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1
Recommendations
Overview of

In the view of the current panel, while the ICT 
Programme retains its full relevance and its 
solid and largely well-implemented character, 
the current review stresses the need for three 
essential sets of action

Strengthening European ICT research in a • 

globalizing world,

Exploiting the pervasiveness of ICT via inte-• 

grated policies

Sharing risk• 

STRENGTHENING EUROPEAN ICT 
RESEARCH IN A GLOBALISING WORLD

To support the use of ICT and the com-1. 
petitiveness of European industry, the 
Commission should continue the ICT Pro-
gramme in a further strengthened form 
through the rest of FP7 and into FP8 while 
ensuring it has the fl exibility and interdis-
ciplinarity needed for dynamic and radical 
ICT innovation.

To continue to build a European Research 2. 
Area that combines the needs and assets of 
national and European programmes, the 
Commission should clarify and more clearly 
communicate how the portfolio of instru-
ments at its disposal is intended to support 
both ICT Programme and ERA goals. It 
should, with the Member States, especially 
address issues of dual management, separate 
reporting and lack of coordination. 

To ensure that the ICT Programme contains 3. 
a good balance between consensus-based 
R&D and longer-term, more disruptive 
R&D, the Commission should expand the 
resources of FET during the second part 

of FP7 and the scheme should be extended 
into FP8. 

To respond to the globalisation of R&D 4. 
and to make best use of potential glo-
bal partnerships, the Commission should 
continue to extend the global reach of the 
ICT Programme. It should develop a more 
nuanced strategy that takes account of the 
diff ering characteristics and capabilities 
of various parts of the world. Th is must 
be complemented by a proactive policy to 
ensure EU presence at the leading edge of 
pre-normalisation and formal standardisa-
tion processes. 

EXPLOITING THE PERVASIVENESS OF ICT 
VIA INTEGRATED POLICIES

To develop ICT policies and programmes 5. 
that respond to ICT’s pervasiveness across 
all parts of society and the economy, the 
Commission should take the lead by estab-
lishing an ICT Task Force with members 
spanning appropriate Directorates General, 
to coordinate ICT-relevant policy develop-
ment. 

To take adequate account of the needs of 6. 
the demand side, and the potential inno-
vation and policy stimuli it provides, the 
Commission should ensure that the work of 
the Task Force is complemented by activi-
ties that connect ICT Programme design 
with wider (especially societal) foresights. 
It should explore the opportunities to cre-
ate demand-based measures that open new 
arenas for innovation and growth by group-
ing and making visible user needs. DG-Infso 
should also aim for better coordination with 
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other Directorates General and with ICT 
user communities in order to deepen the 
role of the demand side – both public and 
private – in defi ning and implementing the 
Programme and its links to take-up and 
practice. 

To make best use of the power of the Higher 7. 
Education system in spreading innovation 
and providing the skills and competencies 
needed for competitiveness, the Commis-
sion should incorporate elements in future 
Calls that encourage participants to develop 
curricula in new and emerging areas as part 
of the activities funded. 

To improve the structure of the ICT 8. 
Programme, to reach the Programme’s 
immediate ICT objectives and the wider 
objectives of FP7, the Commission should 
take two major actions (a) to make greater 
eff orts to reverse the downward trend in 
industry participation; (b) to incorpo-
rate plans for large-scale ICT test beds for 
advanced services. 

SHARING RISK

To enable the continued participation of 9. 
key European players and to make the pro-
gramme suffi  ciently attractive to global 
participants, the Commission must reduce 
the damaging administrative burden and 
the growing arbitrariness of auditing prac-
tices. It can address this by undertaking a 
radical overhaul of the fi nancial regulations 
and their implementation, and ensuring that 
the underlying principle is one of shared risk 
and mutual trust. 

To increase SME participation, in particular, 10. 
and simplify and reduce the burdens of their 
participation, the Commission should create 
a fl exible, lightweight and well-defi ned form 
of sub-contracting or associate partnership.

To reduce the current massive waste of 11. 
eff ort in writing good-quality but neverthe-
less fruitless proposals and to make it more 
attractive to participate in the Programme, 
the Commission should test a more sophis-
ticated two-stage application process in part 
of the Programme. Proposals proceeding 
to the second stage should have a 30-50% 
chance of obtaining funding. 
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Information and Communications Technolo-
gies (ICT) are inextricably woven into almost 
every aspect of our working and private lives. 
Mastering their development, production and 
use are central to Europe’s competitiveness and 
therefore many aspects of our quality of life. 

Th is Interim Evaluation of the ICT Pro-
gramme is an input to the Interim Evaluation 
of FP7 as a whole, which is mandated by the 
Financial Regulation1 (Articles 27 and 60) 
and its Implementing Rules2 (Article 21). 
Th is evaluation serves two major purposes: 
to provide guidance and steering for the fi nal 
part of FP7 and to provide input to the design 
of any successor programme to FP7, since the 
preparations for this will begin before the 
end of the current programme. Th e evalua-
tion builds on the corresponding evaluation 
of FP63 by a panel of experts chaired by Esko 
Aho. It tackles three broad issues: the extent 
to which conditions are in place that can 
lead the programme to produce high quality 
research; its progress towards its objectives; 
and the quality of its implementation – espe-
cially with respect to simplifi cation of its 
instruments and procedures. 

With a budget of just over €9 billion over 
seven years, the ICT Programme is the 
largest single component of the European 

Union’s €50 billion Seventh Framework Pro-
gramme of Research and Technological 
Development (FP7). Th e ICT Programme is 
intended to contribute to building a single 
European Research Area (ERA), through the 
implementation of the i2010 vision of Europe 
as a single, research-intensive and inclusive 
information space, and can contribute to the 
Europe 2020 strategy for emerging from the 
current economic crisis. 

Th e Aho panel’s FP6 evaluation found that the 
Programme was in many respects well imple-
mented but that more progress was needed 
in simplifi cation and achieving greater global 
impacts from the Programme. It said there 
were opportunities to improve the linkage of 
the Programme with venture capital, regional 
innovation and public procurement. It called 
for a more strategic approach to European 
standardisation, lead market development 
and the mobilisation of public-private part-
nerships. 

In the view of the current panel, while the ICT 
Programme retains its relevance and its solid 
and largely well-implemented character, the 
amount of progress made at FP level on the 
wide-ranging issues raised by the Aho panel in 
2008 is at best modest. While there has been 
some progress in the internal administrative 

ICT Programme in FP7
2Interim Evaluation of the 

1  Council Regulation no 1605/2002 of June 2002 on the Financial Regulation applicable to the general Budget of ˙the European 
Communities. (OJ L248/1 16.9.2002)

2  Commission Regulation no 2342/2002 of 23 December 2002 laying down detailed rules for the implementation of Council Regulation 
on the Financial regulation applicable to the general budget of the European Communities (OJ L357/1 31.12.2002)

3  Esko Aho (Chair), Information Society Research and Innovation: Delivering Results with Sustained Impact, Evaluation of the effectiveness 
of Information Society Research in the 6th Framework Programme 2003-2006, European Commission, Brussels: May 2008

Introduction
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effi  ciency of DG INFSO, as regards simpli-
fi cation and the audit burdens placed upon 
participants the Commission has taken signifi -
cant backwards steps that undermine the long 
term viability of the Framework Programme. 
Th e number of instruments has increased and 
inconsistencies in governance and adminis-
tration make it hard to grasp or participate in 
several at a time. Lack of clear, understanda-
ble and, above all, coherently interpreted rules 
have resulted in a dysfunctional approach to the 
fi nancial management of EU-funded research. 
Indeed, post-project auditing practices intro-
duced in the wake of FP6 impose arbitrary and 

retroactive changes to costing rules resulting in 
unexpected fi nancial penalties for participants. 
Th is negative lottery is reducing the willingness 
of key players to participate in the Programme 
and is making more global participation unat-
tractive. It is not ‘merely’ a matter of imperfect 
implementation: it is an existential challenge to 
the Programme itself. Th e current review of the 
fi nancial regulations provides a unique oppor-
tunity to address the most urgent aspects of 
simplifi cation, which the Commission should 
seize with both hands. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE ICT 
PROGRAMME FOR EUROPE

ICT is a uniquely pervasive set of technologies, 
aff ecting every part of the economy, society 
and our lives. It is vital for the future prosperity 
of Europe to maintain and strengthen our posi-
tion at the leading edge of global competition. 
Continuous, dynamic and radical innovation 
in ICT production and use is a precondition for 
continued social and economic development. 

ICT is not only important in the high-volume 
products increasingly produced in low-income 
countries but is also crucial in the complex sys-
tems industries in which Europe continues to 
excel. Its convergence with other technologies, 
for example in biology, energy and health, not 
only underlines its importance but also provides 
continuing opportunities for European industry 
and society.

Europe collectively has to maintain the R&D 
investments needed to operate at the leading 
edge of ICT development and use. 

Th e FP7 ICT Programme is strongly aligned 
with current worldwide ICT R&D priorities and 
refl ects technology and market trends in ICT 
globally. It comprises a mixture of bottom-up 

and top-down design, responding to European 
needs for technological and economic devel-
opment, areas of industrial and technological 
strength and policy objectives. It focuses on the 
exploration of new technology paths, targeting 
areas with high growth potential, and is rooted 
in a continent-wide consensus-building process 
with stakeholders. 

Technologies and markets change rapidly, so 
it is crucial for industry, researchers and the 
Programme itself to be agile. For example, 
the challenge of creating the future internet 
requires the ability to develop knowledge 
and create future standards, and to develop 
and adopt new technologies. Th e current 
reorientation of the Work Programmes4 illus-
trates at this interim stage the ability of the 
Commission to make these kinds of needed 
adjustments during the second part of FP7 
and to keep pace with such changing needs. 

Partly because it is diffi  cult in such a Pro-
gramme to respond to short-term changes 
in needs, it aimed to fund mid-to-long-term 
research. Th is longer-term focus has been 
aided by changes in procedures for adapting 
work plans and consortium composition and 
therefore help sustain longer-term projects.

STRENGTHENING EUROPEAN ICT RESEARCH IN 
A GLOBALISING WORLD

4  FP7 ICT Work Programme 2011-12 Orientations, Overview, Brussels: DG-INFSO, 21/01/2010
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THE ICT PROGRAMME AND THE NEW 
ERA INSTRUMENTS

Th e idea of a European Research Area (ERA) 
has constantly been evolving since it was 
launched in 2000. Initially, it involved building 
critical masses within and between European 
research organisations in order to be able to 
compete better at global scale, and creating a 
‘common market’ in knowledge and knowledge 
services. Today, the idea is much more ambi-
tious – in eff ect to build a globally competitive 
Research and Innovation System optimised 
at the European level, aligning regional and 
national policies and institutions to this new 
scale. Th e EU ERA 2020 Vision therefore has 
fi ve major components5 

Knowledge Activities: Volume and Quality 1. 
- “Th e ERA defi nes the European way to 
excellence in research and is a major driver 
of EU competitiveness in a globalised 
world”

Knowledge Triangle: Flows and dynamics - 2. 
“Strong interactions within the “knowledge 
triangle” (education, research and innova-
tion) are promoted at all levels”

Fift h freedom: intra and extra-EU openness 3. 
and circulation - “Th e ERA provides a seam-
less area of freedom and opportunities for 
dialogue, exchange and interaction, open to 
the world”

Th e Societal Dimension - “Th e ERA is fi rmly 4. 
rooted in society and responsive to its needs 
and ambitions”

Sustainable development and Grand chal-5. 
lenges - “Th e ERA is fi rmly rooted in society 
in pursuit of sustainable development”

World-class production and use of ICT sup-
ported by advanced ICT infrastructure is a key 
foundation of such a systemic ERA vision. 

