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EXECUTIV E SUMMARY  
 
This report presents the combined results of the online consultation on the 
Implementation Strategy of the research and innovation framework programme 
Horizon Europe launched by the Common Implementation Centre of DG RTD and of 
the sessions held  during the R&I Days.  
 
Stakeholders were invited to contribute to the co -designing exercise on the 
implementation of the future research and innovation programme through a web -
survey addressing the whole project lifecycle, from proposal submission to effi cient 
reporting and exploitation of results. Within the framework of the R&I Days, there 
were five sessions related to implementation issues, as well as a dedicated space 
for discussion with stakeholders.    
 
This report provides an overview of comments an d ideas received on the different 
areas of the implementation strategy. It will nurture the ongoing work on the actual 
drafting of the Implementation Strategy. From the web consultation, a  total of 1549 
answers from 64 countries has been received. For a co nsultation of this nature, this 
is a really positive number.  
 
Feedback from respondents indicates a broad agreement on the draft Orientations 
towards Horizon Europe Implementation Strategy that accompanied the web 
survey. Answers show a general acknowledg ement of simplifications 
introduced in Horizon 2020 , considered as good starting point for further 
simplification under Horizon Europe. Respondents appreciate the continuity 
approach taken by the Commission for the rules for participation and, by extension  
in a wider sense, to the implementation of the new programme. Nonetheless, scope 
for further improvements across the entire project life cycle  is also 
highlighted by respondentsô answers. 
 
The main messages can be summarised in the following way:  
 
There i s a global call for further simplification  under Horizon Europe. Respondents 
to the online consultation underline the importance of having a flexible programme, 
ensuring equal opportunities between applicants. They call for simpler rules and 
clearer guidan ce, especially regarding personnel costs and would like to see the 
rules being more aligned with beneficiariesô usual accounting practices. They also 
endorse the proposals to implement simpler templates, both for proposal 
submission and for technical and f inancial reporting.  Many comments mention also 
the importance of enhancing synergies between different EU funding programmes: 
the further alignment of the rules of the different EU funded programmes is 
perceived as an important way of simplification.  
 
Respondents also underline the importance of establishing a transparent and 
trust - based system . Among the elements highlighted, the improvement of the 
transparency of the evaluation procedure is often mentioned, together with the 
importance of ensuring the tra nsparency of the selection of experts evaluating 
proposals.  
 
Many comments state the importance of appropriate communication and 
feedback  to applicants and beneficiaries. The importance of having sound 
guidelines accompanying all aspects of the project lif ecycle is reaffirmed several 
times. Trainings are considered a very important aspect, as well as ensuring 
efficient support to applicants, especially though the network of NCPs. Many 
respondents also raise the need of improved feedback on applications. Res pondents 
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also assert that the implementation on Horizon Europe should be underpinned by 
robust and efficient IT tools. Most of them are very supportive of the digital 
transformation carried out by the R&I Framework Programme and of the Funding & 
Tenders Po rtal in particular. However, there are also requests to improve the 
current Portal, making it more user - friendly and further enlarging it to fully cover all 
centrally managed grants and procurements.  
 
Last but not least, respondents demonstrate a strong in terest for the 
implementation of the novelties of Horizon Europe, especially regarding missions 
and the EIC.  
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INTRODUCTION  
 
Following the political agreement on the draft legislation in spring 2019 and in 
parallel with the strategic planning process, the  Common Implementation Centre of 
DG RTD has launched a co -design process to prepare the Implementation Strategy 
of Horizon Europe. The Implementation Strategy will set out how the programme 
will be managed in practice. The design of Horizon Europe Implemen tation Strategy 
is key to ensure from the start that implementation modalities (legal documents, 
processes, tools, guidance documentsé) properly support the policy objectives of 
the programme. The Implementation Strategy will cover the entire project life 
cycle, from proposal submission to efficient reporting and exploitation of results.  
 
In the same way as the strategic programming process, the Implementation 
Strategy is being drafted in the spirit of co -creation. Engaging with external 
stakeholders and be neficiaries is crucial in the preparation of the Implementation 
Strategy. An extensive co -design exercise has thus been launched, involving three 
components:  

 All interested stakeholders were invited to con tribute to the co -design of the 
Implementation Stra tegy through a web survey addressing the whole project 
life cycle.  

