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Summary

The European Research Area (ERA) has always existed but what is new is the political will to coordinate projects and networks at European level.  Funding might come from Bruxelles, national or local sources thus enabling the various budgets to be accessed individually or jointly.  How theory and practice might work together are discussed based on personal 

experience

The rationale for change

There is now a single European market for goods, products and services across the 15 EU member states.  This not only creates a new market but also enables products to be designed in one country, manufactured in a second and sold in all the Member States.  The EU15 will soon be joined by the 10 accession countries and may grow ultimately to 30 or more states so the market is ever expanding.

European products are required for the European market and the range for the 21st century will almost certainly include –

· reducing the environmental impact of energy usage in order to enable the EU to meet its current and future commitments to the UN convention on climate change (box 1)

· using fossil fuels more efficiently in order to reduce resource depletion (box 2)

· facilitating a more sustainable lifestyle for EU citizens 

	Box 1

The ultimate objective of the UN Climate Change Convention ……. Is the stabilisation of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system.   Such a level should be achieved within a time frame sufficient to allow ecosystems to adopt naturally to climate change, to ensure that food production is not threatened and to enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner. 




	Box 2

The EU Green Paper on Energy Security correctly identifies the risks involved with energy security and resource availability,  but it does not recognise the physical limit to supply on a world-wide scale.  It presumes that sufficient oil and gas will be available to meet our needs out to 2030  …….  if one takes all the physical constraints into account the predicted outcome is conventional oil will peak within 5 to 10 years and gas within about 20 years.  On a technological scale 10 years is a very short time to initiate the transformation away from hydrocarbon dependence 




We examine the theory and practice of the ERA based on our experience on coordinating a variety of collaborative projects involving partners across all of Europe.  A composition of a typical type of project is illustrated showing both the spread in tasks and geography of the principal partners and suppliers (box 3).  This project started in 1998 and has been extended successively until 2006.  Its aim is to develop advanced rail suspensions using glass fibre reinforced plastics and discussions have just started with two of the principal vehicle suppliers to join the project and exploit the technology

.
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	Box 3   Composition of Eurobogie project (E!1841)

Manufacture of glass fibre rovings – Vetrotex, France

Knitting of glass fibre tape – Culzean Fabrics, Scotland

High speed loom – Karl Meier, Switzerland

Polyester resins – Scott Bader, England

Moulding tool - DacMac, England

Design and stressing – Reading University, England and IPM, Latvia

Materials testing – Riso National Laboratory, Denmark

Moulding – EM fibreglass, Denmark

Static and fatigue testing – SVUM, Czechia

Vehicle shaker rig testing – Skoda Vyzkum, Czechia

Launch customer – Ceske Drahe (Czech Rail) 




Funding sources

The ideal of the ERA is to provide a funding base, which can support the anticipated demand for developing suitable products for the single market.  This almost always involves bringing enterprises together – for example one firm might develop the product and the other may provide the specification and use the output.

The two biggest collaborative programs are Framework and Eureka, which are mutually reinforcing and have in practice little overlap (fig 1).  The ultimate choice depends upon factors like how close the idea is to the market place and the need for flexibility in the membership and work program.  Whilst Framework is centrally funded from Bruxelles, Eureka relies on national, local or own funding.  Often national budget holders, aware of these programs will require applicants to search for partners in other countries.  In this way funding will go further because in general national funding does not cross country boundaries.  In this way, the ‘research multiplier’ works because contributing say 20% of the funding will result in access to 100% of the results   

Each funding scheme has its own advantages and disadvantages and these are summarised in boxes 4 and 5

	Box 4   Framework program

Advantages

Large scale funding available

Appropriate for good science

All partners funded from aa central source

Project can start and finish at the same time

Disadvantages

Call for proposals defines subject areas eligible for funding

Application and procedures are complex

Timetables and work programs difficult to alter

Not necessarily suitable for small projects




	Box 5    Eureka program 

Advantages

Application can be submitted any time

No restriction on product types

Flexible timetable and work program

Add partners as required

Eureka NPC network provides support and advice to projects 

Disadvantages

Multiplicity of potential funding sources, not necessarily easy to identify

Funding does not cross national boundaries

Partners cannot necessarily start and finish at the same time

Technology transfer from Universities to industry not always supported

Coordinator cannot order partners only ask




Theory and practice

The theory simply states that one applies for the funding that best fits the project profile and one adheres as closely as possible to the relevant rules and criteria.  In practice, the decision is not so clear and one needs to discuss with the appropriate project or Eureka office.  There are two guiding principles that will help obtain a successful outcome