Since the start of FP6, when it became possible 
to use the Framework Programme as one of the 
tools for implementing ERA, the Commission 
has experimented with a succession of new 
approaches – starting with the launch of Inte-
grated Projects and Networks of Excellence, and 
the promotion of Technology Platforms, and 
culminating inter alia in the Joint Technology 
Initiatives (JTI), Article 1696 undertakings, the 
SET-Plan, the Recovery Plan and the European 
Institute of Technology. Th ese go well beyond 
the Framework Programme’s traditional focus 
on collaborative R&D to the promotion of crit-
ical mass, consensus-building, agenda-setting 
and supra-national coordination of research 
and innovation eff orts across Europe. Th e pro-
liferation of instruments has increased the 
complexity of developing and implementing 
the ERA, but on the positive side, means that 
a large toolkit can be used in a strategic way to 
implement the vision of ERA and of ICT within 
ERA. However, it should not be forgotten that 
the ‘traditional’ R&D collaboration tools in the 
ICT Programme have greatly restructured the 
ICT research landscape over the nearly thirty 
years of ICT Programmes and continue to be 
the backbone of the Programme. 

Th e ICT Programme has promoted a wider 
mobilisation of resources by involving national 
programmes in the JTIs7 and in the Ambi-
ent Assisted Living (AAL) Article 169 Joint 
Programme. Th is is a powerful complement 
to national eff orts, sometimes fi lling gaps in 
national programmes, adding research areas 
that may be lacking at national level and 
providing access to researchers not able to par-
ticipate in nationally funded programmes. 

5  2020 Vision for the European Research Area, Brussels: European Council Conclusions, December 2008

6 Now Article 185, since the Lisbon Treaty entered into force

7 Unlike in other parts of FP7, the ICT JTIs include national public authorities.

Recommendation 1: 

To support the use of ICT and the competitiveness of European industry, the Commis-
sion should continue the ICT Programme in a further strengthened form through the rest 
of FP7 and into FP8 while ensuring it has the fl exibility and interdisciplinarity needed for 
dynamic and radical ICT innovation.
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A key aspect of these new approaches is the 
intended delegation of administration, project 
selection and aspects of funding (especially 
when obtaining complementary funding from 
Member States) to the new ERA instruments 
(PPPs, JTIs, Article 169s … ). ‘Core’ FP partici-
pants, who take part in successive FPs, oft en 
constitute the backbone for the research in 
the new initiatives, which allow researchers to 
strengthen and broaden their R&D alliances 
with industry participants. Incentives for par-
ticipation in the JTIs include the ability to 
infl uence the research agenda, the opportunity 
for more horizontal research links (as opposed 
to vertical supply chain links in traditional 
cooperative research), more market focused 
research and, when compared to Eureka, a 
complementary participant base. 

Th e governance of these joint actions, how-
ever, involves fundamental problems. Th ese 
are mainly related to the dual management 
structures, the separate reporting require-
ments of the national and European levels, 
lack of coordination in the timing of fund-
ing decisions between EU and Member State 
levels and Member States’ unwillingness to 

extend their budget contributions during the 
life of the JTIs, for example if national partici-
pants win a greater-than-expected proportion 
of the activity in the JTI. Th e so-called Sherpa 
Group report8 on JTIs highlights the diversity 
of practice among them, the issues they raise 
about incompatibilities between national- and 
EU-level funding regulations, processes and 
practices and the need for a special legal status 
for the JTIs – both in defi ning them as legal 
persons and recognise them in the Financial 
Regulations. 

Most of the new ERA tools are still in an exper-
imental phase. Th ere are inevitably lessons 
to be learnt with regard to their design and 
implementation and what can realistically be 
expected. It is important that the existing mix 
of instruments be fully utilised – and modifi ed 
when necessary - before the launch of yet new 
ones. For example, in the ICT Programme 
the Networks of Excellence have proved to be 
much more useful than is generally thought. 

PROMOTING RADICAL INNOVATION

Th e change from FP6 to FP7 involved taking a 
longer-term perspective and therefore enabling 
more radical as well as more routine innovation. 
Th e Commission’s process of experimentation 
and innovation in instruments has focused on 
its mission to ‘structure the ERA’ – building 
consensus and reducing the technical and com-
mercial risks of innovation by agreeing road 
maps and R&D trajectories. Inevitably, the 
established, major stakeholders on the Euro-
pean stage dominate these large instruments 

and the involvement of these ‘usual suspects’ 
greatly increases the likelihood that results 
will be implemented. However, Framework 
Programme contains limited countervailing 
activity that would stimulate disequilibrating, 
disruptive technologies and innovations that 
can unseat the established players and unleash 
the development of new industries. 

Th e Programme tackles high levels of techni-
cal and commercial risk together with industry 
and the research community. As in FP6, the 
level of risk in the projects is high in particular 

Recommendation 2: 

To continue to build a European Research Area that combines the needs and assets of 
national and European programmes, the Commission should clarify and more clearly 
communicate how the portfolio of instruments at its disposal is intended to support 
both ICT Programme and ERA goals. It should, with the Member States, especially 
address issues of dual management, separate reporting and lack of coordination.  

4  JTI Sherpas Group, Designing Together the ‘Ideal House for Public-Private Partnerships in European Research, (mimeo), January 2010
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for research exploring new technology paths, 
such as photonics, nano-electronics, cognitive 
systems and robotics. However, technical risk 
is perceived to be lower where the consensus-
based strategic agendas have defi ned the path 
for development. Th e Programme therefore 
needs to be rebalanced by taking on longer-
term technology risk in emerging areas. 

Th e recently established European Research 
Council (ERC) promotes excellent, frontier 
research, which can, in the longer run, lead to 
radical innovation. However, the promotion of 
radical innovation is not its major aim and it 
is too early to assess the degree to which that 
will occur. Wider experience of researcher-
driven ‘basic’ research is that there can be links 
to use but that these can neither be predicted 
nor planned. 

Th e Future Emerging Technologies (FET) 
scheme within ICT promotes interdisciplinary, 
use-orientated research that is fundamen-
tal in character. Its combination of open and 
proactive Calls is unique. FET has served as 

a pathfi nder for future directions of the ICT 
Programme. Th emes developed in FET and 
now included in the ICT Programme include 
nanotechnology information devices and nano-
electronics, quantum information processing 
and communications, computer vision, bio-
neuro-ICT, beyond robotics, complex systems, 
and presence research. FET Flagships are a 
new development in the scheme: ambitious, 
large-scale science-driven and goal-oriented 
initiatives to promote scientifi c discoveries and 
technological innovation by federating eff orts 
at the EU, member state and business partner 
levels. Such Flagships would serve as ‘focusing 
devices’ and mobilise eff orts in promising and 
challenging areas using the existing repertoire 
of instruments. 

FET is an ambitious and dynamic part of the 
ICT Programme and of high importance for 
its renewal. Not least in the context of the 
reducing riskiness of the work undertaken 
elsewhere in the Programme, its role should 
increase. 

THE GLOBAL DIMENSION

Th e Programme oft en involves entire supply 
chains, though the role of end-users (especially 
from the public sector) is sometimes too lim-
ited. Increasingly, it reaches out beyond Europe 
in order to complete supply chains that would 
otherwise be incomplete and to promote the 
development and agreement of advantageous 
technical standards. However, it does so in a 
fragmented way, without overall strategy and 
without suffi  ciently considering the interplay 
among globalisation of R&D, regulation, the 
internal market and standardisation. 

Expert panels have repeatedly stressed the 
need for European research to ‘open the Euro-
pean Research Area to the rest of the world’. 
Th e approach taken by the Programme of a 

‘targeted opening’ to global players and the 
relatively limited investment in the specifi c 
International Cooperation instruments implies 
that in mainstream ICT, a very limited number 
of projects involve collaboration with industry 
and research leaders at global level. In some 
areas, this has led to the absence of key compe-
tences or links in the value chain because the 
necessary partner was not present. 

Closely related to the enhancement of Euro-
pean competitive advantage at a global scale 
as well as to the value of research at European 
level is the reinforcement of the European 
Single Market. Research in the Programme 
contributes to pre-normalisation and standard-
isation. In some areas, strong attention is paid 
to providing contributions for the development 
of (global) standards. Much of the research 

Recommendation 3: 

To ensure that the ICT Programme contains a good balance between consensus-
based R&D and longer-term, more disruptive R&D, the Commission should expand the 
resources of FET during the second part of FP7 and the scheme should be extended into 
FP8. 
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focus is currently on the development of new 
systems and processes with too little regard 
for integration and interoperability/backward 
compatibility. 

More Commission support is needed to create 
coherence among regulations, in particular in 
relation to the links between the Programme 
and other policy or regulatory activities at 
European levels (such as in Ambient Assisted 
Living or Web-based services). Th e more pro-
nounced focus on R&D in FP7 compared to 
FP6 implied a reduction of the funding for 
actions that targeted knowledge for regulatory 
activities relevant to market developments, for 
example in the new societal challenges (notably 
the Co-ordination and Supporting Actions). 

Unlike in the past, today individual nation 
states have little real power to infl uence the 
development of ICT standards. Standards 
remain extremely important in ICT markets, 
but they are largely made de facto or in infor-
mal standardisation fora on a global basis and 
only later ratifi ed by formal standards bodies. 
Standards defi ne the arenas in which the indus-
try competes. Infl uence over standardisation 
therefore provides large potential competitive 
advantages – and conversely, lack of infl uence 
– leaves suppliers trailing behind, trying to 
catch up with market-leading technology and 
oft en carrying an additional burden of licence 
fees. 

THE ICT PROGRAMME AND ‘JOINED UP’ 
POLICYMAKING

Th e increasing pervasiveness of ICT means that 
it must be linked to policymaking, both ‘hori-
zontally’ across diff erent sectors of society and 
‘vertically’ through better connection between 
user needs and communities – including the 
so-called ‘grand challenges’ – and the produc-
tion of ICT. Th e capacity of the ICT Programme 
adequately to bridge research and innovation is 
not wholly clear. Institutional separation at the 
level of the European Commission between 
research and innovation militates against this. 

Within the European Commission, there is 
great value in focusing the ICT Programme 
in a single Directorate General (DG-INFSO) 
with the specialist capabilities and knowledge 

to tackle ICT technologies and markets. At the 
same time, the sectoral expertise of the other 
Directorates General is vital for the wider use 
of ICT applications. It follows that the way to 
get the best from ICT is to use their respective 
expertise, as could be the case in computer-
aided medicine or smart grids. Th is requires 
coordination. 

In FP7, the Commission has made eff orts to 
improve coordination and reduce duplication 
with other Community Programmes. How-
ever, Europe needs at a higher level to maintain 
a coherent set of ICT-related policies that span 
Higher Education, R&D, production, use and 
the hard and ‘soft ’ infrastructures needed if it 
is to remain a signifi cant global player. Today, 
such a coherent set of policies is not in place at 
any level: regional; national; or European. 

