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Background paper 

to the ERAC Opinion on the development of an ERA Framework

This background paper is not to be considered as part of the ERAC Opinion. 

1. Introduction 
1.1 The European Research Area Framework in a global context
The developing competitive situation for Europe is getting increasingly tougher. In many areas, but certainly in research, education and innovation, the challenges and opportunities now created by the economic and social expansion in Asia, Latin and South America and Africa will redraw the map as we have known it for about two hundred years. 
The competitive potential within Europe remains impressive but we are yet to fully exploit it. There is significant room to build on the outcomes we have achieved to date, and obstacles to be overcome in doing that.

Europe cannot grow bigger. It is what it is in terms of population and natural resources and others already have much more of those. Europe may grow bigger economic muscles - but so can and will the competitors and, as we all know, they are now in a much better position to do that.

Do we meet the challenges by putting much more money into research? That would certainly be a positive action to take, but not enough by far and for the time being it does not even seem very likely. Although there may be the will, there will be budgetary challenges. 
Much has already been achieved by Member States (MS), Associated Countries (AC) and the European Commission (EC) since the Council endorsed the creation of the European Research Area (ERA) in 2000 and the start of the Ljubljana process
 in 2008. 
We have jointly achieved much greater research cooperation across Europe, at all levels. We have seen the establishment of the European Research Council
, the success of the mobility programmes under the Marie Curie Actions
, the development of the European Institute of Innovation and Technology
, increased partnership with researchers across Europe and enhanced cooperation on the creation of European research infrastructures. Over the last decade, substantial resources have been deployed through successive RTD
 Framework Programme initiatives, complemented by the Open Method of Coordination
 and, since 2008, increased political commitment from MS via the ERA partnership approach.  Despite progress achieved over the years in implementing the ERA, notably since 2007 through, inter alia, ERANET, ERANET+
, Article 185
, Joint Technology Initiatives
 and the nascent Joint Programming Initiatives (JPI)
, further steps are required to complete the ERA. 
There is much more that we can do together in building an ERA based on complementary and mutually reinforcing policies in the research space. The ERA is a long term goal which will be achieved in one form by 2014 but which will not then remain static. The goals we set now for the ERA should not be cast in stone but rather be targets on which we can build in achieving the aims of our shared Vision 2020
 which we agreed in 2008. Achieving Vision 2020 remains a highly relevant ambition and the ERA Framework is no doubt a necessary instrument to realise it.

Looking again at the global picture, we must find the answer to the question “What will make Europe stay relevant as a global player in research? “The answer should be to build on what we already have achieved, to harness our creativity and to improve the competitive strength of Europe, whilst respecting national diversity, by radically enhancing quality and efficiency.
To reiterate, the answer should be “radically enhancing quality and efficiency”.

These are two concepts of such fundamental importance to the work of scientific research that they can hardly be considered controversial among researchers themselves - but they have not yet played a significant role in the policy debate on the ERA. 
Regardless of whether we debate how to promote scientific infrastructures, mobility, cross-border coordination of programmes, cooperation between research performers or some other dimension of the ERA, we should look at the issues through the prisms of quality and efficiency, at national, regional and European levels, to make sure that we achieve major results in those areas. 

Closely connected to the issue of quality is competition. Competition is needed at all levels of research activities, whether it is competition between individual researchers at European level to achieve excellence, as in the European Research Council (ERC), or competition between industries both within the EU and between the EU and its major competitors. Diversity in the goals and forms of research funding can be a useful driver in creating this desirable competition, although a good balance between harmonisation and diversification must be reached.  
Whilst recognising that research is at the focal point of the ERA, the importance of strong links to the other parts of the Knowledge Triangle, innovation and education related to innovation, must be understood.
1.2 The international nature of science and its political environment
When considering the nature of science and the nature of the policy environment, there is value in focussing on a couple of aspects, rather different from each other. 
One aspect relates to the international character of research which is inherent in its nature, and aims to enable the most complete understanding of the principles upon which our world is based. These principles are generally valid in our physical world; therefore they do not have local or national characteristics. 
The other aspect relates to our shared goal of building a globally sustainable Europe with good living conditions and socio-economic circumstances for all its citizens.
Frontier research must always be seen – and judged – in the widest possible international context. It thrives in an environment which nurtures “open science” – the open and unfettered exchange of knowledge, ideas and skills throughout Europe and globally. The appearance on the political scene of the major societal challenges as objectives for research points in fact in the same direction, as successfully addressing them will require the fullest international co-operation. 
If we consider research of an applied nature or research closer to the market, the level of internationalisation depends on the discipline, the sector and the actors. Some applied research has a less general and less international character, responding to the needs of groups of customers who are often of a national or local nature. In areas dominated by multinational companies, the value a global approach is usually high but for smaller innovative firms there is often a need to be closer to the market.
The fundamentals of the European Union are peace and prosperity. The ambition to create a single European knowledge-based economy is a means to build global competitiveness for Europe and puts the implementation of the European Research Area right at the heart of the European political process. It is also the rationale for asking the question “What will enable Europe to remain relevant as a global player in research and innovation?”
The current tension between the international character of science and the largely national political frameworks in which we operate touches not only on the character of science, but also the whole philosophy by which different Member States approach the way they view the integration of the EU. This question is also about the way we would like to coordinate national and EU priorities and programmes for research and development and innovation. Nevertheless there are some obstacles which would exist no matter which approach would be taken.

Successful coordination and pooling of research efforts in the EU is closely linked to the facilitation of cooperation between and operation of research actors across national and regional borders. The emphasis should be on finding ways to enable transnational research and innovation, rather than on transnational funding per se.  
Internationalisation of research may be driven by the desire of researchers to access infrastructure and expertise so that they can achieve excellence in their research. Similarly, research funding allocations are made in order to create an environment to do better and more relevant research, meeting the strategic goals of research excellence and socio-economic gain. If the evidence shows that joint activities on a cross-border basis are the best way to achieve our strategic research agendas, funding is more likely to follow. Financial commitments will be forthcoming if the strategic agenda and projected resultant research and socio-economic outcomes are truly attractive and offer clear added value. By removing rigidities and increasing flexibility within the research system at regional, national and EU levels, we can avail of any additional opportunities afforded by closer transnational working. 
If appropriate levels of transnational collaborative research in the EU are to be reached, different challenges arise at two different levels: the policy level and the structural level.

