Regarding the priority sectors of the fund, these are given by the Regulation of the EEA/Norway
Grants. Concerning the question of which national sources guided the choice of areas to be ad-
dressed by academic research support — within each of the five priority sectors — the Ministry of
Natural Resources points out that a general problem is that the national system is fragmentary.
There are various Departments dealing with their own narrow field of interests, and there is very
weak communication among them. Even within these Departments, there are separate units dealing
with EU/International funds. Consequently, there is no one singly national entity dealing with the
questions concerning the EEA/Norway Grants, including gathering lesson learnt from the projects
financed by the EEA/Norway Grants.

According to the representatives of the sub-projects, each priority is adequate in the Hungarian con-
text, and in practice the call for proposals was not that strict. The experience is that the FMO only
afterwards categorised the projects according to priority sectors.

At the same time representatives of the sub-projects characterize the priorities of the EEA/Norway
Grants programme as both important and relevant. They emphasize the importance of supporting
basic research and maintaining focus on broader fields and not least the flexibility of the programme.
The argument is that science is a process of looking for something new, and therefore it is not useful
to have too rigid result targets from the start. A representative of one of the sub-projects pointed out
that the call for proposals was very broad rendering it difficult not to formulate a project objective.

To the question of how chosen areas — the priority sectors - have created added value in Hungary —
e.g. by filling gaps and/or addressing the most important problems, a representative of one of the
subprojects answers “The EEA/Norway Grants were considered as a golden opportunity to receive
research funding. It was larger in size than feasible from Hungarian funds and it was more flexible
and allowed creativity”.

In the same way, the manager of the OTKA programme explains that the original priorities of the
EEA/Norway Grants coincide with those of the OTKA, and at the same time the average size of the
EEA/Norway Grants is well above what OTKA normally gives out. Therefore, in the eyes of OTKA, the
grants give added value to the chosen areas.

The EEA/Norway Grants supplement the strategy objectives of the National Innovation Fund at the
regional level. In this way, the chosen areas also create added value at the regional level - especially
in the energy sector, which is a priority sector of the Hungarian Research Fund in the Eszak-Alféld
Region.

Against this background, it is our assessment that the supported activities address the chosen areas
within the priority sectors to a satisfactory extent.
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Table A7-2 How relevant was the supported activities with respect to the five priority
sectors?

O 4 The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants address fully the chosen areas within the priority sectors.

| O 3 ‘ The activities supported address the chosen areas within the priority sectors to a satisfactory extent.
| O 2 ‘ The activities supported address the chosen areas within the priority sectors to a limited extent.
O1 The activities supported do not address the chosen areas within the priority sectors or do so to a very limited
extent.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

It seems that none of the projects/programmes covered by this evaluation has considered the EFTA
country research agenda when choosing areas to address by academic research support. One of the
arguments is that it is difficult to formulate projects that fit both the Hungarian and the Norwegian
agendas and that the projects lack knowledge of the Norwegians priorities in the research area. As a
representative, of one of the subprojects formulate it “We do not know where the Norwegians want
to be. “Although it is envisaged, that the Norwegians want the “developing” countries to get closer to
Europe and to pursue gender equality, sustainability and novelty”.

At the same time, not all projects have established bilateral partnerships. One of argument here is

that it is difficult to establish the right bilateral partnership within the short project application pe-

riod and to make full use of it within the short project implementation period. Another argument is
that bilateral relationships are not always relevant.

It seems that in those cases where the research topic primarily is relevant to the Hungarian setting, it
is not always relevant to establish bilateral relationships with partners in Norway. Conversely, in
those cases where the research topic is relevant both to Hungary and Norway and where there is
also an evident synergy potential, it will often be relevant and often also profitable to establish bilat-
eral relationships. In this context, several of the representatives of the subprojects emphasized that -
sometimes - the two aims supporting Norwegian-Hungarian partnership and supporting research
excellence are in conflict with each other. From the point of view of a sub-project, it is important that
the relationships result in valuable and internationally competitive research and not just in joint visits
and common research.

The two individual partnership projects have established relationships with Norwegian research
partners and have benefited from the relationship. The one project more so than the other due to
internal problems in the Hungarian project (see the next sections). There are no reported cases of
benefits having influenced the national research agenda.
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The Hungarian Research fund in the Eszak-Alféld Region did not demand participation of
EFTA/Norwegian experts in the sub-projects. The fund manager is of the opinion that there should
not be a general bilateral relationship requirement as this is unlikely to fit a regional focus.

The Focal Point is also of the opinion that bilateral partnerships are not relevant to all project, and
that not all projects should be given points for partnership.

The table down under sums up the conclusions from this chapter.
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Table A7-3

Hungarian research agenda

Relevance of EEA/Norway Grants support to Hungary

_ Focal Point and Intermediate Body Fund/Programme managers Hungarian project holders EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

EEA/Norway Grants are relevant to
the Hungarian research agenda.
However, the national research
agenda is seen as a set framework,
which the EEA/Norway Grants pro-
gramme is fitted into while at the
same time taking the programmes
of the structural funds into account.

The lesson learnt from the projects
financed by the EEA/Norway Grants
are not gathered at the national
level nor integrated in the research
policy in Hungary as there is no
formal cooperation between the
Focal Point and the relevant minis-
tries.

The relevance is ensured, indirectly,
by the representation of the various
experts in the selection process
(OTKA) and/or by national co-
financing by the National Innovation
Fund (The Hungarian Research Fund

for the Eszak-Alfold Region).

The activities supported are relevant
to the Hungarian research agenda.

EEA/Norway Grants - prior-
ity sectors

The EEA/Norway Grants priority
sectors are relevant.

However, it is a problem that there
is no clear framework at the national
level, which can provide guidance on
the areas that should be addressed
by the academic research support.

The priority sectors are relevant and
in accordance with the priority
sectors of the fund/programmes,
and create added value in the cho-
sen areas.

The priority sectors are both impor-
tant and relevant.

The support of basic research and
not least the flexibility of the pro-
gram are important.

The fact that the priority sectors is
relatively broadly formulated is also
seen as a positive aspect as it en-
hances the research process and
ensures that many research topics
can be covered, including topics that
are not covered by other funds.

N.A

EEA/Norway Grants - bilat-
eral relationships

The EEA/Norway Grants are seen as
a very important tool in strengthen-
ing bilateral relationships, which are
also a part of the national research
agenda.

But it is also recognised that bilat-

The EEA/Norway Grants bilateral
relationships are relevant, but are
not exploited in every case.

The Hungarian Research Fund in the
Eszak-Alfold Region does not require
that EFTA/Norwegian experts should

The grants encourage international
collaboration, which is seen as an
important element of the pro-
gramme.

The relevance depends on the char-
acter of the relationship and to
which extent the research topic is on
the international agenda or at least
on the Norwegian research agenda.

In those cases where the research
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Focal Point and Intermediate Body Fund/Programme managers Hungarian project holders EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

eral is not always relevant. participate in the sub-projects. The topic is more relevant at regional or
manager of the fund/programme is national levels than at a more gen-
of the opinion that the bilateral eral level, the bilateral relationship
relationship requirement should be is more relevant to the Hungarians
omitted as this is unlikely to fit into a than to the Norwegians.

regional focus.

Sources: Interviews with stakeholders.
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3. Impact/effectiveness

Concerning the actual impacts and effectiveness of the supported initiatives, input from projects that
have been interviewed is of special interest.

