FP6 Evaluation Meeting Minutes -  28th November 2008

Location: Carrisbrook Room, Wilton Park House, Wilton Place, Dublin 2.

Present: Karen Hynes (chair – Forfás), Marcus Breathnach (Forfás), Sarah Dunne (HEA), Imelda Lambkin (EI), Conor O’Carroll (IUA), Aidan Sweeney (IBEC), Jim Whelan (IDA), Erik Arnold (Technopolis), James Stroyan (Technopolis), John McDonald (Forfás).

Apologies: Bill Brandon (DETE), Sorcha Carthy (IRCHSS), Catriona Ward (EI)

Documents circulated: Meeting Agenda and FP6 Evaluation Terms of Reference

1. Introductions – Karen Hynes
2. John McDonald outlined the key objectives of this evaluation

A number of issues were raised by Conor O’Carroll in relation to 3 of the 4 key objectives of this study:
The relevance of FP6 to Irish industry, including SMEs and the extent to which 

new companies engaged in the programme;
It was noted and agreed that the relevance of FP6 should also be investigated 
for the HE sector.  The new instruments (NoE and IP) were believed by many to 
act as a deterrent to participation by the HE sector.

The leverage (or lack thereof) from higher education research organisations in encouraging and assisting industry in FP involvement;
It was noted that the work “leverage” implied that the HEIs were responsible for supporting industry participation in FP6. It was agreed that this objective would be “to analyse the pattern of collaboration between industry and academia within FP6 to understand the drivers behind the collaborations”. 
The suitability for participants of support mechanisms in place at national and EU levels
It was agreed that the word “participants” would be removed. 
3. James Stroyan presented the methodology for this study

The eCorda data and the database (Technopolis) have access to from DG Research are aligned.  However, the data still needs to be cleaned to remove the existence of multiple entries of the same participant.
It was agreed that participants in FP6 would be cross-referenced with EI, SFI and HEA databases and Forfás would follow up bilaterally with each agency on this.
Participation by HEIs would be analysed below the institutional level and the HEIs should be able to provide data on participation at researcher and research centre/group level.
It was agreed that Forfás and Technopolis would examine whether it would be possible to determine whether industry was participating in European Research Programmes other than FP.
It was noted by Technopolis that an evaluation of framework programmes 3-6 in Sweden carried out by them, found no measurable ‘impact’ on universities as a result of participation. However, in the automotive industry impact could be determined. However in order to measure impact of participation in the framework programme, one must go back over a longer period of time (FP5 and FP4) and this will be done, as far as is practicable, in this evaluation.
A review of unsuccessful participants will be carried out though it was noted that it is difficult to access data on those applicants. It was agreed that Forfás would ask the commission for this information. It was also agreed that Forfás would review the Forfás database and see what information could be extracted from that. It was noted that it would useful to know at what point applicants failed and the reasons for that.
It was agreed that there should be a distinction between those who were applying for the first time and their knowledge of the system before they applied and those who participate in several applications and are successful in some. Also it was agreed that the emphasis should be on unsuccessful applications where the Irish participant was coordinator of the project.
It was agreed that in circulating the online survey participants should be advised that their responses will influence policies at a national level and this should improve the response rate.
It was agreed that the online survey would be circulated to the Steering Group for their feedback.

It was agreed that the interviews should have a regional balance.
It was agreed that the National Contact Points would be useful interviewees.

4. Close