Firstly, at the policy level, acknowledging that the first aim of national research policy is to contribute to social challenges and to competitiveness by building national research capacity and to address national research priorities, national resources can only be pooled for joint European initiatives if there is national will and where real added value can be shown. We all - be we politicians, policy makers, researchers, industrialists or other EU citizens - naturally tend to think firstly at national level before thinking at European or global levels. This reality applies to research policy and influences the level of priority being given to cross-border access to national research programmes and to pooling of national resources into European “common pots” for joint research activities, though it should be borne in mind that it is possible for national programmes to cooperate in ways which stop short of “common pot” approaches. The situation is complex as one must bear in mind that the responsibility for building national capacity for research will always be that of each individual country and investment at national levels is essential. Complementary and mutually reinforcing research capacity at both EU and national levels are also of fundamental importance for the Union and its MS. Individual countries need to retain their individual international activities based on national priorities as well, making the development of the external dimension of ERA a complex but very important issue.
Secondly, at the structural level, that of management and organisation, there are practicalities which must be addressed if we wish to achieve compatibility between national and EU research and innovation systems, requiring the continued building of trust, increases in our levels of confidence of success, increases in information exchange regarding processes and systems throughout the MS, AC and EU, and the overcoming of any obstacles to merging resources into “joint” schemes. In this context, it is important that the consequences for MS of actions at European level, which can impact their research capacities and capabilities, be understood.

In addition, it is for MS to optimise their own participation in European mechanisms, benefiting from structures such as ERAC, ERA groups, the Programme Committees of the Framework Programmes and COREPER
 and ensuring good communication at all levels within and from/to MS.

In working together to achieve increased socio-economic benefit from excellent European research, we also need to consider the issue of what is meant by the European Research Area and how we will know when we have achieved it. This is addressed in the next section.
2. Definitions and objectives for the ERA
When the European Council, in February 2011, committed the EU Member States to “completing the European research area by 2014”, the issue of the definition and objectives for the ERA became highly pertinent. 

ERA has come to mean a variety of things, some wider in scope than others - and the Commission itself has not been entirely consistent in its use of the terminology. As a result, the ERA objectives are not obvious either, or rather there are multiple ERA objectives. 
Legally the key definition of the ERA is that contained in the Lisbon Treaty of 2009
. The central Article 179(1) is close to the original “Fifth Freedom” language as it developed after the first formal launch of the ERA in 2000 and has been confirmed more recently by the European Council (February 2011)
.  
Subsequent Articles add a degree of further definition and mention the need for coordination between EU and Member States
 but still leave a great deal open to interpretation given that the Treaty elsewhere states that Member States will not lose their competence in the research field. In fact many of the issues related to the “five axes plus” ERA are matters of national competence. 

The ERA in its widest sense could be seen as the overarching policy umbrella for the Innovation Union, Horizon 2020
 and even, to some extent, for national strategies in MS and AC. ERAC notes that the Commission has made the choice to make the completion of ERA a specific commitment of the Innovation Union
, within the wider context of Horizon 2020.

 At the level of implementation, clarity will be needed in the relationships between measures to implement the ERA and measures to implement these other strategic policy initiatives. For example, the exact relationship between the ERA and the Horizon 2020 programme (also mandated in the Treaty) as a mechanism of the ERA, is vaguely defined - a point of particular relevance given the funding implications.  A complication in the current context, but a matter of political reality, is the timing: the Horizon 2020 funding programme will be proposed and negotiated before the wider policy framework offered by the ERA Framework. There therefore needs to be a greater degree of flexibility within Horizon 2020 than in previous Framework Programmes to enable the optimisation of the parallel and complementary working of these two policy mechanisms, Horizon 2020 and the ERA Framework.
It may be worth noting, against the background of the Lisbon Treaty, that there could be two different sorts of ERA or an ERA somewhere in between. We could have an ERA based principally on “hard” legislative measures or an ERA based more on “soft”, non-legislative measures such as incentives. In the presence of clear evidence of obstacles, issue-specific soft-law or, if truly justified, legally binding measures could be considered to step up the development of the ERA.  However, the ERA also needs to be structured in ways which do not preclude future initiatives aimed at creating a more ambitious ERA defined in terms of a "single market for knowledge capital" or a single knowledge economy, open as one entity to contributions from other parts of the world. 
When shaping the framework for the ERA, it is also important to accept that the world has moved on since the ERA was launched in 2000 - not least in the much greater emphasis on the need for interaction between research, higher education and innovation – the Knowledge Triangle. The changing global landscape also calls for an external dimension. The need for relevance and efficiency in the European science and innovation system – seeking higher impact from unchanged levels of investment – is also much higher in the current times of fiscal austerity, and, depending on economic developments in the near future, may in fact increase. 
Currently we are working with an established agenda based on the five axes in the Ljubljana process
, which represent genuine and well-accepted priority areas and which the Innovation Union initiative embraces while expanding them in some directions. We need to bear in mind that it is still early to evaluate the impact of actions related to these axes, which only started in 2008/2009, while at the same time there is a clear need to step up our efforts as time is scarce. The ERA Framework in the short term could focus on the five axes, but with a considerably higher degree of mutual interaction and coherence whilst also taking into account, much more than before, the strengthening of the Knowledge Triangle and the exploitation of results.
3. Leverage the research potential of Member States, increase knowledge transfer and promote inclusiveness

Is there an untapped potential which can be achieved through better coherence, links and interactions between MS, AC and EU research, innovation and education policies?

