Interim Evaluation of HORIZON 2020 and preparations for the next Framework programme for R&I 2021-2027(9th FP)
Preliminary Greek position paper 

Horizon 2020 has a key role in strengthening the scientific and technological base of Europe, enhancing its international competitiveness, further promoting the Europe 2020 strategy and a fully operational European Research Area (ERA). 
To better serve its purpose, several novelties were introduced from the onset of its implementation; the most important being the integration of research and innovation by establishing continuous support throughout the entire process, from idea to the market; the use of research and innovation funding to respond to major societal challenges and the reinforcement of the dimension of international cooperation with other countries.

Besides the quantified and clearly proven effects of this programme, there are also a number of intangible benefits, such as the development of human capital, the enhancement of cooperation, the spread of excellence throughout Europe, etc. that are not easily quantifiable and yet they are of great significance for Europe. For all these reasons, H2020 and FPs in general are a key pillar for European competitiveness and a unique tool to promote growth and jobs, providing opportunities and resources to support research, innovation, education and training, in a collaborative, European context.  
Apart from the importance of the interim Horizon 2020 evaluation for the assessment of the impact of its funding activities to both economy and society, this evaluation also serves as a valuable tool for improving implementation conditions and providing an evidence base for designing the next Framework Programme (FP).

In this context, it should be noted that to accomplish its goals and act as a catalyst for maximizing the impact of funding and serving EU R&I priorities, a more strategic and targeted approach is needed. To this aim, the creation of European Added Value, the simplification and rationalization of the funding landscape, the adherence to excellence and cooperation and the increased focus on strengthening the human research potential should be the cornerstones for both the remaining H2020 implementation period (2018-2020) and the preparation of the next FP. 
A. CROSS CUTTING ISSUES 

1. Principles

Excellence should be maintained as the governing principle for Horizon 2020 and the next Framework Programme.
To better address the current divide, an appropriate balance between research and innovation should be achieved, since Research & Innovation (RIA) and Innovation (IA) Actions play distinguished and yet complementary roles in the development and deployment of new knowledge and technologies. 
This calls for a less linear and more elaborated approach for the concepts of “TRL” and “impact” and their interconnection, which also means that support for research at lower TRLs should be included in all three pillars of the programme.
A broader understanding of impact is also needed, whereby the importance of “social impact” and “social relevance” is fully acknowledged.
2. Structure

The three pillar structure (excellence, industrial leadership, societal challenges) is considered successful and should be retained in the next Framework Programme. However, internal coherence, complementarities and interaction among the different pillars should also be promoted to maximize impact. 
3. Funding instruments 

There is no need for new instruments. On the contrary, more efforts should be made to reduce the number of instruments/initiatives and achieve further rationalization and streamlining of existing ones. 
In particular, we suggest that International collaborative projects retain their key-role as a funding instrument, as they have proved to be by far the most successful tool for creating European added value and stimulating cooperation among EU MSs and different stakeholders groups in particular Academia, research organisations and enterprises of all sizes and types. Τhe conduction of research and innovation activities within a consortium, is highly relevant and unique worldwide, since it provides a very good means for integrating Europe through the participation and collaboration of various institutions and enterprises from different parts of Europe. This on the one hand provides diversity, while by the same token gives the opportunity to stakeholders to participate in research that would not be possible without the European funded activities, and to benefit from access to additional expertise. 
The priority areas should have a broader context, no further focus is needed.
Maintaining focus on grant based schemes awarded on a competitive basis under horizontal calls open to participants from all MSs/ACs is also of vital importance.
4. Alignment – contribution to the European Research Area (ERA) objectives

Supporting EU policies and contributing to the ERA objectives should be kept as a priority for the next FP. However, only actions, activities and instruments that clearly generate European Added Value should be eligible for funding under the FPs. 
Although alignment among national and EU policies is desirable, it is not an end in itself. It is and should remain an MS responsibility better promoted via the ERA instruments of the next FP, in particular “soft” instruments like the ERA-Nets. National policies, including R&I strategies associated with the use of structural funds, are also crucial for some MS to build capacities for achieving excellence. Bilateral S&T agreements are also useful instruments for alignment/coordination of national policies.
5. International cooperation 

