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Introduction

Le programme Horizon 2020 de l’Union européenne pour le financement de la recherche et de l’innovation durant la période 2014-2020, doté d’un budget de près de 80 milliards d’euros, poursuivait les objectifs généraux suivants: contribuer à faire de l’Union une économie et une société fondées sur la connaissance et l’innovation; promouvoir une croissance intelligente, durable et inclusive, conformément à la stratégie Europe 2020 et à d’autres politiques de l’Union; achever et soutenir le marché unique européen de la recherche, de l’innovation et de la technologie (l’espace européen de la recherche).

Conformément à la méthodologie d’évaluation du CESE, le présent rapport a été élaboré à partir de missions — hybrides — et d’enquêtes en ligne effectuées dans quatre pays: la Croatie, la Lettonie, les Pays-Bas et le Portugal. Ont été consultés non seulement les partenaires sociaux et les organisations de la société civile (OSC), dont les points de vue sont repris dans les recommandations, mais aussi les pouvoirs publics. Des informations plus détaillées sur les résultats du processus figurent dans l’annexe technique.

Les évaluations et avis exprimés dans le présent rapport sont uniquement ceux d’un ensemble représentatif d’organisations de la société civile de quatre États membres. Les recommandations du présent rapport constituent une synthèse des avis partagés par une majorité des représentants des partenaires sociaux et des organisations de la société civile consultés.

Conclusions sur l’efficacité

Globalement, la valeur du programme a été jugée largement supérieure à celle de ses prédécesseurs, grâce à ses piliers complets et clairement définis, et parce qu’il a eu un impact plus important sur la société. Un consensus général s’est dégagé au sujet de l’incidence positive du programme Horizon 2020 et de son efficacité pour atteindre ses «objectifs verticaux», c’est-à-dire mettre en place l’espace européen de la recherche et l’Union de l’innovation, ou s’en rapprocher. Les avis divergeaient toutefois au sujet de son utilité pour remplir les «objectifs horizontaux». Alors que le programme a été considéré comme étant très efficace pour remplir sa mission portant sur la recherche et l’innovation responsables et l’amélioration de la transmission et de l’exploitation des connaissances, ce ne fut pas le cas pour ce qui est d’accroître l’ouverture aux nouveaux participants, de promouvoir un équilibre hommes-femmes ou de contribuer à rendre la recherche plus attrayante en tant que profession au sein de l’Union.

Malgré l’existence d’un consensus général, une conclusion notable se dégage: bien que les parties prenantes aient été presque unanimes au sujet de la grande efficacité du programme Horizon 2020 pour renforcer l’excellence scientifique de l’Union, les répondants ont été moins enclins à reconnaître son utilité pour soutenir la primauté technologique et la capacité d’innovation dans le secteur privé, la grande majorité d’entre eux considérant comme moyennement efficaces les pôles d’action consacrés à la primauté industrielle et à la réponse aux défis de société.

On constate en outre une fracture claire au sujet de l’efficacité du programme Horizon 2020 en fonction des parties prenantes: celles qui sont originaires des États membres de l’EU-15 étaient plus positives que leurs homologues de l’EU-13, mais il existe également une différence entre l’avis des acteurs du monde universitaire et des autorités publiques d’une part, et celui des représentants du secteur privé d’autre part (presque 50 % des représentants des entreprises étaient loin d’être convaincus de l’efficacité du programme).

Différentes remarques ont été formulées au sujet de la faible participation des PME et des obstacles qu’elles ont pu rencontrer. Les participants ont souligné un parti pris excessif en faveur des projets de plus grande ampleur, et ils ont aussi remarqué que les grands consortiums (plus de 30 entités) ne sont, de nature, pas favorables aux PME, lesquelles sont parfois intégrées uniquement de façon symbolique, en vue de recevoir des fonds. Même lorsqu’elles entrent dans les consortiums, elles ont de grandes difficultés à collaborer et à apporter des contributions significatives.

L’instrument destiné aux PME a été qualifié d’exception, mais le caractère relativement modique du financement qui lui a été alloué a généré une concurrence féroce et a rendu l’accès aux fonds très difficile pour ces entreprises (la probabilité d’en recevoir étant relativement faible, d’environ 5 %). Il convient d’admettre sans détour qu’il s’agit là d’une imperfection du système.

Le programme Horizon 2020 présentait quelques obstacles et certaines lacunes, notamment sa rigidité et la charge administrative qu’il imposait. Les parties prenantes se sont plaintes du fait qu’il devenait de plus en plus difficile pour les chercheurs d’y participer, au vu de la durée excessive du processus de candidature, de l’importance des ressources nécessaires et de l’excès de formalités administratives. Ceci concerne également les PME, qui sont encore moins au fait des procédures du programme.

En ce qui concerne les synergies avec d’autres fonds de l’Union et programmes nationaux, les expériences sont considérées comme étant positives, mais les parties prenantes exigent une évolution significative afin d’optimiser leur efficacité, leur harmonisation et leur accessibilité. Plus particulièrement, la grande majorité des acteurs ont estimé que leur pays ne consacrait pas suffisamment de fonds aux programmes complémentaires (par exemple Eureka et Eurostars).

Le soutien apporté par les points de contact nationaux du programme Horizon 2020 a été jugé très positif en matière de sensibilisation, de communication d’informations, d’assistance spécifique aux participants et d’événements promotionnels, mais les avis étaient plus partagés en ce qui concerne l’aide aux participants relative aux synergies de financement disponibles entre les programmes Horizon 2020 et FEDER, mais aussi l’organisation de manifestations de formation (rédaction de propositions, par exemple).

Conclusions sur la pertinence

Selon les participants, le programme Horizon 2020 a été extrêmement pertinent, puisque la participation à de telles initiatives a permis d’augmenter les dépenses consacrées par les États membres à la recherche et au développement, a contribué à constituer un capital politique et scientifique et a eu des effets positifs sur la réputation, ce qui a permis aux organisations de recevoir des financements nationaux et internationaux en provenance d’autres sources. Le programme a également rendu possible la création de partenariats stratégiques au sein de réseaux existants ou nouvellement créés.

L’incapacité à combler le fossé entre les pays de l’EU-15 et ceux de l’EU-13 est considérée comme la principale lacune d’Horizon 2020. L’efficacité de la recherche dans les pays de l’EU-13 n’a pas été améliorée au cours du programme, et l’écart par rapport à ceux de l’EU-15 reste très important. Parmi ceux qui ont été étudiés, les pays les plus grands, plus développés, bénéficient de telles sommes qu’ils «accaparent» les fonds mis à la disposition des pays plus petits et moins développés. Les domaines de la primauté industrielle et de l’excellence sont ceux où l’écart est le plus important. L’échelon politique se doit d’agir davantage afin de remédier à cette situation, et l’Union européenne a un rôle à jouer pour rétablir l’équilibre.

Conclusions sur la valeur ajoutée pour la société civile

Le consensus est général au sujet de la pertinence du rôle de la société civile dans la recherche et l’innovation, et notamment en ce qui concerne la participation des organisations de la société civile à la planification, à la mise en œuvre et au suivi du programme Horizon 2020.

Les participants ont souligné que la participation de la société civile à un stade précoce contribue à relever les défis de société et profite à toutes les parties.

Il existe un déséquilibre manifeste en ce qui concerne la manière dont la société civile y est associée dans l’EU-27, les pays de l’EU-15 notant sa participation importante à toutes les étapes (activités de planification, de mise en œuvre et de suivi) alors que les partenaires sociaux des pays de l’EU-13 ont estimé que son rôle était toujours insuffisamment développé.

Malgré les disparités entre États membres, il est manifeste que les organisations de la société civile peuvent apporter une valeur ajoutée à toutes les étapes du processus d’innovation, et qu’il ne suffit pas de les associer uniquement comme une «obligation» ou une exigence à remplir afin de satisfaire aux critères. Une pratique effective doit être mise en place dès le départ, de sorte à apporter un vrai bénéfice à tout l’écosystème. 

Recommandations

Des financements plus importants doivent être «réservés» aux initiatives  destinées aux PME. Les futurs programmes devraient renforcer la participation des PME et réduire les obstacles qu’elles rencontrent dans ce cadre. Il convient d’augmenter le financement des écosystèmes d’innovation afin d’accroître la participation des PME: ceux qui bénéficient d’une forte participation de ces dernières peuvent contribuer significativement à la résolution des défis sociétaux à venir.

Les partenaires sociaux appellent à mener une analyse d’impact sérieuse du programme Horizon 2020 et à investir dans la communication qui y est liée, puisque l’engagement de la société civile et le soutien au financement de la recherche et de l’innovation sont considérés comme essentiels.

Les partenaires sociaux demandent d’accélérer les processus de révision et de simplifier la procédure d’évaluation, en particulier en faveur des PME, tout en améliorant leur transparence et leur cohérence. Le caractère plutôt (voire parfois trop) rigoureux des exigences éthiques a également été mentionné; il entraîne des obstacles bureaucratiques, raison pour laquelle il faudrait y remédier dans le cadre du programme Horizon Europe.

Il serait bon de pouvoir adapter les consortiums, étant donné que de nouvelles informations sont souvent générées durant la réalisation des projets, et que leur utilisation nécessite une certaine flexibilité. 

La prévisibilité est une source de préoccupation majeure. Les participants potentiels doivent pouvoir prendre des dispositions à l’avance et attribuer leurs ressources en conséquence. Pour ce faire, il convient de fournir un budget et des programmes de travail bien à l’avance. 

Les programmes Horizon 2020 et Horizon Europe sont considérés comme des «investissements intelligents», parce qu’ils sont axés sur les résultats, tandis que les programmes de financement régionaux et nationaux sont qualifiés de «mauvais investissements», en raison de leur approche fortement administrative. Il convient d’améliorer les synergies et l’articulation avec les programmes de financement régionaux et nationaux. La Commission européenne est considérée comme un partenaire stratégique pour renforcer l’alignement et l’harmonisation des règlements et des procédures. Les États membres devraient être tenus d’adopter les procédures et règlements d’Horizon Europe lorsque la communauté de recherche et d’innovation estime que les programmes nationaux fondés sur le FEDER sont plus longs et plus bureaucratiques que le programme Horizon 2020/Horizon Europe.

Plus de deux tiers (64 %) des participants ont estimé que la communication et les informations relatives au programme Horizon 2020 étaient bonnes ou très bonnes. Presque la moitié (46 %) des répondants ont trouvé que la communication à l’égard des bénéficiaires du programme Horizon 2020 pourrait être améliorée. Le CESE estime qu’il s’agit toujours d’un domaine dans lequel la Commission et les États membres peuvent progresser. Le Comité recommande de parfaire le processus de communication relatif au financement de l’innovation, de la recherche et du développement, surtout lorsqu’il s’adresse aux PME. Les organisations de la société civile peuvent jouer un rôle clé à cet égard.

Bruxelles, le 23 mars 2023



Christa SCHWENG
Présidente du Comité économique et social européen

*

*	*

NB: 	L’annexe technique au présent document figure ci-après.
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1. [bookmark: _Toc128464331][bookmark: _Toc128464362]Introduction

The European Economic and Social Committee has drawn up an evaluation report assessing (ex post) the implementation of the EU's Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (2014-2020) – Horizon 2020 (hereafter referred to as H2020). The programme was set out in Regulation (EU) No 1291/2013 (Horizon 2020 Regulation), with Council Decision 2013/743/EU establishing the specific programme; Regulation (EU) No 1290/2013 laid down the rules for participation and dissemination. The report reflects the views of social partners and civil society organisations, including public authorities, in selected EU Member States (Croatia, Latvia, the Netherlands and Portugal) on the effectiveness, relevance and added value of civil society involvement in the implementation of this programme.

