Framework Programme 6 Evaluation

Conor O’Carroll 7th January 2009

Forfas is conducting an evaluation of Irish performance in FP6. The members of the Steering Group are, Aidan Sweeney IBEC, Bill Brandon DETE, Conor O'Carroll IUA, Gemma Irvine HEA, Imelda lambkin, EI, John O'Brien IDA, Sorcha Carthy IRCHSS and Catriona Ward EI. The Forfas staffs are Karen Hynes, John McDonald and Marcus Breathnach and the consultants engaged to carry out the evaluation are Erik Arnold and James Stroyan, Technopolis. 

I note that the Terms of Reference and selection of consultants was done internally by Forfas. The ToR place particular emphasis in this evaluation will be placed on the following key issues:

· The added value of FP6 in contributing to national research and development and innovation output;

· The relevance of FP6 to Irish industry, including SMEs and the extent to which new companies engaged in the programme;

· The leverage (or lack thereof) from higher education research organisations in encouraging and assisting industry in FP involvement;

· The suitability for participants of support mechanisms in place at national and EU levels.

The purpose of the evaluation of Irish participation in FP6 will determine:

· the pattern of participation by Irish organisations; 

· the performance of Irish organisations relative to other countries, to Irish performance in previous Framework Programmes and to expected performance given Ireland’s contribution to the EU budget; 

· the nature of benefits derived by Irish participants; 

· the relevance of the projects to Irish industry; 

· the relevance of the new instruments and activities to Irish participants;

· the degree to which FP6 complements other funding mechanisms and the extent to which state investment is leveraging FP6 funding;

· the degree to which FP complements the R&D strategies of research organisations; 

· the suitability of support structures for FP participants;

· the impact of national funding mechanisms on FP6 participation.

At the Steering Group meeting on 28th November I strenuously objected to the ToR as they focused on industry and placed the HE sector as being responsible for supporting industry participation. While the ToR cannot themselves be changed it was agreed by the Steering Group and Forfas that my comments will be taken into account in the study, this was also confirmed by the Technopolis consultants. 
 



From: Conor O'Carroll 
Sent: 01 December 2008 14:48
To: McDonald, John
Cc: Erik Arnold; James Stroyan; Aidan Sweeney; Bill Brandon; Breathnach, Marcus; Gemma Irvine; Hynes, Karen; Imelda lambkin; John O'Brien; Sorcha Carthy; Ward Catriona; Dagmar Meyer; Ned Costello; Orna Duggan; Conor O'Carroll
Subject: RE: FP6 Evaluation 
Dear John,

 

I am following up on Friday's meeting to emphasize the comments I made on the Terms of Reference. As I stated on Friday I disagree with the objectives as stated for a number of reasons.

 
 The added value of FP6 in contributing to national research and development and innovation output;
I would agree fully with this objective.
The relevance of FP6 to Irish industry, including SMEs and the extent to which new companies engaged in the programme;
There has been a long standing focus on industry in Ireland with the Framework Programme. This objective is appropriate, however it should be augmented by the same from the HE sector (at least 60% of FP income is to the HE sector). There are two reasons for this. First, the change in funding instruments was an issue for the universities and Institutes of Technology. The disappearance of the RTD projects and introduction of Integrated Projects and Networks of Excellence was believed by many in the HE sector to be a deterrent to participation. It certainly reduced opportunities for Irish organisations in a coordinating role. Another fundamental point is that the HE sector is highly diverse from small Institutes of Technology to large universities at very different stages of R&D capabilkity and development. This must be dealt with as it will certainly be important in assessing the support mechanisms. 
 

The leverage (or lack thereof) from higher education research organisations in encouraging and assisting industry in FP involvement;
As I stated at the meeting I do not support this objective. As written it assumes that the HE sector is responsible to support industry participation. This is not the case and the universities do not have that responsibility. This question would be better directed at EI which did provide support for company participation. That being said I do believe it is important to analyse the academic / industry links in FP participation whether led by one sector or the other. There is no doubt that universities can play an important role in working with industry partners in accessing the FP's but that is not their core business. It also important to view the converse, where industry can lead and bring along academic participants (esp MNCs). 
 The suitability for participants of support mechanisms in place at national and EU levels.
The objective as written is misleading as it really should be stated deleting ‘for participants’. The focus here should be the appropriateness of national and EU support structures for the wide spectrum of participants from SME’s to large universities.
 

Now I undestand that these Terms of Reference have already been agreed and I do think that it would have been appropriate to consult the Steering Group in advance to get their input. That being said I do hope that these comments will be taken into account when carrying out the evaluation

 

Best regards

 

Conor 

 

 

 

Dr Conor O'Carroll
Research Director,
Irish Universities Association,
48 Merrion Square,
Dublin 2
 

tel:  353 1 6764948
fax: 353 1 6622815
conor.ocarroll@iua.ie
www.iua.ie
 