Recommendation 4: 

To respond to the globalisation of R&D and to make best use of potential global 
partnerships, the Commission should continue to extend the global reach of the ICT 
Programme. It should develop a more nuanced strategy that takes account of the 
diff ering characteristics and capabilities of various parts of the world. This must be 
complemented by a proactive policy to ensure EU presence at the leading edge of 
pre-normalisation and formal standardisation processes. 

EXPLOITING THE PERVASIVENESS OF ICT VIA 
INTEGRATED POLICIES
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INTEGRATING THE DEMAND SIDE 

Historically, the ICT Programme and its prede-
cessors have tended to have a ‘technology push’ 
character. Currently, the ICT Programme is 
well linked to needs and market opportunities 
in those places where it involves strong stake-
holder groups spanning the knowledge triangle 
and markets. Links to demand are weaker in 
other areas. Compared with FP6, there is less 
involvement by actors from non-ICT manufac-
turing sectors, posing a potential threat to the 
Programme’s relevance to wider applications 
and end-user communities. Further, the Pro-
gramme has not adopted other demand-side 
innovation policies, such as pre-commercial 
public procurement or fostering the adoption of 
new standards and regulations (like in environ-
ment and energy issues), which are under-used 
in European ICT policy although they provide 
signifi cant opportunities.

Th e Programme also lacks mechanisms to 
address the much-discussed ‘grand challenges’. 
Th e Framework programme as a whole needs 
eff ective ways to connect its own design to 

wider processes of foresight, demand analysis 
or even of demand-based innovation – where 
demand-side analysis and policy can create 
new market and innovation opportunities. 

Establishing and maintaining European lead 
markets in new and developing areas of ICT is 
a necessity if Europe is to remain an attractive 
location for the production of ICT-related prod-
ucts and services and a motor of innovation. 
Use, as well as production, of advanced systems 
based on ICT must be a key European policy 
objective.

Th ese reservations support the Commission’s 
conclusion in its 2009 Communication ‘A 
Strategy for Leadership’9, where it recognised 
the need to improve the balance in supply-
demand focus, arguing that “To reinforce its 
strengths and seize new opportunities in ICT, 
Europe needs to raise its game. A more effi  cient 
and systemic strategy for ICT R&D&I must 
address both supply and demand, cutting across 
the innovation cycle and ‘knowledge triangle’ 
with more user-producer interactions.”

Recommendation 5: 

To develop ICT policies and programmes that respond to ICT’s pervasiveness across 
all parts of society and the economy, the Commission should take the lead by estab-
lishing an ICT Task Force with members spanning appropriate Directorates General, 
to coordinate ICT-relevant policy development. 

Recommendation 6: 

To take adequate account of the needs of the demand side, and the potential inno-
vation and policy stimuli it provides, the Commission should ensure that the work of 
the Task Force is complemented by activities that connect ICT Programme design with 
wider (especially societal) foresights. It should explore the opportunities to create 
demand-based measures that open new arenas for innovation and growth by group-
ing and making visible user needs.  DG-Infso should also aim for better coordination 
with other Directorates General and with ICT user communities in order to deepen the 
role of the demand side – both public and private – in defi ning and implementing the 
Programme and its links to take-up and practice.  

9  “A strategy for ICT R&D and Innovation in Europe: Raising the Game”, Communication from the Commission to the European 
Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee, and the Committee of the Regions, COM (2009) 116 final, 
European Commission, 2009
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THE ICT PROGRAMME AND HIGHER 
EDUCATION

Th e Higher Education dimension is frequently 
forgotten in research and innovation policy and 
is under-emphasised in the ICT programme. 
Human capital translates new ideas into reality. 
Research agendas at the interface between soci-
ety and the Higher Education system provide 
‘focusing devices’ that inform researchers and 
educators alike about knowledge needs. Higher 
Education also provides a key dissemination 
channel for ICT research. 

Th e EIT’s KICs are intended to provide one 
avenue to connect research and innovation 
with higher education but are limited in the 
number of participating organisations. In the 
future, more KIC-like activities will be needed 
in ICT, linked to key societal and technical 
challenges. Opening up the Network of Excel-
lence model to global participation would 

provide an additional way to strengthen 
the participation of Europe’s higher educa-
tion institutions at the global leading edge of 
research and education and strengthen the 
knowledge triangle. 

In parallel, the European Higher Education 
system must be able to satisfy, in close coop-
eration with industry, needs for new ICT skills 
and multidisciplinary competences and con-
stantly to update the contents of its curricula. 
While it would be inappropriate for the ICT 
Programme to stray far into Higher Education 
policy, there is high potential value in including 
activities in relevant projects that ‘bootstrap’ 
changes in Higher Education. Th is occurs not 
only at PhD level but also at the level of Bach-
elors and Masters so that important changes in 
knowledge introduced via university research 
become incorporated over time into all sylla-
buses. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ICT 
PROGRAMME

In a broad sense, FP7-ICT has been well 
implemented. Th e participants and projects 
are of high quality and include leaders in their 
respective fi elds. Participants generally achieve 
their own goals and regard the benefi ts of par-
ticipation as bigger than the costs and other 
drawbacks. Plans for the second part of FP7 
refl ect socio-economic, business and technol-
ogy developments. 

Th e Programme has succeeded in creating 
or strengthening longer-term strategic R&D 
alliances, contributing to the integration of 
European research. Projects provide high levels 
of European added value, fostering coherence 
among research policies, enabling partici-
pants to explore new technologies and markets 
and obtaining rapid access to expertise. Th e 

Programme has been particularly useful for 
doing research on issues with a pan-European 
dimension.

As in many other parts of the Framework, the 
ICT programme involves a strong ‘core’ of par-
ticipants that remains rather stable across FPs. 
Th ey tend to play a ‘gatekeeper’ role, bring-
ing new research actors into the Programme 
as well as sustaining existing collaborations in 
R&D. 

Th e ICT Programme in FP7 involved a broad 
range of key actors in both scientifi c fi elds and 
the industry sector. European research leaders 
were well represented. While the Programme 
still attracted many strong industrial teams, 
the involvement of product/technology users 
in the manufacturing sectors declined. Th is 
trend is a cause for concern. 

Recommendation 7: 

To make best use of the power of the Higher Education system in spreading inno-
vation and providing the skills and competencies needed for competitiveness, the 
Commission should incorporate elements in future Calls that encourage participants 
to develop curricula in new and emerging areas as part of the activities funded. 



17 •••

Th ere were slightly more SMEs participations 
– especially by high-tech SMEs but also SMEs 
acting as advanced users – than in FP6. Th e 
increase in SME participation was caused by 
more intensive participation rather than an 
increase in the number of SMEs involved. SME 
participation, like that of industry overall, var-
ies signifi cantly among the ICT Programme 
Challenges. Close to 30% of the SMEs involved 
in FP7 mainstream ICT participated also in 
FP5 and FP6. Th ese organisations are oft en 
leaders in their niche markets. 

SMEs are signifi cant participants and con-
tributors to the ICT Programme. Specifi cally 
tailored risk-sharing fi nance instruments 
should be created for advanced users and 
high-tech SMEs, addressing their small-
scale funding needs. While the Risk Sharing 
Financial Facility (RSFF) may play a useful 
role in enabling larger organisations to take 
innovation risk, it is not well adapted to the 
needs of smaller organisations because the 
minimum size of loans involved is too large. 

Th e Programme is helping to shape the 
research community, for example by creating 
a new highly multidisciplinary research com-
munity in the fi eld of the Virtual Physiological 
Human. During FP6, Networks of Excellence 
made important contributions to reinforcing 
the European Research Area in ICT10. Th ere 
were also important examples of support and 

coordination actions focusing attention on the 
need for strategic research roadmaps in fi elds 
not yet tackled by the European Technology 
Platforms. It may have been a mistake to de-
emphasise these instruments in FP7. Another 
drawback of FP7 was a less strategic approach 
to internal exchange and dissemination of 
information as a result of reduced coordina-
tion between projects. For example, so-called 
‘concertation’ meetings between projects in 
similar areas have largely been discontinued. 

An important component of the Framework 
Programme is eInfrastructures, equivalent to 
approximately 7% of the FP7 budget managed 
by DG-Infso and including infrastructures 
such as the extension and development of 
the pan-European research network GÉANT; 
deployment and evolution of e-Science Grid 
infrastructures, meeting the needs of new 
scientifi c and engineering communities 
(including in social sciences and humanities), 
scientifi c digital repositories and developing 
common cooperation with similar initiatives 
in other continents. Recently, positive deci-
sions have been made to extend GEANT and 
to launch the PRACE supercomputing project. 
However, neither the major eff ort by the 
European Strategic Forum on Research Infra-
structures (ESFRI) to defi ne an infrastructure 
road map for the ERA nor FP7 itself involves 
signifi cant new, large-scale ICT test beds for 
advanced services. 

Recommendation 8: 

To improve the structure of the ICT Programme, to reach the Programme’s immediate 
ICT objectives and the wider objectives of FP7, the Commission should take two major 
actions (a) to make greater eff orts to reverse the downward trend in industry partici-
pation; (b) to incorporate plans for large-scale ICT test beds for advanced services.

10  WING FP6 Impact Analysis – Final report, DG Information Society, 2009
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SIMPLIFICATION OF PARTICIPATION IN 
THE ICT PROGRAMME

Simplifi cation, including reduction of the 
complexity and cost involved in participating 
in the FP, has been a key demand of almost 
every evaluation since the Framework began. 

Th e administrative rules associated with the 
application process, monitoring, reporting and 
payment of the Commission’s contribution 
to projects are similarly subject to continuous 
evolution and continue to vary among instru-
ments, making compliance diffi  cult for any 
organisation that lacks specialised personnel 
to deal with the problems. As a result, the FP 
is for many participants a ‘funder of last resort’ 
whose administrative burdens are tolerated 
only because it is, for certain types of project, 
the only funder available. ‘Core’ participants 
acting as attractors for new participants and 
key network nodes for existing players, increas-
ingly regard the administrative burdens of the 
FP as intolerable and are discussing a reduction 
in their participation. 

While the panel strongly endorses the need 
for accountability and legality, the EC’s post-
project auditing campaign against FP6 projects 
has involved retroactive rule setting that under-
mines confi dence in the Framework and the 
viability of participation. Th e auditing process 
allows wide discretion to produce individual 
and confl icting interpretations of the cost rules 
and invokes a degree of precision that is simply 
spurious in the costing of risky activities with 
uncertain outcomes. Th e Financial Regulations 
involved may well be appropriate for some of 
the other activities of the European Commis-
sion but are grossly inadequate for research 
and innovation funding. 

Simplifi cation of administration is not just 
a matter of nuisance. In the light of the slug-

gishness of both the Commission and the 
Court of Auditors in relation to the need for 
change, the panel insists that radical reform is 
urgently needed. Change is a strategic neces-
sity, to ensure the involvement of all the players 
needed to make the programme a success. Th is 
is also of especial importance if Europe wants 
to attract organisations from outside the EU 
to participate. Th e new initiatives such as JTIs 
and Joint Programming are jeopardised by 
the complexities and uncertainties imposed 
through the audit culture associated with the 
Regulations. Unless radical action is taken sim-
ilar problems will appear in implementing new 
PPPs. Similarly, administrative complexity and 
burdens particularly threaten the participation 
of SMEs. If complexity excludes key, needed 
players, the programme will not succeed. 