Based on findings collected during in-person and virtual meetings in the aforementioned EU Member States and expert online questionnaire replies, this technical appendix gathers, analyses and summarises the views of civil society organisations and of public authorities on the implementation of H2020 in these countries. In particular, stakeholders were asked to share their views on the relevance, effectiveness and added value for civil society of the implementation of the H2020 programme. In collecting these views, the EESC focused on the following key aspects: support for micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs); procedures and simplification; and synergies with other funds and tools.

The evaluation report and this appendix aim to inform policymakers of the views of civil society organisations and public authorities regarding the implementation of H2020 and assess their experience and role in the implementation of this programme, aiming to contribute to the European Commission's evaluation. These documents will be shared with the European Commission and other relevant stakeholders.

[bookmark: _Toc65094376][bookmark: _Toc128464332][bookmark: _Toc128464363]Methodology and sampling

The members of the EESC study group collected the views of civil society organisations and public authorities through two channels: four in-person or virtual fact-finding visits in the selected countries and a targeted online questionnaire.

Secondary data collected on the EESC's past work on the subject was also analysed.

[bookmark: _Toc128464333][bookmark: _Toc128464364]Fact-finding meetings

The fact-finding meetings included semi-structured interviews with local civil society organisations and representatives of public authorities, generally following the thematic structure of the questionnaire. They took place either in person or via the Interactio online platform.

The sample of Member States was selected by the study group based on criteria adopted by the EESC Bureau on 13 December 2022. The European Commission was also informed about the sample.

The countries were selected based on:

· political spread e.g. high/low level of implementation, application success rates, most/least affected by the legislative proposal/programme, etc.;
· geographical spread i.e. by setting up four groups of Member States and choosing one from each group.

The following EU Member States were selected for this information report where in-person or virtual fact-finding meetings took place: Latvia (8 December 2022), the Netherlands (13 December 2022), Croatia (21 December 2022) and Portugal (16 January 2023).

[bookmark: _Toc128464334][bookmark: _Toc128464365]Questionnaire

The questionnaire was created on the EUSurvey online portal, using a combination of question formats (filter questions, closed and open-ended questions, a grid). The questionnaire consultation was open from 3 December 2022 to 22 January 2023.

The aim of the questionnaire was to complement the information obtained from the fact-finding meetings. Composed of 30 questions, the questionnaire was sent to organisations in the Member States selected for the fact-finding meetings (not only to those participating in the in-person or virtual meetings, but also to other relevant organisations).

[bookmark: _Toc128464335][bookmark: _Toc128464366]Respondent breakdown

During the four virtual fact-finding visits, the EESC delegation consulted in total about 37 representatives of research institutions, the business sector, civil society organisations and public authorities. It is important to note, however, that the total number of people interviewed was slightly higher as on many occasions more than one representative of an organisation participated in the meeting.

In addition, 39 contributions were collected through the online questionnaire, including 22 representatives from research and academia (56%), 4 representatives from public authorities, 4 from the business sector and 4 representatives from other civil society organisations; 5 respondents considered themselves as "other".



Regarding the origin of the respondents, there was a relatively even distribution of answers across the four countries, with the most answers coming from Croatia (13) and the least from Latvia (6). 



The complete list of organisations consulted via the fact-finding meetings and via the questionnaire is available in chapter 5 of this report.

[bookmark: _Toc128464336][bookmark: _Toc128464367]Focus of the evaluation report

[bookmark: _Toc128464337][bookmark: _Toc128464368]The policy and the evaluation criteria

H2020 was the main EU tool for financing research and innovation from 2014 to 2020. It was the successor to the seven previous framework programmes, aiming to expand upon the previous programmes in terms of both funding and ambition. Its legal basis was Article 179 TFEU: "The Union shall have the objective of strengthening its scientific and technological bases by achieving a European research area ... and encouraging it to become more competitive".
The general objective of H2020 was to achieve the target of spending 3% of EU gross domestic product (GDP) on research and development, as set out in the Europe 2020 strategy. H2020 also intended to help build a society based on knowledge and innovation by providing funding for research, development and innovation. H2020 had three thematic priority areas: Excellent Science, Industrial Leadership and Societal Challenges. 
Available funds were allocated under three consecutive work programmes, the first for 2014-2015, the second for 2016-2017 and the third for 2018-2020. It has been succeeded by the Horizon Europe programme for 2021-2027. 
H2020 had a total budget of EUR 74 828.3 m (EUR 72 444.3 m for TFEU activities and EUR 2 383 m for the European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT)). An additional EUR 200 m was allocated for 2017-2020 following the mid-term review of the 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework. 
Funding was allocated to projects in the fields of natural sciences (EUR 35 bn), engineering and technology (EUR 26 bn), the social sciences (EUR 24.7 bn), the medical and health sciences (EUR 12.24 bn), agricultural sciences (EUR 4 bn) and the humanities (EUR 3.4 bn). 
The average project received EUR 1.9 m in EU contributions. A total of 35 381 grants were allocated throughout the programme. 
The evaluation report takes into consideration the full programme's implementation.
The EESC evaluation methodology follows the European Commission's Better Regulation guidelines, where the information reports are structured around the part of the evaluation criteria used by the European Commission, in particular:

· Effectiveness: considers how successful EU action has been in achieving or progressing towards its objectives.
· Relevance: looks at the relationship between the needs and problems in society and the objectives of the action and hence touches on aspects of design. Analysing relevance also involves considering how the objectives of EU action correspond to wider EU policy goals and priorities. 

To this, the EESC also adds an assessment of civil society involvement in the policy in question.

Thus, and with a view to complementing the European Commission's evaluation, the EESC evaluation has focused in particular on the following issues:

· effectiveness (how successful H2020 has been in achieving or progressing towards the aforementioned goals);
· implementation at local/regional level (including procedures, consistency, simplification and synergies with other funds); 
· civil society added value (assessing the level of civil society involvement in designing, monitoring, implementing and evaluating the EU legislation in question through the informed engagement of citizens and civil society in research and innovation).

[bookmark: _Toc128464338][bookmark: _Toc128464369]Overview of H2020 implementation in the selected Member States

The following section presents a brief overview of the implementation of H2020 in each of the four selected Member States. 

· Croatia: In Croatia, participants received EUR 137.8 m from the H2020 funds, ranking 25th out of 28 EU Member States for funding received. Croatian proposals had a 15% success rate, compared to an EU average of 14%.

Over the course of the H2020 programme, 818 Croatian organisations participated across 1 519 projects[footnoteRef:1]. Of these organisations, higher or secondary education establishments comprised 33%, private for-profit entities 28%, research organisations 25% and public bodies 9%. The organisations receiving the most funding from H2020 in Croatia were the University of Zagreb (EUR 53.35 m), the Institut Ruđer Bošković (EUR 30.75 m) and the Genos Laboratory (Genos d.o.o. za vještačenje i analize) (EUR 7.14 m).  [1: 	H2020 country profile: Croatia https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/a976d168-2023-41d8-acec-e77640154726/sheet/0c8af38b-b73c-4da2-ba41-73ea34ab7ac4/state/analysis/select/Country/Croatia. ] 


Looking at the projects funded in Croatia by thematic priority, EUR 75.3 m went towards projects under Societal Challenges, EUR 29 m to Excellent Science projects and EUR 17 m to Industrial Leadership projects. Projects on Spreading Excellence and Widening Participation received EUR 10 m and Science with and for Society received EUR 3 m, with EUR 2.4 m going towards Euratom research and training. 

· Latvia: In Latvia, participating organisations received EUR 116.9 m from the H2020 funds, ranking 26th out of 28 EU Member States for funding received[footnoteRef:2]. Proposals in Latvia had a 14% success rate, equal to the EU-28 average. [2: 	H2020 country profile: Latvia https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/a976d168-2023-41d8-acec-e77640154726/sheet/0c8af38b-b73c-4da2-ba41-73ea34ab7ac4/state/analysis/select/Country/Latvia.] 


In Latvia, 544 organisations participated in H2020-funded projects. Of these organisations, higher or secondary education establishments comprised 40%, private for-profit entities 28%, research organisations 14% and public bodies 11%. The organisations receiving the most funding from H2020 in Latvia were the Riga Technical University (EUR 14.7 m), the Institute of Solid State Physics (EUR 13.9 m) and the University of Latvia (EUR 10 m). 

Looking at the projects funded in Latvia by thematic priority, Societal Challenges accounted for EUR 51.6 m of the funding received, Industrial Leadership for EUR 20.8 m and Excellent Science for EUR 11.7 m. Projects working on Spreading Excellence and Widening Participation received EUR 28 m, Science with and for Society EUR 1.5 m and Euratom research and training programmes EUR 2.7 m.

· Netherlands: Organisations in the Netherlands received EUR 5.38 bn in H2020 funding, the 6th highest of the EU Member States[footnoteRef:3]. Proposals in the Netherlands had a success rate of 16%, two points higher than the EU average of 14%.  [3: 	H2020 country profile: the Netherlands https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/a976d168-2023-41d8-acec-e77640154726/sheet/0c8af38b-b73c-4da2-ba41-73ea34ab7ac4/state/analysis/select/Country/Netherlands. ] 


In the Netherlands, 11 084 organisations participated in H2020-funded projects. Half of these organisations were higher or secondary education establishments (49.5%), a quarter were private for-profit entities (25%) and 19% were research organisations. Public bodies accounted for just 2%. The top three organisations receiving the most funding from H2020 in the Netherlands were all universities: the Delft University of Technology (EUR 319.6 m), Utrecht University (EUR 240 m) and Amsterdam University (EUR 206 m).

By thematic priority, the most funding was allocated to Societal Challenges (EUR 2.2 bn). This was followed by Excellent Science (EUR 2.2 bn), Industrial Leadership (EUR 890 m) and Science with and for Society (EUR 36 m). 

· Portugal: In Portugal, participants received EUR 1.15 bn from the H2020 funds, ranking 14th out of 28 EU Member States for funding received. Proposals in Portugal had a 13% success rate, compared to the EU average of 14%.

Over the course of the H2020 programme, 3 951 organisations participated in EU-funded projects[footnoteRef:4]. Research organisations accounted for 38%, with higher or secondary education establishments and private for-profit entities both accounting for 27%. Public bodies accounted for 5%. The organisations receiving the most funding from H2020 in Portugal were Nova University Lisbon (EUR 42.6 m), Coimbra University (EUR 41.6 m) and Minho University (EUR 39.4 m).  [4: 	H2020 country profile: Portugal https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/a976d168-2023-41d8-acec-e77640154726/sheet/0c8af38b-b73c-4da2-ba41-73ea34ab7ac4/state/analysis/select/Country/Portugal.] 


Looking at the projects funded in Portugal by thematic priority, EUR 454 m went towards projects under Societal Challenges, EUR 316 m to Excellent Science projects and EUR 244 m to Industrial Leadership projects. Projects on Spreading Excellence and Widening Participation received EUR 102.5 m and Science with and for Society projects received EUR 12.5 m, with EUR 11.8 m going towards Euratom research and training.

[bookmark: _Toc125632262][bookmark: _Toc128464339][bookmark: _Toc128464370]Primary data: findings and analysis

[bookmark: _Toc125632263][bookmark: _Toc128464340][bookmark: _Toc128464371]Effectiveness
According to the European Commission Better Regulation toolbox, the criterion of effectiveness "considers how successful EU action has been in achieving or progressing towards its objectives"[footnoteRef:5]. [5: 	https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2022-06/br_toolbox_-_nov_2021_-_chapter_6.pdf, p.403. ] 



General conclusions

With regard to the effectiveness of H2020 actions in supporting the implementation of the European Research Area and the flagship initiative "Innovation Europe" (question 1), the vast majority of respondents considered it to have been effective (46% deeming it "very effective" and 51% "moderately effective"), with not a single person choosing the options "not very effective" or "not effective at all". 