The focus here is on the extent to which

e the activities have resulted in the planned deliverables and impacts
« the dissemination effort has been effective

»  the achievements have become visible.

It seems that almost all the projects included in this evaluation have produced the planned deliver-
ables. As one of the fund manager pointed out “The rate of unsuccessful cases is very low. The whole
system is formulated in a way that projects receiving funding can hardly fail”.

Typically, deliverables consist of publications in scientific journals and conferences, exchanges of
students and researchers, recruitment of PhDs and postdocs.

A project that did not produce the planned deliverables is the individual partnership project entitled:
“The role of political participation and representation in increasing democratic capacity” (HU0089).
The plan was to provide a high-quality analysis of the relationship between the political life and the
public life and the political representation. The project developed a data collection methodology
together with the three largest opinion poll companies in Hungary. In the middle of the project, VATI
refused to pay the invoices because the project had not launched a tender/public procurement proc-
ess to involve the opinion poll companies in the project. The project manager argued that they had
asked for legal advice in connection with the application and that neither the legal advisors nor the
programme managers had signalled that there was a problem with the application. The dispute was
settled by arbitration, which supported the opinion of VATI. Although the project did not reach one
of their main goals — the database — the project manager assesses that the project still is very valu-
able in scientific terms. The project has resulted in the dissemination of publications, research pa-
pers, reports and datasets, which can all be found on the project website. However, the collapse of
database part of the project has had consequences for the bilateral relationship with the Norwegian
partner as the partnership was centred on the creation of the database (see the next sections).

Besides having produced most of the planned deliverables, the deliverables are also - seen from the
points of view of the subprojects - of a higher quality compared with similar deliverables —i.e. devel-
opments made at national level without EEA/Norway Grants. It is argued that only very good re-
search activities/projects gets funding. In this context, the representatives of the subprojects want
the Norwegians to draw more attention to the fact that Hungary, historically, has a good track record
with many Nobel prizes, which should make the bilateral relationships more attractive to Norwegian
partners.

Against this background, we assess that the supported activities have produced most of the planned
deliverables, all being of high quality due to the EEA/Norway Grants support. One reservation in this
respect is that we only have the word of the interviewed projects and funds/programmes stake-
holders to support this assessment.
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Table A7-4 Have the supported activities resulted in the planned deliverables?

O 4 Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in the planned deliverables - which are of high quality
due to the support from EEA/Norway Grants.

O 3 Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in most of the planned deliverables - which are of high
quality due to the support from EEA/Norway Grants.

| O 2 ‘ Fund/programme and project activities have only resulted in some of the planned deliverables.
| O1 ‘ Fund/programme and project activities have only resulted in a few of the planned deliverables.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

Concerning the question of quality, the Ministry of National Resources calls for more information
about the deliverables produced by the projects. In the present practice, the Ministry only receives
information on payments through the public website of the NDA (Focal Point). It is stated by the Na-
tional Focal Points that relevant Ministries have been informed according to their requirements. The
Ministry do not receive any further details from NDA or VATI related to monitoring. Usually, projects
also publish their annual reports on the project websites, the Ministry explains. But this is not always
the case as concerns the projects funded by the EEA/Norway Grants. The Ministry intends to create
a new system to ensure closer monitoring of the activities of national institutions with the aim of
making important achievements and lesson learnt more visible.

The project holders and the managers of the funds were asked to assess which measurable indicators
of outcomes that can be derived from the project deliverables. We must note that it has been very
difficult for the managers of the funds and the project holders to come up with new ideas. Today, the
projects have to report on the number of publications, number of research activities and number of
PhDs. One of the projects proposes that there can be established an indicator that measures the
“Norwegian collaborations”.

Along the same lines, measuring the projects and programme impacts are exceptionally difficult. This
is especially the case with partnerships and social cohesion projects, but also with respect to re-
search activities in general.

The sub-projects, which are represented by researchers, question to which extent the measures used
today are appropriate, hereunder whether the number of publications published is a good indicator
of the impacts achieved through the research projects. A more appropriate indicator may be the
number of citations.

In the views of the subprojects, indicators measuring social cohesion are also questionable - as it is
covered by the hiring of PhDs and postdocs. The problem is that PhD positions are usually filled by
familiar students and seldom by nationwide advertisement. According to representative of the sub-
projects, PhD students still leave Hungary and travels to the US or other countries due to better op-
portunities since there are practically no PhD training and postdoc positions in Hungary. Improve-
ments in these fields are expected also to make Hungary more attractive to Norwegian PhD students
who could then assist enhancing the impacts of the EEA/Norway Grants.

The issue of timeliness was also mentioned by the subprojects. During evaluations, it is not possible
to assess whether the present research will be highly influential also during the next 5 to 10 years.
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One of the interviewed representatives of subprojects mention that his current research will be re-
ferred for the next 10 years and that many further publications will refer to this particular research.
However, there are no ways to signal this during the evaluation. Feedback after three to five years
after project completion might highlight much more impact than anticipated by the evaluation di-
rectly after completion of research activities.

In accordance with these arguments, the Focal Point, the project holders and the managers of the
fund/programmes state that it is too early to measure the impacts.

As a result, no unambiguous conclusions can be drawn concerning significant impacts of the
funds/programmes or projects simply because we do not know at present.

To support our assessment of the impacts, we have looked at core indicators defined in the applica-
tion form registered October 2010. The core indicators in focus here are: "Patents", "Supported
PhD's" and "Publications".™ The indicators are characteristic of what would be called "output" (fol-
low project activities but not actual societal impact) in an evaluation context.

The indicators show that in respect of the funds, none of 12 patents applied for resulting from
EEA/Norway Grants sector academic research supported activities are Hungarian. The same is the
case with the number of supported PhDs and the number of publications. The core indicators for the
individual projects show a higher level of patent applications in Hungary in compare with Poland and
Czech Republic. The Hungarian contribution sports 13 percent of a total of 23. Regarding the number
of PhDs, Hungary supports 45 percent of a total of 154. Finally, 13 percent of the 773 publications
from individual projects are Hungarian.

The core indicators of the funds indicate that the expected results are surprisingly poor. When it
comes to the individual projects, the expected results are better. When assessing the indicators, it is
important to remember that the Hungarian share of the sector academic research funds is approxi-
mately 15%. This indicates a significantly above average level of supported PhDs. It also indicates a
focus of the Hungarian activities in supporting PhDs with the aim to ensure that more researchers
stay in Hungary.

The relatively large amount of supported PhDs and the number of patents and publications is as-
sumed to enhance the objectives of the Academic Research Fund in Hungary, as it is expected to
have a positive impact on the brain drain in Hungary.

It is our assessment that the activities implemented will lead to some of the planned impacts only,
and unplanned impacts have not improved this view. Our assessment here is very guarded because it
is very difficult to assess the impacts of research activities. At the same time, our assessment is influ-
enced by the fact that the indicators of the impacts of the funds/programmes yet are very poor.

1% The Information Processing Centre (IPC) points out that the indicators depend on the project, and that the
three mentioned here are ranked among others - e.g. they are not the only ones and should therefore — ac-
cording to IPC - not be considered as being the most important.
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Table A7-5 Have the funds/programmes or projects successfully led to impact?

O 4 The funds/programmes or projects have successfully led to the planned impacts, and any unplanned impacts
have not changed this view.