The European research and innovation policy environment comprises the RTD&I
 policies of the European Union, the Member States and the Associated Countries, as well as, in many cases, the policies of European regions. At each level, these policies aim to address the needs and priorities of their respective constituencies. This brings policy decisions close to the beneficiaries, according to the principle of subsidiarity, and it has clearly served the purposes of capacity building and the development of the knowledge and innovation base.

At the same time, it is also evident that there is still potential to grow and strengthen the much needed links and coherence between the different levels of research policy: national, regional and European. The opportunities are clear: better use of resources, building on what Europe has already achieved, solving problems together which we cannot solve alone, and timely exploitation of knowledge. The challenges of achieving the appropriate level of coherence are manifold, most of them linked to geographical and legal restrictions on the different policies and programmes: 
· the varied socio-economic and cultural conditions where these policies apply, 
· the balance needed between supporting priorities agreed at European level and those of national interest,
· linking research and innovation actions 
· the practical issues of operating programmes across borders and levels, amongst others, 
but also – as previously indicated – 
· for legitimate reasons derived from national policies and priorities established by Member States through their national political processes.

The diagnosis of the consequences of continuing in the current way is broadly accepted: the diversity within Europe leads to a healthy competition but at the same time there can also be both incomplete coverage in some areas and unwanted duplication of effort in others, thereby lowering the competitiveness of the scientific and industrial capacity of Europe in the global arena. In times of increased global competition and increased fiscal austerity, it is even more important to get better value for money at policy and programming level by combining our forces, as ERAC has emphasised previously
. 

ERAC therefore sees a clear need to derive higher added value from combined and complementary actions at regional, national and European levels across research and innovation within the public and private sectors, in other words, to ensure complementarity and mutual reinforcement of research and innovation efforts, capturing the research and technological potential and performance of the MS and AS, and thus of the EU as a whole, and promoting inclusiveness. 
Inclusiveness

Actions which promote inclusiveness aim to widen the excellence base of the EU and of its policies and across fields of knowledge and to ensure that Europe is using all its intellectual capital. Inclusiveness actions seek to increase the numbers of researchers, institutions and territories participating in the ERA without diluting the pursuit of quality and excellence. Therefore, inclusiveness is driven by the promotion of excellence in the ERA through the improvement of the conditions allowing larger cohorts of researchers in the public and private sectors access to EU programmes, not by any wealth or GDP-related criteria. 

Evidence
 clearly shows that there are large groups of territories with significantly lower participation in EU RTD&I programmes than the EU average, although the causes for this vary widely from case to case. Although this lower RTD&I intensity is often linked to the relative overall economic performance of the country or region, this is not always the case, as many regions with average EU-GDP still show lower than expected levels of participation.  
The level of participation by less RTD&I intensive MS, AC and regions may raise concerns that the EU as a whole could fall short of adequately using its capacity, either in infrastructure or in human capital. Such a situation is unfavourable to European research and should be addressed. Taking a global perspective, Europe, despite being the third largest economy in the World, has not achieved the desired level of competitive advantage relative to other global players, such as the US, Japan or the BRIC countries. It needs to use all of its potential to address this and to reach the required level of competitiveness.

The use of Structural Funds to develop the RTD capacities of these territories, mainly for research infrastructure and cluster development, needs also to be complemented with other actions that do not target only Cohesion Regions. Complementary incentives from competitiveness funds and supporting actions, which also might require legislative changes as compared to the current budget period, may be useful to consider. 
Cohesion policy provides pathways for MS to grow their research excellence and economic competitiveness.  In the next funding period, MS and the Commission should work together to ensure that the best use is made of these funds, in parallel with and building on all aspects of Horizon 2020. The targeted use of cohesion funds for research should more strongly support the participation of less RTD&I intensive countries and regions.  In particular, these countries and regions should be encouraged to use the cohesion (structural) funds and/or Smart Growth Funds that are already at their disposal as a contribution to JPIs or other forms of transnational co-operations (notably research infrastructures)and any necessary modifications in the regulations concerning the use of these funds should be made to facilitate their use in this way.

Within the ERA Framework, we also need to be clear about the relations between the ERA MS, AC and third countries, taking into account that some of these countries are often considered as benchmarks for EU countries and the ERA. Furthermore, we may need to build our capacity to engage in international co-operations which no one or combination of MS and AC can achieve alone.  Such collaborations must be focussed and clear in their goals and targets and provide clear added value to the ERA. International co-operation should take place on a needs-only basis and should be facilitated, not forced. In the context of third countries, as well as MS and AC, the role of INCO should not be forgotten but should form part of an integrated approach to international co-operation. 

How to realise better (multi-level) governance – the current framework

The most relevant facet of the multi-dimensional challenge described above is governance: how to ensure that the different policies, programmes and initiatives in Europe both serve the needs of the respective constituencies and, at the same time, contribute to the higher objective of a more competitive and socio-economically sustainable Europe? How can the EU, MS and AC achieve appropriate connections between the respective policies and programmes so that they perform coherently and consistently in addressing national and regional priorities, at the same time contributing to overall EU objectives, such as the Europe 2020 Strategy
 and the building and consolidation of the ERA?

To answer this question, in addition to recalling earlier relevant ERAC opinions
, it is worthwhile describing the existing EU framework of obligations and/or guidelines which require national regulations in RTD&I to be consistent with, or at least oriented towards, EU policies and objectives. 

Firstly, a provision for research policy has existed in the Treaty for many years, stipulating the need for mutual consistency in the policies of the EU and Member States in their RTD activities
. The implementation of this article is, however, rather weak. 

Secondly, a more recent political instrument, put in place in the context of the EU 2020 Strategy, is that of the National Reform Programmes (NRPs). These form a basis for the European Semester and require, from MS, the identification of national objectives to be attained by 2020 (with intermediate mid-term objectives in 2015)
. Member States are expected to design their NRPs and the initiatives to be deployed to achieve them – and to contribute to the high level objectives - consistent with the objectives set out in the Europe 2020 Integrated Guidelines
. These Integrated Guidelines offer high level, ERA-relevant guidance for MS in developing policies geared towards optimising support for R&D and innovation, strengthening the Knowledge Triangle and unleashing the potential of the digital economy
. 