In terms of countries, the most positive response came from Latvia and the Netherlands, with 67% of respondents in both countries viewing the listed H2020 actions to have been "very effective". The majority of the Portuguese and Croatian respondents, however, considered that they had been "moderately effective" (73% and 54% respectively).

Looking at the different categories, representatives from the public authorities (75%, or 3 participants), civil society (50%, or 2 participants) and academia (50%, or 11 participants) held the most positive views, whereas 75% of representatives (or 3 participants) from business organisations considered the listed H2020 actions to have been "moderately effective". 



During the semi-structured interviews, the Dutch farmers' representatives mentioned that the creation of the European Innovation Partnership (EIP) for Agriculture and Horticulture had enabled entrepreneurs to be involved in projects. Together with the "multi-actor" approach, these tools had enabled entrepreneurs in the agricultural sector to play an active role in projects from the beginning, which in turn had increased the likelihood that they would actually make use of the findings.

When asked whether the H2020 programme had helped the EU to become a knowledge and innovation-based economy and society (question 2), no less than 87% of the total respondents were of the opinion that the EU had made solid advances in the right direction, compared to only 5% who thought that "no relevant progress during the 2014-2020 funding period" had been achieved.



At country level, 100% of both the Dutch and Portuguese respondents held a positive view, while 77% and 67% of the Croatian and Latvian respondents respectively were of the same view. Furthermore, 1 Latvian and 1 Croatian respondent considered that no relevant progress had been achieved in this area.


In terms of categories, no less than 95% of respondents from academia (or 21 participants) believed that the EU had advanced towards a knowledge and innovation-based economy and society, as did 100% of the public authority representatives (or 4 participants), 75% of the civil society representatives and half of the respondents (or 2 participants) from the business sector. 



Specific conclusions

The majority of respondents believed that H2020 had indeed helped the EU in certain specific aspects (question 3).



With regard to strengthening the EU's excellence in science, 90% of the respondents were of the opinion that H2020 had indeed done so. The most positive views were held by the Dutch and the Portuguese (100%), followed by the Croatians (85%). Latvians were the most sceptic, with 67% answering "yes" and 33% being "unsure". No respondent in any country answered "no".

The respondents were less positive with regard to supporting technological leadership and innovation capability in the private sector, with slightly over half (54%) considering that H2020 had indeed supported technological leadership and innovation capability in the private sector. However, 44% were unsure. 

The views were rather diverging in the four countries: the Dutch and Portuguese were split between "yes" (67% and 64% respectively) and "unsure" (33% and 36% respectively), while the Latvians held very positive views (83% "yes") and the Croatians were the most negative, with 69% "unsure" and 8% answering "no".

With regard to tackling the societal challenges identified in the Europe 2020 strategy by supporting activities covering the entire spectrum, from research to market, 69% of the respondents considered that H2020 had been supportive in this respect and 28% were not sure. 

The results were divided very similarly when broken down by country – the majority of respondents from all four countries were of the view that H2020 had helped the EU in the above-mentioned aspect (69% of the Croatians, 67% of both the Latvians and the Dutch, and 64% of the Portuguese respondents). Only 1 Dutch and 1 Croatian respondent answered "no".

When asked to assess the effectiveness of H2020 priorities in contributing to the programme's objectives and expected results (question 4), the Excellent Science thematic cluster received the most positive assessment from the respondents, with 69% viewing it as having been "very effective". The vast majority of the respondents viewed both the Industrial Leadership and the Societal Challenges clusters as having been "moderately effective" (59% and 54% respectively).



This trend was mostly echoed across the countries, with the Croatian, Latvian and Portuguese respondents assessing the Excellent Science cluster as having been the most efficient in achieving the H2020 objectives and expected results (62%, 50% and 63% respectively); 100% of the Dutch respondents considered this to have been the case.

The Croatian, Latvian and Portuguese respondents viewed the Industrial Leadership cluster as having been "moderately effective" (46%, 50% and 82% respectively), whereas 3 of the Dutch respondents considered it to have been "very effective" (33%) and 5, or 56%, "moderately effective". A few respondents (4 in total) considered this cluster to have been "not very effective".

Finally, with regard to the Societal Challenges cluster, the Croatian, Latvian and Portuguese respondents again shared similar views, with the majority considering this cluster to have been "moderately effective" in achieving the H2020 objectives and expected results (54%, 50% and 72% respectively). In contrast, 4, or 44%, of the Dutch respondents held the view that it had been "very effective" and 3, or 33%, "moderately effective". Furthermore, one Croatian participant viewed this cluster as having been "not effective at all" and another one as "not very effective".

During the semi-structured interviews, the Latvian public authorities noted that the Excellent Science pillar was still a challenge for the country. The results had not been very good there and, indeed, it seemed to be a challenge for many of the newer EU Member States. The reason for that was a lack of investment in research over a longer period of time. For the next programming period of 2021-2027, Latvia had identified this area as one of its priorities, earmarking a larger share of national financing for it. Moreover, national capacity should be improved in this pillar, which would be a long-term process.

Furthermore, the respondents said that the outcome of the Industrial Leadership pillar could be deemed adequate (for example, in the ICT sector). Looking at the Societal Challenges pillar, they said that involvement in Latvia was at a very high level, especially as regards the food and energy sectors.

Finally, the Latvian public authorities noted that there was a significant increase in private sector involvement in all three priority areas under H2020 in Latvia compared to the previous framework programme, which had seen very few companies participate. They said that private companies might not seem to be the first choice when it comes to scientific project partners, but they were not in competition with scientific institutions.

With regard to H2020's effectiveness in achieving its horizontal objectives (question 5), the vast majority considered the following objectives to have been the most successful ("very effective"):

· respect fundamental ethical principles – responsible research and innovation (56%, or 22 respondents);
· increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge (46%, or 18 respondents);
· contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union (46%, or 18 respondents).

The least successful ("not very effective") horizontal objectives were considered to be the following:

· openness to new participants (26%, or 10 respondents);
· promoting gender balance (13%, or 5 respondents);
· contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union (13%, or 5 respondents).



Comparing the four countries, the Croatian respondents were of the view that H2020 had been most effective in achieving the objectives of "increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge", with "very effective" and "moderately effective" each accounting for 46% of responses, and "responsible research and innovation" (46% for "very effective" and 38% "moderately effective"). "Openness to new participants" and "promoting gender balance" were seen as having been "not very effective" by 38% and 23% respectively.

The Latvian respondents were also of the view that H2020 had been most effective in achieving the objectives of "responsible research and innovation" (67% for "very effective" and 17%, or 1 respondent, for "moderately effective") and "increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge" (33% for " very effective" and 67% for "moderately effective"). The small number of Latvian respondents (6) does not allow for any further distinction in results in this question.

The Dutch respondents expressed slightly different views. In their opinion, H2020 had been most effective in achieving the objective of "increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge" (56% for "very effective" and 44% for "moderately effective"), with the second most successful being "consideration for equal treatment and non-discrimination in R&I content throughout all stages of the research cycle" (22% for "very effective" and 78% for "moderately effective"). Moreover, the objective of "contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union" received a high score, with 78% of the Dutch respondents considering H2020 as having been "very effective" in achieving it. The answer "not very effective" was given to only some of the objectives, by just one or two respondents.

Finally, the Portuguese respondents agreed to a large extent with the Croatian and Latvian respondents, most highly rating H2020's effectiveness in achieving the objectives of "increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge" (45% for "very effective" and 55% for "moderately effective") and "responsible research and innovation" (63% for "very effective" and 36% for "moderately effective"). The objectives of "openness to new participants" and "contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union" received the most "not very effective" responses (18% each).

With regard to the question of whether the supplementary programmes supported by H2020 which involved the participation of certain Member States only (e.g. joint undertakings) had been identified and implemented in an open, transparent and efficient way (question 6), the majority of the respondents (41%) agreed partially, while 21% agreed fully and 26% were unsure. 



This trend was also reflected across the four countries, with the majority of respondents in all four countries replying that they partially agreed with the above statement (23% of the Croatian, 50% of the Latvian, 56% of the Dutch and 45% of the Portuguese respondents). Both in Croatia (46%) and in Latvia (33%), the number of respondents who did not know how to assess this was higher than in the Netherlands and Portugal (1 person in each).

With regard to categories, the trend was similar – with the exception of the business organisation representatives (half of whom (2 respondents) fully agreed with the above statement), respondents from all other categories agreed partially with the statement. Even none of the 4 respondents from the public authorities could fully agree that the supplementary programmes had been identified and implemented in an open, transparent and efficient way.

Regarding the balance between small and large projects – particularly in the Industrial Leadership and Societal Challenges clusters (question 7), the vast majority (54%) found that it had been "excessively biased towards bigger projects", while 28% found it to have been "appropriate" and 18% were "unsure".



In terms of countries, all the countries surveyed except for the Netherlands mirrored the above views. Specifically, 62% of respondents in Croatia, 50% in Latvia and 55% in Portugal thought that the balance between small and large projects in H2020 had been "excessively biased towards bigger projects". The Dutch respondents were equally split between "appropriate" and "excessively biased towards bigger projects" (44% each). Those respondents who thought that the balance between small and large projects in H2020 had been "appropriate" represented 15% in Croatia, 33% in Latvia and 27% in Portugal.

Looking at the categories, most respondents agreed that the balance between small and large projects in H2020 had been "excessively biased towards bigger projects" (41% of the respondents from academia, 75%, or 3, of the respondents from the public authorities, 50%, or 2, of the respondents from business organisations, and 75%, or 3, of the respondents from civil society organisations).

With regard to the effectiveness of H2020 support for micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs) in various aspects (question 8), the vast majority of the respondents were of the opinion that the following aspects had been the most effective:

· appropriate funding instruments (21% for "very effective" and 31% for "moderately effective");
· appropriate evaluation framework (13% for "very effective and 28% for "moderately effective");
· covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument (13% for "very effective and 28% for "moderately effective").

The majority of the respondents found "ease of participation (admin effort)" to have been "not very effective" and 13% found it "not at all effective".



In terms of countries, the Croatian respondents were mostly unsure of how to assess the effectiveness of H2020 support for MSMEs with regard to the above aspects, with the most positive assessment given to "appropriate evaluation framework" and "covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument" (38% for "moderately effective" in both).

The Latvian and Portuguese respondents shared more positive views: "ease of participation (admin effort)" was found to be "very effective" by 50% of the Latvian and 36% of the Portuguese respondents; however, at the same time almost half (45%) of the Portuguese respondents considered this aspect to be "not very effective". Furthermore, "covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument" was viewed as "moderately effective" by 67% of the Latvian respondents and 55% of the Portuguese respondents. For the remaining two aspects the assessment was split between "very effective" and "moderately effective".

As for the Dutch respondents, none of the aspects were deemed "very effective", and only "appropriate funding instruments" and "appropriate evaluation framework" were found to have been "moderately effective", by 33% and 22% of the respondents respectively.

The rest of the answers in all four aspects were split between "not very effective", "not at all effective" and "unsure". It is worth mentioning that "ease of participation (admin effort)" and "covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument" received no positive assessments, with 44%, or 4, of the respondents and 22%, or 2, of the respondents considering these aspects as having been "not at all effective" in H2020 support for MSMEs.

During the semi-structured interviews, the Croatian participants suggested several improvements to be made to H2020 in terms of its support for MSMEs. First of all, they said that there was room for wider participation and that the process could be made more accessible to MSMEs. Targeted publicity about MSME participation in H2020 was required to promote greater participation. 

The Dutch participants saw the rather low involvement of MSMEs, especially in the area of industrial leadership, as one of the main shortcomings.