O3 The funds/programmes or projects have led to many of the planned impacts, and any unplanned impacts have
not changed this view significantly.

O 2 The funds/programmes or projects have led to some of the planned impacts only, and unplanned impacts
have not improved this view.

| O1 ‘ The funds/programmes or projects have not been successful in leading to impacts.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

The final issue with respect to the effectiveness and impact of the evaluation criteria is to which ex-
tent the dissemination efforts have been effective.

Disseminations have mainly been done through the usual channels: publications, CDs, websites, con-
ferences, televised presentations and articles in the electronic and printed press etc.

The Focal Point emphasises that the Norwegian Embassy has helped them a lot concerning visibility.
They visit projects and takes part in meetings, and FMO representatives often visit Hungary. The Fo-
cal Point itself has disseminated information via conferences and meetings with the project holders.

However, both the managers of the funds/programmes and the project holders believe that there is
room for improvement. In their views, the information sources are too fragmented, and visibility is
presently too limited.

A specific suggestion is about collecting and presenting research funded by the EEA/Norway Grants
on the EEA/Norway Grants website and on the beneficiaries' websites. In this way, the overall visibil-
ity of the activities might be improved. In accordance with this suggestion, the Ministry of Natural
Resources would also like to see that projects are more active in making achievements visible on the
projects website, including their annual reports.

To this end, a representative of one of the subprojects points out that a good initiative is the "Re-
searcher of the Month" column on the webpage of OTKA, although its visibility could be even better.

According to representatives of the subprojects, the general attitude seems to be that presently
Hungarian research institutions are not fully geared to ensure dissemination of research results com-
pared with some Western-European countries or the US,

Our assessment is that the dissemination efforts are not sufficiently effective today. There is room
for improvement. In particular, there is a need to ensure that the research funded by the
EEA/Norway Grants becomes more visible to the general public and in a more structured way.
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Table A7-6 How effective were dissemination efforts in making the EEA/Norway Grants visible?

O 4 The fund/programme manager or project holder had a strong focus on dissemination of findings to both direct
users/beneficiaries, and the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants have become highly visible.

O 3 The fund/programme manager or project holder carried out some dissemination of findings to both direct
users/beneficiaries, and some of the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants have become visible.

O 2 The fund/programme manager or project holder undertook limited dissemination of findings, and the
achievements are only slightly visible.

| O1 ‘ Dissemination of fund/programme or project findings was not a central focus.

Source: Interviews with stakeholders
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Table A7-7

Impact/effectiveness of EEA/Norway Grants support to Hungary

_ Focal Point and Intermediate Body Fund/Programme managers Hungarian project holders EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Deliverables

It is too early to say. However, for
those finished they have been suc-
cessful.

Most of the planned deliverables are
delivered according to the managers
of the funds/programmes.

Most planned deliverables are deliv-
ered according to project holders.

Nothing yet (database).

Dissemination

The Focal Point has spread informa-
tion via press conferences and meet-
ings with the project holders.

The Norwegian embassy also helps a
lot concerning visibility. They visit
projects and take part in meetings,
and FMO representatives often visit
Hungary.

Dissemination activities are done
through publications, international
events/conferences, CDs and
through the website of the
fund/programmes as well as articles
in the electronic and printed press.

Dissemination activities are done
through publications, international
events/conferences, CDs and
through the website of the projects
as well as articles in the electronic
and printed press

N.A

Impact

The Focal Point stress that it is too
early to measure the impact.

It is too early to say.

The core indicators indicate that the
Hungarian funds/programmes have
not yet materialised in concrete
impacts.

It is too early to say with certainty.

However, the core indicators for the
individual projects indicate that they
will succeed in making some im-
pacts.

The relatively large expected
amount of supported PhDs and the
number of patents and publications
enhance the objectives of the Aca-
demic research fund in Hungary, as
it is expected to have a positive on
the brain drain in Hungary.

The partnership has enhanced the
contact between the University of
Oslo and the University in Budapest.

Visibility of EEA/Norway
Grants

Most information about the projects
is visible on the EEA/Norway Grants
national website.

However, the projects financed by
the EEA/Norway Grants are not as
highlighted as the projects financed
by the EU funds.

The Ministry calls for a more active
effort from projects in making their
achievements visible on the web-
site, including annual reports.

The visibility of the research funded
by the EEA/Norway Grants is too
limited and fragmented at the mo-
ment.

There is a need for ensuring that the
research funded by the EEA/Norway
Grants become more visible to the
public

The visibility of the research funded
by the EEA/Norway Grants is too
limited and fragmented at the mo-
ment

There is a need for ensuring that the
research funded by the EEA/Norway
Grants becomes more visible to the
public

N.A.

Sources:

Interviews with stakeholders.
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4. Efficiency

According to the DAC evaluation criteria®, efficiency measures the outputs in relation to the inputs.
In this evaluation the focus is on the following three questions:

e How efficient was the EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism in supporting the academic re-
search achievements?

. How efficient were fund/programme and project implementation set-ups in the Beneficiary
State?

. How efficient was the collaboration with stakeholders?

In the opinion of the Focal Point, the FMO is in general very helpful, easy and flexible to work with
and not least very patient. However, the Focal Point emphasises that they have had difficulties com-
plying with the reporting - e.g. financial - requirements of the FMO. One of reasons is that the Focal
Point spends much time on assisting project promoters with implementation and financing issues
because many project promoters are not used to applying for grants. Furthermore, the project pro-
moters often have an application and implementation routine that do not necessarily comply with
that of the Focal Point. At the same time, several project promoters obtain grants from other funds,
the reporting requirements of which are different from those of the Focal Point and the FMO.

One of the few criticisms levelled against the FMO relates to the slow procedure of reporting (up to
two months) back to the Focal Points on even small changes (spelling corrections). According to the
Focal Point, there is scope for reducing the timeframe.

One of the fund/programmes joins the criticism of the FMO timeframe and points out that the time
from application to grant award was too long and that the project period was shortened which had
negative consequences for the possibilities of subprojects of forming partnerships: “It took to long
time form application to grant — and in the end little time for the a research project, hereunder for
making partnerships.”

The specific fund manager is very critical of the FMO requirements, arguing that they are very diffi-
cult to meet. The fund manager explains that he will not take on a new project and suggests that the
FMO instead adopts the procedures and rules of the EU to reduce the overall administrative burden:
“It would be much better if EU rules had been used rather than specific EEA rules — this would have
reduced the administrative burden”.

The manager of OTKA mentions that OTKA uses its own standard for financial evaluation and moni-
toring and not least their own scientific control. The difference here is the half-yearly compulsory
audits, which requires extra work; however, this is accepted by OTKA.

On the other hand, the flexibility of the block grants is positively rated by both funds as it allows
them to make minor changes to the projects independently of the FMO.

2 http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/15/21/39119068.pdf
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We assess that The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism (FMO) have been fairly efficient in sup-
porting academic research achievements. Nevertheless, it is important to consider how reporting
requirements may be made easier to meet and how they are streamlined or coordinated with the EU
requirements. Finally, thought should be given to reducing response time to requests for project
changes.

Table A7-8 Was the EEA Norway Grants financial mechanism efficient in supporting achieve-
ments?

O 4 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was very efficient in supporting the achievements in academic
research.

O 3 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was fairly efficient in supporting achievements in academic
research.