The implementation of International cooperation activities should be justified by the European added value they generate and be based on common interest and mutual benefit.  
In this regard, a more strategic approach is needed, with targeted actions aimed at specific third countries after taking into account their scientific and technological capabilities and needs, market opportunities, and expected impact. Cooperation schemes could in turn be adjusted depending on the specific features of the partner countries (e.g. by the creation of co-funding mechanisms with major international partners). 
Meeting global societal challenges and responding to international commitments, such as the United Nations' Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)/COP21 should be the primary goals of international cooperation. Cooperation priorities should also take into consideration developments in other Union policies and fair and equitable dealing with intellectual property rights. Dedicated activities fostering cooperation between the EU and neighborhood countries, similar to the INCO actions of the 7th FP, are also considered important and we would like to see them included in the next FP. 
6. Synergies between ESIF and FPs 
Both Horizon 2020 and Cohesion Policy seek a more comprehensive alignment with the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy. This calls for increased synergies between Horizon 2020 and European Structural Investment Funds (ESIF) and improved measures to promote capacity building and meet the ERA objectives. Strengthening synergies between FPs and ESIF is also about avoiding duplication of efforts and building interactions by combining place-based innovation investments in smart specialisation priorities with world-class research and innovation initiatives. 
More flexibility to MS to plan their R&I strategies within the framework of structural funds and increased compatibility of rules would enable this process. By way of example, the Seal of Excellence scheme, while positively assessed as a concept, has proved difficult to implement, mainly because of discrepancies with the state-aid legal framework. Another case in point are the ERA-Net CoFund actions where the Horizon top-up is not awarded to projects that use ESIF money to cover the national contribution. 

In this context, we need to explore new ways to enhance alignment and coherence among the rules of FPs and those of ESIF, within their respective roles. A real improvement could be if “funding schemes eligible for funding at EU level, for example next FP, could also be eligible for funding at national level under the same terms and conditions”.
Moreover, the activities promoted by each respective Fund should be more clearly distinguished, especially in initiatives such as the Digital Innovation Hubs (DIH), which are being promoted in the WP 2018-2020 of H2020 LEIT. While Competence centers-the core element of the Digital Innovation Hubs-are mainly supported by ESIF, it is unclear how the networking of Competence centers between different regions and even different countries will be promoted. 
7. “Widening” actions
While promoting synergies between different sources of funding is important to avoid duplication of efforts and to maximize efficiency of public funds, it should be noted that FPs and ESIF have distinct roles, goals and principles and that scientific excellence should remain the guiding principle for the next FP. Structural Funds or EEA (European Economic Area) are more appropriate sources of funding for capacity building activities, since they both aim at reducing inequality and improving regional competitiveness on the basis of the particular features of each region’s economy and society.

Thus, the European added value of allocating FP funds to “Spreading Excellence and Widening Participation” (SEWP) actions is seen as limited. Furthermore, continuing support or extending its scope in the next FP may compromise the excellence principle and will most likely create confusion on the complementarities between the FP and ESIF. 

If, nevertheless, widening actions are to be included in the next FP, the indicator used for identifying eligible countries should be approved by the Council and be based on comparable data for all MS. Furthermore, the indicator should be periodically updated (e.g. for each work programme) to reflect the actual development of the respective figures and in turn the list for low and advanced RTD performing countries should be revised accordingly.

8. Low success rates 
Low success rates are considered as a major problem with numerous implications. Not only it entails a waste of resources, but it also discourages participation and creates entry barriers for newcomers and smaller groups that do not have sufficient experience and resources for drafting a competent proposal. As a result excellent potential may be lost and silos may be created leaving out a vital part of the European research and business community. 

To alleviate this situation we suggest for consideration the following measures:

· To shift, where appropriate, the balance towards smaller projects in order to facilitate participation of smaller groups and reduce management costs for the coordinator. Α more inclusive approach is needed to preserve a vivid, healthy and diverse ecosystem  without lowering criteria and compromising quality.

· In certain areas it may be useful to have fewer topics, with increased budget for each topic but at the same time broader in scope. This would allow avoiding the phenomenon of decreased participation in certain topics of lower interest (which currently results in unused budget) and oversubscription in other topics of increased interest (which currently results in rejection of proposals with high scores.

· Wider use of the two-stage evaluation procedure

9. Evaluation 

The use of two-stage submission and evaluation should be extended so that the majority of the proposals can be screened through the first stage. This would result in reducing both administrative burden for the EU and the preparation effort of the beneficiaries and in avoiding low success rates. In addition, a reasonable period of time should be foreseen between announcing the results of the first stage and submitting second stage proposals to allow the actual work to be performed after the 1st stage results. 

Evaluation standards and feedback to applicants need substantial improvement. Ensuring knowledge of the topic and experience are important but not enough. Adequate training on the evaluation context and criteria and holding face to face Consensus Meetings instead of remote reviews are also essential for improving the quality of the process. In addition, evaluation results, including those of the first stage, should provide more extensive and specific explanations to participants. 