The Latvian public authorities too expressed the view that MSME involvement in H2020 should be increased. Comparing Latvia with other countries in this respect, they said that Latvia was small and had a different business structure and that, under H2020, the state gave the highest priority to companies with a high innovation component. Hence, MSMEs had less chance to participate in tenders because they lacked capacity.

Furthermore, it was noted that H2020 had a special instrument – the SME tool – aimed at MSMEs, but, from the total of 625 applications from Latvia, only 2.16% had received funding. This was an extremely low indicator in comparison to other funding opportunities. Under H2020, this competition for funding between MSMEs had increased even further, which was seen as not at all attractive for this type of company, which had to plan their financing very carefully.

The Croatian participants noted that the process was too dependent on larger companies to ensure a successful proposal. Smaller firms always ended up relying on larger organisations as partners due to previous success with applications and resources, but this did not always benefit the smaller organisation and they could be overshadowed.

Secondly, according to the Croatian stakeholders, applying to H2020 was seen as overly complex, and support for project management (accounting, HR, technology support etc.) was insufficient. The Accelerator tool was highly selective and demanding, which acted as a barrier to SMEs. It was very difficult for these organisations to find consortia and almost impossible for them to form their own. Larger organisations and institutes tended to have their own "favourite" or established MSME partners, so newcomers were barred from participation in several ways. 

The Dutch and Latvian stakeholders mentioned the difficulty in finding suitable partners and gaining access to existing consortia as well.

Moreover, the Croatian stakeholders said that the low success rate was demotivating for applicants. After being rejected, many gave up on H2020 and applied instead for other funding opportunities. This problem was magnified for MSMEs, who faced stronger constraints on resources. Moreover, it took eight months on average from application to funding, which was too long for smaller organisations to work without achieving funding. This was another barrier to smaller organisations' participation. 

In this regard, the Latvian participants proposed the idea of providing better support for smaller applicants, such as enabling partnerships and providing technical assistance with specific problems throughout the process. 

The Croatian stakeholders, on the other hand, thought that a potential solution to this issue could be smaller calls that were adapted to MSME-level capacity, especially in countries with lower participation rates, such as Croatia. This would also help such companies to set up their own consortia and gain valuable leadership experience. 

Finally, the Croatian participants mentioned the high level of administrative work needed for participation in H2020 as another way in which SMEs were excluded because they did not have the staff and resources to cover lengthy and complex applications. By comparison, the European Social Fund did not have such a high administrative burden. However, H2020 remained easier than national funds, which were seen as even more demanding and complicated. 

The Dutch participants agreed that the administrative burden was a common obstacle, especially for MSMEs. All the Dutch participants agreed that the application procedures took too long and should be facilitated and accelerated in future programmes. 

In this regard, the Latvian stakeholders mentioned the fact that one barrier to MSME participation was previous negative experiences with structural funds in terms of the high administrative burden and overwhelming bureaucracy. These made them hesitant to apply for other funds. In general, it could be said that MSMEs in Latvia lacked innovation capacity, which hindered their participation, especially when the H2020 grant application process was highly competitive. The potential solution could indeed be for them to unite in consortia and find their special niche. The public authorities agreed that there was a lot of potential for growth in Latvia with regard to private sector participation in Horizon.

When asked whether they knew on which priority of the H2020 their Member State had focused the most (question 9), the respondents gave the following replies:



· the Croatian respondents: 54% – Excellent Science and 46% – Societal Challenges;
· the Latvian respondents: 83% – Societal Challenges and 17%, or 1 respondent – Industrial Leadership;
· the Dutch respondents: 56% – Excellent Science and 33% – Industrial Leadership;
· the Portuguese respondents: 91% – Excellent Science and 9%, or 1 respondent – Industrial Leadership.

When asked about their opinion of H2020-funded actions in their country (question 10), the majority of the respondents (38%) deemed them "appropriate", while 36% said that they were "very good, we use or monitor them regularly", and 21% considered them as "poor".

Opinions varied across the countries. A significant proportion of the Croatian respondents (38%) considered the H2020-funded actions in Croatia to have been "poor", whereas an equal number of 31% viewed them as having been "very good, we use or monitor them regularly" or "adequate". 

The Latvian and Dutch respondents held the most positive views, with 50% (or 3 respondents) and 67% respectively saying that the H2020-funded actions in their respective countries had been "very good, we use or monitor them regularly".

Finally, the majority of the Portuguese respondents (64%) viewed the H2020-funded actions in Portugal as having been "adequate", and 18% thought that they had been "poor".


In terms of categories, representatives from academia and the public authorities viewed the outcomes of the H2020-funded actions in their countries in the most positive light (45% and 50% (or 2 respondents) respectively considering them "very good"). In contrast, 50% (or 2 respondents) from business organisations and 75% (or 3 respondents) from civil society organisations viewed them as "poor". 

During the semi-structured interviews, the Croatian participants from educational establishments and research organisations, as well as those from NGOs, businesses and social partners, held very positive views of H2020 overall and praised it as a beneficial tool for Croatian companies to develop technical excellence and increase Europe's standing in R&D globally. However, the Croatian public authorities had mixed opinions on whether H2020 had been successful in the country. The tough competition, lack of a twinning project and modest results in land-use projects due to there being no national land-use strategy were cited as negative points.

The Dutch participants had an overall positive view of H2020, which allowed direct networking, discussions and exchanges of experience among scientists and other experts in the relevant field. They considered it to be much better than its predecessors and they assessed the performance of the H2020 programme positively, stressing its comprehensiveness and its clearly defined pillars. Particularly, Dutch research organisations warmly welcomed H2020 and explained that the Netherlands had performed very well under it. They appreciated the fact that the programme enabled the implementation of some projects which could not have been carried out without it.

Representatives from Latvian research organisations, NGOs and businesses felt that, overall, the programme had been highly successful, particularly in Latvian educational and research organisations, and in general had had good levels of participation and had led to successful projects. They said that participating in H2020 projects was greatly beneficial to those involved and contributed to the scientific process within these organisations. 

They said that one of the major advantages to participating in H2020 had been establishing networks with other European countries by collaborating on projects. However, the lead partner for a project had to be a leading expert in the field, which tended to favour countries with a more established research community. This had been an issue for Latvia, whose participation had therefore been primarily in initiatives started by other partners. This was not seen as a problem of a lack of capacity, but more a lack of "research maturity".

The Latvian business stakeholders noted that the advantages of H2020 for SMEs were the possibility to develop innovative services, to network with and learn from others in the same field abroad, to better understand the markets of other countries and to develop national forecasting capabilities.

Furthermore, they pointed out that H2020 was more accessible, simpler and had a lower administrative burden than other funds; for example, they praised the fact that all reports were standardised. 

However, they said that Latvia's successes under H2020 had been dominated by the two largest universities. Aside from these two recipients, Latvia had had a small number of projects and low funding compared to other Member States. At the same time, around one quarter of H2020 projects in Latvia had been awarded to companies, so the employers' confederation considered that Latvian companies had been very successful under H2020. 

Finally, the representatives from public authorities expressed the view that, considering the size of the county, its research capacity and the population, Latvia saw itself as a well-performing country. Furthermore, they stressed that H2020 had been a very important programme for Latvia, for developing the Latvian research system and for improving integration into the European Research Area.

Portuguese stakeholders from academia noted that H2020, by enabling research in areas with considerable potential (such as health and pharmaceuticals), had been instrumental in promoting research that had eventually been taken up by private companies. They also praised the H2020 selection and reporting processes, believing it perfectly balanced. The Portuguese business representatives noted that H2020 had had much less bureaucracy than national programmes, making it very attractive; it had focused less on the paper trail and more on results.

However, the Portuguese representatives from academia emphasised that H2020's effectiveness in Portugal had been affected by the lack of scale (many small research centres) and this had led to less efficient and effective use of resources. There had also been a lack of strategic vision for Portugal, impacting on decisions made about complex procedures, with no attention having been paid to developing innovation. They said that the overall mindset in Portugal was to have bureaucracy for the sake of it and not for the sake of public good; in this regard, the European Union had the potential to nudge Portugal away from this mindset.

When asked whether their country had allocated appropriate funding to complementary programmes (e.g. Eureka and Eurostars) (question 11), the majority of the respondents (44%) did not agree and said that the funds had been "insufficient", while 36% were "unsure" and 21% considered them to have been "appropriate".

When looking at the views per country, Croatian, Latvian and Portuguese respondents held that the funding allocated to complementary programmes had been largely "insufficient" (54%, 50% and 55% respectively), while 56% of the Dutch respondents found them "appropriate". Only 1 Dutch respondent thought that the funds had been "insufficient". Furthermore, a large proportion (46%) of the Croatian respondents did not know how to assess this matter.



Breaking the respondents down by category shows a similar picture: respondents from academia and business associations considered the funding allocated to complementary programmes as "insufficient" (55% and 75% respectively), whereas 75%, or 3, of the respondents from civil society organisations were "unsure". Finally, 75%, or 3, of the respondents from public authorities were of the opinion that these funds had been "appropriate".

When questioned on the role of national contact points (NCPs) in H2020 (question 12), stakeholders had divided opinions on their role at different levels of the programme. The response was by and large positive concerning awareness-raising about H2020 and associated programmes, concerning dissemination of information on it (including open calls, rules of participation and proposal submission), concerning specific assistance to participants (call identification and topic framing, action types, partner search, rules of participation, roles and responsibilities of consortium members, ethical aspects), promotional events (information days, seminars, conferences, newsletters, workshops) and information provided about other European research and innovation programmes (e.g. European Health Programme, COSNIE, Eureka, Digital Europe, etc.). Approximately 60% to 80% of respondents, all countries and categories included, believed NCPs were effective in these fields.



Opinions were more divided on support for participants with available funding synergies between H2020 and European Regional and Development Fund (ERDF) programmes in their countries, with 18 positive answers and 18 negative answers. More than half of the respondents believed NCPs were not very effective, or not effective at all, in organising training events (e.g. proposal writing).

Overall, the Dutch and, to a lesser degree, the Portuguese respondents had a very positive view of the NCPs. Most of the answers falling under the categories "not very effective" and '"not effective at all" came from Croatia and Latvia. 

Participants in the country missions in these two countries expressed views that hinted at the possible origins of these disparities. In the field of research, a divide persisted between "older" and "newer" Member States. Latvian institutions noted that their main partners in H2020 projects had been the older Member States. H2020 was seen as a tool for bridging this gap by encouraging partnerships and aiding the development of research networks between countries. Countries with less developed research capacities could learn from those with more developed capacities, which was seen as a major advantage to participation. There was also growing cooperation to promote scientific excellence in the region to address this gap, for example through the Institute of Central Europe[footnoteRef:6]. The institute acted as an association for cooperation and the exchange of best practices and was developing a white paper on how H2020 partnerships could help bridge this divide, which was expected to be published shortly and would be disseminated to relevant authorities in Brussels and the Member States. [6: 	https://ies.lublin.pl/en/instytut/about-the-institute/. ] 


Organisations were split in half concerning the question of whether the actions of the H2020 programme had been adapted to the change brought about by the pandemic (question 13): one half believed they had, the other half were unsure. Only 1 research organisation in Latvia gave a negative answer. 



Strikingly, this split was visible across all categories of participants and across the four countries participating in this evaluation. This issue did not gather much attention in the country visits, though Portuguese participants connected to biomedical research did underline that H2020 funds had also been used in research contributing to the fight against the pandemic. 

Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to identify (question 14) problems in the implementation of H2020. About half of the respondents shared issues that they had faced, though others (especially in line with the information gathered in the country visit to Portugal) said that H2020 had been an exemplary process. The difficulties that Portuguese stakeholders mentioned related to internal difficulties and national bureaucracy and, if anything, they would want Portuguese authorities to directly apply the procedures used by the European Commission. Nevertheless, question 14 allowed stakeholders from the four countries to share some remarks.