In addition, a diagnostic tool for research and innovation policies, as an annex to the Innovation Union Flagship Initiative
, was proposed by the European Commission. Member States were invited to carry out self assessments based on the policy features in this tool and to identify key challenges and critical reforms as part of their National Reform Programmes. Progress is being monitored in the framework of integrated economic coordination (the 'European Semester')
, and the usefulness of the tool is being tested in the Peer Review cycle on national policy mixes in research and innovation, under the guidance of ERAC. 

Some countries, seeing the potential benefits of greater national alignment with European policies, have indeed already incorporated into their legislation on RTD&I the need to strategically orient national, regional and EU objectives.  

Directions for development beyond the current framework – options for discussion

In achieving the aim of improving coherence between national, regional and EU policies two possible routes could be considered and middle ground between them. 

Firstly, coherence in the governance and funding of national, regional and EU research and science systems might be achieved through European legislation
. Introducing EU level legislation which would then have to be implemented in national legislation across the MS is, however, likely to be a very complex and lengthy process, inter alia in relation to the diversity of national research and innovation systems. While legislation remains a powerful tool which has its place in Europe and should not be discounted at the outset, it should be very much kept as a last resort as its introduction is not widely supported by MS except in cases of absolute need.
Although it is generally accepted that some common rules should be implemented in order to harmonize the governance of the ERA activities, care must be taken that the resulting regulatory approach is not too heavy, as a rigid top down legislative approach runs the risk of penalising “early movers” by seeking to impose approaches which may be less “open” than their current national practices or at least are hard to reconcile with them.  Therefore, these MS which have already adopted good practices should be given the role of standard setters, and not to be forced to accept a harmonised system based on a lowest common denominator.  Instead, the rules should encourage the development of new co-operation models and innovative solutions.  
The value of European legislation should be monitored and reviewed on an ongoing basis. The review of national legislations relevant to the achievement of ERA now being undertaken by the EC can be anticipated to provide insights into the current legislative situation across Europe. 

There may be a need for more or less regulation within Europe depending on the circumstances. On the one hand, the MS may consider removing EU legislation which impacts on the research community and reduces European global competitiveness. On the other hand, we should recognise that in some cases there are good reasons to establish barriers to unregulated cross-border research (e.g. in biomedical research there are barriers arising from the regulations surrounding patient confidentiality and access to clinical samples and records; these regulations exist for the protection of patients, but they are nonetheless barriers to cross-border clinical research). In any case, a further identification of any legislation which may be hampering European research, outside the research policy domain, would be worthwhile as a basis for further reflection in connection with the ERA Framework.
Secondly, coherence in the governance and funding of national, regional and EU research and innovation systems could be achieved by strategically designing MS and EU research programmes to be complementary and mutually reinforcing. So far, Joint Programming Initiatives, together with other instruments mobilising national resources (ERA-Nets, Article 185) are the main MS-led EU research initiatives which operate in this manner.

The Joint Programming process launched in 2008, with its focus on research addressing societal challenges, has in many cases the potential to contribute to the wider innovation agenda and, in that context, also to education measures. The process for JPIs could be broadened to include the objective that national, regional and EU programmes would be formulated in such a way as would enable their better interaction, articulation and ultimately alignment with other national, regional and EU programmes. The development of shared perspectives and visions, in parallel with the definition of strategic research and innovation agendas should be supported. The collaborative experiences of ESFRI in developing and creating infrastructure, with potential for long term impact, under the ESFRI “roadmap”, supported by the ERIC legal instrument, offer an inspiring example in this regard. 

In striving to reach the goal of coherence through strategic alignment of national, regional and EU programmes, some challenges have already been identified. Programming initiatives to date at EU level have tended to result in ad hoc instruments with a wide variety of arrangements governing their design and functioning. In future, compatibility could be pursued though voluntary agreements between research and innovation funding agencies on a range of issues, e.g. using compatible terminology and common or similar mechanisms for evaluation and selection and systems for management and audit.  The Framework Conditions agreed in the GPC offer useful pointers in this regard. In certain cases, where participants agree, this could lead to a more formal opening up of national programmes.
Any broadening of the scope of the Joint Programming process along these lines would obviously call for close scrutiny, and probably revision of the ERA governance, including also the issue of ensuring the necessary interaction between the Member State-led processes and the EU funding programmes. In seeking to remove barriers to the development of the ERA, we should be careful to avoid creating new barriers in terms of conditionality for participation in the joint development of common strategic research and innovation agendas, e.g. through requirements for up front financial commitments. Funding commitments would follow at appropriate stages of implementation.

It is important to recognise the potential that the EU funding programmes could have in stimulating this process for reaching greater compatibility and the use of shared mechanisms. Some evidence exists that EU programmes are already acting as a driver in this, and the possibility that EU programmes may come to represent an increasingly large percentage of the total amount of research funding available in Europe over the coming years may well further increase this role. The inclusion of major societal challenges as objectives to be addressed by the EU programmes may have the same effect.

Based on reciprocity, drivers for the opening up of national research funding programmes include:

· Using non-national excellence to compensate for capabilities / skills / capacities (e.g. infrastructures, human resources) which are missing or insufficient at national level;

· Strengthening existing indigenous capacity through collaboration; and

· Exploiting non-national capabilities in the pursuit of national goals.

It is for each MS to determine its national strategy for research funding across borders. The Commission can facilitate the exchange of experiences and good practice in this area. Efforts to show genuine added-value of joint activities should be encouraged as appropriate, keeping in mind that there are two different things: commitment to preparation of strategic agenda (strategic level) and commitment to implement the plan (financial commitments).  Financial commitments will normally come only if the joint strategic plan is sufficiently attractive and brings clear added value. 

The potential for increased coherence of policies to meet shared goals can be reinforced not just through funding but also through a range of appropriate incentive mechanisms: activities to foster exchange of good practice, reward and recognition schemes such as labels of excellence, support for strategic planning in the start-up phase, access to shared data and facilities, early access to funding, added value services, amongst others. Important horizontal policies that would benefit particularly from this increased coherence would be in areas of infrastructure and mobility of researchers, together with an improved capacity for cross-border financing of projects. 

