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Foreword

This report has been drawn up from results obtained through questionnaires distributed during TrainNet Future activities in the last couple of years.  Participants who attended information activities organised by the consortium partners, described their experience in European Framework Programme research programmes by completing a questionnaire.  The audience who attended had different levels of experience; some were experienced as far back as the Fourth Framework Programme, whereas, the majority were complete newcomers to this EU research programme.

Results drawn up in this report are relevant to the sample of participants who attended information sessions organised within the context of this project. One must keep in mind that TrainNet Future was intended to inform and assist researchers in the Fifth Priority – Food Safety and Quality under the Sixth Framework Programme for Research, Technological Development and Demonstration.  This must be kept in mind when reading through the report, and any conclusions drawn up here must not be extrapolated to other different scenarios or research priorities within the Framework Programme.

The questionnaire served as a very useful tool to understand how researchers see the role of a National Contact Point and also, which stages in a research project belong more to the daily duties of a National Contact Point.  This survey highlights the importance of a National Contact Point in the assistance and guidance given to their clients, the majority of whom are researchers.  Furthermore, analysed replies and comments provided by attendees have provided important messages to both the National Contact Points and also the European Commission about weaknesses present in the structure and running of the Framework Programme.  This useful feedback will be used and where possible, it will be translated into improvements in the services provided by the National Contact Points and to the European Commission, in the structure and operations of the Framework Programme.

Finally, I would like to thank all my colleagues in the TrainNet Future consortium for their contribution and assistance throughout the whole process of this analysis.  

A special thanks goes to the coordinator of this project, Dr. Dora Groo, and, Mr. Alexandre Bonnys whose help has been invaluable all throughout.
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Malta Council for Science and Technology
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1.0 Introduction

The Framework Programme for Research, Technological Development and Demonstration - FP6, ran through 2002 until 2006.  Like past Framework Programmes and the current Seventh Framework Programme, FP7, FP6 was the gateway towards funding scientific research in the European Union.

Key people in disseminating information about Framework programmes (FPs) and supporting individuals who are interested in participating in FPs, are National Contact Points (NCPs).  NCPs are established in each Member State (MS), Candidate Country (CC) and third countries; one important role they play, is to assist the European Commission in marketing this research programme which is a key tool towards funding research ideas and bringing together experts in the same research field from Europe and other countries around the world.  NCPs are able to provide support throughout the whole lifecycle of a FP project starting off from the infancy of a research idea.  They assist by giving advice on a one-to-one basis or during information events organized.  This assistance includes tips on how to write a proposal, finding consortium partners, intellectual property rights, writing consortium agreements and building a project budget, amongst other various types of services provided.

1.1 TrainNet Future

TrainNet Future is a project funded under FP6; it started in May 2004 until December 2007.  The TrainNet Future (TNF) project is relevant to the objectives of Thematic Priority 5 (TP5), Food Quality and Safety, under FP6, since it supports the participation of researchers from academia and industry particularly from Candidate Countries in the Thematic Priority 5. Specific emphasis was given to researchers’ participation in FPs coming from the New Member States (NMS) and CC.  The overall objectives were achieved by two major lines of activities: 

1. capacity building and supporting the network of the National Contact Points (NCP) and support organisations, in Candidate Countries and Member and Associated States, and 

2. by supporting the research communities in New Member States and Candidate Countries with tailor-made information, assistance and services.

One task within the overall project was to learn about the experience of individuals participating in European Framework Programmes – FP6 and other past FPs.  For this specific task, a questionnaire (Annexe 1) was devised in English to collect feedback from researchers and Small and Medium Sized Enterprises (SMEs) amongst others, coming from the NMS including Bulgaria and Romania, and, CCs in this case only Turkey.  Feedback gathered from these questionnaires was intended primarily for NCPs to better their support services to clients.  Being the frontier support line, NCPs constantly need to improve skills and knowledge to provide their clients with the best information possible.  Furthermore, this questionnaire was also intended to pass on any key messages to the European Commission on the structure of the FP with the intention of making this research tool more accessible to newcomers, and, to increase participation of researchers from NMS and CCs.   The expected deliverable of this questionnaire is this currently presented report.

1.2 Methodology

During the lifetime of TNF, several information days were organized by the consortium partners coming form the NMS and CCs.  In most cases, the partners were NCPs responsible for TP5 during FP6.  Information activities were organized at both national level and at transnational level; in the latter case, these sessions also served to stimulate networking amongst researchers present with the intention of sharing research ideas, building partnerships and possibly submitting a future FP project.  