 In the framework of the Research and Innovation Days, five sessions were 
directly related to the Implementation Strategy and also contributed to the 
co-design exercise.  

 National and Regiona l consultation events are organised in Member States in 
close cooperation with NCPs. The objective is to encourage the active 
participation of beneficiaries in the discussion on the implementation of 
Horizon Europe.  

 
Based on an initial analysis of lessons  learned and of the new requirements inherent 
to Horizon Europe, a supporting óOrientationsô document has been published 
together with the online consultation . Under each implementation process, a short 
explanation of the current state of play was provided, including a description of 
current practices, experience gained and lessons learned, followed by new features 
of Horizon Europe.  Each section ends with a provisional list of the main orientations 
identified so far. The web -based consultation has been designed through an EU 
survey questionnaire allowing stakeholders to respond to specific questions related 
to these orientations. The  survey was organised in twelve sections covering the full 
project lifecycle. Respondents also had the opportunity to react to any other issue 
that they consider relevant and important.  
 
The online consultation was launched on 30 July 2019, in parallel wit h the web -
based co -design exercise on the first strategic plan for Horizon Europe. Due to the 
significant interest shown by stakeholders, the deadline to answer the online 
consultation was extended to 4 October 2019.  
 
The R&I Days were held in Brussels on 24 -26 September. Five sessions during 
these days were directly related to the Horizon Europe Implementation strategy. 
Evaluation, simplification, use of results for better policy making, optimising 
innovation results, and the use of data and intelligence f or better R&I policy were 
thoroughly discussed.   
 
This report presents an integrated overview of the responses to the online 
consultation assessed by the Commission services and, the discussions held with 
stakeholders at the R&I Days. It follows the struc ture of the orientation document. 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/comm/he-implementation-strategy-survey_en.pdf
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Each of the twelve chapters includes an analysis of the number of replies received 
to the web consultation, an assessment of whether the orientations put forward by 
the Commission had been endorsed, and their popularity, w hich are the main 
messages expressed by stakeholders and, whether there are interesting ideas 
coming through.   
 
These results, as well as the feedback of stakeholders gathered during consultation 
events in Member states, will nurture the ongoing work on t he actual drafting of the 
Implementation Strategy for Horizon Europe.  
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0.  PROFILE OF THE RESPONDENTS  
 

Number of replies, broken down by categories  

 
1549 answers to the online questionnaire have been received in EU Survey.  
 
 Type of organisations represented  
 

¶ The majority of respondents (41%) are representing a university or a 
research organisation;  

¶ 35% of respondents are coming from a business or an industry;  
¶ A smaller number of responses came from national, regional or local 

public authorities (10%), non -governmental organisation (6%) and 
international organisations (2%);  

¶ The other respondents (6%) did not identified themselves in any of these 
categories.  

 
 

 
 
Type of respondents  
 

¶ 61% of respondents are responding as representative of a single 
organisation;  

¶ 31% of respondents are responding as an individual ;  
¶ 8% of respondents are responding as representative of an umbrella 

organisation.  
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Geographical breakdown: large diversity  
Answers have b een received from 64 countries:  
 
¶ 88% of answers are coming from t he 28 EU Member States;  
¶ 9.5% of answers are coming from Horizon 2020 Associated countries;  
¶ 2.5% of answers are coming from other countries.  

 
Among EU Member States, the highest number of responses comes from Spain (196 
answers), Germany (190 answers), Fran ce (159 answers), Italy (124 answers) and 
Belgium (100 answers).  
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Among the Horizon 2020 associated countries, the highest number of responses 
comes from Switzerland (27 answers) and Turkey (18 answers).  
 

 
 
 
Among the third countries, the highest numb er of responses comes from the USA (6 
answers).  
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Interest of respondents in EU R&I framework programme  
 
¶ 77% of respondents are currently involved in at least on project funded by 

an EU R&I research programme;  
¶ 15% of respondents have proposed and/or par ticipated in project(s) funded 

by an EU R&I research programme in the past;  
¶ 5% of respondents have never participated in projects funded by an EU R&I 

research programme, but would be interested to do so;  
¶ 3% of respondents do not intend to participate in pr ojects funded by an EU 

R&I research programme, but may be interested in the results of the 
programme.  