The ERA needs seamless and fluent interactions between different policies, mainly between research and innovation, but also, and equally important, with higher education. The current situation, though, is one where there are still many silos and significant barriers between these three policy areas. 

These barriers stem from a wide range of causes including, among others
: 

· The different responsibilities and roles at EU level; 

· Likewise at national level, they have traditionally been the remits of different bodies, often in competition for budgetary resources; 

· Difficulties linked to the different nature and needs of the stakeholders involved in research and innovation; 

· A weak innovation culture both in society and in public sector institutions - in particular in the university sector.

In this context it should be noted that policies on higher education institutions both at EU and national levels tend to cover both education and research activities, obviously reflecting the character of these institutions. According to a recent study, about 70% of total university income comes from government allocations.   Education is also essentially a matter of national or even sub-national competence. While policies should respect national and sub-national competence in education and the independence of higher education institutions, this points to the need to develop comprehensive approaches to inspire and support cross-border cooperation between research performing organisations.
It is also clear that while new policies both at the EU and MS level are focussing on linking research and innovation policies, the three elements of the Knowledge Triangle move at different rates. The higher education policy domain in particular seems still to lag behind when it comes to its being part of a comprehensive approach through the Knowledge Triangle and therefore in its contribution to the benefits which this approach may yield in the long run, mainly in assuring that Europe will have the intellectual capital needed to ensure its competitiveness in the global arena
. Promising initiatives like “proof of concept” of the ERC and the EIT have shown possible approaches. At the same time, the full potential benefit will be achieved only if this model to promote the use of knowledge pervades EU and national policies with a sufficient degree of capillarity.

On the side of research and innovation, initiatives may be usefully deployed to foster the implementation of innovative public procurement initiatives, as well as the making available of venture capital on trans-border operations. 

As indicated above, there are opportunities for the governance structures of the ERA to foster much needed interactions by mapping more strongly onto the Knowledge Triangle, at all ERA governance levels. The same can be said about many MS and regional policies where there are opportunities for increased interconnections between different policies.
Starting in 2008, some steps have been taken to develop ERA governance. More is needed, not necessarily in terms of structural changes but in the long term development of policy initiatives and in the implementation and evaluation of decisions taken. At European level this would require sufficient facilities and support by the European Commission, as has been illustrated for example by GPC.
On national and regional levels, the variations in governance are very considerable, often for good reasons. However, since the details build the totality, to achieve both quality and efficiency in decision-making, it is desirable that strong requirements in connectivity and interaction are met. This is primarily a matter for national political considerations, but such connectivity will normally be a point for assessment in the European Semester, based on the national reform programmes, and country-specific recommendations if necessary.
4. Data gathering, evaluation and monitoring of the ERA 

It is of profound importance that ERA-relevant information, across many different levels and in many systems, is linked in a seamless manner and easily accessible; and that there is a structured, visible and well-accepted system of monitoring the ERA and its objectives. Until this is the case, it will remain difficult to argue on an evidence base in favour of any further European integration of research, innovation and higher education. To this end, the ERA Framework should identify realistic milestones and timelines to be achieved across the EU research policy system. Goals in the short-, medium- and long-term should be set across the background of existing measurement and good practice at European and global levels (such as OECD) and should be characterised by appropriate levels of flexibility. Monitoring and evaluation of the ERA should not impose an excessive workload on the research or policy communities but should be set at a level suited to tracking progress, using comparable datasets, in a timely manner against identified targets and timings.  
ERA-relevant information can currently be found on different levels, from policy-making to research, in many systems which are not linked to each other e.g. ERA Portal, CORDIS, ERAWATCH, NETWATCH, as well as different national systems. Information which is difficult or impossible to access is equivalent to no information at all. Within the ERA there is clear room for improvement, linking the information available within the ERA, and also with that of the other Knowledge Triangle pillars, and especially between research and innovation relevant information systems
. In addition, information systems for European higher education are not well-connected to research- and innovation-related information systems.

To increase the efficiency, the transparency and the coordination of all European initiatives inside the ERA, communication channels across the different initiatives must be improved by the Commission (relying where appropriate on the timely supply of accurate information from MS and AC), for instance, by creating a unique information window to follow the development of initiatives practically in real time (a web open-access window).  There is a need to increase the information exchange and coordination between different types of transnational research e.g. research infrastructures, JPIs, but also between MS and AC. Transparency and the coordination of all European initiatives inside the ERA will benefit from improvement in the EC-based communication channels across the different initiatives, using tools such as ERAWATCH
 and NETWATCH, and by amalgamating, terminating and developing other tools as required.

There is also a lack of a commonly accepted monitoring of ERA development. Monitoring and evaluation tools for measuring progress against the initial objectives of the ERA have, by and large, not been systematically defined, or they cannot be used, since clear and specific/operational objectives for the ERA have not been formulated from the outset. At country level, there is scope to increase the number of programmes using mutual recognition of evaluations and project selection processes e.g. that a transnational project is only assessed in one country and not evaluated twice (or more).
Comprehensive evaluation and impact metrics and criteria should be developed for cross-border collaborative efforts, so that there can be an objective assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of these mechanisms, taking particular account of its impact on the society, competitiveness and economic growth.  Potential contribution to full utilisation of intellectual capital of all MS should also be taken into account. In addition, all opportunities for exchange of good practice and mutual learning within cross-border operation should be encouraged and availed of.

The ERA Framework proposal should clarify how the EU should further develop the activities in the area of ERA related information and monitoring, in relation to the forthcoming ERA Framework and the Horizon 2020 programme, taking into account the Expert Group set up in the past and its recommendations. One area for consideration is that setting long-term objectives (7-10 years) for the FP and ERA programmes would facilitate harmonisation of the national research and innovation programmes with agreed EU objectives.