For the purpose of this analysis, questionnaires were collected from national information days and transnational sessions held between 2004 and 2006.  As shown in Tables 1 and 2, a total of 22 events were held during this period; these were split as follows – 13 organised at national level and 9 at transnational level.  As further explained in the tables, analysed questionnaires came from 17 organised events for the reasons below:-

1. whilst the questionnaire was in draft preparation, 2 events were organized in Romania and Slovenia;

2. questionnaires received from Bulgaria and Latvia were used in a small pilot study; and

3. questionnaires collected during a transnational activity held in Poland were not sent by the partner on time to be analysed.

	Country
	No. of participants
	Questionnaires collected
	Comments

	
	
	
	

	Latvia
	37
	14
	Questionnaires used in pilot study

	Romania
	197
	-
	Questionnaire in draft preparation

	

	Bulgaria
	146
	68
	Questionnaires analysed

	Cyprus
	30
	21
	Questionnaires analysed

	Estonia
	32
	20
	Questionnaires analysed

	Hungary *
	39
	22
	Questionnaires analysed

	Lithuania
	28
	17
	Questionnaires analysed

	Malta
	19
	8
	Questionnaires analysed

	Poland
	62
	24
	Questionnaires analysed

	Slovakia
	30
	7
	Questionnaires analysed

	Slovenia
	25
	15
	Questionnaires analysed

	Turkey
	86
	15
	Questionnaires analysed

	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	497
	217
	


* Two national trainings were held in Hungary; 22 questionnaires is the total of both trainings.

Table 1:  National events held

It was decided to conduct a small pilot study prior to finalizing the questionnaire shown in Annexe 1.  The two participating countries were Bulgaria and Latvia.  The purpose of the pilot study was to gather feedback from the Bulgarian and Latvian partners so as to understand how the questionnaire was received by attendees during the information session.  In total, these two activities generated 45 questionnaires; as part of the pilot 

	Country
	No. of participants
	Questionnaires collected
	Comments

	
	
	
	

	Bulgaria
	73
	31
	Questionnaires used in pilot study

	Poland
	59
	0
	Questionnaires not received

	Slovenia
	50
	0
	Questionnaire in draft preparation

	

	Hungary 
	136
	17
	Questionnaires analysed

	Latvia
	36
	29
	Questionnaires analysed

	Lithuania
	47
	20
	Questionnaires analysed

	Romania
	164
	43
	Questionnaires analysed

	Slovakia
	30
	18
	Questionnaires analysed

	Turkey
	55
	39
	Questionnaires analysed

	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	468
	166
	


Table 2:  Transnational events held

study, they were not included in the final analysis.  From this experience and lessons learned, the questionnaire was revised and a final version was drawn up.  This was used in subsequent events.  The experience from the pilot study also highlighted the need to develop a PowerPoint presentation (Annexe 2) to be used during the sessions to explain to respondents the scope and structure of the questionnaire.  Furthermore, it was decided that the consortium partner organising the event, should incorporate 30 minutes during the course of the day to explain and read through the questionnaire with the respondents and assist queries there and then; this was done particularly for double questions in the questionnaire (refer to Annexe 1, e.g. No. 13).  The aim was to ensure a higher response rate and more reliability of answers received.  Filled in questionnaires were collected by the consortium partners during the session.

Three sections were incorporated into the questionnaire as shown in Annexe 1.  Section A consisted of general questions namely the researcher’s country, the organisation being represented and the role held, gender, and activity area of interest relevant to the Framework Programme.  Section B was the longest of the 3 sections, and was further sub-divided into 7 categories.  The respondent was required to describe his experience in Framework Programmes, if any; by acquiring this information, individuals were classified into 2 categories – experienced (defined in Section 1.4 below) and the inexperienced.  Inexperienced individuals replied up to Question 9 of the Questionnaire and to Section C, if they had any comments.  Experienced individuals were asked several questions as shown in sub-sections B1 to B7; questions were asked about the whole life cycle of a FP project, from the infancy of a project idea, through to submission, negotiation and the results’ exploitation phase.  Furthermore, respondents were questioned whether they received NCP assistance and at what stage throughout the project cycle.