Th e panel notes that a number of organisations 
have made useful contributions in defi ning 
principles of robust funding, to which the 
Commission should adhere. It agrees with the 
thrust of many of these principles and under-
lines that fi nancing should at least have the 
following characteristics

Stability and consistency of rules within and • 

between Framework Programmes

Simplicity and practicality of administration • 

and accounting

Consistency between the degree of risk and • 

uncertainty inherent in R&D and the granu-
larity of monitoring and auditing

Flexibility to make binding changes to con-• 

tracts in response to emerging research 
results

A default assumption of mutual trust among • 

funders and benefi ciaries, recognising that 
the contributions of the benefi ciaries tend to 
constrain moral hazard

SHARING RISK

Recommendation 9: 

To enable the continued participation of key European players and to make the pro-
gramme suffi  ciently attractive to global participants, the Commission must reduce the 
damaging administrative burden and the growing arbitrariness of auditing practices. 
It can address this by undertaking a radical overhaul of the fi nancial regulations and 
their implementation, and ensuring that the underlying principle is one of shared risk 
and mutual trust.
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Th e application of the fi nancial regulations 
and over-zealous auditing has a particularly 
negative eff ect on SMEs, whose involvement 

in the programme is oft en crucial but who are 
ill equipped to tackle the administrative bur-
dens involved.

REDUCING THE COSTS OF 
PARTICIPATING IN THE FRAMEWORK 
PROGRAMME

Th ere is considerable variation in success 
rates among the diff erent lines of ICT-FP7, but 
overall the proportion of proposals funded is 
low. In Calls 1-3, the proportion of proposals 
that led to contracts was about 15% – almost 
exactly the same as in FP6 (14.2%). Th is means 
that a little over 3,000 proposals were rejected 

at a cost to the proposers of around €175 million 
(equivalent to about 14% of the ICT 
Programme’s almost €1.3 bn annual spend). 

Th is panel is not equipped with the tech-
nical expertise to make detailed proposals 
for improvement, but recommends that the 
Commission review the matter, based on the 
following starting suggestions. 

Recommendation 10: 

To increase SME participation, in particular, and simplify and reduce the burdens of their 
participation, the Commission should create a fl exible, lightweight and well-defi ned 
form of sub-contracting or associate partnership.

Recommendation 11: 

To reduce the current massive waste of eff ort in writing good-quality but nevertheless 
fruitless proposals and to make it more attractive to participate in the Programme, the 
Commission should test a more sophisticated two-stage application process in part 
of the Programme.  Proposals proceeding to the second stage should have a 30-50% 
chance of obtaining funding. 
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Appendix A: Tasks of 
the Evaluation Panel 
and Working Method

Mandate of the Evaluation 
Panel
Th e interim evaluation of ICT research in 
the 7th Framework Programme is part of the 
evidence-based interim evaluation of the 
7th Framework Programme and its specifi c 
programmes building upon the ex-post eval-
uation of the 6th Framework Programme. 
Scope of the evaluation was the research 
activities funded by DG Information Society 
and Media in FP7. Th ese include the ICT-
related research activities in the Cooperation 
programme (‘mainstream’ ICT research, the 
JTIs Artemis and Eniac, and the AAL JP) and 
the eInfrastructures activities in the Capaci-
ties programme.

Th is interim evaluation serves two major pur-
poses: to provide guidance and steering for the 
fi nal part of FP7 – in particular to assist with 
the design of the work programme for the next 
period, and to provide input to the design for 
any successor programme to FP7, since the 
preparations for this will begin shortly and the 
fi nal evaluation will be carried out only aft er 
the start of the new programme.

To satisfy the regulatory requirements, the 
evaluation must cover three main issues:

Th e quality of the research activities under • 

way

Th e progress towards the objectives set• 

Th e quality of implementation and manage-• 

ment

Th ere is an additional requirement to assess 
the eff ectiveness of the eff orts made on simpli-
fi cation – looking beyond the implementation 
at aspects of the programme design.

In order to make these issues operational, a 
series of specifi c questions for the panel have 
been identifi ed: 

1. QUALITY OF THE RESEARCH

Is FP7 ICT exploiting areas of competi-a. 
tive advantage and at the same time able 
to adapt to a changing environment and to 
identify and explore new opportunities?

Does the programme attract the best b. 
research teams in Europe? How many of 
these are recognised as world leaders in 
their domains?

2. PROGRESS TOWARDS THE OBJECTIVES 
OF THE ICT SPECIFIC PROGRAMME

How does FP7 ICT contribute to improve a. 
the positioning of Europe on the global ICT 
RTD map?

How is the programme contributing to real-b. 
ise the ERA objectives and its 2020 Vision?

How is FP7 ICT positioned within the over-c. 
all European innovation system, and how is 
it expected to contribute to the system? 

Is FP7 ICT employing the right mechanisms d. 
to help translate research results into inno-
vative products, processes and services?

How does the programme link with other e. 
European or national initiatives address-
ing the “knowledge triangle” of education, 
research and innovation? 

3APPENDIXES



••• 22

Is FP7 ICT resulting in a better support of f. 
the broader EU policy agenda, notably eco-
nomic growth, sustainable development, 
health, and meeting the challenges of an 
ageing society?

Have the eInfrastructures activities eff ec-g. 
tively contributed to optimise the use and 
development of the best research infrastruc-
tures in Europe? To which extent has the 
eInfrastructures approach been expanded 
to more application-oriented and user-ori-
ented platforms in other sectors?

3. QUALITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

Is the process of formulating and revising a. 
the Work Programmes able to accommo-
date the dynamic nature of the research 
priorities in ICT and of new political priori-
ties (e.g. Recovery Package)?

Is the mix of instruments used and partic-b. 
ipants involved (industry, public research, 
academia, SMEs) adequate to achieve the 
objectives pursued in the various research 
areas? What eff ect has the introduction 
of the JTIs and the Article 169 action and 
the opportunities off ered by the European 
Research Council and RSFF had on the 
participation in the co-operative research 
activities?

To what extent can changes in the pattern c. 
of participation be linked to the changes 
in implementation methods introduced 
within FP7? As an example, what is the per-
ceived impact of the changes in the funding 
models as compared to FP6 (particularly 
for SMEs)?

Have suffi  cient eff orts been made to ensure d. 
that support for SMEs and for large fi rms 
is not “compartmentalised” into diff erent 
measures or tools?

To what extent have the changes introduced e. 
in FP7, notably the rules for participation, 
and their implementation in the ICT pro-
gramme simplifi ed the application, selection 
and contract management processes? What 
is the budgetary impact of these changes? 

To what extent have FP7 management f. 
requirements, such as resulted in reducing 
costs and lowering burdens of participation 
in the programme? Has the Commission 
advanced in developing a more trust-based 
approach towards the participants? If the 
Commission has not advanced suffi  ciently, 
which factors are hindering it?

What further improvements of the pro-g. 
gramme implementation and simplifi cation 
measures should be considered?

WORKING METHOD

Th e Evaluation Panel started its activities in 
September 2009. Th e fi rst phase of the evalua-
tion was focused on the collection of evidence 
by means of interviews with Commission 
offi  cials and stakeholders and the analysis of 
Commission documents and monitoring or 
evaluation reports. Th is was done at an indi-
vidual basis as well as collectively during the 
monthly meetings.

Th e second phase of the activities was ded-
icated to the drawing of the conclusions and 
the formulation of the recommendations.

Evaluation experts from Technopolis Group 
supported the Evaluation Panel in its activities 
by providing the needed background infor-
mation and setting up a large-scale evidence 
collection exercise, resulting in the Evidence 
Report (see Appendix C, separate report).
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Apart of the Evidence Report developed by 
the support team to the Experts Panel, key 
documents and reports that were taken into 
consideration for the evaluation are:

“A public-private partnership on the Future • 

Internet”, Communication from the Com-
mission to the European Parliament, the 
Council, Th e European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of Regions, 
COM (2009) 479 fi nal, European Commis-
sion, October 2009  

“A strategy for ICT R&D and Innovation in • 

Europe: Raising the Game”, Communication 
from the Commission to the European Par-
liament, the Council, the European Economic 
and Social Committee, and the Committee 
of the Regions, COM (2009) 116 fi nal, Euro-
pean Commission, 2009 

Esko Aho (Chair), • Information Society 
Research and Innovation: Delivering Results 
with Sustained Impact, Evaluation of the eff ec-
tiveness of Information Society Research in the 
6th Framework Programme 2003-2006, Euro-
pean Commission, Brussels: May 2008

FP7 ICT Interim Evaluation - DG-INFSO • 

Self-Assessment, European Commission, 
DG Information Society and Media, Novem-
ber 2009
Integrated Programme Portfolio Analysis • 

2009, European Commission, DG Informa-
tion Society and Media, September 2009

• JTI Sherpas Group, Designing Together the 
‘Ideal House for Public-Private Partnerships in 
European Research, (mimeo), January 2010

Commission Offi  cials

Dirk Beernaert Head of Unit INFSO G1 – Nanoelectronics

Mario Campolargo Director INFSO-F - Emerging Technologies and Infrastructures

Jose Cotta Head of Unit INFSO G3 - Embedded Systems and Control

Peter Diry Deputy Head of Unit INFSO C5 – Operations for ICT Research and 
Innovation

Ken Ducatel Head of Unit INFSO C1 - Lisbon Strategy and i2010

Detlef Eckert Director INFSO C – Lisbon Strategy and Policies for the Information 
Society

Konstatinos Glinos Head of Unit INFSO F3 – Géant and eInfrastructures

Khalil Rouhana Head of Unit INFSO C2 - Strategy for ICT Research and Innovation

Paul Timmers Head of Unit INFSO H3 - ICT for Inclusion

Th ierry Van der Pyl Director INFSO G - Components and Systems

Peter Wintlev-Jensen Head of Sector, ICT and Ageing – INFSO H3

Stakeholders

Monika Dietl Director, European Aff airs Offi  ce, CNRS

Lutz Heuser Chairman, ISTAG and Vice President, SAP Research

Eddy Roelandts Vice President Technology &. Environmental Policy, Siemens

Andraz Tori Founder and Director for Technology, Zemanta Ltd 

Jan van den Biesen Vice President Public R&D Programs, Philips Research

Walter Weigel Director General, ETSI

Michael Wiesmüller Federal Ministry for Transport, Innovation and Technology, Austria

Commission offi  cials and stakeholders collectively interviewed by the evaluation panel members are:
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Appendix B: Summary 
of Evidence
Th is annex provides an overview of the evi-
dence collected in the course of the study 
that was to support the panel of experts in 
its interim evaluation of ICT research in the 
7th FP. 

Scope of this evaluation was the research 
activities funded by DG Information Society 
and Media in FP7. Th ese include the ICT-
related research activities in the Cooperation 
programme and the eInfrastructures activities 
in the Capacities programme. In the frame-
work of this study on ICT research in FP7, 
research funded by DG Information Society 
in the Cooperation Programme is denomi-
nated “FP7 ICT” research; research funded 
in the context of the Capacities Programme is 
referred to as “eInfrastructures”. Wherever rel-
evant, within the FP7 ICT research activities, 
a further distinction is made between “FP7 

mainstream ICT”, i.e. the core of the FP7 ICT 
activities, and the “New Initiatives”, including 
the JTIs Artemis and Eniac, and the AAL Joint 
Programming (JP). Th e FP7 ICT research con-
stituted the key focus for this study.

In the time period 2007-2009, ICT research 
in FP7 saw the involvement of 3,319 organisa-
tions, accounting for 9,607 participations. 