Also, it is important to stress that an adequate monitoring of ERA progress could be a transparent and open tool to establish incentives and rewards as an important driver to help the appropriate elements of national and regional policies to move progressively towards more open, inclusive, and interconnected systems suitably aligned with the overall objectives of the ERA.

In order to make this work as successful as possible and to ensure that the information is used in an optimal way, stakeholders at different levels need to be involved both in contributing to the identification of what information would be particularly useful and in delivering such information. A major issue is how these stakeholders can be identified and how they best should be involved (structures, processes). In addition, one must consider how to translate the available ERA-relevant information to a robust ERA monitoring and evaluation framework at political level.

It is worth noting that ESFRI has a mandate to develop an evaluation methodology for pan-European research infrastructures. Its goal is to develop an evaluation scheme and criteria which could also be used a guideline for evaluation of national and regional research infrastructures. There is a need in this to develop a simple set of common definitions and principles between the EU, MS and AC.
5. Specific ERA initiatives and their inputs

The four ERA-related groups and ESFRI have, as requested by the Council on 31 May 2011
, contributed to the preparation of the ERAC Opinion via working arrangements agreed with the Chairs of these groups. These inputs reflect consensual views by Member States and Associated Countries, notwithstanding their individual positions. 

The main issues identified and possible remedies are described hereafter. 

Cross-cutting issues

It can in particular be noted that policy domains tackled by one group in a number of cases relate to and occasionally may overlap with those addressed by other ERA Groups. According to the mandate of ERAC it would be the aim of the Committee to harmonise these complementary inputs. 

In this regard, ERAC notes also the link between the SFIC (with its observations on limited mobility and on research career initiatives between the EU/Member States and third countries and its recommendation to better use the existing Visa Directive) and the Knowledge Transfer group (with its recommendation to address KT issues in the context of mobility of researchers, for instance in the form of standard minimum KT conditions applicable for researchers, graduate students and visiting researchers moving from one country to another in the ERA).

The activities proposed by SFIC are very extensive and ambitious and would require substantial resources and coordination. From a governance point of view, there are two important aspects: firstly, there is a need to define clearly between SFIC activities and international aspects of the activities of other, more “theme-specific” groups, such as GPC, ESFRI etc.; and secondly there is a need to ensure that SFIC activities really add value to national activities.  

International activities should as much as possible be integrated into the theme-specific activities and focus in particular on countries/regions where MS/AC agree to join forces. In addition, one obstacle to implementation of an EU international strategy is that few MS have a national strategy for the international dimension. There is a need for peer learning and the exchange of experiences on developing national strategies for international cooperation. 

Human Resources and Mobility

Among the prerequisites for realising a successful and competitive ERA, the free mobility of researchers, a critical mass of skilled researchers, gender balance, and the attractiveness of  the research profession rank very high. 
The SGHRM identifies areas, where improvement is realistically achievable and can significantly contribute to removing obstacles which may hinder the implementation of the above mentioned core-prerequisites of the ERA. 
These areas are i) Doctoral training; ii) Recruitment in public research institutions; iii) Research career structure and iv) Social Security (incl. supplementary pension fund). 

The planning of the work by the SGHRM, indicating that by April 2012, policy “products” will be transformed into policy packages which could inter alia represent building blocks of the ERA Framework, may need further explanation, also in relation to the overall planning of the ERA Framework. ERAC notes that the SG HRM has not suggested, in contrast with the other groups, how Horizon 2020 could offer incentives in these areas. 

Clarification is needed on how measures in these areas, other than funding incentives, will impact on the relations between national administrations and universities and other public research organisations, against the background of their autonomy of ongoing and new reform processes to strengthen this autonomy further. Much of the reform needed in the area of mobility and cross-border co-operation, doctoral training, career structures and gender equality relates to the updated EU agenda for modernisation of Europe’s higher education system, as recently proposed by the European Commission
 
Joint Programming, cross-border operations and transnational research 

The two main dimensions highlighted by GPC contain many interesting recommendations, touching on fundamental aspects of European and national research policy. 

Firstly, the ERA Framework should stimulate development of an effective EU research and innovation policy strategy for cross-border cooperation on the grand societal challenges, with structures and processes to design, implement and monitor policy actions, strengthening world class research in a coordinated manner at and between MS/AC and EU levels and with other policy areas. At the same time, it must be ensured that research and innovation activities undertaken within Joint Programming initiatives are firmly rooted in society and responsive to its needs.

Secondly, to encourage wider participation by MS/AC, and in particular by small and by less RD&I intensive MS/AC and regions, in Joint Programming initiatives, supporting measures aiming for effective alignment, implementation and coordination of their research and innovation programmes should be available at the EU level.

Three of the more specific recommendations could be noted: 

Firstly, while in some areas different national funding systems may create desirable competition, a good balance and a good division of work between European, national and regional levels should be pursued, according to GPC. It is likely, however, that such balance would be different vertically – across the disciplines, and horizontally – across the MS/AC, and along the innovation cycle(s), and should be established on a case-by-case basis. 

Secondly, MS/AC could be supported to ensure that the national legal mandates, rules and procedures enable cross-border research and innovation activities and do not present any barriers to those activities. 

Thirdly, GPC also highlights the potential role of the Commission which should include support and provision of incentives for joint development of strategic research and innovation agendas, and coordination and implementation of joint programmes, enabling transnational research and innovation rather than enabling transnational funding for its own sake.

Knowledge transfer 

 The KT Group put its emphasis on remedies and successful actions as important obstacles (political attention, scattered IP-initiatives, lack of IP-strategy, lack of efficient KT-mechanism,.. ) had been identified in earlier papers. 
In particular there is need for tools, actions and a common strategy, building upon the major achievements with regard to knowledge transfer and management of IP already attained in Europe during the last decade, while seeking to address areas where progress has been insufficient. 
The necessary legal framework and financial support schemes are already in place or under development. It would however help to clear the remaining obstacles if the questions and understanding of the processes of professionalising knowledge transfer and IP management were developed more fully at a political level. To this end, the IP Recommendation appears to be an effective tool to achieve progress and voluntary harmonisation by the means of best practice examples rather than centralised European legislation. 