B. COMMENTS RELATED TO SPECIFIC FUNDING SCHEMES

1. The Excellence Pillar – Strengthening support for the human research potential 

Actions funded under the Horizon 2020’s “Excellence” pillar providing support to the most talented and creative researchers (ERC), to mobility (international and cross-sectoral) and training (Marie Sklodowska Curie Actions), and to world-class research Infrastructures should remain a key priority in the future Framework Programme and continue to cover the full range of disciplines and research areas (bottom- up approach). 

Increasing the attractiveness of the ERA for talented minds and investors worldwide is crucial for asserting Europe’s leading position in R&I. However, making full use of the EU talented and highly qualified researchers is equally important. To this end, more emphasis should be placed on these actions and the dynamics of this section could be reinforced by embedding relevant features in other parts of the programme, (e.g. by earmarking funding for training elements) or by launching hybrid actions (e.g. hybrid MSCA-RTD calls). In this context, synergies and links between ERC and MSCA could be reinforced to better serve their mission of developing, supporting and training world-class researchers following a scientific bottom-up approach. 

Likewise, actions providing incentives and support to stimulate entrepreneurial and innovation endeavours of young scientists should be included in the next FP, in order to enrich the EU work force and provide the next generation of excellent researchers with skills not only in science and research but also in business. This will successfully prepare them for both academia and industry, address research and innovation challenges and maximize the impact of their research for the economy and for society. 

A specific action aimed at limiting brain-drain phenomena within EU is also needed.
Regarding Research Infrastructures special attention should be drawn on the implementation phase and in particular the criteria that will be used for deciding on their funding within the next FP. Priority should be given to transnational access or virtual access of researchers to all types of infrastructures in all thematic/scientific fields for RIA.  
2. Societal challenges – social impact and social relevance of R&I activities
The goals of this pillar are still relevant and efforts to bring together a critical mass of resources and knowledge across different fields, technologies and scientific disciplines should be continued. Contributing to the understanding of the dynamics of major societal challenges and bringing science closer to the concerns and aspirations of Europe’s citizens should remain one of the main objectives of FP9. 
To achieve this, a more open involvement of end-users and other civil society actors in R&I activities should be promoted, where needed, together with a better coordination between R&I and other public policies. 
In this context, “social impact” and “social relevance” should be more clearly defined across all challenges and research areas of the FP. Similarly, factors contributing to the absorption and effective use of social research outputs in the natural, health, and environmental sciences, and multiple levels of policy making need to be identified.

The added value of SSH research in achieving these goals should be better acknowledged and capitalised, for example by involving, SSH researchers at the appropriate level of the FP and by identifying a series of related issues which make up distinctive priority areas for SSH research especially with regard to the development of thematic policies related to social and sustainable development issues. 
Legitimacy of R&I funding also involves deepening the relationship between science and society and reinforcing public confidence to science Bridging education and research and implementing public outreach activities to make scientific knowledge more accessible is crucial for a more informed engagement of citizens and civil society in R&I. In the future, more emphasis should be placed on the implementation of tailored dissemination activities, targeting wider audiences and applying a more popularized way in communicating information. 

3. European Innovation Council (EIC)
Several steps have been taken in recent years to integrate and reinforce the innovation component into EU programmes and policies, in particular Horizon 2020. However, the array of support mechanisms have not so far successfully addressed the difficulties Europe faces when it comes to the ability to transform new, scalable ideas into viable, innovative businesses and markets. 
The creation of a European Innovation Council (EIC) would be an important step in this regard. In this context, designing a flexible, easily accessible, single entry point for supporting breakthrough innovation regardless of its origin is of vital importance. In line with the open innovation concept we need to encourage deployment of research results as well. 

This does not necessarily mean the establishment of a new body, similar to the governance model of the ERC, neither in the form of funding agency nor in the form of one more policy/advisory body. An array of funding tools coupled with strategic advice services and simplified, rapid access, under a coherent framework, will improve conditions for scaling up (both in size and across borders) of highly innovative businesses.
On the other hand we should also take into account that innovation procedures are ambiguous and complex. Innovators often perform different types of innovation simultaneously and transnationally the innovation challenge is perceived and handled in different ways. In this light the pilot that will be launched in the last part of Horizon 2020 presents a good opportunity to take stock of the needs  further explore what sort of innovation we should focus on and how to achieve a balanced approach encompassing different actors and forms of innovation.