Specifically, stakeholders in the fields of business and academia complained about the complexity of procedures and of H2020's structure itself. This was clearly the case for SMEs and academic stakeholders who were less experienced in competing for European funds and building international research consortia. Including new partners in projects had been difficult due to project timelines, inexperience and the administrative burden. The low success rate made it a less attractive investment opportunity for SMEs. One of the respondents suggested that business associations could play a decisive role in encouraging companies to participate in H2020 project applications. 

Interactions with other funds and the difficulties for the academic world in dealing with the programme's requirements were also matters of concern. A Dutch research institution mentioned that a large part of the scientific community did not understand the budget allocated to the European Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI). It seemed to them that those who profited from the R&D funding were not at all engaged in R&D and the H2020 budget was used because it was easy to do so. H2020 had been the first EU R&D programme that used a different procedure from previous EU R&D programmes. This included an emphasis on innovation, which was not among the primary goals of comprehensive universities, hence they focused on low technology readiness level (TRL) research instead of higher TRL research. This also applied to Horizon Europe and needed to be taken into account. Academic research contributed to solving national, European and even global challenges, but most often did so from the low TRL research point of view. Higher TRLs were often dealt with by either more applied research universities or research and technology organisations or companies and industries engaged in R&D. Moreover, TRLs did not necessarily apply to social sciences and humanities research. This was also the case for Horizon Europe. It might be better to rephrase and redefine the term as "(societal) impact readiness levels".

The issue of competition for funds and human resources was also mentioned. While access to the H2020 programme had been very competitive, Croatian academic stakeholders believed that there had been a lack of transparency in the proposal evaluation process. The process had not provided researchers with an opportunity to easily and effectively respond to and oppose the reviewers' statements. 

Other academic stakeholders complained that competition for human resources was also an issue that some institutions faced. Being successful in grant applications depended not only on institutional skills, but also on the experience and competences of individual researchers. Poorer countries were less able to hire experienced researchers and so were disadvantaged. This was in line with the opinion of Portuguese public authorities, who felt that it was necessary to provide opportunities for pre-competitive research, together with European added value. There was still much to be done to counteract the unidirectional migratory flows of skilled people from the peripheries to the centre of Europe. Research careers and intersectoral mobility could be strengthened by promoting scientific employment, committing more funds to actions aimed at retaining the best talent, and consolidating knowledge and research and innovation ecosystems. 

[bookmark: _Toc125632264][bookmark: _Toc128464341][bookmark: _Toc128464372]Relevance

	According to the European Commission's Better Regulation toolbox, the criterion of relevance "looks at the relationship between the needs and problems in society and the objectives of the intervention and hence touches on aspects of design. Relevance analysis also requires a consideration of how the objectives of an EU intervention (…) correspond to wider EU policy goals and priorities." [footnoteRef:7] [7: 	https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2022-06/br_toolbox_-_nov_2021_-_chapter_6.pdf, p. 407.] 




General conclusions

When asked about the influence of H2020 in the evolution of R&D spending in their countries (question 15), the overwhelming majority of the respondents (7 out of 10) believed that H2020 had been either very relevant or adequate. The Croatian respondents were the least positive on this question, with only 4 out of 10 being positive, contrasting with the Dutch respondents, who were all positive: 7 thought it was very relevant and 2 that it was adequate. None believed it was poor or were unsure of H2020's relevance for the development of R&D. 



According to the participants in the country visit to the Netherlands, H2020 had been extremely relevant in the country, as participation in such programmes helped to build political and scientific capital and had positive effects on reputation. In the Netherlands, a better reputation enabled organisations to receive other national funds. The programme also made it possible to build networks with international scholars quickly. 

According to the Dutch participants, all pillars of H2020 were relevant, especially the second pillar, Industrial Leadership, and were becoming more relevant due to their link to societal changes and mission-oriented innovation policies. In the Netherlands, the European mission-oriented innovation policy was being applied, which trickled down to the regions. Thus, the pillars were having an ever-bigger impact on society, while the results were increasingly visible. Furthermore, they stressed that the three pillars were intertwined and complemented each other and hoped for the continuation of this structure. The Excellent Science pillar was of particular interest for the participating universities, as were the European Research Council and Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions.

In Croatia, by contrast, some stakeholders complained that there were weak links between Croatian bodies and H2020 programmes and other EU funds. They had different priorities and different application criteria and methods – for example, the first-come-first-served method was still used in Croatian application evaluations, which participants criticised as being very outdated.

In Portugal, for most organisations, the majority of their research funding came from public funds, half from European funds and half from national funds. The remaining funding (10% to 30%) came from private funds. Portuguese public funds were used to maintain research centres' core capabilities (both scientific and institutional management), whereas EU funding was invested in specific research projects. Some stakeholders believed that H2020 had professionalised project management. In the past, scientists used to contact each other directly. In recent years, it was managers who contacted different teams about how to set up projects. Thus, H2020 had enabled research institutions to gain experience in applying for other sources of international funding and build strategic partnerships within new or existing networks.

In terms of programme design, H2020 (question 16) was considered adequate by 3 out of 4 respondents of the questionnaire. This positive evaluation was seen across the sectors and the four countries. 



Nevertheless, whereas the assessment was generally very positive in the Netherlands and Latvia, 5 out of 13 Croatian respondents found H2020 challenging or too complex, and 3 of the 13 Portuguese respondents found it challenging. As already described above in the analysis of the answers to question 14, the difficulties experienced by some stakeholders were felt mainly by smaller institutions or those with less experience and, as mentioned by Dutch stakeholders, by SMEs, which were even less familiar with the programme's procedures. The respondents recognised, though, that the programme facilitated international cooperation, which was becoming increasingly complex and could not be done by one university alone. 

One Portuguese participant recommended making the Horizon programme more focused and not using its budget across individual programmes, as there were other funds for that. The respondents recommended focusing on major challenges in society and on tools that were already known and proven, like the European Research Council. They said that there was no need to reinvent the wheel with every new framework programme and that the European Commission should stick with what was going well and replicate that. It should be kept in mind that, even if a small change was made, it would have huge repercussions across the industry.

For more than 7 out of 10 respondents to the questionnaire, access to financial resources and technical assistance, and to the financial programmes and instruments available, should be simplified (question 17).


Some participants in the semi-structured interviews mentioned that the selection and reporting processes under H2020 were perfectly balanced – some further agility was needed, but good reporting was no less important because this was public money. 

Others did give more direct suggestions for improvements. The Dutch participants, for example, pointed out that, in order to be eligible for H2020 funds, organisations had to invest large amounts of money beforehand, not knowing if the potential funds would outweigh the initial investments. Moreover, it took a lot of time and effort to prepare and submit the proposal. If the applicants failed, they did not get this investment back. In earlier programmes, the European Commission had provided project officers who had offered advice and the option of discussing matters with potential participants at an early stage. It had been well organised. After 10 years, this possibility had disappeared. Having this kind of offer in future programmes would help make the process easier for applicants. 

In Croatia, some participants pointed to the fact that, in some other countries, national funding was available for the preparation phase of applications. This would help bridge some of the gap between larger applicants and SMEs, and should be encouraged.

Relations between H2020 and the ERDF

Although half of the questionnaire respondents believed that, for the success of the H2020 programme actions, it was important to seek synergies with the ERDF and for actions to complement other funds and programmes (question 19). A similar number of respondents thought that the H2020 programme had not been consistent with or complementary to the European Structural and Investment Funds, in particular the ERDF (question 18).

While 8 of the 11 Portuguese respondents believed that the synergies between the two funds had been a success factor, only 1 of the 9 Dutch respondents shared this opinion, possibly due to ERDF financing not having the same relevance in the two countries. Notwithstanding this, in the semi-structured interviews, one Dutch participant highlighted the Digital Europe programme and the Interregional Innovation Investments (I3) instrument, which came under the ERDF, and pointed out that these could facilitate synergies. As for Portugal, public authorities stressed the important role that R&D could play in promoting cohesion by adopting countercyclical measures to adequately strengthen knowledge-based cohesion platforms across Europe.



In Latvia, H2020 projects had also been used to follow on from previous EU-funded projects, for example one participant noted that a current H2020 project was the "logical follow-on" from a previous ERDF project. Structural funds had been strategically used to expand organisations' capacities, which had borne fruit in terms of which H2020 projects they had participated in. This had allowed organisations to become more interesting as partners and take a leading role in new fields. This use of structural funds was intentional, but had worked even better than expected and opened organisations up to many more H2020 projects. This had been especially true in the areas of microbiology and virology.

When asked if they believed that their countries implemented efficient synergies between the H2020 and ERDF funding programmes (e.g. fast-track to funding through ERDF programmes for H2020 applications awarded the "seal of excellence") (question 22), no stakeholders answered positively. Answers were split in half between "no" and "unsure". 



In Portugal and Croatia, though, the proportions were slightly different: Portugal had fewer negative answers, the overwhelming majority of stakeholders being unsure, whereas 8 out of 13 Croatian stakeholders answered that there were no synergies.

Relations between H2020 and other funds

Half of the questionnaire respondents believed that H2020 was consistent with and complementary to other programmes and funds (question 20). Very few of the respondents answered negatively, but 2 out of 5 were unsure on this question. 


On the other hand, with regard to whether there were any overlaps or duplications of actions between H2020 and other programmes and funds (question 21), out of every 4 respondents, 2 believed there were no overlaps, 1 believed there were and 1 was unsure. 

These results were not uniform across the countries: 3 out of the 6 Latvian respondents believed there were overlaps, as did 4 out of the 11 Portuguese respondents. By contrast, almost all the Dutch respondents (7 out of 9) answered that there were no duplications between H2020 and other funds. 


During the semi-structured interviews in Portugal, stakeholders called for a better sense of priorities, identifying which areas should receive more investment in order to have better value for money. They referred to the fact that overlaps between EU and national funds could be frustrating. It would be preferable to have more complementarity and fewer overlaps since there might be areas that were underfunded due to the concentration of EU and national funds in specific areas. The Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) would also cover many areas relevant for innovation. Horizon Europe should focus on more alternative research. Overlaps should be avoided – and this was not only the case for the RRF, but also for national funds. It was this public funding that enabled companies to develop technologies that had market potential but were still not mature enough for an immediate transfer. In such sectors, public funding such as Horizon gave important signals both through direct financial investment and by showing that political actors and public authorities were committed to a given field of technological development research. Better complementarity and fewer overlaps would allow for a wider range of research without wasting resources on duplicate projects. 

In Latvia, H2020 implementation coincided with, and to a large extent supported, reforms in the national system for science (aiming to reduce fragmentation and change the structure of programmes etc.). Latvian public authorities usually mentioned Horizon programmes to European Commission representatives as examples of how to simplify procedures and cut red tape. Stakeholders believed that H2020 had a significant and positive impact on the national research and innovation system.

In Croatia, stakeholders called on public authorities to implement additional funds to increase the capacities of research institutions and the private sector when applying for EU funds such as H2020. This could be a way to support national research while ensuring complementarity between EU and national funds. 

[bookmark: _Toc125632265][bookmark: _Toc128464342][bookmark: _Toc128464373]Inclusion of civil society and added value

Respondents differed significantly across Member States on the inclusion of civil society (question 23). Latvia and the Netherlands saw the highest levels of reported inclusion at 67%, and no Latvian respondents answered no. Croatia and Portugal saw 46% and 27% respond no, respectively. 



Looking at responses by type of organisation, public authorities were the most positive about the inclusion of civil society, with 100% responding yes. By contrast, half of civil society organisations did not feel included. Around 40% of research institutes and other types of organisations felt that public authorities had included civil society in H2020. 