Questionnaire replies were compiled into an ACCESS database for subsequent generation of statistics as is described in the following sections.

1.3 Demography

As shown in Tables 1 and 2, 497 participants and 468 participants respectively attended national and transnational activities respectively where questionnaires were distributed for feedback.  This gives a total of 965 participants.  A total of 217 participants completed the questionnaire during national events and 166 participants responded during transnational events.  Thus, a total of 383 questionnaires were gathered from 17 activities with an overall response rate of 39.7%.  Each questionnaire was individually checked for consistency in the results provided; in fact 42 (11%), were excluded from analysis as the information received was unreliable.  The results of the remaining valid questionnaires, 89%, were used to generate statistics and results.

The average response rate per country was 43.8% during national information events.  Similarly, for transnational activities the response rate per country was 48.8%.  These figures are reasonably satisfactory; possibly, the response rate could have been higher had the questionnaire to be translated to the national language of each country.  Furthermore, since activities normally ran over 2 days, some participants may not have been present when the questionnaire was distributed.

Of 341 valid questionnaires, 55% of these were filled in by female participants and 45 % by male participants.  

Participants represented different legal entities and held various roles in their organisations as shown in Figures 1 and 2 respectively.  Universities were the most highly represented at 45%, government entities 20%, 12% from research institutes (this covers both the public and private sector) and almost 11% represented SMEs.  Such attendance from several sectors suggests that the FP allows for the participation of virtually any legal entity whose interests conform to the topics found in the work programmes, in this case specifically for Food Quality and Safety.  Moreover, the SME participation at 11% is interestingly close to the 15% participation benchmark set by the EC in FP6.  Two-thirds of the audience present at FP organized activities were researchers; this sector of individuals is highly active in FPs as this EU funded programme is a very important channel to obtain grants to fund one’s research ideas.  This result also shows that researchers are amongst the highest and most important clients for NCPs.  Another 25% of participants came from management and administration; it is probably the case that they are the ones who decide whether their organisation or employees will apply to a FP project.  Normally their role would be to oversee the overall running of the project whereas the technical content is taken care of by a researcher or someone with more of a hands-on technical role in their organisation.

As already mentioned, the objectives of TNF were to train and advise researchers with an interest in the Theme of food Quality and Safety.  Indeed, this objective was met as shown by the graph in Figure 3; the response in this area was by far the highest at 72%.  Individuals with overlapping interests, namely in Life Sciences and Environment, attended these FP awareness events; furthermore, around 7% of individuals from 

[image: image3.emf]Organisation represented by participant

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

University Government

Entity

Research

Institutes

SMEs Industry Other * No reply

organisation type

percentage


*other includes: non governmental organizations, chamber of commerce, consultancies and Academy of Science
Figure 1

[image: image4.emf]Role of participant in organisation

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Researchers Management Adminstration Commercial Other* No reply

role held

percentage


*other includes: consultants, PhD students and lecturers 
Figure 2

[image: image5.emf]FP Activity area

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Food LSH * Food &

SusDev

Food & LSH  Other ** No reply

percentage


* LSH: Life Sciences Health
** other includes: Nanotechnology, IST, Transport, Architecture and Aeronautics.
Figure 3

sectors such as Nanotechnologies and Information Society Technology also attended TNF information days.  This suggests that researchers jump to any training occasion irrespective of the specific area being addressed in this case Food Quality and Safety.  It can be concluded that researchers appreciate and find training sessions highly useful since NCP activities cover generic FP topics too, besides, explaining the specificities of a particular thematic.

1.4 Results

1.4.1 Experience and Involvement in Framework Programmes

Participants’ experience in FP varied from none i.e. complete newcomers to ones whose experience dates back to FP4.  Just over 12% were involved in older FPs (FP4 and FP5) other than FP6.  Almost 23% of participants were involved in a FP6 project; these participants were either part of a running project or awaiting evaluation results for a submitted proposal.  Analyzed data showed that amongst all those attending the organised activities, 30% were experienced in the FP, whereas 70% were inexperienced and completely newcomers.  By definition experienced includes:

1. individuals participating in running or terminated projects;

2. individuals participating in projects to be submitted or ones under evaluation; and

3. individuals who submitted a project which was unsuccessful.

The above results show that TNF activities were heavily attended by newcomers.