 
The majority of respondents are currently involved in at least one activity funded by 
the current R&I framework programme. However, almost one in four re spondents 
are interested in Horizon Europe without being currently involved in Horizon 2020, 
thus signalling a broad community of interested stakeholders.  
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I.  WORK PROGRAMME  
 

Number of replies, broken down by categories  

 
In total, there were 1549 respond ents for this section, providing responses to the 
mandatory structured question 1.1 on important elements for the preparation of a 
good proposal.  
 
Of these, 1501 responded to the structured question 1.2 (How important are these 
elements for the preparation  of a good proposal for the 'Global Challenges and 
European Industrial Competitiveness' part of the future Horizon Europe work 
programmes?).  
687 also responded to the open question 1.3. (What could be improved in the 
structure of the work programme and/or its calls to make it easier for applicants?), 
although this figure includes a number of duplicate or blank responses.  
 

Overall, have the proposed orientations been, endorsed? What are the most 
popular? Any strong negative reactions?  

 
Overall, the proposed  orientations are generally endorsed by a large majority of 
respondents.  
 
The most popular elements are:  
 

¶ Multiannual work programmes (considered óvery importantô or óimportantô 
by 84% of respondents);  

¶ The possibility of submission for more than one deadl ine (considered 
óvery importantô or óimportantô by 82% of respondents); 

¶ Topics which allow for a wide range of possible pathways to achieve the 
targeted impact (considered óvery importantô or óimportantô by 78% of 
respondents); and  

¶ Topics which distinguish  between the short - term outcomes expected and 
the longer -term impacts targeted (considered óvery importantô or 
óimportantô by 75% of respondents).  

 
Less clear -cut is the response to the proposal to make no changes to work 
programmes unless there are urgen t, previously unforeseen needs. Here, 53% of 
respondents consider this to be óvery importantô or óimportantô for the preparation of 
a good proposal for the óGlobal Challenges and European Industrial 
Competitivenessô part of the future programme, with 18% saying this was ónot 
importantô or ónot important at allô.  
The proposal to allow applicants to decide which type of action is most appropriate 
for achieving the targeted impact also met with a more mixed response, with 57% 
rating this as óvery importantô or óimportantô and 17% saying this was ónot 
importantô or ónot important at allô.  
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What is the overall sentiment of the free - text replies? What are the main 
messages?  

 
The overall sentiment of the free - text replies is generally positive or neutral, wit h 
only around 10% of responses being judged as rather negative.  
 
Around a third of responses address issues which go beyond the structure and text 
of the work programme itself and relate to subjects such as submission and 
evaluation, as well as to the Fund ing & Tenders Portal.  
 
A large majority of respondents argue for a simpler, shorter and less complex 
work programme . This message was echoed by participants at the R&I Days, 
notably in the session ñHorizon European toolbox: Simplify the life of researchersò. 
While some comments request a simpler work programme structure, very many 
respondents also ask for less complex and less prescriptive (top -down) topic 
descriptions, balanced by clearer expected impact sections. Typical comments along 
these lines are ñLeave more freedom to applicants to achieve the goals of the call 
and to select their own pathways. Focus more on the impact of the achievements 
than on the prescription how to achieve itò, ñDescriptions of expected impacts that 
are very clearly to understa nd but at the same time with proper space for creative 
solutions or responses in terms of project outcomesò, ñLeave room to propose 
creative ideasò and ñBe clear on the problem and open to the solutionò. In contrast, 
a much smaller number of respondents pr efer more narrowly focused topics, 
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generally in the interest of reducing over -subscription. Others ask for a balance 
between focused and impact -oriented topics and open, nonprescriptive ones.  
 