O 2 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was only partially efficient in supporting the achievements in
academic research.

o1 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was not efficient in supporting the achievements in academic
research.

Source: Interviews with stakeholders.

When it comes to beneficiary efficiency, projects holders agree that there is room for improvement
of monitoring practices. According to representatives of the subprojects, most problems relate to the
financial audit.

The subprojects forming part of this evaluation all receive grants from the programme managed by
OTKA. Consequently, their projects are financially and professionally audited by the OTKA every six
months. This evaluation process is undertaken through the usual OTKA system applied for other na-
tional programmes. In other programmes, evaluations are made on a yearly basis. The subprojects
have no problem with the more frequent evaluation, but stated that yearly evaluations would be
more convenient as the biannual audits add to administrative tasks of the applicants.

Another problem reported by the representatives of the subprojects is that modifications to the
original budget breakdown (not modification of the amount but the distribution among different cost
categories) can take up to one year. More flexibility in this field would be appreciated by project
owners.

The representatives of the subprojects finally suggested that the grant share for equipment could be
increased.

One of the project holders states that he experiences that regulation is more important than re-
sults/research. In his opinion this problem is worsened by the fact that it usually takes weeks or
months for Hungarian Agencies (VATI and NDA) to respond to requests while the same agencies ex-
pect implementation of their requests a couple of days.

Based on the interviews, we assess that the Beneficiary was fairly efficient in implementing the pro-
ject.
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Table A7-9 was the Beneficiary efficient in implementing the project?
O 4 ‘ The Beneficiary was very efficient in implementing the project.
| O3 | The Beneficiary was fairly efficient in implementing the project.
| O 2 ‘ The Beneficiary was only partially efficient in implementing the project.
| o1 ‘ The Beneficiary was not efficient in implementing the project.
Source: Interviews with stakeholders.
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Table A7-10 Efficiency of EEA/Norway Grants support to Hungary

_ Focal Point and Intermediate Body Fund/Programme managers Hungarian project holders EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Donor The Ministry did not have any (or The fund/programmes have only The Norwegian partner was not
only very little) contact with the had little contact with the FMO. involved with FMO.
FMO. . .

o The timeframe concerning the
The Focal Point finds the FMO help- FMO's handling of the application is
ful and e.asy to work with. However, too long and has influenced the
the_reqwrements of the FMO are_ possibilities of sub-projects making
difficult to meet because the project partnerships.
promoters are often not used to .
The requirements of the FMO are
apply for grants, and therefore need — =
. both very difficult to comply with
much assistance from the Focal i - .
Point. It is also a problem that it | TR PIAET GrTprEnliEm s 0
often takes a long time (up to two el @,
months) before the FMO reports In contrast, the flexibility of the
back to the Focal Points on even block grants is positively viewed as it
minor changes (spelling corrections). | enables the board of the funds to
decide on minor changes of the
projects itself.

Beneficiary State The National fund was set up in OTKA has it own fund management The monitoring practice can be N.A.
1998 and is very experienced in the system, and it is very experienced in | further improved.
field. project implementation.

The main obstacles appear due to The Hungarian Research Fund for
the institutional setup because the the Eszak-Alféld Region points out
Focal Point is squeezed between that the fund management worked
different contexts (EU, EEA, na- well at the regional level, but that
tional) the VATI was too slow in getting
things in place.
The main problem faced by the
Research Fund for the Eszak-Alféld
Region was the very cumbersome
procedure involving that reports
with copies of all invoices had to be
sent to the Intermediate body and
the fact that SMEs could not apply.
Sources: Interviews with stakeholders.
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5. Sustainability

Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the benefits of an activity are likely to continue
after donor funding is withdrawn. In this evaluation, the focus is on the sustainability of partnerships
and impacts. The replies to these questions have mainly been gathered from the project level and
the Detailed Monitoring Report (Szigeti A. and Teszler I. (2011))** concerning the project “Hungary —
Norwegian based innovation for the development of new, environmental friendly, competitive robot
technology for selected target groups (HUNOROB)”.

It seems that the sustainability of the partnership depends to a high extent on the character of the
bilateral relationship and the relevance of the project to the Norwegian partner.

In this context, the bilateral relationship between the project “Hungary — Norwegian based innova-
tion for the development of new, environmental friendly, competitive robot technology for selected
target groups (HUNOROB)” and their Norwegian partners has been classified as a successful model of
co-operation. “It may serve as a best practice for the design of multilateral research programmes in
the future” the monitoring Agents wrote in the Detailed Monitoring Report from February 2011
(Szigeti A. and Teszler I. (2011))*%.

There are several success factors, one of which is cooperation between the Hungarians and the three
Norwegians partners dating back to 2000. At that time, they operated on a small budget that enabled
them to investigate the value of further collaboration. The possibility of getting EEA/Norway Grants
came up when it was really needed. Another contributor to success was the synergy-based coopera-
tion: while the Norwegians had particular skills within specific topics, the Hungarians had a stronger
general, 'virtual' platform for robot technology. From the beginning, the mutual dependency of the
partners was a strong driver for successful cooperation. The Detailed Monitoring Report (February
2011) mentions the establishment of a sustainable bridge of bilateral cooperation for student ex-
change, exchange of professors and academic staff, and both sides want to continue and deepen
their cooperation. These elements speak in favour of a partnership and impacts that are sustainable.

Looking at the other individual partnership project in focus in this evaluation, there is no indication at
present that the relationship will continue beyond the co-funding period. This is despite the fact that
one of the main targets of the project, a database, was designed and developed jointly with the part-
ners from Bergen and the idea was that the partnership should be long lasting. The Norwegian part-
ner has not been active in the project for the last 1% year (since 2010). There have not been any
partner activities, and the plans made two years ago are not implemented. This is due to internal
problems at the Hungarian partner. The Norwegian partner tried to contact the Hungarians concern-
ing the status of the project only to receive the message that internal problems persist. From the
perspective of the Norwegian partner, the impact has yet to be seen.

The attitude among representatives of the sub-projects is that partnerships will sustain when they
are true - i.e. with the scientific input of the Norwegians being integrated into the projects.

1 5zigeti A. and Teszler 1.(2011), Detailed Monitoring Report — Part ”A” (HU0045). INBAS/CEU Consulting. Feb-
ruary.
*? Szigeti A. and Teszler 1.(2011), Detailed Monitoring Report — Part ”A” (HU0045). INBAS/CEU Consulting. Feb-

ruary.
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Still, the programme is seen as important and successful that the fund (OTKA) is ready to continue
this activity if the opportunity is offered in the next round.

The same cannot be said for the other fund, which will not exist beyond the co-funding period. How-
ever, The Regional Development Agency will still continue its activities.

Based on the answers from the interviewees, we assess that the partnerships will only sustain to a
limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grant co-funding period and that the project outcomes and
impacts will only sustain to a limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

Table A7-11 Do partnerships sustain beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period?

O 4 ‘ The partnerships are fully sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

| O3 ‘ The partnerships are partly sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

| O 2 ‘ The partnerships are sustainable only to a limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

| O1 ‘ The partnerships are not sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

Source: Interviews with stakeholders

Table A7-12 Do project outcomes sustain beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding pe-
riod?