Th e evidence collected during this study 
comes from four main sources – the database 
on projects and participations, a survey of par-
ticipants, interviews with key players, and an 
extensive desk research of Commission doc-
uments and external settings. Comparative 
analyses of survey and composition analysis 
data related to research in ICT in FP5, FP6 and 
FP7 allowed for the identifi cation of trends 
over the Framework Programmes.

Th e fi ndings of the study can be summarised 
as depicted in the diagram below.
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Th e structure of this Summary of Evidence 
follows the headings and the fl ow of analysis 
in the panel report, providing more detailed 
evidence-based information on the considera-
tions leading to each recommendation.

Strengthening European 
ICT research in a 
globalising world

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE ICT 
PROGRAMME FOR EUROPE

In this last decade, key priorities in European 
policy thinking shift ed from ‘a cheaper, secure 
Internet, investing in people and skills, and 
stimulating the use of Internet” to ‘creating 
innovation friendly markets’ and a growing 
attention to the role of demand factors as 
drivers for change. Research was increasingly 
expected to take up its societal role and was 
ultimately called to develop solutions for the 
emerging societal challenges. 

Refl ecting the evolution in European pol-
icy thinking and the technology and market 
trends in the global ICT sector, the FP7 ICT 
Programme applied a mix of technology push 
and solution (market) pull to foster R&D 
excellence and innovation. Research in FP7 
mainstream ICT continued and reinforced 
the trend in research focus that was visible 
already in FP6, dedicating even more than in 
FP6 attention to research exploring new tech-
nology paths. It targeted emerging as well as 
existing markets with high growth potentials, 
taking into due account the areas of European 
technology and industry strengths. Europe’s 
key technology strengths in ICT are in the 
fi elds of communication and network technol-
ogies, micro-nanoelectronics, robotics, and 
embedded systems. Industry strengths are in 
the fi eld of telecommunication services and 
network supply. It has also world leadership in 
ICT application markets such as telemedicine, 
medical equipment, robotics, automotive and 
aerospace electronics, amongst others.  

Th e strong push for innovation implemented 
in FP7 was not limited to an increase in 

funding for research in emerging technolo-
gies. In the other research areas, focusing on 
more mature technologies, there was a more 
pronounced focus on developing innova-
tive solutions and applications than in FP6. 
Stakeholders describe much of the research 
conducted in those areas as ‘exploratory’ and 
throughout all Challenges the majority of par-
ticipants in the Collaborative Projects (~80%) 
indicated the exploration of new technology 
paths as major goal for their participation.

Th e ICT programme is characterised by a high 
level balance between bottom-up and top-
down design, based upon a broad process of 
consensus building around the research prior-
ities among and with the research and industry 
communities. Bodies involved in the design 
process of the Work Programme include the 
IST Advisory Group (ISTAG), the European 
Technology Platforms (ETP), the Commis-
sion directors and internal correspondents, 
and the broad participants base through con-
sultation meetings. Th e Work Programme also 
builds on direct input from the portfolio anal-
yses, studies on technology and market trends, 
evaluation and impact analyses, and monitor-
ing reports on the projects.

Participants appreciated the current research 
focus in the Programme and stressed the 
relevance of the exploratory actions to be 
undertaken at European level. Th e Programme 
results also particularly useful for research on 
issues with a pan-European dimension where 
high-level complementary expertise is needed 
and where the national programmes oft en did 
not have the necessary scope.

In terms of the Programme’s ability to adapt 
to the particularly fast-changing environment 
in the ICT sector, the Programme has adopted 
the right mechanisms to adapt to changes in 
the long-term environment, showing an appre-
ciated mix of relative stability in the research 
lines funded throughout the Framework Pro-
gramme and agility in acting upon changes in 
the two-years Work Programmes. Th e Pro-
gramme’s capability to respond to short-term 
changes is more oft en questionable, especially 
due to the time frame needed for the entire 
implementation process (from identifi cation 
of a need or opportunity to the contracting 
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of research). In order to overcome this chal-
lenge, the Programme set as strategic objective 
the funding of mid-to-long-term research. 
Compared to FP6, however, a clear shift  can 
be noted towards more mid-term research, 
in all research areas and in particular for the 
research stakeholders. 

In this context, the participants assessed posi-
tively the implementation of the new measure 
that allows for a more extended fl exibility in 
relation to the focus of the research and the 
constituency of the project consortia as a tool 
to adapt to changing environments.

THE ICT PROGRAMME AND THE NEW 
ERA INSTRUMENTS

As in previous FPs, in FP7 the bulk of EU 
research funding goes to collaborative 
research, with the objective of establishing 
excellent research projects and networks able 
to attract researchers and investments from 
Europe and the wider world. 

One of the factors that have changed signifi -
cantly since the introduction of FP7 is the 
emphasis on co-ordination with national 
research instruments. FP7 has a set of 
objectives designed to increase the level of 
co-operation between and co-ordination of 
research programmes carried out at national 
or regional level in the Member or Associ-
ated States, leading to mutual opening up of 
programmes and development and imple-
mentation of joint activities. Th is may happen 
through activities within the programme 
(some CSAs) or in some cases through spe-
cifi c instruments such as the ERA-NETs, Joint 
Programmes (Article 169) and Joint Tech-
nology Initiatives (JTIs). Joint Technology 
Initiatives combine private sector investment 
and/or national and European public funding 
and support large-scale multinational research 
activities in areas of major interest to Euro-
pean industrial competitiveness and issues of 
high societal relevance. FP7 also introduced 
initiatives aiming at integrating private and 
public research eff orts. Th is is the fi rst time that 
public-private partnerships (PPP), involving 
industry, the research community and public 
authorities, were proposed at European level. 

Th e two JTIs partly managed by DG INFSO 
(ARTEMIS focusing on Embedded Computing 
Systems and ENIAC related to Nanoelectron-
ics Technologies) are rooted in the activities 
of the European Technology Platforms, set up 
during the Sixth Framework Programme. Th e 
ICT Programme also launched the Ambient 
Assisted Living (AAL) Joint Programme, a new 
joint R&D funding activity implemented by 
20 EU Member States and 3 Associated States 
with the fi nancial support of the European 
Community. Finally, 3 PPPs were launched in 
2009, in the context of the Recovery Package.  

In general the participants approved and 
appreciated the scope off ered by the Pro-
gramme from the more basic research in FET, 
through the mainstream of the FP7 coopera-
tive research to the more market-focused work 
funded under the JTIs. 

However, the current proliferation of new 
initiatives in European Commission funded 
research, most of them focusing on the 
Societal Challenges, constitutes a risk for frag-
mentation of European Commission research 
funding. Especially participants in FP7 main-
stream ICT research (~35% of the survey 
respondents) ranked the ‘complexity of the 
programme design in terms of variety of instru-
ments and initiatives’, the ‘diffi  culty in fi nding 
matching funding issues’, and the ‘fragmenta-
tion of the research funding across diff erent 
actions’ among the most important barriers 
to participation. Th is regarded in particular 
participants in the Healthcare and Inclusion 
Challenges, and research stakeholders more 
frequently than industry. Stakeholders partici-
pating in the JTIs did not particularly perceive 
it as an issue; they considered these initiatives 
as clearly complementary to the mainstream 
research.

In relation to the ‘traditional’ instruments, 
the fi rst 4 calls of FP7 mainstream ICT were 
characterised by a more pronounced focus on 
the Collaborative Projects, with a reduction of 
shares in the budget for all the other funding 
schemes (compared to FP6).
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Th e STREPs became the most funded research 
instrument, a position that was taken up in 
FP6 by the Integrated Projects. 

Th is shift  in budget allocation needs to be set 
against the background of the major concern, 
voiced during and at the end of FP6 of a risk 
for ‘compartmentalisation’ of the SMEs in the 
STREPs. SMEs showed a clear preference for 
the STREPs in FP6, while Large Enterprises 
opted more frequently for participation in 
IPs. It was considered that the IPs with their 
large consortia and more strategic long-term 
research focus were little aligned with the 
needs of SMEs.

Interestingly, in FP7 mainstream ICT and 
compared to FP6, there was a slight increase in 
the involvement of SMEs in IPs. Th is change 
in participation behaviour seems to be related 
to the more intense involvement of high-tech 
SMEs in FP7. Th ese organisations are oft en 
leaders in their niche markets and already 
in relation to FP6, the high value of involve-
ment of such SMEs in IPs was pointed out by 
the participants – both Large Enterprises and 
SMEs.

Th e Networks of Excellence saw their share in 
budget drastically reduced in FP7 (4% in FP7, 
compared to 8% in FP6). A new instrument 
in FP6, the Networks of Excellence had as 
‘mission’ to foster the integration of research 
communities. During and at the end of the 
Sixth Framework Programme, strong doubts 
arose on their eff ectiveness, in particular in 
relation to their success in terms of durable 

integration. Th e latest assessments, however, 
draw a more positive picture and consider that 
in FP6, Networks of Excellence showed their 
value as platforms for knowledge exchange, 
strengthening research communities and 
integrating fi elds of research – as well as inte-
grating research communities in the NMS 
within the European ones. Th e NoEs funded 
in FP7 show the same (potential) value. 

Co-ordination and Support Actions saw their 
(very small) share of the overall budget slightly 
reduced compared to FP6. Th e impression 
arising is that a strategy of highly focused 
funding was adopted for the Support Actions, 
i.e. only in areas where they have proven their 
relevance. Th e Co-ordination projects seem 
to be adopted as instrument especially for 
the development of strategic research road-
maps in fi elds that are not yet ‘covered’ by the 
European Technology Platforms. Participants 
considered that this implied a less strategic 
approach to internal exchange and dissemi-
nation of information. Furthermore, part of 
the budget for the CSA (20%) was devoted to 
actions explicitly focusing on international 
cooperation.

In line with the expectations, the New Initia-
tives proved particularly valuable in mobilising 
industry stakeholders in the R&D activities and 
the development of new products or services. 
Th e JTIs succeeded in inverting the research/
industry ratio in overall participations that is 
visible in mainstream ICT research (60/40%); 
in the AAL JP the research/industry ratio was 
even 40/40%, with the remaining ~20% of par-
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ticipations taken up by the Public Authorities 
and NGOs. Th e New Initiativesy particularly 
led to an enhanced involvement of SMEs in 
research at European level, reaching participa-

tion levels of 24% in Artemis, 27 % in Eniac, 
and 33% in AAL (compared to the 16% in FP7 
mainstream ICT).

Especially in ARTEMIS and the AAL JP, the 
strong user-oriented focus allowed for a pro-
nounced involvement of key immediate or 
end users of the technologies (in ARTEMIS 
product/technology users active in the manu-
facturing sectors, in AAL those active in the 
services sectors).

Th e overall evaluation of the participants on 
the relevance of the New Initiatives was highly 
positive. Th is positive assessment was coun-
terbalanced by the negative evaluation of the 
current implementation methods, and more 
particularly the diffi  culties and additional 
costs caused by the current dual governance – 
i.e. European and national. Issues mentioned 
included the dual management structures (in 
two languages), separate reporting require-
ments, and the lack of coordination in the 
timing of funding decisions.

PROMOTING RADICAL INNOVATION

Th e ICT programme is characterised by a 
broad process of consensus building around 
the research priorities. Already in relation 
to the ICT Programme in FP6, the WING 
FP6 ICT Impact analysis came to the conclu-
sion that “Th e Programme has been able to 
be eff ective because it builds upon a shared, 
market-focused vision that derives from 
participants’ own interests and because it 
empowers them to implement the vision in the 

detail. Such a virtuous circle is to a degree risky 
because it contains a potential for lock-in, but 
properly governed it is very powerful.” 