Very many of the comments on the structure of the work programm es suggest 
different ways of presenting the information , such as overview tables, to aid 
navigation through the work programme texts. This appears to demonstrate a lack 
of awareness of the full functionality of the Funding & Tenders Portal (e.g. search by 
call, topic, or keyword; filter by opening date, deadline, cross -cutting priority etc.), 
while other respondents suggest improvements to the user interface of the Portal.  
 
Several respondents also request that the work programmes include information 
on pre viously funded projects and the scientific/technological gaps  that still 
need filling, as well as more precise details (including links) of relevant policies.  
 
The free - text responses also shed some light on the disparate views held on 
updating the multian nual work programmes during the period of their 
validity  (see above). On the one hand, some respondents appreciate the 
predictability and forward planning enabled by a stable multiannual work 
programme, particularly if this is published well in advance of the first deadlines, 
pointing out that this should lead to higher quality proposals. On the other hand, 
some voices highlight the need to build in flexibility to change the work programme 
ñbased on new insights, even if there is no real urgencyò, or to ñallow for external 
changes that occur and could be incorporated for improved outcomesò, particularly 
in areas where industry participation is important.  
 
Similarly, comments elucidate the general support for the proposal that topics 
should indicate the TRL (technology readiness level) to be reached by the end of the 
project. While 64% of respondents feel this to be óvery importantô or óimportantô, it 
is clear from the comments that the  usefulness of TRLs varies across the 
different work programme parts  and m ay need to be adapted to the 
different fields of knowledge and research . Several respondents suggested that 
the concept of technology readiness level should be complemented or replaced by 
SRLs (defined by respondents as either systems or societal readiness  levels).  
In this context, several respondents commented on the importance of ensuring an 
appropriate balance between the different types of actions (RIA/IA/CSA) and TRL 
levels, i.e. ñbalance between curiosity-driven research and applied research with a 
significant budget for collaborative and low TRL projectsò and covering the whole 
value chain.  
 
Finally, while responses to question 1.2 indicate quite strong support for the 
proposal of topics where applicants can decide on most appropriate the type of 
action for achieving the targeted impact (see above), many respondents 
commented that this would be potentially confusing for applicants and evaluators 
alike, and possibly inconsistent with the expected impacts.  
 

Are there any interesting new ideas coming th ough?  

 
There are a number of suggestions for óopenô calls in the óGlobal Challenges and 
European Industrial Competitivenessô part of the work programme, although this 
appears to be understood in various ways . A few respondents explain that they are 
referr ing to calls with no fixed deadlines, or with multiple cut -off dates to allow 
proposals to be submitted whenever they are sufficiently mature. Another 
suggestion for óopenô calls is that each work programme part should have a budget 
envelope for topics whe re proposals are evaluated only on excellence and impact. 
One respondent also suggested that open, multiannual topics could allowing a 
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consortium to solve parts of a specific challenge by making a proposal at a lower -
TRL (e.g. RIA) and then return later in  the programme with a follow -on proposal to 
push to a higher TRL using another action (e.g. IA).  
To respond better to over -subscription, one suggestion is to adjust the topic 
budgets within a call to reflect the number of submissions received.
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II.  PROPOSAL SU BMISSION AND EVALUATION  
 
 

Number of replies, broken down by categories  

 
There have been 1549 active respondents for this section, providing responses to 
the mandatory structured question 2.1 (What aspects are most important to you in 
the submission and ev aluation process?). Answering the question 2.2 (How 
important are the following specific changes in your view?) was not mandatory, but 
it is interesting to note that almost all the respondents (1489) chose to answer it.  
 
Of these, 616 responded to the open  questions 2.3 (What other modifications to the 
submission and evaluation system do you consider necessary, and why? Would they 
entail trade -offs with other desirable changes?ô) and 483 responded to question 2.4 
(Where relevant (e.g. for missions), how sho uld the evaluation process combine an 
assessment of the intrinsic quality of individual proposals with their potential 
contribution to a consistent portfolio?).  
 

Overall,  have  the  proposed  orientations  been,  endorsed?  What  are  the  most  

popular?  Any  strong  negative  reactions ? 

 
Overall, the proposed orientations are generally endorsed by a large majority of 
respondents.  
 