O 4 ‘ The project outcomes and impacts are fully sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

| O3 ‘ The project outcomes and impacts are partly sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

O 2 The project outcomes and impacts are sustainable only to a limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-

funding period.

| O1 ‘ The project outcomes and impacts are not sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

Source: Interviews with stakeholders

Overall, it seems that partnerships are more likely to sustain in cases where the scientific input of the
Norwegian partner has been integrated into the projects from the start. This holds especially for
those cases where core activities of the project are planned with a view to being expanded in the
future and/or in cases where the research topic is on both the Hungarian and the Norwegian re-
search agendas.

In those cases where partnership cooperation has rather been based on exchange of information and
common analysis and production of publications, chances of a partnership that sustains beyond the
co-funding period are slim. Especially if the research topic is of a more general character.
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Table A7-13 Sustainability of EEA/Norway Grants support to Hungary

_ Focal Point and Intermediate Body Fund/Programme managers Hungarian project holders EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Partnerships

The attitudes among the sub-
projects are that the partnerships

will sustain when they are true - i.e.

with the scientific input of the Nor-
wegian being integrated into the
projects.

The idea was that the partnership
should have been a long-term rela-
tionship, but because of the prob-
lems with the Hungarian project
setting for the database, the part-
nership is on hold for the moment.

Impacts N.A N.A The publications disseminated con- There has not been any practical
tinue to be disseminated. impact yetB. Only a prototype of
the database has been developed.
Sources: Interviews with stakeholders.

2 This only concerns the project: “The role of political participation and representation in increasing democratic capacity”. We do not have any
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6. Conclusions

The study of the implementation of the EEA/Norway Grant sector Academic Research in Hungary
leads to a number of findings concerning partly the achievements of the funds/programmes and the
projects and partly lessons learnt during the period 2004-2009.

The overall aim of the EEA/Norway Grants during the period was to integrate its bilateral support
into the research policy-making agendas in the Beneficiary States —i.e. to create ownership at the
political level.

However, this seems not to be the case, as there is no formal cooperation between the Focal Point
and the relevant ministries. The Focal Point sees the national research agenda as a set framework,
which the EEA/Norway Grants programme is fitted into while at the same time taking the pro-
grammes of the structural funds into account. At the same time, the lessons learnt from the projects
financed by the EEA/Norway Grants are not gathered at the national level.

The Ministry of Natural Resources wants to strengthen the relationship between the Ministry and
Focal Point in the future with the aim of ensuring a better synergy between the national research
strategy, the structural funds of EU and the EEA/Norway Grants. The Ministry of Natural Resources
also calls for more information about the deliverables and scientific results produced by the projects.
In the present practice, the Ministry only receives information on payments through the public web-
site of the NDA (Focal Point).

From the perspectives of the managers of the funds and the project holders, the EEA/Norway Grants
are seen as both a relevant and important source of funding as it complements the funding of EU and
is larger in size and more flexible than other Hungarian funding opportunities. The project holders
especially highlight the fact that the EEA/Norway Grants do not have rigid result targets. This is im-
portant because science is a process of looking for something new.

The Ministry of National Resources, the Focal Point, the managers of the funds and the project hold-
ers all agree that the EEA/Norway Grants are a very important tool in strengthening bilateral rela-
tionships in the research field. However, it is also agreed that bilateral relationships are not relevant
in every case and that it is important that the bilateral relationships — when relevant - result in valu-
able and internationally competitive research and not just in joint visits and common research. The
relevance and not least the sustainability of the relationship seem to depend on the extent to which
the research topic is relevant in both Hungary and the EFTA Country and the extent to which there is
an evident synergy potential.

Concerning the achievements of the programmes and projects funded by the EEA/Norway Grants,
most projects and subprojects have succeeded in delivering their planned deliverables, but the im-
pacts are not yet impressive, according to the interviewed.

Having said that, it is still too early to measure all impacts, and it is at the same time very difficult to
measure the impacts of research activities. The interviewed representatives of the funded pro-
grammes and projects are well aware of this, but do not have any suggestions for new measurable
indicators of outcomes and impacts. More work is required in this area and in our view, more of the
project holders could with advantage contribute to taking this work further.
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Based on the existing core indicators, it seems that the individual partnership projects have been
more successful than the fund/programmes. For instance, the core indicators for the individual pro-
jects show a higher level of patent applications, number of PhDs and produced publications. The
level of supported PhDs are significantly above the average level of supported PhDs, which indicates
a focus of the Hungarian activities in supporting PhDs with the aim to ensure that more researchers
stay in Hungary.

Besides having produced most of the planned deliverables, the deliverables are also - seen from the
points of view of the subprojects - of a higher quality compared with similar deliverables —i.e. devel-
opments made at national level without EEA/Norway Grants.

Although successful, there is also room for improvement especially when it comes to the question of
the efficiency.

Then main challenge in this field is the reporting requirements, including the fact it differs from the
requirements of the EU structural funds. It is a challenge both to the Focal Point, which spends many
resources helping the projects, and to the projects, the owners of which are in many cases not famil-
iar with applying for grants. Another challenge needing attention is the time used by the FMO for
assessing the applications and changes of the projects in the implementation period.

Overall, we assess that the EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism (FMO) was fairly efficient in
supporting the academic research achievements. Still, it is important to consider how reporting re-
guirements may be made easier to meet and how they are streamlined or coordinated with the EU
requirements and not least how the response time for processing of applications and requests for
project changes can be reduced.
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Annex 8: Evaluation results - Czech Republic

1. Introduction

The Czech Republic is the third largest recipient of funding for Academic Research under the
EEA/Norway Grants system. During the period 2004-2009 a total of 8,474,074 EUR was awarded to
academic research. This accounts for around 10% of the total funding made available by EEA/Norway
Grants for Academic Research in Central and Southern Europe.

4.4 million EUR of the aforementioned 8.5 million EUR has been distributed through a block grant:
The Czech Research Fund. In addition to the Czech Research Fund and its sub-projects, eight large
individual research projects have also been funded. These are as follows:

Cz0049 National - Study of PM10 particles in ambient air

CzZ0051 National - Monitoring of sulphur and nitrogen pollution

Cz0091 National - Pilot monitoring of fish stock

CZ0092 Pribram - Energy Plantations on contaminated land

Cz0099 Olomouc - Research of childhood chronic diseases

Cz0112 Prague - The Era and Work of Karel Skréta

Cz0124 Brno - Gait Assessment for Orthopaedic Surgery in Children with Cerebral Palsy
CzZ0135 National Monitoring and assessment of chlorine in ecosystems. Improved understand-

ing of chlorine cycling and its effects in forest ecosystems

The selection of these individual projects was achieved through calls for collaboration between the
Ministry of Finance and the relevant sector Ministry (e.g. The Ministry of the Environment) or the
regional authority. Following the formal approval of the project applications, a selection process was
conducted by an evaluation committee at the relevant Ministry. The selected projects were then
presented to the National Focal Point, which makes further recommendations and detailed assess-
ments. The final decision was made by the monitoring committee who submits to the FMO.

The Czech Research Fund®® is operated by an intermediate body. Following a national tender, the
assignment was awarded to the National Training Fund. The National Training Fund was originally set
up by the Ministry of Labour as the Czech coordinator of the European Social Fund (ESF). The Czech
Research Fund is divided into two measures. A: Directed towards research projects of up to 250,000
EUR and B: Directed at the exchange of experts with a budget of up to 15,000 EUR. Both measures
are made available through open calls. According to statistics provided by the FMO, the Czech Re-
search Fund has supported 79 sub-projects. According to the interview conducted with the Fund,
they have received three times the number of applications expected.