Ninety-four per cent of respondents were interested in future participation of project opportunities.  Five per cent said they wouldn’t participate in FPs whereas almost 1% showed hesitation whether they would join potential future FP consortia.  One could speculate that for the latter group, FPs may not be the right channel for funding their research idea.  It is highly probably that the group opting out of future FP participation, came from management and administration; these top position people are the ones who normally decide about future project participation for their organisation.

Participants learnt about FP through several sources, the two most popular being NCPs at 78% and CORDIS at 43% (Figure 4).  The fact that NCPs feature highly in FP awareness indeed shows that NCPs are at the forefront to instruct interested parties about the FP and important disseminators of information.  Moreover, the questionnaire shows that many a time, joining a consortium comes through a direct invitation from a project coordinator (Figure 5).  NCPs are also important disseminators of partner searchers; this is shown in Figure 5 whereby 33% of respondents said that their NCP directed them to learn about a potential project seeking new partners.

It was interesting to observe the spectrum of different types of projects (Figure 6) participants joined.  This includes also ones from older FPs, namely FP4 and FP5 e.g. centres of excellence (CoEs) and SME cooperative actions (COOP).  The smaller instrument types – Specific Support Actions (SSAs) and Specific Targeted Research Projects (STREPs) were the two most common instruments attracting researchers.  Indeed, participating in these smaller projects is more feasible and less daunting particularly for newcomers.  Furthermore, during FP6, SSAs were specifically intended for 
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the integration of researchers from the NMS and CCs.  Consequently, this instrument helped newcomers acquire the visibility and experience needed to venture into bigger, future projects and also sought to boost FP participation from these countries.  STREPs are considered to be mini Integrated Projects (IPs); 20% participation in these small research instruments is a positive and encouraging result.  This suggests that STREPs are appealing to these researchers and their expertise and available resources suit the type of work and commitment required by such an instrument.  Participation of researchers coming from NMS and CCs in the larger instruments, IPs and Networks of Excellence (NoEs) stood at 11.5% and 6.5% respectively.  These figures are not high and reasons for this could be several.  One could speculate that the barrier for joining these bigger projects is still high although considerable effort is being done by the EC and NCPs to assist integration.  Possibly, scientific expertise in certain areas may be lacking, or, there’s still need to promote NMS and CC researchers more strongly.  Another possible explanation is that participation in these bigger instruments is more daunting, thus keeping back new researchers from joining the bigger consortia.

The roles assumed by respondents in projects were as follows: the majority, 62% were partners in a project and 24% were work package leader or task leader.  Interestingly, 13% took on the role of coordinator and 6% were the proposers of a project idea.

A high proportion of experienced respondents, 62% participated in just one FP project, whereas 39% were participating in two projects.  As aforementioned, respondents were part of FP4, FP5 and/or FP6 projects.  Sixty-eight per cent were part of FP6 consortia; this result was expected considering that the questionnaire study was conducted during the lifetime of the FP6 programme.  Another 30% were involved in FP5 projects and 2% in FP4.  Of the 30% FP experienced individuals, 74% claimed to be part of a successfully funded project.  Almost 6% stated that their project was still being evaluated whereas the remaining 20% of project submissions amongst the experienced individuals were unsuccessful and not funded.

1.4.2 Project Preparation Phase
Individuals with experience in FPs were asked about difficulties they encountered whilst preparing the project for submission and, whether they had made contact with their NCP for assistance.  Table 3 describes a few important problems which can arise whilst a project is under preparation.  Problems could include validation of the project idea, hints to write up a good proposal, information about evaluation criteria, finding industrial and/or academic partners, cost model identification, cost calculations, Intellectual Property and preparation of forms.  As shown in this Table, an average of 40% of FP experienced individuals sought NCP assistance for the problems listed.  Several others did not contact the NCP for help, or asked for assistance but didn’t get any.  Several other respondents failed to provide an answer to these difficulties or gave unreliable answers.  Question No. 13 (Annexe 1) was structured to provide two answers.  The results obtained indicate that double questions should be avoided as confusion and partial answers are common.  As explained in Section 1.2 above, a presentation by TNF partners was given to the audience to explain the questionnaire, prior to them filling it in.  Still, the responses received indicate that double questions should be best left to a minimum as much as possible.