The most popular elements are the following:  
 

¶ A simple proposal template is the most important aspect for the 
submission and evaluation pro cess (59% of respondents chose it as their 
first or second choice), followed by detailed feedback to rejected 
applicants (51% of respondents chose it as their first or second choice). 
A two -stage procedure to reduce burden to applicants is the less 
importa nt aspect. It is interesting to notice that respondents from 
business and industry sector selected a fast time - to -grant as the second 
most important aspect.  
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¶ To run a pilot 'right to react' scheme (62% of respondents chose it as 
their first or second ch oice) and to simplify the aspects to be considered 
under the three evaluation criteria (59% of respondents chose it as their 
first or second choice) are the most important proposed changes. To 
simplify assessment of management structures and to run a pilot  on 
blind evaluations are the less important changes.  

 

 
 

¶ To the open question 2.3 on other modifications considered as necessary, 
simplify proposal template and evaluation process seem to be repeated 
in addition to the need to select good quality of exper ts.  

¶ For the evaluation of missions, the main message is the following: 'The 
quality and excellence of an individual proposal should never be 
compromised.'  
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What is the overall sentiment of the free - text replies? What are the main 
messages?  

 
The overall se ntiment of the free - text replies is generally positive or neutral, with 
around 16% of responses being judged as rather negative for question 2.3 and 12% 
for question 2.4.  
 
The answers to the open questions seem to insist on the need to simplify the 
proposa l template by reducing its length and on the importance to have an 
evaluation process as transparent as possible . The need to ensure that the 
proper experts are selected  (appropriate expertise, geographical diversity, 
interdisciplinary) is raised several t imes.  To bring back negotiations and shorter 
time - to -grant are important messages. These messages were echoed by 
participants at the European Research and Innovation Days, notably in the session 
ñDetecting excellence: accessible and transparent proposal evaluation in Horizon 
Europeò. 
 
Many answers to the open questions are endorsing elements presented in the 
proposed orientations accompanying the co -design exercise:  
   
On evaluation modalities :  
 
¶ Two -stage procedures are generally welcome, but concerns are r aised 

regarding the length of the procedure;  
¶ Re-calibrating the scoring system to limit ex -aequo proposals;  
¶ The introduction of blind evaluation is generally welcome, even if some 

respondents are sceptical with its practical implementation.  
 
On evaluation criteria :  
 
¶ Several respondents would like to see improved explanation on what will be 

assessed under each evaluation criteria. The issue was raised more 
particularly regarding impact.  

 
On proposal template :  
 
¶ A significant number of respondents support the idea of decreasing the page 

limit;  
¶ Several respondents praise the idea of having structured fields when 

possible;  
¶ Many respondents point out that some elements are repeated in the 

proposal template.  
 
On interaction with applicants :  
 
¶ Improving the quality of the feedback given to unsuccessful applicants, 

helping them to prepare better projects, is by far the most common 
comment from respondents;  

¶ The concept of hearings/interview is generally supported.  
 
 
Are there any interesting new ideas coming though?  
 
There is a suggestion to change completely the evaluation criteria and the structure 
of the proposal to ask for a much shorter proposals and concentrate on what is the 
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(new) idea, what problem does is solve, how will the project be carried out (work 
packa ges), how will the results be implemented.  
 
A number of answers refers to impact and how evaluate it. This could be linked to 
the expected impacts that are explained in the work programme.  Regarding the 
Impact criteria, several respondents mention the nece ssity to address further the 
environmental impact of proposals. Other respondents propose to develop further 
web -based solutions to limit travels during the submission and evaluation process.  
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III.  MODEL GRANT AGREEMENT  
 
 

Number of replies, broken down by cate gories  

 
There have been 1549 active respondents for this section providing responses to 
the mandatory structured question 3.1 (Would the use of the same standard Model 
Grant Agreement (MGA) for all EU directly managed funding programmes facilitate 
synergie s between them?).  
 
Answering question 3.2 (Which provisions in the current Horizon 2020 Model Grant 
Agreement should be revised?) and question 3.3 (Should the MGA contain a data 
sheet with key information on costs, forms of funding, reporting and payment 
schedules?) was not mandatory. It is however interesting to note that an important 
number of the respondents chose to answer them (995 answers to question 3.2 and 
1467 answers for question 3.3).  
 