24 http://www.eea-researchfund.cz/

130



Evaluation of the sector academic research under the EEA/Norway Grants

Information for this evaluation has been gathered through interviews with the national Focal Point

(The Ministry of Finance); the Intermediate Body of the Czech Research Fund (the National Training
Fund); two individual projects® and 4 sub-projects.”® The interviews were conducted in Prague dur-
ing a visit on 13-15 May 2011.

The political and economic transformation of the Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries in the
1990s has also affected the Czech research system. The radical changes, including also a more or less
deep decrease in financing, initiated major reforms to R&D systems. The implementation of these
reforms®’ was constrained by the economic and fiscal crisis which followed the transition to a market
economy. The decisions and strategies devised regarding how to cope with both new problems and
opportunities were different in CEE countries® according to their situation, their specific research
systems, and also their traditions and cultural aspects. There are both general trends and significant
differences between CEE countries and research disciplines. These differences can be found in finan-
cial threats and coping strategies; reduced personnel; forms of institutional transformation; relations
between academies and the university sector; support for basic and applied research; engagement of
the business and enterprise sector in research activities and new patterns of international collabora-
tion in research.

As a result of the changes to date, foundations have been laid for the construction of a research sys-
tem based on pluralism, free competition and support for top-level, internationally compatible re-
search projects. In the Czech Republic, the research system has now been adjusted to the institu-
tional forms applied in Western democracies, and it operates quite satisfactorily (at least in the
sphere of basic research).

Traditionally, basic research has been conducted by the Academy of Sciences®® (ASCR) and financed
from specific chapters in the national budgets, running for several years. This gave a clear focus and
responsibility to the ASCR for long-term basic research. The primary mission of the ASCR and its 54
public research institutes is to conduct basic research in a broad spectrum across the natural, techni-
cal and social sciences and the humanities. The Academy employs about 7,000 employees, more than
a half of whom are researchers with university degrees.

Research has also been closely linked to the relevant sector Ministry (e.g. Education, Youth and
Sport, Environment, Health, Transport etc.). Following the political and ideological shift in the early
1990s, research has been steadily liberalised. As a result, institutes, mainly in the Business Enterprise
Sector, have been privatised in two waves within the framework of so-called 'big privatisation'.

Universities have also taken on a role as research institutions, and are increasingly providing both
research and research-based education. Research-focused universities are gradually taking shape in
the Czech Republic. The Research system of the Czech Republic can thus be seen as steadily turning

> 70092 - "Energy plantations technologies on contaminated land" and CZ0051 - "Monitoring of sulphur and nitrogen
pollution".

%® A/1/0015, A/1/0022, A/2/0017, A/2/0013.

2 Provaznik, St., Filacek, A., Kfizova-Frydova, E., Loudin, J., Machleidt, P. (1998) Transformation of Science and Research in
the Czech Republic (in Czech). Filosofia, Prague.

28 Mayntz, R., Schimank, U., Weingart, P. (eds.) (1998) East European Academies in Transition. Kluwer Publ., Dordrecht.

2 http://www.cas.cz/veda_a_vyzkum/index.html
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towards a classic Western system with independent research universities and other research organi-
sations competing for funding by providing excellence in research.

For the last twenty years, the legislative responsibility for science, research and development in the
Czech Republic is given to the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sport. The duty and responsibility to
distribute public finances (in this case all are from the state budget, including advancing the EU pro-
grammes and advancing the EEA/Norway Grants) to sectors of R&D expenditures is now that of the
newly appointed Research, Development and Innovation Council (R&D&I Council) of the Czech Re-

public.*

Changes are still taking place in the Czech science and research system. Reforms and new policies
have been launched since 2008 and are still in the implementation phase. In April 2011, the Czech
Government approved "Principles for preparation of national priorities for research, development
and innovations" and a respective Committee of experts was established. One of the aims of the
“National Research, Development and Innovation Policy of the Czech Republic in 2009 — 2015“*! is a
rethinking of the priorities for applied research, development and innovation processes in relation to
sustainable development of the Czech Republic. The responsibility in this matter is that of the R&D&l
Council.

These changes have also had a specific impact on how the quality of research is evaluated, a process
which has stirred considerable debate in both the academic community and the general public, as in
other countries. ** Another development includes the establishment by law of the Technological
Agency of the Czech Republic in 2009. The agency focuses on applied research, development and
innovation but also on national research programming, competitions within research etc.

2. Relevance

The relevance of the EEA/Norway Grants’ activities and achievements lies in the following assess-
ment, with respect to different objectives and perspectives. Since its relevance in the EU context was
analysed in Annex 5 of the main report, the focus is here on its relevance to the Czech research
agenda and to the objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants - the latter regarding both priority sectors
and bilateral relationships. These relevant achievements are as presented in Table A8-3 and were
analysed with reference to the views of the Focal Point, the Czech Research Fund, Czech project
promoters and EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders.

The overall objectives of the EEA/Norway Grants are clear: to reduce economic and social disparities
in Europe and to support bilateral relations. As regards academic research in the Czech Repubilic, it is
very clear that increasing bilateral relations with the EEA countries, especially Norway, is absolutely
the primary objective. According to the National Focal Point, the Academic Research sector is where
bilateral cooperation is implemented with the most success. The feedback from the manager of the
Czech Research Funds also supports this view, as it underlines the fact that creating and supporting
bilateral relations in addition to conducting research, is the main focus of the fund. One of the meas-

3% http:/fwww.vyzkum.cz/FrontClanek.aspx?idsekce=592654

*! http:/Avww.vyzkum.cz/FrontClanek.aspx?idsekce=631

*2 http://www.msmt.cz/european-union/ipn-in-the-field-of-tertiary-education-research-and-development/international -audit-
of-rdi
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ures under the Czech Research Fund (Measure B) is solely directed at creating and supporting bilat-
eral relations through supporting exchange activities.

Addressing the issue in relation to individual projects and sub-projects also reveals a significant focus
on bilateral relations. All the projects interviewed have bilateral relations, as part of their set-up, as a
main driver in their research activities. This is achieved either by building on and extending existing
relations, or by pursuing possibilities for cooperation with excellent research institutions identified by
the project promoter in the Donor Countries.

Reducing economic and social disparities in Europe receives significantly less attention from Czech
research stakeholders. The Focal Point is unable to identify a clear perspective in relation to the mat-
ter in available research, and neither the fund manager nor the projects or sub-projects have a clear
view as to its contribution in this respect. Both the Focal Point and the programme manager see the
EEA/Norway Funds available to research as being too small when compared to national research
funding to have any significantly measurable effects on the societal level. It is, however, commonly
agreed between the Focal Point, Fund and projects that a causal relation does exist between support
for research and subsequent socio-economic development in terms of more and improved jobs and
increased earnings. Examples of a direct economic spin-off from one project were mentioned during
the interview.

In relation to the relevance of the EEA/Norway Grants to the National research agendas, this must, to
some extent, be seen in relation to the development of the Czech research system during the last
few decades. Traditionally, more focus has been given to basic research and less attention has been
placed on downstream research and innovation activities. According to the project promoters, the
EEA/Norway Grants have been a very helpful tool for filling in the gap left by this lack in focus regard-
ing innovation and applied research.