	Difficulties encountered
	Asked for NCP assistance (%)
	Did not ask or didn’t receive NCP assistance (%)
	No reply and unreliable answers

	
	
	
	

	Validation of project idea
	42
	21
	37

	Hints in writing proposal
	43
	21
	35

	Information on evaluation criteria
	42
	21
	38

	Finding academic partners
	41
	14
	45

	Finding industrial partners
	40
	10
	50

	Identifying cost model
	41
	19
	41

	Cost calculation 
	39
	29
	32

	Intellectual Property
	38
	43
	21

	Filling up Forms
	48
	33
	19


Table 3:  NCP assistance requested during project preparation

1.4.3 Project Evaluation Phase
Following the evaluation of a project proposal, the Commission sends an Evaluation Summary report (ESR) to the coordinators.  An ESR explains the outcome of the evaluation process against a pre-defined set of criteria which are scored during the evaluation.  The content of an ESR focuses on strengths and weaknesses of a proposal and also makes recommendations for improvement.  The ESR informs the coordinator of the score of the project, and, whether it has been successful or not.  After receiving the ESR, a coordinator should send this report to all the consortium partners.  Table 4 shows that one-fifth of partners involved in a project never received news of the project outcome from the coordinator.  In view of this result, it is recommended that the EC makes mandatory the distribution of the ESR to all partners by the coordinator irrespective of whether the project has been successful or not.  Few participants, 23%, were not aware of the evaluation process after submission whereas, 73% are informed about the process.  In most cases, comments received in the ESR were detailed enough and justified, but around 18% of participants felt that evaluators wrote biased statements.

	
	Yes (%)
	No (%)
	Other* (%)

	
	
	
	

	Knowledge of evaluation procedure
	73
	23
	4

	Access to ESR
	68
	19
	13

	Justified Comments
	59
	25
	16

	Informative Comments
	69
	19
	11.5

	Biased Comments
	18
	63
	19


* Other includes: No reply, unreliable information, under evaluation, difficult to say

Table 4:  The evaluation phase

1.4.4 Project Negotiation Phase
Successful coordinators are called by the EC to discuss and negotiate final changes in the project as recommended by the ESR prior to commencement of the project.  The contact between the EC and the whole consortium during this phase is the coordinator.  In fact, several respondents failed to provide any replies to section B5, simply because they were not involved at all in this stage of the project’s cycle.  Only 16% of consortium partners sought NCP assistance at this stage; this assistance was technical or financial in nature, or, help was requested to fill in contract preparation forms (CPFs).  This low result also suggests that during contract negotiations the NCP is not involved in most cases.  However, their role is of extreme importance during the project preparation phase for several reasons such as finding partners, building a budget and writing a good proposal amongst others.

1.4.5 Project Lifetime period and the results’ exploitation phase
Sections B6 and B7 looked at difficulties and the issues which could arise during the lifetime of a successful project and the final phase of results’ exploitation.  As for the negotiation phase, many a time no replies were provided by respondents.  As shown in Table 5, the nature of problems listed is normally relevant to coordinators and not partners.  Furthermore, 67% of the projects under execution were FP6 which implies that at the time of answering the questionnaires, the running project was in its very early days.  Hence, certain issues had not yet been tackled or had not arisen.  It’s very interesting to observe that a NCP is again often in contact with project partners whilst the project is running.  Amongst those who had difficulties such as financial and technical reporting to the EC, several called upon their NCP for guidance.  NCPs gave assistance to 58% of project partners who had problems with financial reporting to the EC and to 67% who found difficulty writing up their technical report.  More project partners, 71%, sought NCP help when the EC informed their organisation that it would conduct a financial audit on the project's accounts.  Another 50% spoke to a NCP when facing management and coordination problems; very likely these were project coordinators.  The NCP figure features as a strong reference point for queries and clarification whilst a project is running.

Few experienced individuals, probably ones in FP4 and FP5 projects, highlighted once again the importance of the NCP in the results’ exploitation phase at the end of a project cycle.  During the exploitation phase, NCPs were requested to assist project participants in networking, dissemination of results, partner searches and for technology transfer.  Assistance for networking and dissemination were most frequently requested; 30% 

	Difficulties encountered
	Asked for NCP assistance (%)
	Did not ask or didn’t receive NCP assistance (%)
	No reply and unreliable answers (%)

	
	
	
	