There is also scope to investigate further incentives for a broader and faster implementation of IP Recommendation aiming at professionalizing IP management at PROs in order to enable European PROs to be the most competitive and attractive (valuable) partners worldwide.

Against this background, the group suggests more specifically the following solutions and possible policy measures:

Mainstreaming of the KT contribution to ERA Framework with ongoing IPR initiatives: a certification scheme for public research organisations (RPOs) should be created with the aim of improving the collaboration between PROs and industry.

Measures to remove obstacles: It could be advantageous to address KT issues in the context of mobility of researchers, for instance in the form of standard minimum KT conditions applicable for researchers and graduate students as well as for visiting researchers moving from one country in the ERA to another. The aim would also be to establish similar conditions for the handling of IP in bilateral agreements on RTD&I between countries, enabling reciprocal, equitable treatment of a particular country’s own nationals engaged in research in a bilateral partner country. Secondly, existing initiatives and various players in the area of IP and KT should be linked and work together closely in order to create pool of information useful for all stakeholders interested in IP and KT matters. Thirdly, Horizon 2020 and IP Recommendation implementation should be bridged by supporting and rewarding future Horizon 2020 participants having proper IP strategy in place. 
Collaborative measures enabling efficient KT and impact of research results: The KT Group will develop and disseminate guidelines for efficient KT/IP management in ERA
 (and MS) collaborative activities, contribute to the development of a European globally competitive and comprehensive IP policy and promote the implementation of early intermediary broker schemes (services and/or funds) enabling researchers to find industry partners.

A robust IP Regime in ERA: Worldwide competition should be taken into consideration and the role multinational corporations play regarding IP in countries outside of ERA. Their interests need to be balanced against the interests of Europe and its taxpayers to receive a fair return on their investment in form of a strengthened Europe and to avoid the uncontrolled loss of know-how to countries outside of ERA.

International cooperation

SFIC proposes a comprehensive and integrated package of common research and innovation policies for the implementation of the international dimension of the ERA Framework. To this end, SFIC strongly supports, as main recommendation, a paradigm shift with the design of a coherent European strategy for international S&T cooperation with clear European added value: the EDERA (External Dimension of the European Research Area) Strategy. The strategy as such should be based on and bring forward the following sub-set of recommendations and should have the goal to achieve tangible impact at all levels (researchers, institutions and companies, policy-makers):

Firstly, the development of a common methodology for priority setting and the implementation of a trustful analysis on ongoing activities, i.e. mapping exercise focusing on existing instruments and areas for European added-value. 

Secondly, the development of a better policy mix with enhanced coherence to reap the benefits of the international dimension of ERA allowing avoidance of duplication and rationalisation of efforts, reflecting towards economic impact and efficiency gains. 

Thirdly, the anchoring of collaboration (and concentration of resources from some national schemes as well as from Horizon2020) for applied research and innovation into a limited set of consensually agreed grand/societal challenges or specific themes particular to some partners incorporating all stakeholders from the research and innovation ecosystem. 

Fourthly, Horizon2020 should be used in a more pro-active manner in promoting cooperation between EU and third countries with a clear space and means dimension, by giving incentives, added-value to European - third country cooperation in all levels of activities: researchers, institutions, research funding bodies, policy-makers, etc.

Fifthly, the prioritisation of long term sustainable cooperation models with third countries including research projects focusing on specific societal/grand challenges, mobility and visa measures in the international dimension of ERA. 

Sixthly, the involvement of SFIC in regular contacts with research and innovation stakeholders as well as the creation of potential synergies with a broader range of stakeholders from other related areas (i.e. industry, services, education). Related to this, there is a need for enhanced visibility of the role of SFIC and the showcase of ERA as an effective and attractive RTDI cooperation partner, with a strong forward-looking coherent profile.

The SFIC activities are very extensive and ambitious and would require substantial resources and coordination to be implemented. From a governance point of view there are two important aspects; firstly there is a need to define clear repartition with regards to SFIC-activities and international aspects in other ‘theme’ specific activities, such as GPC, ESFRI etc, secondly there is a need to ensure that SFIC activities really add value to national activities.  

International activities should as much as possible be integrated in all the ‘theme’ specific activities and focus in particular on countries/regions where MS agree to join forces. In addition, one obstacle to implementation of a EU international strategy is that few MS have a national strategy for the international dimension. There is a need for Peer Learning and exchange of experiences on developing national strategies for international cooperation. 

Research infrastructures

ESFRI develops a joint vision and a common strategy on new and  existing pan-European and global research infrastructures; including regularly updated Roadmaps, reports and criteria as tools for planning and implementation. Since the publication of the first roadmap in 2006 and its updates in 2008 and 2010 50 projects out of 260 proposals have been identified. 10 of the actual 48 projects on the 2010 roadmap are already in the implementation phase; another sixteen projects proceeding so well that the start of their implementation could be envisaged before the end of 2012. ESFRI is committed to support the implementation of as many RIs on the roadmap as possible in a timely manner, and thus contributing to the commitment in the “Europe 2010 Flagship Initiative – Innovation Union” which stated that “By 2015, Member States together with the Commission should have completed or launched the construction of 60 % of the priority European Research Infrastructures currently identified by the European Strategy Forum for Research Infrastructures (ESFRI)”. ESFRI is at the beginning of a new crucial phase towards realising this benchmark in a  changed political context (economic crisis but also roadmaps prepared in nearly all MS and Associated Countries) and changed ESFRI (rules and procedures; new members). 
ESFRI highlights as major bottlenecks for the implementation process:
1. Not providing (sustainable) funding appeared the single most important bottleneck for most ESFRI projects. The need for a framework which provides guidance regarding European funding (e.g. framework programmes versus structural funds and funding of coordination costs at European level), national (co-) funding via e.g. the research councils and private funding was evident.