478 respondents also answered to the open question 3.4 (How c an we improve the 
clarity of the Annotated Model Grant Agreement for Horizon Europe), although this 
figure includes a small number of non -exploitable responses.  
 

Overall, have the proposed orientations been, endorsed? What are the most 
popular? Any strong negative reactions?  

 
Overall, the proposed orientations are generally endorsed by a large majority of 
respondents.  
 
The most popular elements are:  
 

¶ That the MGA would contain a data sheet with key information 
(considered óvery usefulô or óusefulô by 77% of respondents);  

¶ That the use of the same MGA for all EU directly managed funded 
programmes would facilitate synergies between them (considered 
ócertainlyô or óalmost certainlyô by 67% of respondents, and also 
highlighted during the R&I days óSimplificationô session). 

 
On the elements of the current Horizon 2020 MGA that should be revised, the most 
popular proposals are:  
 

¶ That the provisions on personnel costs in the current Horizon 2020 MGA 
should be revised (considered óvery importantô or óimportantô by 64% of 
respondents to question 3.2); and  

¶ That the provisions on internally invoiced goods and services in the 
current Horizon 2020 MGA should be revised (considered óvery importantô 
or óimportantô by 52% of respondents to question 3.2).  

 
Furthermore, 40% of  respondents to question 3.2 consider a revision of the current 
Horizon 2020 provisions on equipment costs to be óvery importantô or óimportantô. 
The majority of respondents who specified another provision to be revised would 
like to see the provisions on third parties revised, in particular subcontracts versus 
normal contracts.  
 
 



  
REPORT ON THE RESULTS OF THE ONLINE CONSULTATION AND 

THE EUROPEAN RESEARCH & INNOVATION DAYS EVENT  

 
 
 
 

 

26 -11 -2019  
 

 Page 21  of 57  

 
 
Yet, during the R&I Days session ñHorizon European toolbox: Simplify the life of 
researchersò, concerns about the daily rate calculation were raised (i.e. questioning 
the real simplification aspects). Eventually, one of the overall conclusions of this 
session was that it is needed to find a right balance between continuity and 
further improvement .  
 
  

What is the overall sentiment of the free - text replies? What are the main 
mess ages?  

 
The overall sentiment of the free - text replies is generally positive or neutral, with 
only 9% of responses being judged as rather negative.  
 
Around 60% of the responses address issues with structure and text of the 
Annotated Model Grant Agreement (A MGA, see below), 15% address issues with 
specific rules that should be revised, and 10% express a positive sentiment with the 
current document. The remaining responses address other issues, not all related to 
the Annotated Model Grant Agreement.  
 
A large majority of respondents argue for shorter, less complex and more 
dynamic version of the Annotated Model Grant Agreement . Typical comments 
along these lines are ñProvide a more concise summarised version of the AMGA with 
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then links to the longer versionò, ñSimplify and use plain languageò and  ñUse more 
graphical/visual annotationsò.  
 
Many comments also request more, real - life examples in the annotations, 
suggesting links to the FAQ webpage and video presentations. Several respondents 
also request less updat es and more stability in the rules.  
 

Are there any interesting new ideas coming though ?  

 
There are a number of suggestions for converting the Annotated Model Grant 
Agreement into a website with an overview of the different topics, e.g. personnel 
costs, th ird parties, IPR provisions etc. A few respondents suggest that the 
document should be available in several languages to ease understanding across 
the EU. Another suggestion is to separate the document into several documents for 
each type of action and pro gramme, e.g. Research and Innovation Actions , MSCA, 
ERC, SME instrument etc.  
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IV.  DISSEMINATION AND EXPLOITATION  
 

Number of replies, broken down by categories  

 
Overall, there are 1549 respondents to the mandatory structured questions 4.1 
(What would be useful  in your view to improve the dissemination and exploitation 
of projects results?).  
 