	Management and coordination
	50
	30
	20

	Internal problems within consortium
	0
	40
	60

	Financial reporting to EC
	58
	21
	21

	Financial audits by EC
	67
	33
	0

	Technical reporting to EC
	71
	15
	14

	Technical audits by EC
	0
	100
	0

	Delays in EC’s reaction
	14
	36
	50

	Availability of funds from EC
	17
	50
	33


Table 5:  Problems encountered during the project lifetime

requested assistance for networking and 35% for dissemination of project results.  Both these tasks are primary NCP roles.  Only 10% of partners requested NCP help for technology transfer but this job is not so much covered by the NCP in their day to day duties.  Participants also described external assistance sought other than NCP help for results’ exploitation.  Thirty-five per cent of participants sought assistance from the Innovation Relay Centre (IRC).  The assistance received was very likely for purposes of technology transfer; this result compares very well to 10% NCP assistance reported previously as technology transfer is a duty performed by an IRC.  Some other partners, 28%, referred to the European Liaison Office in their area in the final stages of the project.

1.5 General comments received from participants

This last section of the questionnaire was very interesting as participants were free to give their own personal comments.  Unfortunately only 16% took this opportunity however, some gave very useful feedback about the structure of the FP and also about how they think that NCPs could improve their services.

The two most common remarks were that participants find organised training sessions very useful and, they would like information days to focus more on project preparation specifically with examples and exercises.  In many cases, this is how information days are organised, however, this last comment highlights to NCPs the importance of being practical in the information provided and to focus on material which is not readily available on CORDIS.  Readable material is accessible and researchers need to learn about what is unavailable on the Internet.  Another important comment mentioned is that participants coming from the NMS and CCs still feel that their scientific reputation and capabilities are not yet well known among the Older Member States.  This is a signal to NCPs to continue with their efforts of promoting their researchers and science in their countries, and, if possible to step up efforts to involve researchers in networking occasions such as conferences and brokerage events.

Some other important comments received were more directed towards the commission.  Few researchers said that CORDIS is complex and confusing, and, that the preparation of FP projects should be simplified and less bureaucratic.  Furthermore, calls for proposals should not be published in summer.  Participants appealed to the commission to include more measures to boost participation of newer countries; they suggested that in the rules for participation, a minimum of partners from NMS and CCs should be a must.  Also, there should be an increase in projects publishing a request for additional partners once it has been running for a few months; this would give them the opportunity to link to ongoing, successful projects within an established consortium of partners.  As mentioned in Section 1.4.3, some participants felt that the ESR contained biased comments; about 2% of participants mentioned that evaluators include in their report the need to include partners from the Old Member States in the consortium to ensure a sound level of science.  It is important that the EC ensures that such comments are not included in the ESR.  Participants representing SME organisations suggested to the EC to provide funding mechanisms to start up new SME companies, and, to simplify FP participation rules for them.

1.6 Conclusions

As aforementioned, the primary objectives of this questionnaire were to learn about the nature of NCP assistance being provided to clients and to listen to messages from participants about the NCP service they receive, the structure of the FP and possible improvements to be made.

Throughout a project cycle, it is very evident that NCP assistance is crucial in the preliminary stages of project writing and formation, and, then again when the project is running successfully.  Clients refer to their NCP at these important stages in the lifetime of a research project.  This suggests that NCPs must always be well knowledged of rules and procedures relating to the FP; moreover, recommendations put forward by the independent observer who is present during the evaluation process must be known by the NCP.  This report should be made available for use by a NCP through the EC or the Programme Committee Member of their country; the recommendations in this report are invaluable to a NCP in order to inform researchers about common mistakes best avoided.  

It is also common that NCPs are often themselves involved in FP projects and/or have had the experience to act as evaluators.  The experience they acquire can well translate into lessons which they can pass onto new researchers; firstly by sharing their experience about managing projects and reporting adequately to the EC, and secondly, to divulge hints and good practice of submitting a high quality proposal.  Common practice during information days is to invite speakers who have successfully written projects, managed them and/or been evaluators of FP projects.  Such trends should remain and be reinforced as sharing of knowledge is the clue to successful participation.  Another important duty of a NCP is to encourage researchers to submit updated profiles for dissemination amongst other NCP colleagues, and, to inform them of networking events e.g. conferences, workshops and brokerage events; participation in these activities helps researchers to widen their circle of contacts and to inform others of their expertise and resources.