During much of the implementation period of the EEA/Norway Grant, a significant role has been
given to relevant sector Ministries in setting overall objectives for research. By giving these ministries
a central role in the calls for individual research projects, alignment with national policies has been
ensured.

As mentioned earlier, the research system is changing, giving a more independent role to a larger
number of research performers. This change has been embraced during the organisation of the
Czech Research Fund. The composition of the steering committee clearly illustrates the increased
plurality of the research stakeholders, including Ministries, the Academies of Science, private and
public universities and different associations.

Table A8-1 How relevant was the supported activities to the national research agenda?

The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants were both in line with the national research agenda and

O 4
‘ the achievements have been integrated into this agenda.

| O 3 ‘ The activities supported were in line with the national research agenda.

| O 2 ‘ The activities supported were partially in line with the national research agenda.

| O1 ‘ The activities supported were not or only minimally in line with the national research agenda.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.
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The priority sectors of the fund are awarded by the Regulation of the EEA/Norway Grants. These are
deemed relevant by the Fund Manager of the Czech Research Fund, leaving adequate room to ma-
noeuvre. By conducting different calls, this process has been used by the fund to shift focus to the
most relevant priority sectors, and is assisted by an expert panel. In the end, all priority sectors have
been covered.

During the interview, a request for increased focus on the medicinal aspects of health and on re-
search within transportation and infrastructures was made directly to the project promoters. In gen-
eral, the priority sectors are deemed relevant among the projects.

Table A8-2 How relevant was the supported activities with respect to the five priority sectors?

| O 4 ‘ The activities supported by the EEA/Norway Grants address fully the chosen areas within the priority sectors.

| O3 ‘ The activities supported address the chosen areas within the priority sectors to a satisfactory extent.

| O 2 ‘ The activities supported address the chosen areas within the priority sectors to a limited extent.
O1 The activities supported do not address the chosen areas within the priority sectors or do so to a very limited
extent.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.
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Table A8-3

Focal Point

Relevance of EEA/Norway Grants support to the Czech Republic

The Czech Research Fund

Czech project holders

EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Czech research agenda

Relevance is ensured by including
the relevant sector ministries and
regional authorities in the process of
conducting the calls for individual
research projects.

Relevant Czech stakeholders have
been included in the steering com-
mittee and other relevant advisory
bodies of the Fund.

Gaps have existed in relation to the
funding of applied research and
innovation but these EEA/Norway
grants have helped to fill this gap.

EEA/Norway Grants - prior-
ity sectors

The priority sectors are deemed to
be as given.

The priority sectors are deemed to
cover all relevant areas and leave
room to manoeuvre.

All deemed to be relevant - in-
creased focus on medicinal and
transport research is requested.

EEA/Norway Grants - bilat-
eral relationships

The Academic Research sector is
highly successful in this field.

Establishing and developing bilateral
relations is definitely the main driver
and focus.

Highly relevant - and a main driver
when applying for funding either to
develop existing relations or to
initiate new contacts with excellent
research institutions in Donor Coun-
tries.

Source:

Interviews with stakeholders.
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3. Impact/effectiveness

In relation to the actual impacts and effectiveness of the supported initiatives, input from the pro-
jects which have been interviewed is of particular interest. Even so, the Focal Point noted during the
interview that all projects have succeeded in achieving their objectives. This is supported by the
views of the Czech Research Fund.

By addressing the issue with the projects’ support during interviews, it was established that objec-
tives have been met and impact (understood as relevant research performed and bilateral relations
established or deepened), been achieved. During the in-depth project interview, the project results
have been of a very high quality and have constituted a significant part of the overall activities of the
interviewed research organisation. The Data, having international relevance, have been gathered by
the project and has resulted in a substantial number of publications. Additional results from the sup-
ported study will also be published during the next few years, and the project’s body of work will
most likely be used as both a national and international point of reference. State of the art Norwe-
gian research in the field has played a substantial role during this process.

Table A8-4  Have the supported activities resulted in the planned deliverables?

O 4 Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in the planned deliverables - which are of high quality
due to the support from EEA/Norway Grants.

O3 Fund/programme and project activities have resulted in most of the planned deliverables - which are of high
quality due to the support from EEA/Norway Grants.

| O 2 ’ Fund/programme and project activities have only resulted in some of the planned deliverables.
| o1 ’ Fund/programme and project activities have only resulted in a few of the planned deliverables.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

The success noted above seems to be mirrored in the rest of the projects receiving funding from the
EEA/Norway grants when looking at the initially planed outputs of the EEA/Norway Grant sector
Academic Research (core indicators ex ante). Even though the Czech Republic only accounts for
around 10% of the total funding, 83% of all patents planed to be developed under the Fund section
of the EEA/Norway Grant are Czech. On the other hand, none of the 23 patents planed to be applied
for under the individual projects are Czech. Regarding the planed number of PhDs awarded the Czech
Republic accounts for 67% of doctoral research supported by the funds and 7% for individual pro-
jects. Regarding the planed number of publications, the Czech Republic accounts for 22% of the total
number under the fund and 5% of the total under individual projects. Regarding the size of funding,
the Czech Republic is thus seemingly quite successful in terms of deliverables according to the core
indicators, particularly under their research fund.

The projects’ dissemination activities are also deemed to be highly satisfactory. The interviews with
the Czech Research Fund and the various projects reveal a diversified approach to dissemination
which covers a multitude of media, including traditional publications, electronic media, offensive
media approaches, conferences and seminars. In addition, the projects reflect an intention to adopt
the most relevant and effective means of communications by studying the effects of different ap-
proaches and tools on their own initiative.
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Impacts of research are a contested matter, not only in relation to the EEA/Norway

Grants, but in general. As the evaluator, we are therefore left with the impression that the
EEA/Norway grant has had a small but important impact on research in the Czech Republic. This is, of
course, due to the relatively small size of the funding in question, but also due to a considerable fo-
cus on bilateral relations. The researchers are driven by the desire to create excellent research to-
gether with their existing EEA/Norwegian partners or with newly identified partners based on their
reputation or given their research excellence.

Table A8-5 Have the funds/programmes or projects successfully led to impact?

O 4 The funds/programmes or projects have successfully led to the planned impacts, and any unplanned impacts
have not changed this view.

O3 The funds/programmes or projects have led to many of the planned impacts, and any unplanned impacts have
not changed this view significantly.

O 2 The funds/programmes or projects have led to some of the planned impacts only, and unplanned impacts
have not improved this view.

| O1 The funds/programmes or projects have not been successful in leading to impacts.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

The visibility of the EEA/Norway Grants is, again, subject to the relative size of the fund. In the gen-
eral, public research does not receive much attention, which is also the case for research supported
by the EEA/Norway Grants. Other parts of the EEA/Norway Grants directed at conservation of cul-
tural heritage do receive significantly more attention. However, accordingly to the project promoters
and the Czech Research Fund, the fund is, nevertheless, widely known and appreciated by the re-
search community, mainly as a tool for joint research activities, particularly with Norwegian partners.
According to the Czech Research Fund, they receive three times as many applications than they can
accommodate, indicating a healthy interest in the activities of the fund. The individual projects also
mention a general acknowledgment of the role of EEA/Grants within their own organisations as both
an important and significant funding possibility.

Table A8-6 How effective were dissemination efforts in making the EEA/Norway Grants visible?

O 4 The fund/programme manager or project holder had a strong focus on dissemination of findings to both direct
users/beneficiaries, and the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants have become highly visible.