CCC rule

Clarity – write clearly and simply and do not assume that the evaluators know much about your topic  or have a scientific background

Concisely – consider whether each word is necessary and if in doubt, leave it out!  It is much more difficult to write one page than 10 pages about a topic

Convincing – one needs to give good reasons why the work should be done so identify the beneficiaries other than you or your partners;  they maybe society, the environment or the local community for example and you need to show how they will  benefit

PPP rule

Patience – this can be very trying as you may find over a period of some years explaining the same concepts to an ever larger group of persons or stakeholders all of whom are willing to listen and offer advice!  

Persistence – as long as you really believe in your idea, you will be able to convince others;   you will need to try various approaches and if one source is negative, identify some other source and start again; we have found the Eureka label very helpful in terms of borrowing monies from our banks. 

Perseverance – this essential for obtaining synergy funding within the ERA -  everyone has their own timetable and it is unlikely to be that of the coordinators – in some projects yesterday, today and tomorrow all seem to merge into one – all the coordinator can do is to encourage the partners to start and finish at the same time

Apportioning funding between funding sources

Applying for two or more sources of funding is good in theory but in practice can lead to difficulties.  What is essential is that the boundaries of each budget holder are clearly defined so that any spending of public funding can be clearly accounted.  In the case of Footprint and ERRVIN, the work is being done within Footprint which is a Eureka project (E!2486) whilst the inputs and outputs are being discussed within a network financed by Framework (box 6).

	Box 6

Footprint’s global aim is to characterise the environmental footprint of a road and rail vehicle il and to relate this to the cost of maintaining the infrastructure.  It has partners from 7 European countries namely UK, FR, BE, CZ, HU, NE, SW and these range from Universities and SMEs to large enterprises like Prorail and Network Rail, the Dutch and UK infrastructure maintenance companies -  we would like more countries to join such as AU.  The principal achievement so far has been to define, build and install the first automated Footprint measuring system at Zevenhuizen in the Netherlands. 

ERRVIN is a Framework funded network which considers the interaction of a vehicle with its infrastructure and discusses the solutions that will reduce the environmental and economic impact of freight traffic.  It involves network and concensus building with member states, industry and NGOs and will help to implement many of the measures identified in the EU White Paper on Transport.  This includes interoperability, intermodality, Eurovignette and environmental noise directives and the first and second railway packages.




Involvement of large enterprises
Research and development for many products is generally best done by SME’s who have the specialist knowledge collectively.  However it is often the large enterprises which can use or exploit such products.   Whilst involving large and small enterprises within one project can be difficult, in our experience it is much better to find a way of working together to achieve a common aim.  In this way the outcome will be something that should be useful to society and find a market     

Involvement of non EU partners

All our projects have had non EU partners and I believe that they have helped very considerably to ensure the success of these projects.  There are some very good reasons for making this statement and not because of the attendance at this conference – these include –

· better to develop something together than simply transfer technology or sell the finished product

· they bring their own brand of enthusiasm which we in the West sometimes forget

· their engineers and scientists are hard working and dedicated and will always find a way of succeeding

· they have access to special funding like Phare which often will facilitate funding the EU partners

We hope that the accession countries joining the EU will not loose this enthusiasm and that other countries still hoping to join including some of the CIS countries will take over this role.

Conclusions

The European Research  Area provides many opportunities for those willing to understand how it can be made to work.  We see no inherent problems only a vast range of opportunities. It will however require a combination of patience, persistence, perseverance and common sense to identify and exploit common interests.

There is sufficient flexibility in all current funding schemes to accommodate what seems to be conflicting interests.  A prerequisite for success is an informed dialogue in which all the stakeholders,  industry, budget holders and RTD institutes all have an important role to play.
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