Finally, results have given signals about some improvements, or rather, reinforcing of certain key issues in the FP.  To start with, the EC must ensure that coordinators of projects must send the ESR to all consortium partners irrespective of a project’s success.  Comments are useful to avoid repeating mistakes and to learn from recommendations put forward by evaluators.  Participants also stressed the fact that the FP must be simplified in its structure to make participation more easy and feasible for all; moreover, since CORDIS is the key to understanding how the FP operates, the information in this website should be of a more simplistic nature.   

ANNEXE 1
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What is your experience in participating
in European Framework Programme research projects?

This questionaire aims at collecting the feedback of researchers and SMEs from European Union new Member States and Candidate Countries on their past and/or current participation in European (FP) research projects. It will take you about 20 minutes to fill in. Please answer only the questions relevant to your own experience. The results of this survey will be used to further improve National Contact Point (NCP) services. Thanks for your collaboration.

Section A: General information

1. Country: ____________________________________________________________________

2. Type of organization: University _______; Government entity ________; Industry ________;   SME ______; NGO______ ; Other (please specify) ____________________________________

3. Gender: female ____________________________; male_____________________________

4. Position in organization: Researcher ______ ; Commercial _______ ; Management _________; Administrative: _____ ; Other (please specify): ________________________________________
5. In which areas are you active? food: _________; other (please specify): __________________

Section B – Participation in Framework Programme (FP)
B.1 Involvement in FP research projects

6. Have you been involved in a FP project in the past (not FP6)? 
Yes ______; No_______

7. Are you currently involved in a FP6 (2002-2006) project? 
Yes ______; No_______

8. Do you intend to be involved in a future FP project? 

Yes ______; No_______

9. How did you get informed about FP calls for proposals?

	By Cordis website:
	

	By a National Contact Point (NCP):
	

	By a private consultancy firm: 

	

	Other (please specify):
	


If you haven’t been involved in a FP project so far, please go to section C.

10. How did you get involved in FP research projects?


	Expression of Interest on Cordis website:  
	

	Partner search request sent to you by a NCP:
	

	Being directly invited by a project coordinator:
	

	Other (please specify):
	


11. Outline your involvement in FP project(s) – multiply the rows if necessary:

	Project(s)
	FP
	Instrument
	Role in project
	Funded

	1
	FP4      ____

FP5      ____

FP6      ____
	Integrated Project (IP)              _____

Network of Excellence (NoE) _____

STREP                                     _____

CRAFT                                     _____

Specific Support Action (SSA) ____

Coordination Action (CA)       _____

Other (please specify) ___________
	Project proposer        _____

Coordinator               _____

Work package leader _____

Task Leader               _____

Participant                 _____

Other (please specify):

______________________
	Yes   ___

No    ___

	2
	FP4      ____

FP5      ____

FP6      ____
	Integrated Project (IP)              _____

Network of Excellence (NoE) _____

STREP                                     _____

CRAFT                                     _____

Specific Support Action (SSA) ____

Coordination Action  (CA)      _____

Other (please specify) ___________
	Project proposer        _____

Coordinator               _____

Work package leader _____

Task Leader               _____

Participant                 _____

Other (please specify):

______________________
	Yes   ___

No    ___




B.2 Project preparation phase

12. Did you participate in writing or preparing parts of the proposal?    Yes ______; No_______ 

If you have answered “No” to question 12 please go to section B.3

13. Did you encounter difficulties at the following points and did you benefit from NCP assistance to help you in solving these difficulties?

	
	YES
	NO
	NCP help
	No help

	Validation of the idea behind the project
	
	
	
	

	Hints and tips about proposal writing 
	
	
	
	

	Information about evaluation criteria
	
	
	
	

	Finding academic partners 
	
	
	
	

	Finding industrial partners
	
	
	
	

	Identifying your cost model
	
	
	
	

	Cost calculations
	
	
	
	

	Intellectual Property Rights issues (IPR)
	
	
	
	

	Filling up necessary forms
	
	
	
	

	No assistance was required 
	
	
	
	


14. Did you ask for help from the European Commission?
Yes ______; No_______ 

If yes, please give some explanation: _____________________________________________

B.3 Project submission phase

15. Were you involved in the submission process?   

Yes ______; No_______
If you have answered “No” to question 15 please go to section B.4

16.  In which form did you submit the proposal:

       Post mail ____; Electronic submission _____; Other (please specify) ___________________

B.4 Project evaluation phase

17. About the evaluation process by the European Commission:

	
	YES
	NO

	Did you know how the evaluation procedure works? 