Civil society stakeholders were perceived as having much to contribute in terms of specialist knowledge, innovative solutions and access to the public, and should be further encouraged to participate, with the process being made easier for them. There was a perception that H2020 projects were too large and complicated for smaller civil society organisations to be involved in, and national stakeholders had a role to play in improving communication about the benefits and challenges to participation. Participants noted that the value of participating was often non-material: the experience gained, networking opportunities, etc. Communicating this aspect was important to encourage civil society to engage in projects.

However, research institutes and H2020 partners pointed out that civil society participation was also dependent on the area of the research project. For example, for one participant working in the strictly regulated area of medical research, civil society involvement was impossible. However, they had been able to involve patient advocacy groups and doctors' associations in some projects related to the social impact of medical interventions. For others working on infrastructure, consulting local residents had been a key part of the project.

When asked specifically about their own institution (question 24), 25% of civil society respondents and businesses indicated they had been regularly consulted. Three quarters of the civil society organisations who responded to the survey had not been consulted. Almost two thirds of research institutes who responded and 40% of other organisations had been regularly consulted. 



Breaking down these results by country, the majority of survey respondents in the Netherlands (78%), Latvia (67%) and Portugal (55%) indicated that they had been regularly consulted. In Croatia, only 31% of respondents had been regularly consulted, with more than half (54%) stating they had not been consulted.

Of those who had been consulted, 48% reported that the level of involvement had been very good, another 48% reported a good or adequate level and 5% indicated that their level of involvement had been poor.

When asked whether the final beneficiaries of H2020 were aware of the origin of the resources and programmes (question 25), over two thirds of respondents indicated yes, 13% said they were not aware and 21% were unsure. 

In all countries, more than half of respondents indicated that beneficiaries were aware of the origins of H2020 resources and programmes. This level of awareness was highest in Latvia (83%) and Portugal (82%), with 56% of Dutch and 54% of Croatian respondents answering yes. 

Over two thirds (64%) of respondents rated communication and information about H2020 as good or very good (question 27). Looking at the results by country, Latvian respondents were the most positive about H2020 communication and information, with 83% rating it as good or very good and no respondents indicating that it was poor. This was followed by Portugal (73% good or very good) and Croatia (62%). In the Netherlands, 44% of respondents felt that communication and information were good or very good.




Almost half (46%) of respondents thought that communication towards H2020 beneficiaries could be improved (question 26). A third (33%) responded that communication and information systems did not need modifying. 



When asked how to improve the involvement of beneficiaries, social partners and civil society organisations in future actions of the Horizon Europe programme, introducing targeted communications for social partners, civil society and beneficiaries was strongly encouraged. NCPs were identified as the best placed people to reach out to civil society in their countries and make them aware of H2020 opportunities. Holding promotional events for beneficiaries and civil society where information and opportunities to network would be available could increase participation and the formation of new consortia. 

The participation and selection criteria could also be widened. Smaller calls or calls targeted at civil society stakeholders as leads would be welcomed and, where relevant, proposals which included civil society should be valued. Previous best practice examples of civil society involvement should be shared to make all participants aware of how this wider participation could work. 

Authorities were urged to involve societal stakeholders in all aspects of developing, regulating and evaluating research, with one respondent pointing to the example of the Netherlands, where "various civil society organisations are involved in the various programmes", for example through sounding board groups. Establishing national research priorities was also mentioned as an area where civil society stakeholders could make valuable contributions.

[bookmark: _Toc125632266][bookmark: _Toc128464343][bookmark: _Toc128464374]Additional comments

Stakeholders were given the opportunity to raise further issues that were not included in the questionnaire or to expand on issues that they thought deserved additional attention. Below, we summarise the additional contributions, organised by topic. 

Competition between private businesses and research institutes: 
Some participants raised the point that broader participation in research calls could lead to private companies, including SMEs and state-funded research institutes, competing for the same resources. Separate support for different types of stakeholders could help avoid competition between the state and the private sector.

Strategic autonomy:
In order for the EU to work on its industrial strategic autonomy, it needed to use the strengths and diversity of business, civil society and research across regions. Greater inclusion in research and development was noted as a key step towards strategic autonomy, which needed to include all TRL levels. 

[bookmark: _Toc125632267][bookmark: _Toc128464344][bookmark: _Toc128464375]Secondary data: literature review of EESC work

In this section we provide an overview of the Committee's past work relating to H2020 (and, more broadly, research and innovation). 

In INT/996 on A new European Innovation Agenda (2022), the EESC welcomed the Commission's European Innovation Agenda and, particularly, its twofold objective of fostering Europe's competitiveness and of promoting European citizens' welfare.

The focus on closing the so-called "scale-up" and deep tech gaps, which the EU currently had in comparison with third states where growth-stage tech businesses were more common, was considered as crucial. The EESC urged the Commission to put more emphasis on the role played by businesses, SMEs and start-ups in particular and the innovation networks that they led in delivering the green and digital transitions. 

The EESC pointed out the importance of funding experimentation and testing infrastructure in order to help start-ups and to close the gap between labs and commercial applications. In this regard, it welcomed the introduction of the new concept of "testing and experimentation infrastructures" in the draft revised General Block Exemption Regulation (GBER) on State aid.

The Committee urged the Commission to encourage the interregional dimension of investments, with the joint participation of less and more innovative regions. Further, public support should also benefit higher education and innovation labs. To that end, it proposed using a number of pilot research centres and universities to pursue innovative goals. 

The EESC also welcomed the Commission's support for Member States in taking forward cross-border projects of common European interest. It therefore proposed that both research work and the professional development of researchers be funded and that research results, which were publicly supported, be open to further development by innovators, possibly through the Innospace Platform.

In INT/962 on A Pact for R&I in Europe (2022), the EESC welcomed the fact that the Pact for Research and Innovation in Europe set out commonly agreed values and principles for R&I and identified at a general level the areas where Member States would jointly develop priority actions. 

The EESC highlighted that, in the future, Europe should turn its R&D results into value creation, business opportunities and quality jobs. One very important tool for turning Europe's R&D results into business opportunities, higher profits and jobs for Europe was intellectual property rights (IPR). The great importance of IPR and patents should be added to the paragraph in the pact on value creation, and a clear IPR strategy for Europe should be developed as part of the Pact for the New European Research Area (ERA).

The EESC welcomed the Pact for Research and Innovation's clear call to deepen the ERA, i.e. to move from coordinating national policies to deeper integration of these policies, and its call to accelerate the twin green and digital transitions.

In view of the massive investments in research, technology and innovation (RTI) in Asia (China, South Korea etc.), the EU had to substantially speed up its efforts in R&I, especially regarding the swift transformation of R&D results into innovative products and services, since Europe was lagging behind in this area. In the new Pact for R&I, Europe also needed to lay the groundwork for a more entrepreneurial culture such as risk-taking.

The EESC stressed that, to date, only a limited share of the EU population (the "usual suspects for R&I" only) had been engaged in the EU's R&I policies. However, modern socioeconomic research had highlighted the great importance of science, technology and society in fostering strong performers in R&I. The EESC asked for civil society organisations and social and economic partners (notably organisations representing MSMEs) to be included appropriately at EU and national level so that they could make specific contributions, with a view to making the EU stronger on the global stage.

In INT/941 on a Global approach to R&I (2021), the EESC welcomed the EU's commitment to leading and to preserving openness in international research and innovation cooperation, while promoting a level playing field and reciprocity underpinned by fundamental values.

The Committee deemed it necessary to better involve civil society organisations in supporting EU institutions and Member States in developing extraordinary policies and special programmes (career mobility, attracting/retaining researchers, and using research and innovation results to boost the entrepreneurship culture of EU SMEs) capable of "collecting EU value added" that could in turn feed into an ambitious European Research Area for the next decade.

The EESC pointed out the importance of strengthening the EU's leading role in supporting multilateral research and innovation partnerships to find new solutions to green, digital, health, social and innovation challenges, taking into consideration the current impact of COVID-19 on European health systems, societies, business communities and the wider global economy.

The EESC recommended including civil society organisations appropriately at EU and national level in the European Commission's work in monitoring actions, as set out in the Commission's Communication, so that they could provide specific contributions, with a view to making the EU stronger on the global stage.

In INT/924, on A new ERA for R&I (2021), the EESC welcomed the focus on rapidly translating R&I results into sustainable business and advocated new governance in the field of research in order to remove administrative and regulatory barriers to innovation.

The Committee emphasised that an intelligent blending of R&D tools at all levels (regional, national, European and global) was important and that R&D and innovation should be promoted by making use of the large EU structural funds.

The EESC described the following key sectors and technologies as vital for the EU's prosperity:

· digital business models;
· technologies for manufacturing goods and food;
· clinical research, and the pharmaceutical and biotechnological sectors;
· space technologies;
· clean water and sanitation.

Further, the EESC considered the European Innovation Council (EIC) and the European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT), with its knowledge and innovation centres (KICs), to be valuable partners and tools in accelerating the translation of R&I results and in redirecting the focus of the EU's R&I towards the generation of breakthrough innovations that addressed the concrete needs of citizens and businesses, particularly in relation to major societal challenges.

The EIC accelerator offered substantial EU funds for innovative European start-ups with high growth potential, whereas the EIT by definition pursued research excellence for technology push innovations in its KICs; thus, both the EIC and the EIT were important partners in accelerating the translation of R&I results.

The EESC noted that research in the social sciences and humanities was very important for the complex renewal of the ERA agenda. Further, it noted that Europe was especially lagging behind the US and Asia regarding the speed of turning R&D results into innovative products and services. As a result, the EESC encouraged the Commission to aim for both "excellence" and "speed" in its research, technology and innovation policy.

In INT/881 on Fostering an entrepreneurship and innovation-friendly single market – promoting new business models to meet societal challenges and transitions (2019), the EESC recognised that it was necessary to pursue a social market economy which, while making smart use of new technologies, managed to address the major challenges relating to sustainability, climate change and reducing inequalities. The business world could play an active and important role in this.

Given the wide variety of economic models and types of company in Europe, it was important that legislative proposals concerning businesses, the economy and the internal market were not uniform and took the "biodiversity of companies" into consideration.

The EESC stressed that the European institutions needed to support the development of artificial intelligence and the proper use of big data, both by creating appropriate rules to guarantee the development of such technology while respecting individual rights and by investing European and national public resources in a coordinated manner so as to ensure that the EU was competitive on a global scale.

It was important that changes to productive processes and to the economy in general took place in the context of constructive social dialogue and with due respect for workers' rights and quality of life.

The EESC noted the need to recognise and support the role that SMEs, family businesses, social economy enterprises, craft businesses, small traders and farmers played in promoting and spreading entrepreneurial spirit focused on the role of people and local communities, thereby helping to build the European model of an inclusive single market.

In INT/858 on Horizon Europe (2018), the EESC welcomed the fact that many of the recommendations made by the Committee for the Horizon 2020 mid-term evaluation had been taken up in areas such as collaborative research and mobility, as well as in steps to strengthen innovation, overcome disparities among regions, promote science and innovation activities among members of the public, remedy low success rates and reduce the administrative burden.

The Committee emphasised that science, research and innovation needed to be key elements of the European community-building process and therefore supported the Horizon Europe approach of bringing the public closer to these activities and achievements. 

Further, the EESC supported the design of R&I missions as part of Horizon Europe's strategy to achieve more impactful R&I outcomes and to really change the way people perceived science and its impacts in their day-to-day lives. The EESC stressed the urgent need to organise strategic missions that could stimulate research and innovation ecosystems across Europe and boost collaborative research as the main tool in broadening knowledge and creating impact.

The EESC underlined that the European Innovation Council (EIC) was an important tool in supporting breakthrough innovation and boosting entrepreneurship and competitiveness at EU level and thought it should particularly focus on very innovative SMEs and start-ups. The EESC also supported the "open science" policy approach but stressed that introducing a certain timeframe for publishing all the scientific results should be considered.