4. European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT)
Most of the aspects of EIT’s original mission, notably promoting synergies among education, research and innovation and fostering entrepreneurship, remain valid and highly relevant. However, it seems that EIT has completely failed to meet its objectives as it is thoroughly illustrated in the special report of the European Court of Auditors which we fully embrace. The most worrying issue for us is that EIT has become a closed club. The financial contribution of EIT to KICs extends to a period of 15 years and the bulk of this contribution is basically allocated to the partners/MS of the existing KICs. To eliminate this drawback, pertinent to other similar schemes as well, we propose that EIT’s actions and actions of other dedicated structures should not be eligible for funding for more than one programming period.
Further actions are needed to increase the establishment of, and participation in, KICs among those Member States with low or no participation at all. Establishing NCPs for EIT activities and providing them with adequate information would facilitate this process. The demand for competence centres like EIT KICs in all MS is increasing, not least because digital innovation hubs (DIH) are being promoted throughout the entire ICT 2018-2020 WP. DIH would be more successfully established if they were backed up by such centres of competence. DIH, as indicated by the European Commission, needs to be made easily accessible in all MS.   

5. Public to Private Partnerships (PPPs – Joint Technology Initiatives/JTIs)
We are quite skeptical about actions implemented under these instruments and we suggest limiting their use in dully justified cases, to avoid their undesirable effects, such as entry barriers and creation of silos, increased transaction costs and insufficient coherence with other parts of Horizon 2020. This implies that the decision for launching a PPP should be based on the anticipation of greater impact and European Added Value as compared to collaborative projects in the respective thematic priority and be followed by a thorough monitoring mechanism with more specific key performance indicators (KPIs) to assess their performance. 
Under current implementation conditions, one of their major drawbacks seems to be the fact that they are almost exclusively addressing the needs of certain business associations.  At the same time a large part of the business community is left out, discouraged by the obligation to pay for membership fees to these associations. All this, combined with the lack of structured information about PPPs, hinder the participation of SMEs and organizations of smaller MSs and decrease substantially the possibility for them to influence the agendas.

To avoid exclusions, we need to explore alternative approaches, whereby businesses of all sizes could be engaged in the process of priority setting while the implementation of the agenda is embedded and put into effect through the typical horizontal calls of the FP. To better serve their purpose, these calls may foresee specific criteria to ensure an increased involvement of the business community and the desired market orientation. 

Another area of concern is that the applicable rules and procedures are often vague and deviating from those of H2020, causing confusion and discouragement to potential participants. Further integration and harmonization between H2020 and JTIs is needed in this area, as well as among JTIs, to ensure coherence, transparency and simplification. 
In conclusion, more efforts are needed to ensure transparency and equal footing and we look forward to the outcomes of the respective evaluation and the future discussions scheduled by the incoming presidency of the EU. We hope that the evaluation will clarify whether the intended purpose could have been accomplished by less cumbersome schemes and will assess their efficiency and impact in comparison to the typical collaborative projects between academia, research centres and industry. Future JTIs should ensure inclusive participation of both stakeholders in particular private sector companies and MSs. To this end, among others, their governance models should be improved. 
6. Public to Public Partnerships (P2Ps) -Joint Programming (JP)
P2Ps have managed to leverage considerable resources, with or without EC participation, and have so far contributed to a more efficient use of public spending in addressing issues that require international cooperation and coordinated efforts. 
While we are positively disposed towards JP and alignment of RTDI policies, we believe that in their present form they often discourage or even exclude the participation of several MSs, especially in the case of joint actions co-funded by Horizon 2020 and national funding. This concern also relates to the incompatibility between Horizon 2020 top-up and the use of Structural Funds which was already mentioned above. New, more inclusive models of funding and governance that are not detrimental to MSs with limited availability of resources (human and financial) are needed. 
Similarly, it seems that Article 185 initiatives, while representing an advanced and in principle desirable form of integration, mainly work for the benefit of a limited number of MS which are in the position to earmark considerable national budgets for their participation and furthermore to host the respective implementation structures. For this reason criteria for selecting a candidate art.185 initiative should be further refined, as is the case for JPIs, and their use should be limited in duly justified cases with concrete European added value. We also need to increase transparency and clarity of methods used to estimate national contributions of the participating states and to promote simplification by adopting uniform rules of implementation. 

Article 185 initiatives would also benefit from a more strategic approach, covering the whole landscape of joint programming activities, including interrelationships and potential overlapping. While long term planning and commitment is an asset for these initiatives an exit strategy is also needed to ensure optimal allocation of the FPs resources and its ability to adapt to new challenges.  
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