A factor that may constitute a risk for lock-in is 
the infl uence and importance of the established 
major stakeholders in the Programme. Th e 
Programme is characterised by a strong ‘core’ 
of participants that took part in successive 
FPs. ‘Core’ participants can be found in partic-
ular among the Higher Education institutions 
(~70%), and the research institutes and Large 
Enterprises – albeit at a slightly lower level 
(~50%). Interestingly, it includes also ~30% of 
the SMEs, Public Authorities and NGO/Asso-
ciations. 

Th ese organisations constituted the back-
bone also for the research in New Initiatives 
and especially for research in the JTIs, which 
illustrates also their strong involvement in the 
European Technology Platforms upon which 
these JTIs were based.
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Apart of creating critical mass in specifi c S&T 
fi elds at European level and stability over time, 
this core group of participants resulted instru-
mental for the strengthening and expansion 
of strategic R&D partnership, amongst other 
by fostering the involvement of new players 
who in some cases took up important roles in 
the projects. Half of the participating organ-
isations are new actors in EC-funded ICT 
research, including close to 70% of the SMEs.

Th e moderate level of technical risk and 
duration of the research indicated by the par-
ticipants should be seen as a warning that a 
lock-in may currently be in place in FP7 ICT. 

Th e Commission saw its intervention to be rel-
evant especially for the funding of medium to 
long-term collaborative research requiring 
risk sharing with the industry and the research 
community. In FP7 ICT, however, there was 
a clear shift  from the medium to long-term 
research in FP6 towards more mid-term 
research, in all research areas and in particular 
for the research stakeholders. 

Furthermore, while industry participants per-
ceived high commercial risks for their research 
activities (as was the case in FP6), the technical 
risks of research in FP7 mainstream ICT were 
overall considered to be more moderate than 
in FP6. 

Th is regarded all Research Areas but particu-
larly the research in the ‘Technology/Industry 
Strongholds’ one. Th is may be related to the 
fact that research in these fi elds of ICT targeted 
mature technology fi elds and market sec-

tors where the European research community 
is already highly structured – amongst others 
around the European Technology Platforms – 
and where the Strategic Research Agendas have 
already defi ned the paths for development, 
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based on consensus among the actors in the 
fi eld of S&T and industry sectors.

Among the stakeholders, especially the research 
organisations indicated lower technical risks 
than in FP6. Th ese stakeholders repeatedly 
pointed out that too much reliance on industry 
input for the defi nition of the research priori-
ties might lead to a focus on ‘tomorrow’ and 
not suffi  ciently on ‘the day aft er tomorrow’.

In the ICT programme, the initiative that 
explicitly focuses on innovative high-risk ideas 
is the FET initiative. Th roughout the FPs, 
this initiative has proven its importance as 
facilitator for the timely identifi cation of new 
emerging technologies, thus avoiding eventual 
lock-ins. It acted as a precious pathfi nder and 
guaranteed a counterbalance to the eventually 
more ‘conservative’ input from the ‘established’ 
industry sector. Th ere are numerous exam-
ples of current research fi elds that originated 
in previous exploratory work implemented in 
the FET programme; these include, amongst 
others, research in nanoelectronics, photonics, 
and robotics/bio-inspired systems. 

THE GLOBAL DIMENSION

In this last decade, expert panels and Com-
mission documents increasingly stressed the 
need for European research to ‘open the Euro-
pean Research Area to the rest of the world’ and 
increase its interaction with research at a glo-
bal level in order to create synergies and access 
complementary expertise. Th e stakehold-
ers largely agreed with this statement. Th ey 
ranked a stronger collaboration with research 
centers and key actors in the world among the 
top factors where development was needed in 
order to reach excellence in R&D and hoped 
for an extension of the current international 
collaboration projects.

So far, the breadth of these global co-operations 
has been very limited: the share in the overall 
funding of the Specifi c International Scientifi c 
Cooperation Activities (SICA) and Interna-
tional Cooperation (INCO) projects was ~1%. 
Th ese projects predominantly acted as ‘technol-
ogy watch’ activities. Th e Commission bases the 
cooperation in the Framework programme on 

the establishment of bi-lateral S&T agreements 
with key third countries and the defi nition of 
priority research areas for collaboration. Such 
‘targeted’ opening implied that in the fi rst 4 
calls in FP7 mainstream ICT non-European 
partners were involved (only) in 14% of the 
projects. In some research areas, this limited 
involvement of industry and research leaders 
at global level caused the absence of key com-
petences or links in the value chain because the 
necessary industry is not present or not ade-
quate in Europe. 

In the context of globalisation of research, the 
reinforcement of the European Single Market 
is more than ever a factor of crucial importance. 
Th e lack of European standards and coher-
ence among national regulations is an ongoing 
and well-known barrier for the development 
and uptake of innovation - and ultimately, for 
Europe’s competitiveness at global level.

One third of the participants (32%) felt that 
more could and should be done in relation to 
an enhanced coherence among national regula-
tions. Commission offi  cials indicated various 
areas in FP7 ICT where research focuses (also) 
on providing input to policy makers. However, 
the limited funding for the Funding Schemes 
that in previous Framework Programmes 
focused on knowledge transfer to policy mak-
ers (the Co-ordination and Support Actions, 
accounting for 3% of the budget) leads to the 
impression that the eff orts were minimal – or 
at the least highly focused on specifi c issues. In 
this context one should consider, though, that 
true progress in this fi eld is depending on the 
links between the Programme and other pol-
icy or regulatory activities at European levels 
rather than on the contributions by projects. 
Th e attainment of more coherent regulations 
is not necessarily an issue for the Programme 
itself, but more an issue of the links between 
the Programme and other policy or regulatory 
activities at European levels. 

Th e Programme supports the creation of the 
Single Market predominantly by contribut-
ing to standards development. Th e evaluation 
of the support delivered by the Programme 
for the development of European standards 
was variegated depending on the Challenges 
the stakeholders were involved in: partici-
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pants involved in the Healthcare and Network 
& Service Infrastructure Challenges highly 
appreciated the support of the Programme to 
foster standard development; in other areas 
such as Digital libraries & content and Inde-
pendent living, inclusion & governance, 
apparently the situation is more problematic. 

Overall, stakeholders considered that much of 
the research focus is currently on the devel-
opment of systems and processes with too 
little regard for the integration and the inter-
operability/backward compatibility. Th ey also 
stressed the need for the development of glo-
bal standards, a consideration that was voiced 
already by their peers involved in FP6 ICT. 

Exploiting the 
Pervasiveness of ICT via 
Integrated Policies

THE ICT PROGRAMME AND ‘JOINED UP’ 
POLICYMAKING

In the last decades, advances in ICT such as 
cost-eff ective computing, miniaturization, 
ubiquitous communication, and advanced 
materials and sensing devices have led to 
an increasing embedding of electronics in 
manufactured goods – and an increasing per-
vasiveness of ICT in general. A telling example 
of the trends in the market from this per-
spective is the automotive industry where 

electronics and embedded soft ware-intensive 
systems are expected to account for almost all 
(90%) of future innovation. Some (potential) 
societal applications of advanced ICT can be 
found in the language technologies and lan-
guage-based interactions that will enable an 
enhanced multilingual access to online con-
tent and services; research in robotics and 
ACS will increase ICT support in fi elds such 
as ageing and healthcare; advanced electronic 
products are enabling monitoring environ-
mental issues via wireless sensor networks, the 
Internet of Th ings, advanced mobile commu-
nication devices and new health applications.

Such increasing pervasiveness of ICT implies 
also a broad range of (potential) target markets 
and a high diversity of market actors involved 
in the production and use of ICT. Th is is illus-
trated by, e.g., the wide spread of market actors 
involved in FP7 ICT, ranging from electronic 
component manufacturers and systems engi-
neering companies to entities providing social 
services and NGOs. 

Th e Framework Programme is only one of 
many mechanisms in place to support research, 
development and innovation in Europe. Other 
policies and actions have been set up at Euro-
pean level (both managed by the Commission 
and by Intergovernmental Bodies) and by 
Member States. Th e ICT research landscape 
embraces numerous programmes and initia-
tives, funded at European or trans-national 
level. Th is includes other Directorates General 
where ICT takes up an increasing role, such 
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as DG Enterprise and DG Transport; the CIP 
ICT/PSP, the EU-funded innovation support 
programme for ICT that aims at catalysing 
innovation take-up through demonstrations 
and pilots; and the EUREKA programmes, a 
joint programming of the member states.

Th e increasingly broad-ranging importance of 
ICT implies an enhanced need for collaboration 
and coordination. In FP7, the ICT Programme 
dedicated due attention to an improvement of 
the coordination with other Community Pro-
grammes. Th is is illustrated, amongst others, 
by the Joint calls in the area of Trust & Security 
and Energy Effi  ciency. To be mentioned is also 
the ENIAC JTI that tackled the apparent over-
lap with research conducted in the CATRENE 
(a Eureka initiative), with as a fi rst step a joint 
call for Expressions of Interest. 

An improved collaboration and synergy 
between FP7 ICT and the CIP IST/PSP was 
called for in order to enhance the Programme’s 
capacity to bridge research and innovation. 
An issue that was raised in the evaluation was 
the absence of specifi c demonstration actions 
other than those embedded in IPs, and a 
demand for the CIP to provide opportunities 
for follow-up activities for research projects. 
To some extent this refl ects the development  
(i.e. the more limited funding compared to 
FP6) of the Integrated Projects who were 
supposed to absorb some of these activities. 
Furthermore, the number of support actions 
in the form of ‘take-up measures’ was reduced 
– even though they continued to be funded 
in specifi c fi elds of research where they had 
proven to be highly relevant. 

Potential synergies with innovation funding 
actions under the Structural Funds were also 
raised as an opportunity, but due to the govern-
ance structures of the Structural Funds this is 
more diffi  cult to co-ordinate at European level.

Finally, expert panels and Commission docu-
ments increasingly stressed also the need for 
an improved coherence and synergy between 
EU and national-funded research. Th e partici-
pants overall agreed with these considerations: 
half of the respondents considered a major 
synergy between EU and national-funded 
research to be a key factor for the achievement 

of excellence in R&D; 40% of the participants 
thought that more could and should be done 
from this perspective.

In FP7, the Programme acted upon a broader 
involvement of the national programmes in 
research at European level, by mobilising 
them for the activities in the JTIs (in contrast 
to common practice in the other DGs) and by 
fostering and supporting the creation of the 
AAL JP. 

It also implemented a broad range of activ-
ities at Challenge or WP Objective level, 
illustrating its commitment in reaching an 
improved coherence in Europe’s research poli-
cies - between European and national research 
policies as well as among the policies in the 
member states themselves. To cite only a few, 
the Commission fostered the creation of mir-
ror-groups in specifi c fi elds of S&T such as 
Photonics and National Technology Plat-
forms in order to deepen cooperation with 
and between national funding agencies; set up 
coordination activities with national initiatives 
in fi elds such as information management; 
liaised with Member States’ representatives 
which led to the development of common or 
complementary actions in the eSafety area 
and cooperates with the ERA-NET Transport; 
funds a supporting action in the fi eld of ICT 
for environmental sustainability that is likely 
to contribute towards an ERA-NET in the 
fi eld; an ERA-NET action has been started to 
launch joint calls on FET research topics.