Finally, the EESC welcomed the aim of further simplifying State aid rules to facilitate the combination of different funds, which could be instrumental in overcoming the major disparities between Member States and regions in terms of the number of successful R&I projects.

In TEN/678 on EURATOM – Research and Training Programme 2021-2025 (2018), the EESC welcomed the proposal for a Regulation establishing the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) Research and Training Programme for 2021-2025.

The EESC considered the EURATOM budget to be proportionate to the objectives set and considered it essential to maintain this financial allocation regardless of the outcome of the Brexit negotiations. The Committee also considered it crucial in this respect to manage the United Kingdom's exit from the Euratom programme with the utmost care, particularly with regard to research already in progress, shared infrastructure and the social impact on staff (e.g. working conditions), both on British soil and elsewhere.

The Committee stressed that the Joint European Torus (JET) project was a key factor in the development of the international thermonuclear experimental reactor (ITER) project, with ITER being, from a scientific point of view, the successor to JET. For this reason, the Committee considered it important that JET remain operational (as an EU project or as a joint EU-UK project) until the ITER project became operational.

Further, the EESC emphasised that nuclear safety needed to be understood as a dynamic concept, which entailed constant monitoring of and adjustments to existing legislation in accordance with recent developments and innovations, covering the whole life span of plants. Plants located on borders between EU countries should be given particular attention, with increased coordination between national and local authorities and the effective involvement of citizens and workers.

Finally, the EESC considered education – beginning with compulsory education – and training to be an essential factor in attracting young people to scientific and technological subjects.
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	Organisation name
	Member State
	Consultation via online questionnaire
	Consultation via meetings

	Agencija za mobilnost i programe EU
	Croatia
	x
	x

	Bio-mi Ltd
	Croatia
	
	x

	CEPOR jCEPOR – SMEs and Entrepreneurship Policy Centre
	Croatia
	x
	

	Croatian Agency for SMEs, Innovation and Investments
	Croatia
	
	x

	Croatian Employers' Association / HUP Hrvatska udruga poslodavaca
	Croatia
	x
	x

	Genos DNA Laboratory
	Croatia
	
	x

	National Foundation for Civil Society Development
	Croatia
	
	x

	ODRAZ-Sustainable Community Development
	Croatia
	x
	x

	Ruđer Bošković Institute
	Croatia
	x
	x

	Sveučilište u Zagrebu Agronomski fakultet
	Croatia
	x
	x

	Sveučilište u Zagrebu Fakultet elektrotehnike i računarstva
	Croatia
	x
	

	University of Zagreb
	Croatia
	x
	

	University of Zagreb, Faculty of Electrical Engineering and Computing
	Croatia
	x
	

	UNIZG-FER
	Croatia
	x
	x

	AS Latvijas Finieris
	Latvia
	x
	x

	Baltic Studies Centre
	Latvia
	x
	x

	Confederation of Employers of Latvia
	Latvia
	
	x

	Ekodoma
	Latvia
	x
	x

	Horizon 2020 National Contact Point
	Latvia
	
	x

	Latvian Council of Science
	Latvia
	x
	x

	Latvian Institute of Organic Synthesis
	Latvia
	x
	x

	Latvijas Zinātnes padome
	Latvia
	x
	

	Ministry of Education and Science
	Latvia
	
	x

	Riga Biomaterials Innovations and Development Centre
	Latvia
	
	x

	Riga Technical University
	Latvia
	
	x

	Riga Technical University
	Latvia
	
	x

	Beyond 4.0 – a project under the H2020 Work Programme
	Netherlands
	
	x

	Regional Development Agency East Netherlands – Oost NL
	Netherlands
	x
	x

	TNO, Healthy Living and Work Unit
	Netherlands
	x
	

	TNO, Vector Centre
	Netherlands
	
	x

	TNO, Netherlands, Organisation for Applied Scientific Research
	Netherlands
	x
	x

	Twente Board
	Netherlands
	x
	x

	University of Groningen
	Netherlands
	
	x

	University of Twente
	Netherlands
	x
	x

	UNL – National rectors' conference, Universities of the Netherlands
	Netherlands
	
	x

	Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam
	Netherlands
	x
	

	Wageningen University & Research
	Netherlands
	x
	x

	ZLTO – farmers' and market gardeners' organisation 
	Netherlands
	
	x

	Zuidelijke Land en Tuinbouw Organisatie
	Netherlands
	x
	

	AECEF – Association of European Civil Engineering Faculties
	Portugal
	x
	

	Altice Labs, SA
	Portugal
	x
	

	CoLAB ForestWISE – Laboratorio Colaborativo para a Gestão Integrada da Floresta e do Fogo
	Portugal
	x
	x

	FeedInov CoLAB
	Portugal
	x
	

	Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia
	Portugal
	x
	

	Instituto de Medicina Molecular
	Portugal
	x
	x

	International Iberian Nanotechnology Laboratory
	Portugal
	x
	x

	L.C.S.D. – Associação Data Colab – Laboratório Colaborativo Para Serviços de Inovação Orientados Para Os Dados
	Portugal
	x
	

	MORE CoLAB
	Portugal
	x
	

	University of Coimbra
	Portugal
	x
	

	University of Coimbra, Liaison with the business sector
	Portugal
	
	x

	University of Coimbra, Research Management Service
	Portugal
	
	x

	WavEC Offshore Renewables
	Portugal
	x
	x


______________
Types of organisations

Answers	Business organisations	Research and academia	Public Authority	Other civil society organisations	Other	4	22	4	4	5	Business organisations	Research and academia	Public Authority	Other civil society organisations	Other	


Country

Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	13	6	9	11	Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	


In your opinion, were the Horizon2020 actions effective in supporting the implementation of the European Research Area and the flagship initiative "Innovation Union"?


Very effective	Moderately effective	Not very effective	Not effective at all	Unsure	0.46153846153846151	0.51282051282051277	0	0	2.564102564102564E-2	

 In your opinion, were the Horizon2020 actions effective in supporting the implementation of the European Research Area and the flagship initiative "Innovation Union"?

Very effective	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.38461538461538469	0.66666666666666652	0.66666666666666652	0.27272727272727271	Moderately effective	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.53846153846153844	0.33333333333333326	0.33333333333333326	0.72727272727272729	Not very effective	Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0	0	0	0	Not effective at all	Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0	0	0	0	Unsure	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	7.6923076923076927E-2	0	0	0	



 In your opinion, has the Horizon2020 programme helped the EU become a knowledge and innovation-based economy and society?


Yes – The EU has solid advances in the right direction	No relevant progress during the 2014-2020 funding period	Unsure	0.87179487179487181	5.128205128205128E-2	7.6923076923076927E-2	

 In your opinion, has the Horizon2020 programme helped the EU become a knowledge and innovation-based economy and society?

Yes – The EU has solid advances in the right direction	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.76923076923076938	0.66666666666666652	1	1	No relevant progress during the 2014-2020 funding period	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.16666666666666663	0	0	Unsure	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.15384615384615385	0.16666666666666663	0	0	



 In your opinion, has the Horizon2020 programme helped the EU become a knowledge and innovation-based economy and society?

Yes – The EU has solid advances in the right direction	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	0.95454545454545459	1	0.5	0.75	0.8	No relevant progress during the 2014-2020 funding period	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	0	0	0.25	0.25	0	Unsure	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	4.5454545454545456E-2	0	0.25	0	0.2	



In your opinion, has the Horizon2020 programme helped the EU:

Yes	
Strengthen the EU’s excellence in science	Support the technological leadership and innovation capability in the private sector	Tackle the societal challenges identified in the Europe 2020 strategy by supporting activities covering the entire spectrum from research to market	0.89743589743589747	0.53846153846153844	0.66666666666666652	No	
Strengthen the EU’s excellence in science	Support the technological leadership and innovation capability in the private sector	Tackle the societal challenges identified in the Europe 2020 strategy by supporting activities covering the entire spectrum from research to market	0	2.564102564102564E-2	5.128205128205128E-2	Unsure	
Strengthen the EU’s excellence in science	Support the technological leadership and innovation capability in the private sector	Tackle the societal challenges identified in the Europe 2020 strategy by supporting activities covering the entire spectrum from research to market	0.10256410256410256	0.4358974358974359	0.28205128205128205	



 In your opinion, how effective have Horizon 2020 priorities been in contributing to the programme's objectives and expected results?

Very effective	
Excellent Science	 Industrial Leadership	Societal Challenges	0.69230769230769229	0.10256410256410256	0.28205128205128205	Moderately effective	
Excellent Science	 Industrial Leadership	Societal Challenges	0.17948717948717949	0.58974358974358976	0.53846153846153844	Not very effective	
Excellent Science	 Industrial Leadership	Societal Challenges	5.128205128205128E-2	0.10256410256410256	5.128205128205128E-2	Not at all effective	

Excellent Science	 Industrial Leadership	Societal Challenges	0	0	2.564102564102564E-2	Unsure	
Excellent Science	 Industrial Leadership	Societal Challenges	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.20512820512820512	0.10256410256410256	



In your opinion, how effective was the H2020 programme at achieving the following horizontal objectives:

Very effective	Increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge.	Openness to new participants.	Promoting gender balance.	Consideration for equal treatment and non-discrimination in R	&	I content throughout all stages of the research cycle.	Contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union.	Encouraging the development of framework conditions to help European researchers to remain in or to return to Europe and make Europe a more attractive destination for the best researchers worldwide.	Respect fundamental ethical principles – Responsible Research and Innovation.	0.46153846153846151	0.25641025641025639	0.33333333333333326	0.28205128205128205	0.46153846153846151	0.30769230769230771	0.5641025641025641	Moderately effective	Increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge.	Openness to new participants.	Promoting gender balance.	Consideration for equal treatment and non-discrimination in R	&	I content throughout all stages of the research cycle.	Contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union.	Encouraging the development of framework conditions to help European researchers to remain in or to return to Europe and make Europe a more attractive destination for the best researchers worldwide.	Respect fundamental ethical principles – Responsible Research and Innovation.	0.51282051282051277	0.48717948717948717	0.38461538461538469	0.5641025641025641	0.30769230769230771	0.41025641025641024	0.30769230769230771	Not very effective	Increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge.	Openness to new participants.	Promoting gender balance.	Consideration for equal treatment and non-discrimination in R	&	I content throughout all stages of the research cycle.	Contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union.	Encouraging the development of framework conditions to help European researchers to remain in or to return to Europe and make Europe a more attractive destination for the best researchers worldwide.	Respect fundamental ethical principles – Responsible Research and Innovation.	2.564102564102564E-2	0.25641025641025639	0.12820512820512819	2.564102564102564E-2	0.12820512820512819	0.10256410256410256	2.564102564102564E-2	Not at all effective	Increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge.	Openness to new participants.	Promoting gender balance.	Consideration for equal treatment and non-discrimination in R	&	I content throughout all stages of the research cycle.	Contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union.	Encouraging the development of framework conditions to help European researchers to remain in or to return to Europe and make Europe a more attractive destination for the best researchers worldwide.	Respect fundamental ethical principles – Responsible Research and Innovation.	0	0	0	2.564102564102564E-2	2.564102564102564E-2	2.564102564102564E-2	0	Unsure	Increase the circulation and exploitation of knowledge.	Openness to new participants.	Promoting gender balance.	Consideration for equal treatment and non-discrimination in R	&	I content throughout all stages of the research cycle.	Contribute to the attractiveness of the research profession in the Union.	Encouraging the development of framework conditions to help European researchers to remain in or to return to Europe and make Europe a more attractive destination for the best researchers worldwide.	Respect fundamental ethical principles – Responsible Research and Innovation.	0	0	0.15384615384615385	0.10256410256410256	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.15384615384615385	0.10256410256410256	



Horizon 2020 supported supplementary programmes involving the participation of certain Member States only (e.g. Joint Undertakings). Do you agree such supplementary programmes were identified and implemented in an open, transparent and efficient way?