Out of these respondents, 1420 replied to the open question 4.2 (Dissemination & 
Exploitation (D&E) is part of the evaluation criteria and constitutes a separate Work 
Package in the projectôs life cycle. How can beneficiariesô understanding around D&E 
be improved?), and 584 to the open question 4.4. (How could we strengthen the 
feedback to policy and decision -making, based on R&I results, at EU, local, regional, 
national, i nternational levels?).  
 

Overall, have the proposed orientations been, endorsed? What are the most 
popular? Any strong negative reactions?  

 
In response to question 4.1 (What would be useful to improve the dissemination 
and exploitation of project results?),  the majority of the respondents seem to find 
the proposed orientations relevant or very relevant.  
 
The most popular elements are:  
 

¶ Improved visibility and searchability of the results on the Funding & 
Tenders Portal at the project and individual level (c onsidered óvery 
relevantô or órelevantô by 71% of respondents); 

¶ Improved guidance on D&E expectations at call and proposal stages 
(considered óvery relevantô or órelevantô by 70% of respondents); 

¶ Easy- to -use search functionalities on the Funding & Tenders Portal for 
expertise of beneficiaries and/or follow -up activities (considered óvery 
relevantô or órelevantô by 58% of respondents). 
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During the R&I Days, the support tools made available by the Common 
Implementation Centre of DG RTD, including CORDIS, the Horizon Dashboard, the 
Horizon Results Platform and the óBoostersô were  presented and received with 
enthusiasm.  
During the dedicated session at the R&I Days, synergies with the European 
Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) and other EU programmes w ere also 
considered as a constructive means to improve the dissemination and exploitation 
of R&I project results. In this regard, the pilot call with Interreg CE, focusing on the 
exploitation of past project results (notably from Interreg CE & Horizon 2020 /FP7 
programmes) was seen as a good example.  
 
In response to question 4.2 (How can beneficiariesô understanding around D&E can 
be improved?), the most popular element is the creation of a follow -up support 
mechanism on D&E for beneficiaries (supported by 6 1% of respondents). Enhancing 
trainings and raising awareness around D&E and maintaining D&E as subject to 
proposal evaluation is also supported by 50% of respondents.  
 
In response to question 4.3 (How could the European Commission could incentivise 
benefi ciaries to report on dissemination and exploitation after the end of the 
project?), the majority of the respondents seem to agree with most of the proposed 
orientations. However, 47% of the respondents find the proposal on financial 
penalties for non -compl iance as not relevant at all whereas 6% of respondent 
consider this approach as very relevant.  
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Interestingly enough, during the R&I days, some participants said that it should be 
up to the Commission to ensure this follow -up link whereas some others sa id that 
the beneficiaries should indeed be further motivated to report back. The Impact 
Award was seen as an attractive option in this respect. Another idea pointed to the 
clustering of projects in similar thematic areas, which could enable the latter to 
work on a unified exploitation plan.  
 

What is the overall sentiment of the free - text replies? What are the main 
messages?  

 
The overall sentiment of the free - text replies is positive. In relation to open 
question 4.4 (How could we strengthen the feedback to policy and decision making, 
based on R&I results, at EU, local, regional, national, international levels), 30% of 
respondents appear neutral whereas about 8% seem to have a negative 
predisposition.  
 
Several messages relate to the importance of cooperation  and diffusion of 
knowledge towards the concerned stakeholders (at EU, local, regional, national and 
international levels):  
 
¶ Encouraging more structured cooperation with the European 

Parliament ; / Organising hearings at the European Parliament; / 
Replicati ng successful initiatives, such as the MEP-Scientist Pairing Scheme 
or the óScience needs Parliamentô initiative from Spain; 

¶ Encouraging more structured cooperation with regional & national 
authorities  (e.g. in the form of agreement allowing the allocation  of 
dedicated resources for D&E);  

¶ Encouraging EU funded cross - border/transnational (Interreg),  national 
and regional  Programmes  to include possibilities for an uptake of EU R&I 
project results;  

¶ Enhancing coordination  among Project and Policy Officers, EC  Scientific 
Advisors, the JRC and DG COMM;  

¶ Using Programme Committee  meetings for raising visibility of R&I project 
results with policy relevance;  

 
Other messages highlight the importance of communicating on D&E and on 
feedback to policy:  
 