Th e general opinion of the stakeholders inter-
viewed is that the impact of Programme on the 
formulation of national programmes is very 
high, even though national research policies 
are still oft en too much ‘inward’ directed. Some 
interviewees however felt that there was a lack 
of a compelling vision in this FP compared to 
the previous programme. Th ey called for an 
ICT-centered overarching strategic vision, sim-
ilar to the FP5/6 Ambient Intelligence one, that 
would have the capacity to gather research, 
industry and national policy makers around a 
common theme.
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INTEGRATING THE DEMAND SIDE 

An overall acknowledged critical value of 
collaborative research – and in particular 
of the collaborative research implemented 
in the Framework Programmes – lies in its 
capacities to enhance the knowledge and 
technology fl ows between the various com-
ponents of the Innovation System - across 
sectors, disciplines, and regions. Th is is even 
more so in the era of Open Innovation where 
industry increasingly builds on the interac-
tions with its network of suppliers, partners 
in the research system, and customers for its 
innovation and R&D activities. 

It is therefore little surprising that 66% of the 
participants in mainstream ICT Collaborative 
Projects indicated in a collaboration between 
the various actors in the innovation system 
(research and industry) a key factor for the 
achievement of excellence in R&D. Half of 
the participants also considered collaboration 
in RTD of all actors in the product/service 
value chain (suppliers, intermediate users, end 
users, etc.). Especially the major industry play-
ers attributed high importance here and their 
assessment of the Programme’s support for the 

attainment of such value chain interaction was 
mixed: a third of the Large Enterprises consid-
ered it suffi  cient ‘to a (very) large extent’ and 
another third ‘not at all/to a limited extent’. 

Participants pointed at a limited involvement 
in FP7 ICT of key immediate or end users in 
the Programme, including private enterprises 
as well as public authorities, NGOs and Indus-
try Associations. Th e alignment of the research 
results with the user needs was a concern 
voiced by ~30% of the industry participants 
in FP7 mainstream ICT research – and in par-
ticular by the participants in the Cognitive 
systems, interaction, robotics; Components, 
systems, engineering; and Digital libraries & 
content Challenges. In this context it should 
be noted that in these Challenges the research 
stakeholders accounted for at least 60% of the 
participations. While industry accounted for 
~50% of the participations in the Networks 
and Service Infrastructures Challenges 1 and in 
Challenge 6 focusing on Mobility, sustainability 
and energy effi  ciency, Public Authorities, NGOs 
and Associations were involved especially in the 
Independent Living, inclusion & governance 
and in the Healthcare Challenges (~10% of the 
participations).

Th e criticisms by the participants in relation to 
the involvement of diff erent actors along the 
value chain, and more specifi cally the imme-
diate and end users, need to be set against the 
particular value of such collaboration in order 
to master the growing complexity in ICT R&D 
as technologies and markets converge. Th anks 
to the participation of these actors, based in 

diff erent countries, valuable technology and 
market intelligence can be gained. It improves 
the understanding of customer and supplier 
needs and allows S&T solutions to be validated, 
improving the quality of the R&D results and 
the likelihood of market success. 
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Compared to FP6, research in FP7 main-
stream ICT saw a reduction of involvement by 
the product/technology users active in the 
manufacturing sectors i.e. manufacturers of 
Transport equipment, Consumer Electronics, 
and other consumer goods (from 21% of the 
participations by market actors in FP6 to 17% 
in FP7). Th is change in participation profi les 

can partially be attributed to the activities of 
the JTIs, seeing the considerable level of cross-
participation by these organisations in research 
funded in mainstream ICT and the JTIs. Th ere 
was, instead, a considerable increase in partic-
ipations by product manufacturers (from 15% 
of the participations by market actors in FP6 
to 24% in FP7).

Finally, in FP7 ICT a limited share of the budget 
was allocated to the funding of Support Actions, 
i.e. the instruments that in previous FPs were 
applied (also) for the awareness raising among 
users and the funding of socio-economic stud-
ies. Among all Challenges, the one focusing on 
Mobility, sustainability and energy effi  ciency 
(Challenge 6) allocated the highest share of its 
budget to the funding of Support Actions, i.e. 
5%; in the other Challenges, including the ones 
focusing on societal applications, the budget 
for the SAs ranged between 1% and 2%.

THE ICT PROGRAMME AND HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

In the FP7 ICT Programme, Higher Education 
institutions accounted for ~40% of the overall 
participation and took up a similar share of the 
overall funding. Th e majority of these institu-
tions (~80%) were important players in their 

fi eld at national or European level, showing a 
high-level involvement of European research 
leaders in the fi elds of ICT.

Explicit eff orts to transfer knowledge from 
research and innovation to the ‘education’ 
pillar in the knowledge triangle seemed 
highly limited. In its Self-assessment report 
the Commission related on some ‘educational 
outreach’ activities implemented, amongst 
others, in the fi elds of robotics and photonics. 
Little evidence was found also on the develop-
ment of joint European Master Programmes, 
which constituted in FP6 one of the positive 
eff ects of the NoEs. 

One should, however, consider that typically, 
the involvement of Higher Education insti-
tutions in collaborative research as such has 
highly positive eff ects on the education of PhD 
students as well as – indirectly - on the quality 
of the education in the universities through an 
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enhancement of skills and expertise of its staff  
members. Impact analyses focusing on ICT in 
FP5 and FP6 all found Education and Training 
to be one of the most prominent impact areas 
in the social sphere, indicated in particular by 
the Higher Education institutions.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ICT 
PROGRAMME 

In FP7, and compared to FP6, research in 
mainstream ICT saw a more pronounced 
involvement of the research stakeholders, 
accounting for ~60% of the participations. 
Th is was combined with a slight decrease in 
participation by the industry ones and the Pub-
lic Authorities. Industry participants in FP7 
mainstream ICT accounted for ~3% of the 
participations; Public Authorities and NGOs/
Associations for ~5%. Th e JTIs succeeded in 
inverting the mainstream 60/40% research/
industry ratio in overall participations; in 
the AAL JP, the research/industry ratio was 
40/40%, with the remaining ~20% of partici-
pations taken up by the Public Authorities and 
NGOs.

Th e FP7 ICT Programme succeeded in attract-
ing a broad range of key actors – in both 
scientifi c fi elds and market sectors and saw a 
high-level involvement of European research 
leaders in the fi elds of ICT. Close to 70% of the 
Large Enterprises and ~30% of the SMEs con-
sidered themselves to be leading or however 
highly important players at European level. Th e 
same was true for ~50% of the higher education 
institutions and research institutes.

Research in FP7 ICT built on research consor-
tia that showed the needed multidisciplinary 
expertise to ensure the attainment of excellence 
in R&D and an enhancement of the partici-
pants’ knowledge base. Th e overall majority of 
participants expected attainment of their objec-
tive to gain access to complementary expertise, 
amongst other through the strengthening or 
creation of long-term strategic R&D alliances 
- be they industry-science, intra-research or 
intra-industry collaborations. 

Th e Programme continued its strong support 
for the creation of the European ‘open’ inno-

vation eco-system by fostering the creation or 
strengthening of knowledge networks between 
and among the industry and research commu-
nities, even though the reduced involvement 
of the immediate and end-users in main-
stream research causes some concerns for the 
supply/demand interactions. It seemed par-
ticularly eff ective in strengthening strategic 
collaborations and integrating diff erent 
research communities. By setting the focus of 
the research activities in mainstream ICT on 
the development of emerging technologies or 
the opening of new markets for more mature 
ones (through the development of novel appli-
cations), the Commission inevitably exerted a 
strong push towards integration of the research 
communities in diff erent disciplines and for 
the creation of new R&D partnerships – or the 
expansion of existing ones.

Underlying these eff orts to stimulate inte-
gration among and between the various 
components in the Innovation Systems are the 
Commission’s activities implemented in the 
Networks of Excellence and the Coordination 
and Support Actions. Th ere was an ongoing 
support to the ICT-related European Technol-
ogy Platforms and close inter-linkages between 
the research activities in specifi c WP Objec-
tives and the relevant ETPs, as well as support 
for the development of strategic research road-
maps in fi elds that are not (yet) ‘covered’ by 
the ETPs. NoEs continue their support to the 
integration of research communities and show 
also in FP7 a (potentially) high value for the 
integration of research in the NMS into the 
European research communities.

Th e high value of the research - both from an 
S&T and economic point of view - fi nds its 
expression in the strong confi dence of the stake-
holders - based on their current experience in 
the projects - that their organisations’ core 
objectives for participation will be attained 
as or more than expected. Th is regarded 90% 
of the respondents in relation to the explora-
tion of new technology paths; 75% in relation 
to the enhancement of their competitiveness; 
and ~60% regarding the enhancement of their 
abilities to enter markets new to their organi-
sation. It is also illustrated by the participants’ 
considerable expectations that they will be able 
to re-use the knowledge gained and technology 
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developed during the projects in other con-
texts or for the development of other products 
or services. Expectations for knowledge and 
technology exploitation are particularly high 
among participants in the JTIs (indicated by 
~75%), but are highly relevant also among the 
participants in FP7 mainstream ICT. We noted, 
for example, that ~50% of the participants in 
FP7 mainstream ICT foresaw the re-use of the 
R&D outputs.

Th e Programme also seems to have set the basis 
for a strong transfer of technology and knowl-
edge to the national research communities 
and for a successful leveraging of follow-on 
research to be conducted in-house. Interesting 
is also the relatively high share of respondents 
expecting follow-on projects funded through 
the EU Structural Funds, illustrating the poten-
tial spill-over eff ects to the regions. Finally, 
~35% of the respondents expected that the 

project results would lead to commercialisa-
tion and exploitation in their organisations. 
In-house exploitation/commercialisation was 
indicated most frequently by the Soft ware & IT 
services providers and the entities active in the 
Public Services sector. 

SMEs are important players in Europe’s econ-
omy and their involvement in the Programme 
– in terms of product/technology suppliers as 
well as users – is critical for the uptake of inno-
vation. As most public research programmes, 
the ICT programme strived to attract more 
innovative SMEs with a high growth poten-
tial and in FP7 and compared to FP6, the 
Programme succeeded in reaching a higher 
involvement of innovative high-tech SMEs. 
Th is implied an increase in SME participation 
in the research areas exploring new technology 
paths – from 29% of SME participations in FP6 
to 36% in FP7 mainstream ICT research.

Compared to FP6, research in FP7 mainstream 
ICT induced a considerably more intensive par-
ticipation by SMEs manufacturing Electronic 
equipment, instruments and devices, rising 
from 9% to 20% of SME participation in the 
Collaborative Projects. Th is was accompanied 
by a reduced share in participation by SMEs 
active in the Soft ware and IT services sector, 
i.e. from 68% to 49% of the participations. Th e 
share in participations taken up by SMEs users 
of the products/technologies remained stable 
(~23%). 

Th e major factor infl uencing this change in 
profi le of the SMEs was the shift  in research 
focus - at challenges as well as ‘objectives’ level. 
As much as the other stakeholders, SMEs indi-

cated the research focus as the primary driver 
for their participation.

Financial availability is a typical issue for SMEs 
in relation to product and innovation develop-
ment and take-up and the SMEs participating 
in FP7 mainstream ICT Collaborative Projects 
were divided in their evaluation of the fi nan-
cial support for product/services development 
provided by the Programme: close to half of 
them (45%) considered such support suffi  cient 
to a (very) large extent; 25%, instead, rated it 
suffi  cient only to a limited extent or not at all.