Fully agree	Partially agree	Partially disagree	Fully disagree	Unsure	0.20512820512820512	0.41025641025641024	7.6923076923076927E-2	5.128205128205128E-2	0.25641025641025639	

The balance between small and large projects – particularly in the industry leadership and societal challenges was:


Appropriate	Excessively biased towards bigger projects	Excessively biased towards smaller projects	Unsure	0.28205128205128205	0.53846153846153844	0	0.17948717948717949	

In your opinion, how effective was the H2020 programme in its support to Micro, Small and Medium companies in terms of:

Very effective	
Ease of participation (admin effort)	 Appropriate funding instruments	Appropriate evaluation framework	Covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument	0.23076923076923075	0.20512820512820512	0.12820512820512819	0.12820512820512819	Moderately effective	
Ease of participation (admin effort)	 Appropriate funding instruments	Appropriate evaluation framework	Covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument	0.10256410256410256	0.30769230769230771	0.38461538461538469	0.38461538461538469	Not very effective	
Ease of participation (admin effort)	 Appropriate funding instruments	Appropriate evaluation framework	Covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument	0.28205128205128205	0.17948717948717949	0.15384615384615385	0.12820512820512819	Not at all effective	
Ease of participation (admin effort)	 Appropriate funding instruments	Appropriate evaluation framework	Covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument	0.12820512820512819	2.564102564102564E-2	2.564102564102564E-2	5.128205128205128E-2	Unsure	
Ease of participation (admin effort)	 Appropriate funding instruments	Appropriate evaluation framework	Covering different innovation needs over the whole innovation cycle in a single funding instrument	0.25641025641025639	0.28205128205128205	0.30769230769230771	0.30769230769230771	



In your opinion, on which priority of the Horizon2020 has your Member State focused the most?

Excellent Science	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.53846153846153844	0	0.55555555555555558	0.90909090909090906	Industrial Leadership	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0	0.16666666666666663	0.33333333333333326	9.0909090909090912E-2	Societal Challenges	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.46153846153846151	0.83333333333333348	0.1111111111111111	0	



What is your opinion of Horizon2020 funded actions in your country?

Very good, we use or monitor them regularly	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.30769230769230771	0.5	0.66666666666666652	9.0909090909090912E-2	Adequate	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.30769230769230771	0.16666666666666663	0.33333333333333326	0.63636363636363635	Poor	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.38461538461538469	0.16666666666666663	0	0.18181818181818182	Unsure	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0	0.16666666666666663	0	9.0909090909090912E-2	



Do you think your country has devoted appropriate funding amounts to complementary programmes (e.g. Eureka and Eurostars)?

Appropriate	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0	0.16666666666666663	0.55555555555555558	0.18181818181818182	Insufficient	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.53846153846153844	0.5	0.1111111111111111	0.54545454545454541	Unsure	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.46153846153846151	0.33333333333333326	0.33333333333333326	0.27272727272727271	



How do you rate Horizon 2020 NCP service in your country regarding:

Very effective	
Awareness raising about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes.	 Disseminate general and specific information about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes, including open calls, rules of participation, and proposal submission.	Provide specific assistance to participants: call identification and topic framing, action types, partner search, rules of participation, role and responsibilities of consortium members, ethical aspects, etc..	Organize promotional events (infodays, seminars, conferences, newsletters, workshops).	Organize training events (e.g. proposal writing).	Inform about other European research and innovation pro-grammes (e.g. European Health Programme, COSNIE, Eureka, future Digital Europe, etc.) and establish collaboration networks with their support services.	 Inform and support participants about available funding synergies between Horizon 2020 and ERDF programs in your country	0.4358974358974359	0.41025641025641024	0.35897435897435898	0.35897435897435898	0.15384615384615385	0.23076923076923075	0.17948717948717949	Moderately effective	
Awareness raising about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes.	 Disseminate general and specific information about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes, including open calls, rules of participation, and proposal submission.	Provide specific assistance to participants: call identification and topic framing, action types, partner search, rules of participation, role and responsibilities of consortium members, ethical aspects, etc..	Organize promotional events (infodays, seminars, conferences, newsletters, workshops).	Organize training events (e.g. proposal writing).	Inform about other European research and innovation pro-grammes (e.g. European Health Programme, COSNIE, Eureka, future Digital Europe, etc.) and establish collaboration networks with their support services.	 Inform and support participants about available funding synergies between Horizon 2020 and ERDF programs in your country	0.33333333333333326	0.41025641025641024	0.25641025641025639	0.30769230769230771	0.30769230769230771	0.35897435897435898	0.28205128205128205	Not very effective	
Awareness raising about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes.	 Disseminate general and specific information about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes, including open calls, rules of participation, and proposal submission.	Provide specific assistance to participants: call identification and topic framing, action types, partner search, rules of participation, role and responsibilities of consortium members, ethical aspects, etc..	Organize promotional events (infodays, seminars, conferences, newsletters, workshops).	Organize training events (e.g. proposal writing).	Inform about other European research and innovation pro-grammes (e.g. European Health Programme, COSNIE, Eureka, future Digital Europe, etc.) and establish collaboration networks with their support services.	 Inform and support participants about available funding synergies between Horizon 2020 and ERDF programs in your country	0.17948717948717949	0.15384615384615385	0.23076923076923075	0.25641025641025639	0.33333333333333326	0.17948717948717949	0.23076923076923075	Not at all effective	
Awareness raising about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes.	 Disseminate general and specific information about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes, including open calls, rules of participation, and proposal submission.	Provide specific assistance to participants: call identification and topic framing, action types, partner search, rules of participation, role and responsibilities of consortium members, ethical aspects, etc..	Organize promotional events (infodays, seminars, conferences, newsletters, workshops).	Organize training events (e.g. proposal writing).	Inform about other European research and innovation pro-grammes (e.g. European Health Programme, COSNIE, Eureka, future Digital Europe, etc.) and establish collaboration networks with their support services.	 Inform and support participants about available funding synergies between Horizon 2020 and ERDF programs in your country	5.128205128205128E-2	2.564102564102564E-2	0.15384615384615385	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.17948717948717949	0.23076923076923075	0.23076923076923075	Unsure	
Awareness raising about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes.	 Disseminate general and specific information about Horizon 2020 and associated programmes, including open calls, rules of participation, and proposal submission.	Provide specific assistance to participants: call identification and topic framing, action types, partner search, rules of participation, role and responsibilities of consortium members, ethical aspects, etc..	Organize promotional events (infodays, seminars, conferences, newsletters, workshops).	Organize training events (e.g. proposal writing).	Inform about other European research and innovation pro-grammes (e.g. European Health Programme, COSNIE, Eureka, future Digital Europe, etc.) and establish collaboration networks with their support services.	 Inform and support participants about available funding synergies between Horizon 2020 and ERDF programs in your country	0	0	0	0	2.564102564102564E-2	0	7.6923076923076927E-2	



In your opinion, have the actions of the Horizon2020 programme been adapted to the change brought about by the pandemic?


Yes	No	Unsure	0.48717948717948717	2.564102564102564E-2	0.48717948717948717	

How relevant was H2020 in the evolution of R&D spending of your country?


Very relevant	Adequate	Poor	Unsure	0.41025641025641024	0.28205128205128205	0.15384615384615385	0.15384615384615385	

Croatia


Very relevant	Adequate	Poor	Unsure	0.23076923076923075	0.23076923076923075	0.23076923076923075	0.30769230769230771	
Netherlands


Very relevant	Adequate	Poor	Unsure	0.7777777777777779	0.22222222222222221	0	0	
How do you rate Horizon 2020 in terms of programme design?


Adequate variety of instruments and simple to navigate	Somewhat adequate	Challenging	Excessive complexity and profusion of activities	Unsure	0.30769230769230771	0.46153846153846151	0.20512820512820512	2.564102564102564E-2	0	

 In your opinion, should the system of access to financial resources and technical assistance, and to the financial programmes and instruments available, be simplified?


Yes	No	Unsure	0.71794871794871795	0.17948717948717949	0.10256410256410256	

To what extent has the Horizon2020 programme been consistent with and complementary to the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI funds) and in particular the ERDF?


Very much	Quite a lot	Not very much	Not at all	Unsure	0	0.25641025641025639	0.41025641025641024	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.25641025641025639	

How important has it been, for the success of the actions of the Horizon 2020 programme, to seek synergies with the ERDF and for actions to complement other funds and programmes?


Very important	Important	Not very important	Not at all important	Unsure	0.12820512820512819	0.35897435897435898	0.20512820512820512	0.10256410256410256	0.20512820512820512	

Synergies at member state level: has your country implemented efficient synergies between Horizon 2020 and ERDF funding programs (e.g. fast-track to funding through ERDF programmes to Horizon 2020 applications awarded the “Seal of Excellence”?


Yes	No	Unsure	0	0.48717948717948717	0.51282051282051277	

 Is the Horizon 2020 programme consistent with and complementary to other programmes and funds?


Yes	No	Unsure	0.48717948717948717	0.10256410256410256	0.41025641025641024	

In your opinion, are there any overlaps or duplication of actions between Horizon 2020 and other programmes and funds?


Yes	No	Unsure	0.28205128205128205	0.48717948717948717	0.23076923076923075	

 Do public authorities in your Member State include the social partners and civil society organisations in the promotion of the Horizon 2020 programme?

Yes	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.30769230769230771	0.66666666666666652	0.66666666666666652	0.27272727272727271	No	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.46153846153846151	0	0.22222222222222221	0.27272727272727271	Unsure	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.23076923076923075	0.33333333333333326	0.1111111111111111	0.45454545454545453	



 Do public authorities in your Member State include the social partners and civil society organisations in the promotion of the Horizon 2020 programme?

Yes	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	0.40909090909090912	1	0.25	0.25	0.4	No	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	0.27272727272727271	0	0.5	0.5	0.2	Unsure	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	0.31818181818181818	0	0.25	0.25	0.4	



Was your organisation regularly consulted on the implementation of the Horizon 2020 programme?

Yes	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	0.59090909090909094	1	0.25	0.25	0.4	No	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	0.22727272727272727	0	0.5	0.75	0.4	Unsure	
Research Institutes	Public Authorities	Business	Civil Society	Other	0.18181818181818182	0	0.25	0	0.2	



Was your organisation regularly consulted on the implementation of the Horizon 2020 programme?

Yes	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.30769230769230771	0.66666666666666652	0.7777777777777779	0.54545454545454541	No	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.53846153846153844	0.33333333333333326	0	0.27272727272727271	Unsure	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.15384615384615385	0	0.22222222222222221	0.18181818181818182	



Are the final beneficiaries of actions and operations aware of the origin of the resources and programmes?


Yes	No	Unsure	0.66666666666666652	0.12820512820512819	0.20512820512820512	

How do you rate the communication and information of the Horizon 2020 programme?


Very Good	Good	Adequate	Poor	0.23076923076923075	0.41025641025641024	0.23076923076923075	0.12820512820512819	

 How do you rate the communication and information of the Horizon 2020 programme?

Very Good	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.30769230769230771	0.33333333333333326	0.1111111111111111	0.18181818181818182	Good	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.30769230769230771	0.5	0.33333333333333326	0.54545454545454541	Adequate	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.15384615384615385	0.16666666666666663	0.44444444444444442	0.18181818181818182	Poor	
Croatia	Latvia	Netherlands	Portugal	0.23076923076923075	0	0.1111111111111111	9.0909090909090912E-2	



Do you think that the communication and information systems of Horizon 2020-funded actions need to be modified to ensure that the final beneficiaries are sufficiently informed?


Yes	No	Unsure	0.46153846153846151	0.33333333333333326	0.20512820512820512	
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