O 3 The fund/programme manager or project holder carried out some dissemination of findings to both direct
users/beneficiaries, and some of the achievements of the EEA/Norway Grants have become visible.

O 2 The fund/programme manager or project holder undertook limited dissemination of findings, and the
achievements are only slightly visible.

| O1 Dissemination of fund/programme or project findings was not a central focus.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.
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Table A8-7

Impact/effectiveness of EEA/Norway Grants support to the Czech Republic

Focal Point and Intermediate Body

Fund/Programme managers

Czech project holders

EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Deliverables

Meeting all objectives.

Meeting all objectives.

Meeting all objectives.

Dissemination

Application of media activities.

Applying a multitude of means of
communication. The intention to
apply the most efficient. A signifi-
cant number of publications.

Impact

Fund too small to have significant
impact.

A substantial impact in relation to
bilateral relations in particular.

Highly effective core indicators
(patents, PhDs, publications). Pro-
jects often examples of excellent
research.

Visibility of EEA/Norway =

Research generally has less focus in

Well known in the research commu-

Grants the public eye. Well known in the nity. Highly recognised and appreci-
research community. ated in organisations with individual
research projects.
Source: Interviews with stakeholders.
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4. Efficiency

On the matter of efficiency, the feedback from all Czech interviewees is that the EEA/Norway Grants
are generally implemented as smoothly and efficiently as possible.

The requirements for good governance, however, are set at a certain level, which results in a number
of challenges for the project promoters and partners.

From the point of view of the Focal Point, the Czech Research Fund and the projects’ interaction with
the FMO level is always of high quality and is conducted in a positive and polite manner. However,
due to the administrative strains on the FMO, answering times have constituted a challenge for the
projects. We have the impression that this particular challenge will diminish as the administrative
burdens of the FMO are reduced. An interviewee proposed that future Regulation could leave more
room for interpretation by the Focal Point or Intermediate Body, thus reducing the strain on the
FMO.

Table A8-8 Was the EEA Norway Grants financial mechanism efficient in supporting achieve-
ments?

O 4 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was very efficient in supporting the achievements in academic
research.

O 3 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was fairly efficient in supporting achievements in academic
research.

O 2 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was only partially efficient in supporting the achievements in
academic research.

o1 The EEA/Norway Grants financial mechanism was not efficient in supporting the achievements in academic
research.
Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

Regarding the interaction between the Focal Point and/or intermediate body and the projects, the
impression was gained that the administration was of high quality and conducted in a polite butin a
rather strict way. More specifically, "double-reporting" by the individual projects was to take place
four times a year to the Focal Point and the relevant sector ministry was cumbersome. This, of
course, has to be viewed in a context where "double-reporting" is conduced where pre-finance is
provided by a sector ministry, and problems in connection with cash flow for the project have subse-
quently reduced significantly. Nevertheless, the real challenge in connection to reporting was the
financial aspect. Compliance with the Czech accounting rules has proved particularly troublesome.

Little can be done in relation to financial reporting - new rules are imminent which will bring Czech
legislation in the field of research funding more in line with the rules of the FP7 and similar funding
possibilities in other EU countries. This will probably result in fixed-rate based funding rather than on
the actual salaries paid to research staff. The challenges which are presented to the Czech project
promoters are much smaller than those of their counterparts in the Donor Countries, this being one
of the most significant factors currently hampering the Academic Research sector.

The Donor Country partners, which seem to be almost exclusively Norwegian, have serious troubles
accounting correctly for the EEA/Norway grants. EEA/Norway Grants are, by definition, to be consid-
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ered part of the Czech state budget, and hence Czech accounting rules and practises apply. This leads
to some frustration among the Norwegian partners, who have difficulties understanding why they
have to account in such a strict manner for "their own money". Examples exist of project partners
waiving their part of the funding due to the administrative burdens related to getting reimbursed.
Taking into account the crucial role of bilateral cooperation in the Academic Research sector, this
might prove to be the main barrier for further success of the fund in the Czech Republic.

The organisational set-up for administering the EEA/Norway grant is, as described above, essential to
ensure good governance, by introducing several layers of stakeholders in both the planning and im-
plementation of the calls. On the other hand, the system requires a dedicated effort insuring compli-
ance in terms of accounting and reporting. Even though this proved a challenge to the project, no
significant desire to change the existing set-up surfaced. The researchers and their support staff all
find a way to deal with these challenges - the participants in the group interview actually agreed that
they would like to retain the existing set-up.

Table A8-9  Was the Beneficiary efficient in implementing the project?

O 4 | The Beneficiary was very efficient in implementing the project.

| O3 ‘ The Beneficiary was fairly efficient in implementing the project.

| O 2 ‘ The Beneficiary was only partially efficient in implementing the project.

| O1 ‘ The Beneficiary was not efficient in implementing the project.

Source: Assessment of evaluator on the basis of desk study and interviews.

The EEA/Norway grant has other possibilities for improvements. A number of projects find it practi-
cally impossible to fit actual research activities within the time limits provided. Hence, to be able to
conduct medical research, for example, three years is the minimum time required in order to com-
plete the necessary consecutive trials. Another challenge is the level of pre-financing. Taking into
account the size of some of the project promoters and the liabilities connected to having a currency
which is not fixed to the Euro leaves the projects with some challenges. These challenges involve
dealing with currency fluctuations and expenditures in relation to securing loans to ensure cash flow.
A higher level of pre-financing would counter these uncertainties and non-reimbursable expendi-
tures. This might not be an unreasonable inclination, taking into account the high success rate of the
Czech projects in both applying all their funding according to the regulations and meeting the project
objectives. Finally, there was some discussion regarding the possibilities of operating the whole
grant in English (reporting, guidance etc.). This should be done to ease the interaction with the part-
ners from the Donor Countries. It was not possible to confirm whether this idea had the support of
all stakeholders.
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Table A8-10 Efficiency of EEA/Norway Grants support to the Czech Republic

Focal Point and Intermediate Body

Fund/Programme managers Czech project holders

EFTA (Norwegian) stakeholders

Donor

Sometimes of quality

Often long time before answer is
given by the FMO

Adequately designed priorities

Seek more flexibility in interpreta-
tion of the Regulation (thus reducing
the administrative burden on the
FMO)

Short operational period of program
(the Czech Research Fund) makes it
difficult to implement some re-
search projects

Beneficiary State

High level of governance

Projects highly efficient in meeting
objectives and indicators

Good interaction

Strict reporting demands

Well organised and correct
Time-consuming to report

Higher level of pre-financing would
reduce risk and non reimbursable
costs

Source:

Interviews with stakeholders.
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5. Sustainability

Regarding sustainability issues, responses in this evaluation have mainly been gathered from the
project level.

The interviews showed that sustainability is a concern of the project holders. Although the main fo-
cus is on the actual deliverables, these are often seen as important inputs for future cooperation and
further research.

A substantial number of articles has been publicised from the projects, ensuring both dissemination
of the results and provision of a basis for further R&I activities and cooperation with partners from
the Donor Countries.

Table A8-11 Do project outcomes sustain beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period?

O 4 The project outcomes and impacts are fully sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

O 3 | The project outcomes and impacts are partly sustainable beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co-funding period.

O 2 The project outcomes and impacts are sustainable only to a limited degree beyond the EEA/Norway Grants co