It should be noted, however, that the SMEs 
stressed especially the need for support in 
the development of new business models, a 
request that was formulated already by their 
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peers participating in FP6. Th is need is related 
to an improved information transfer and 
awareness on new or future market opportu-
nities.

Th e overall positive evaluation by the 
participants – and particularly the indus-
try participants – on the relevance of the 

Programme and its alignment with industry 
and societal needs seems contradicted by the 
ongoing decline of industry participation in 
mainstream ICT collaborative research (from 
43% in FP6 to 39% in FP7). Th e concern is that 
this more limited industry involvement may 
have implications for the Programme and lead 
to gaps in the necessary participation.

Multiple factors seem to lay at the roots of 
this participation pattern, including the global 
competition and the technology & market con-
vergence leading companies to reduce R&D 
budgets in the EU; the shift  in the research 
focus now targeting more frequently mar-
kets that are still emerging; the globalisation 
of value chains leading to a lack of presence of 
specifi c industry actors in Europe.

Th e FP7 Capacities programme aims to enhance 
research and innovation capacities throughout 
Europe and ensure their optimal use. Th e area of 
most direct importance to the ICT Programme 
is ‘Research infrastructures’ which aims to 
optimise the use and development of the best 
research infrastructures existing in Europe, 
including ICT-based e-Infrastructures. It sup-
ports a number of interrelated topics designed 
to foster the emergence of a new research envi-
ronment in which ‘virtual communities’ share 
and exploit the collective power of European 
scientifi c and engineering facilities.

In the time period 2007 – 2009, the eInfra-
structures activity in the Capacities programme 
accounted for an amount equivalent to ~7% 
of the overall FP7-ICT budget; it deployed a 
specifi c funding scheme “eScience Grid Infra-
structure” for more than 60% of the 47 projects 
funded in this activity during the time period 
2007-2009.  Th e other projects in this activ-
ity were Co-ordination and Specifi c support 
actions.

Th e role of e-Infrastructure is growing; they 
form an integral part of all research infrastruc-
tures, which essentially require computing, data 
management, network and application devel-
opment services. Th ey are emerging as eff ective 
and valuable facilitators for the integration of 
research programmes and physical linkage of 
research communities, thus enhancing the fl ow 
of knowledge in the innovation systems - in 
Europe and abroad. 

Commission offi  cials and experts highlighted 
the successful implementation of the Grid 
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Infrastructures and Geant projects and the 
importance of the activities in the scientifi c 
data domain to overcome fragmentation in 
heterogeneous data repositories and to enable 
the research communities to better manage, 
use, share and preserve data. FP7 is currently 
extending the scope for the Grid projects, serv-
ing research communities in a broad range of 
disciplines ranging from astronomy to fi nance, 
from humanities to epidemiology.

Th e Expert Group on Research Infrastruc-
tures identifi ed several recommendations for 
e-infrastructures; one of them was the need to 
put emphasis on the development of integrated 
e-infrastructure based services (e-Science serv-
ices) for researchers, addressing common needs 
of diff erent scientifi c communities and enabling 
the sharing of resources among them. 

Sharing Risks

SIMPLIFICATION OF PARTICIPATION IN 
THE PROGRAMME 

Simplifi cation, including reduction of the com-
plexity and cost involved in participating in 
the FP, has been a key demand of almost every 
evaluation since the Framework began. 

Although the 2008 Ex-post evaluation of FP6 
IST concluded that the investment was well 
managed and was eff ective in reaching its goals, 
and even with the improvements introduced 
with the launch of FP7, the Panel called for sim-
pler and more fl exible funding mechanisms 
by developing a more trust-based approach 
towards participants. Interviewees during this 
study reiterated this need for a trust-based 
approach – refl ecting both scientifi c and man-
agerial risk. 

Th e issues surrounding this relate to the 
Commission’s own governance structures, 
processes and policy delivery mechanisms; 
in particular this covers the EC Financial 
Regulation. Th is has meant that while the 
Framework Programme has striven to intro-
duce measures that should simplify and clarify 
matters for participants, many of these have 
proved unworkable in practice because of a 

particularly narrow interpretation imposed 
on them by the fi nancial departments of 
the Commission. While one might under-
stand the reasoning behind this approach, it 
remains the case that while it is in place the 
measures proposed for simplifi cation will not 
be able to make any substantial advances. It is 
clear that the Financial Regulation plays a key 
part in limiting the potential to simplify the 
implementation of the Programme.

An example is the obligation imposed on the 
JTIs to implement the provisions of the EC’s 
Financial Regulation while - in principle - the 
approach that the Member States and par-
ticipating companies should carry out the 
accounting control with a minimum of inter-
vention at the Community level has been 
implemented. Th is causes limitations and 
rigidities that have been criticised repeatedly 
in interviews and the survey.

One of the factors limiting the eff orts in 
simplifi cation in their impact relates to the 
multiplicity of funding programmes at EU 
level (not to mention national and regional 
programmes). Th ere is a clear demand for a 
more coherent approach to funding for the 
diff erent elements of the innovation process. 
Funding regimes show –sometimes quite sig-
nifi cant - divergences within and among the 
various programmes, funding schemes, and 
initiatives.  

Examples include:

Th e replacement of the concept of “actual, • 

necessary and economic costs” with the con-
cept of “actual costs incurred” according to 
participants’ usual accounting principles and 
also their usual management practices has 
been implemented in the grant agreement, but 
there have been diff erences in the interpreta-
tion across diff erent areas of the programme. 

Th e • more extended use of fl at-rate fi nancing 
within a simplifi ed framework of forms taken 
by Community Financial Contributions has 
been implemented for some Co-ordination/
Support Actions, even though it is much 
more limited than was perhaps expected. 
Th is is due to interpretations of the limita-
tions arising from the fi nancial regulations. 
It has also been introduced for Networks of 
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Excellence but only actually implemented in 
limited manner, and eligible costs still have to 
be justifi ed.

Th e diffi  culties with the • simplifi ed defi nition 
of eligible costs appear to lie not with the 
defi nition of costs but with the interpretation 
of eligibility and how this is assessed. It seems 
that there are variations between diff erent 
parts of the Commission in how the defi ni-
tions are applied. 

It is clear that the complexity in funding 
regimes and the diverging interpretations of 
the fi nancial regulations throughout the mul-
tiple programmes and initiatives at EU level 
constitutes a particular burden for participants 

operating across the programme, or even 
within a programme but in diff erent funding 
schemes or initiatives. 

In this context one should also consider that 
especially the ‘core’ participants show a strong 
cross-participation profi le and are involved in 
multiple instruments. Th ey therefore have to 
deal with multiple regimes within the FP. Th ese 
organisations form the backbone not only for 
the FP7 mainstream ICT research, but also 
for the New Initiatives: 60% of the organisa-
tions active in the JTIs participated also in FP7 
mainstream ICT research – all of them ‘core’ 
participants. Th e same accounted for ~40% of 
the organisations involved in AAL. 

Many organisations also participate in non-FP 
programmes of the EC, further increasing the 
complexity they have to address. Th e potentially 
high level of cross-programme participations 
by organisations involved in FP7 mainstream 
ICT is illustrated in the relatively strong FP7 
mainstream ICT/CIP cross-participation: one 
in four (single) organisations that were ‘repre-
sented’ in the questionnaire survey and were 
participants in FP7 mainstream ICT stated an 
involvement also in CIP (any of the three CIP 
programmes). Such cross-participation was 
particularly high among the Higher Education 
institutions and the Large Enterprises (~30%), 
but was indicated also by ~20% of the SMEs.

Th ere is concern over diff erent interpretations 
of the auditing rules, within DG Infso, between 
DGs and also between the Project Offi  cers and 
the fi nancial authorities. It is not clear how 
auditors will interpret, for example, the appli-

cation of the costs based on the organisations’ 
accounting systems or the defi nition of the eli-
gible costs ex-post. 

Problems are now arising with retrospective 
interpretations of rules at audit in FP6. Since 
there are fewer audits at intermediate stages in 
FP7, this is leading to concerns that this will be 
problematic at the end of projects. Given the 
experience of FP6 audits currently under way, 
there are concerns that there may be retrospec-
tive interpretations by auditors which are not 
consistent with those accepted during the life 
of the project.

Larger participants may view this complexity in 
funding regimes and divergences in interpreta-
tions of fi nancial regulations as a cost, rather 
than a barrier, but for smaller fi rms they can 
represent an insurmountable problem.
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REDUCING THE COSTS OF 
PARTICIPATING IN THE FRAMEWORK 
PROGRAMME 

Measures that were successfully implemented 
in FP7 ICT, aiming at costs savings and a low-
ering of the red tape included

Th e streamlining of the process of submission • 

through the full introduction of the Elec-
tronic Proposal Submission System (EPSS). 
Th e savings here lead through into a saving 
of eff ort in the evaluation process due to the 
elimination of working with original paper 
proposals

Th e • Unique Registration Facility (URF) that 
enables organisations to introduce admin-
istrative documents only once for multiple 
proposals. In addition to the savings to par-
ticipants in reducing the eff ort of providing 
identifi cation documents - monitoring and 
evaluation data will be substantially improved 
for FP7, especially as regards the previously 
vexed question of identifi cation of SMEs

Th e • removal of ex-ante fi nancial viability 
checks for organisations requesting an EC 
funding lower than €500K, interesting 80% of 
the participations

Th e • Financial Guarantee fund, replacing the 
collective Financial Responsibility that con-
stituted a problem in FP6, aff ecting especially 
SMEs but also other partners sharing such 
potential liability

Th e • removal of the need for audit certifi cates 
on an annual basis for cumulative funding of 
under €375,000, interesting 65% of the partic-
ipations

Introduction of • electronic submission and 
reporting tools has been well received within 
ICT – although both the project offi  cers and 
the participants report some teething prob-
lems initially. However, the online reporting 
tool is well regarded and seen as much supe-
rior to the on-line tool being used in other 
areas of the programme. In this context, 
the existence of multiple reporting tools is 
possibly not an advantage for participants 
operating across the programme.

Th e overall view of the participants was that 
there was indeed some improvement in a low-
ering of the administrative burden, but one in 
three survey respondents gave a negative eval-
uation on the effi  ciency of the new measures in 
reducing the costs of the application processes 
and participation as such.

In FP7, the preparation of proposals remained 
a very costly process – not least because 
changes in the application processes were to 
a large extent outweighed by the decreasing 
probability of having a project accepted. 

Interviewees repeatedly reported an increased 
competition for EC funding in FP7, lowering 
the chances of success for the proposals and 
thus the potential Return of Investment for the 
application process. Among the 3,170 proposals 
received for the fi rst 3 calls of FP7 mainstream 
ICT, only 538 (i.e. 17%) led to the positive con-
clusion of a contract, despite the fact that 50% 
of the eligible proposals were considered dur-
ing the evaluation process as ‘above threshold’. 

In other words, only one third of “good quality 
proposals” resulted in a contract.

Various factors play a role here, including the 
quality of proposals received, the over-subscrip-
tion rates (large number of proposals compared 
to a limited budget in the action lines), and the 
clarity of the action line description. 

In this context, the request for a two-stage pro-
posal process has been raised before, and was 
again a strong theme in the interviews. 
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