(1 or 2-stage evaluation, evaluation criteria, peer review…)
	
	

	Did you have access to the Evaluation Summary Report?   
	
	

	In your opinion, were the comments justified?
	
	

	In your opinion, were the comments informative?
	
	

	Was there any comment, which you think was in some way biased against you as a partner coming from a New MS or CC?
	
	


If you haven’t been involved in a funded project, please go to section C

B.5 Project negotiation phase

18. Did you get NCP assistance during the negotiation phase? 
Yes ______; No_______

        If yes, please give a short explanation of the benefits of that assistance:

_____________________________________________________________________
19. Was a consortium agreement (CA) drawn up? 

Yes ______; No_______


  If yes, did you get NCP assistance to write the CA? 
Yes ______; No_______

20. Were Intellectual Property Rights issues discussed? 

Yes ______; No_______


  If yes, did you get NCP assistance to discuss IPR issues? 
Yes ______; No_______

21. Were financial issues and budgetary items discussed? 
Yes ______; No_______


  If yes did you get NCP assistance?



Yes ______; No_______

22. Were any difficulties encountered?

	
	YES
	NO

	Several changes to the Technical Annex
	
	

	Filling in the Contract Preparation Forms (CPF)
	
	

	Budgetary reductions in the costs proposed for the project
	
	

	Partners withdrawing from the consortium
	
	

	Contract procedures with the Commission
	
	

	Other administrative issues (please specify) : _______________________________________________________
	
	


B.6 Project lifetime period

23. Did the project run smoothly in general?


Yes ______; No_______
24. Did you encounter any problems and did you get NCP assistance in solving those problems?

	
	YES
	NO
	NCP help
	No help

	Project management and coordination
	
	
	
	

	Internal problems within the consortium 

(partners not delivering work on schedule, partners dropping out etc.)
	
	
	
	

	Financial Reporting to the European Commission
	
	
	
	

	Technical Reporting to the European Commission
	
	
	
	

	Financial audits by the European Commission 
	
	
	
	

	Technical audits by the European Commission
	
	
	
	

	Delays in the Commission’s reaction 
	
	
	
	

	Availability of funds from the Commission
	
	
	
	


B.7 End of project – Results` exploitation phase

25.  Was there an exploitation exercise defined in the project? 
Yes ______; No_______

26.  Were you involved as partner in this phase? 


Yes ______; No_______

If you have answered “No” to question 26 please go to section C

27. Did you encounter difficulties in the exploitation of the results? Yes ______; No_______

28. Did you get NCP assistance in the exploitation of results?

	
	YES
	NO

	Networking
	
	

	Dissemination
	
	

	Partner search
	
	

	Technology transfer
	
	


29. Did you use specific outside assistance (other than NCP)? 

	
	YES
	NO

	Innovation Relay Centre 
	
	

	European liaison office
	
	

	Other (please specify): 
	
	


C. Comments:

Please use this section to write down any further comment on your FP experience, as well as any suggestions you may have to further improve the participation of New Member States and Candidate Countries to European research projects.

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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 thanks you for your contribution to this survey
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Your FP6 Experience

Questionnaire



[image: image12.emf]TrainNet Future objectives

Foster the participation

of New Member States (NMS)

and Candidate Countries (CC)

in FP6* Research & Development projects

*FP6 = 6th Framework Program
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• Information and sensibilization about FP6 

opportunities

• Training of researchers & SMEs

• Match making between FP6 projects & 

interested researchers / SMEs

• Training of National Contact Points (NCP)



[image: image14.emf]This questionnaire aims at:

Collecting your own experience towards:

• FP research & development projects

• NCP assistance

To further improve NCP services

You will directly benefit from it!



[image: image15.emf]Structure of the questionnaire

A. General information

B. Participation in Framework Progamme(s)

- involvement

- project 

preparation 

phase

- project 

submission 

phase 

- project 

evaluation 

phase 

- project 

negotiation 

phase

- project 

management

-

exploitation

of results

C. Comments



[image: image16.emf]How to fill in the questionnaire?

• Tick appropriate boxes

• Sections A, B.1 & C for everyone

• Sections B.2 to B.7 according to your own 

FP experience

• Pay attention to questions 13 & 24 : 

double questions

Thank you for your collaboration!
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