2. Many projects struggle with and need support and guidance in legal matters in mainly two respects:

a. Settling legal status, particularly regarding European Research Infrastructure Consortia (ERIC);

b. Many (distributed) facilities face comparable Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) issues (e.g. inter-operability, standardisation and open access).

3. The lack of coordination between the various levels and actors was a further issue.

Other items than implementation which should be dealt with by ESFRI are increasing the regional and international cooperation, increasing cooperation with industry and setting the timing for an update of the roadmap. 

ESFRI has also described in a systematic way all obstacles in the ERA with relevance for infrastructures, including those in the other ERA axis. The specific recommendations clearly support the input by the other group and the overall analysis and recommendations by ERAC, notably those on the need for increased coordination between Member States' and Associated Countries' research activities. 

In order to address these obstacles, and to find solutions and take possible political measures, ESFRI has discussed an overall strategy to develop the European Research Area, and Research Infrastructures in particular. A reinforced role of ESFRI should be directed towards active coordination concerning:
· cooperation including priority setting between projects and the local (e.g. Working Group on Regional Issues) as well as the national governments (from Working Group on Implementation via ESFRI Forum up to the Competitiveness Council);

· thematic cooperation between the projects in the different areas of the ESRFI roadmap but also increased coordination with the Joint Programming Initiatives (JPI);

· issue-related cooperation between the projects (in relation to the identified bottlenecks e.g. governance, funding, IPR) possibly within the Working Group on Implementation with the aim to find solutions;

· international cooperation and finally,

· cooperation with industry.

To support the implementation still further, ESFRI has set up a Working Group on Implementation which will in cooperation between ESFRI delegates, the coordinators of ESFRI projects and experts monitor the implementation of projects and the development of RI in ERA. 

ESFRI is seeking to strengthen regional access to Research Infrastructures by encouraging collaboration between existing and proposed Research Infrastructures and specific regional ones (so-called “Regional Partner Facilities”). 

ESFRI is also elaborating a methodology for an evaluation of new as well as existing Research Infrastructures. This will be an important contribution to the development of ERA, if national authorities would be convinced to use a common set of criteria for their own evaluation procedures.

Finally, ESFRI also calls for a closer cooperation between ESFRI and the European Research Organisations (such as EIROForum, EUROHORCS, EARTO, ESF and others) as well as with the Joint Research Centres, is of broader relevance for the development of the ERA.

______________
� This background to the ERAC opinion has been prepared under the responsibility of the Chair of the ERAC Steering Board with input from the Steering Group for Human Resources and Mobility (SGHRM), the High Level Group for Joint Programming (GPC), the Strategic Forum for International S&T Cooperation (SFIC), and the Working Group on Knowledge Transfer (KT), and from the European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI).


� http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/partnership/process/ljubljana_process_en.htm


� http://erc.europa.eu/


� http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/


� http://eit.europa.eu/


� Research and technological development


� http://ec.europa.eu/invest-in-research/coordination/coordination01_en.htm


� http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/coordination/about-era_en.html


� http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/art185/home_en.html


� http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/jtis/


� http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/areas/programming/joint_programming_en.htm


� http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/index_en.htm


� COREPER is the Committee of Permanent Representatives in the � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_Union" \o "European Union" �European Union�, composed of the head or deputy head of mission from the EU Member States in � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brussels" \o "Brussels" �Brussels�.





� Article 179 (1) states that “The Union shall have the objective of strengthening its scientific and technological bases by achieving a European Research Area in which researchers, scientific knowledge an technology circulate freely”. 


� The European Council of 4 February 2011 stated that Europe “needs a unified research area to attract talent and investment”. Remaining gaps must therefore be addressed rapidly and the European Research Area completed by 2014 to create a “a genuine single market for knowledge, research and innovation”. 


� Article 181 (1) and 181 (2). 


� Horizon 2020, the EU Framework Programme for Research and Innovation 2014-2020


� http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en.cfm


� Researchers, Joint Programming, Knowledge Circulation, Research Infrastructures and International Cooperation. For the sixth axis in the 2007 Green Paper on ERA, Strengthening Research Organisations, no ERA initiative was proposed by the Commission.


� Research, technological development and innovation


� 	See also ERAC opinion on the 2011 Annual Growth Survey  http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/11/st01/st01204-re01.en11.pdf


� 	Data presented by the EC in the “Widening participation in EU programmes” workshop held in Brussels on 9th September 2011.


� 	http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/index_en.htm


� 	ERAC opinion on ERA-related instruments (ERAC 1208/11) and ERAC opinion on Synergies between the Knowledge Triangle and Cohesion policies (ERAC 1204/10). 


� 	Article 181 TFEU. 


� 	http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/targets_en.pdf


�	11646/10, 7 July 2010, http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/10/st11/st11646.en10.pdf


� 	Guideline no. 4. 


� 	COM(2010) 546 final, 6 October 2010, http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/pdf/innovation-union-communication-brochure_en.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none


� 	http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/tools/monitoring/index_en.htm


� 	Arguments to support the use of legislation were put forward recently by some stakeholders (e.g. at the ERAC seminar to launch the public consultation on the ERA Framework, 13 September 2011).


� 	ERAC opinion on synergies between Knowledge Triangle and Cohesion Policies, (1204/10) 20 June 2010,  http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/10/st01/st01204.en10.pdf


� 	ERAC opinion on universities (ERAC 1211/11) 23 June 2011, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/st01211%20en11.pdf


� For example, links between ERA information systems and the PRO INNO Europe website � HYPERLINK "http://www.proinno-europe.eu/" \t "_blank" �http://www.proinno-europe.eu/� seem to be missing.


�     Informed by the upcoming review of ERAWATCH 


� 	Council Conclusions on the development of the European Research Area (ERA) through ERA-related Groups of 31 May 2011, 11032/11. 


� Supporting Growth and Jobs – an agenda for the modernisation of Europe’s higher education system (COM (2011) 567/2, 20 September 2011). 


� Such measures will refer to Responsible Partnering Guidelines developed by the Commission, EIRMA, EUA and EARTO.  
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