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SUMMARY 
This EUPHRESCO report (Deliverable Report 4.1) presents an evaluation of instruments, 
mechanisms and processes that were developed and used in the EUPHRESCO trans-national pilot 
calls and projects. These pilots involved the testing of three different funding mechanisms (virtual 
common pot call; real common pot call; non-competitive mechanism) and their associated tools and 
processes. A summary of the pilots for each mechanism is presented in Table 1.  
 
The main activities for competitive calls (virtual and real common pots) involved: the establishment 
of a call secretariat for the managing the pilot calls; establishing a Call Steering Committee (panel 
of the funders); selecting and using scientific peer reviewers; commissioning projects from 
successful bids; monitoring projects; evaluating the project outputs and final reports. Many but not 
all of these activities were also applied and used for non-competitive projects. 
 
Evaluation Approaches 
 
A series of questionnaires were designed and used for each the 3 funding mechanisms. They were 
distributed to the following actors’ groups: Funders; National Call Contact Person; EUPHRESCO 
Partners not funding projects in the specific mechanism being evaluated; Scientific Peer Reviewers; 
Pilot Project Researchers. The questionnaires addressed, amongst other issues, the following: 

• Overall satisfaction and expectations. 
• Topic identification and selection processes. 
• Call, commissioning, monitoring and evaluation procedures, including the tools, documents 

and processes used. 
• Transparency in communication. 
• The degree of involvement of different actors. 
• The timeline and duration of the various call phases. 
• The added value of the pilot projects as joint activities.  
• Recommendations for future calls and trans-national projects.  

 
The overall rate of return of completed questionnaires ranged from 21.4% to 100% (mean 54.7%) 
dependent from the actors’ group, the funding mechanisms and the evaluation area addressed.  
 
General Conclusions from the Evaluation 
 
The overall impression of the pilot project exercise was predominantly positive or very positive for 
all three funding mechanisms tested and across all the actors’ groups. Most of the actors were 
interested in participating in future trans-national plant health research projects via EUPHRESCO. 
The installation of a “modus operandi” for such activities was considered important in supporting 
such future joint activities. However, existing barriers to trans-national cooperation between 
national funders of plant health research still need to be addressed.  
 
The motivation and expectations for participation in the EUPHRESCO calls/projects was different 
for each of the actors’ groups, but was comparable over the funding mechanisms:  

• For funders, the testing of transnational funding mechanisms (learning-by-doing), the 
experience with network building and collaboration and optimising policy-driven plant 
health research funds were most relevant.  
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• For researchers and scientific peer reviewers, the reasons were mainly the scientific interest 
in the call topics, in the transnational co-operation and in the support of an important 
research field.  

 
Lessons Learnt and Recommendations 
 
Recommendations for adaptations and improvements to the topic selection and development 
process across all three funding mechanisms included: Ensuring the applicability of topics proposed 
by network partners (funders) to the thematic area of plant health research; increasing the 
transparency of the process; ensuring appropriate time scales and timetabling; improving certain 
tools and processes; ensuring a clear division of responsibilities for this initial stage of preparing 
calls.  
 
The choice of funding mechanism was considered appropriate for all 3 funding mechanisms for the 
selected topics and was proposed to be handled flexibly in future, e.g. with respect to the topic, 
project size, and the cost-benefit ratio (between the budget available, the administration effort 
required and the degree of competition required or expected). Where competition is not required or 
expected (e.g. due to there being a limited pool of known expertise, the nature of the topic, or the 
urgency of the policy need), then a non-competitive approach might be favoured over a more 
burdensome and lengthy competitive call.  With regard to the eligibility of partners, the number of 
consortium partners and their origin: this should also be handled flexibly to allow best access to 
scientific expertise.  
 
The call budget and pilot project budgets provided by the national funders were considered 
generally as too low by all actors’ groups especially both in the virtual pot and in the real pot 
funding mechanism, though the projects were deliberately short and intended only as pilots.  
 
The call information sources used in the EUPHRESCO calls (such as the EUPHESCO website, 
electronic newsletters, Call Secretariat and National Call Contact Persons) are recommended to be 
used for future calls also, but partially adapted, e.g. optimizing matchmaking facilities for calls 
requiring research consortia. 
 
The decision-making process for selecting projects should in future again be done by a decision-
making body (e.g. a Call Steering Committee) supported by a suitable administrative body (e.g. a 
Call Secretariat) to ensure transparency and efficiency of the process. However, the responsibilities 
for the different members should be made clearer beforehand. 
 
A major concern was the low access to and availability of scientific peer reviewers for evaluating 
the project proposals and final reports. This could be improved by establishing an expert database or 
improving access to existing databases of experts. 
 
Overall, the call administration was considered as efficient and functioned well across all three 
funding mechanisms. A Call Secretariat, or a comparable structure, was recommended for the 
administration of future trans-national calls. Whereas most of the call documents were considered 
as useful and high quality tools, the timing of the call procedure could be improved by scheduling 
more and sufficient time for the individual call phases. The general administrative burden of the 
competitive call procedures was evaluated as comparable with, or lower, than national requirements 
by the researchers, but higher for the funders. The administrative burden was lighter than for EU 
calls (e.g. Framework Programmes). 
  
The most important lessons learned related to:   

 

Page 6 of 101 



 
 
EUPHRESCO – DL4.1  
 
 
 

 

• Processes, timescales, criteria and transparency related to the selection of topics suitable for 
trans-national funding.  

• Approaches for preparing, launching and managing competitive calls, including changes 
needed to specific tools and processes. 

• Approaches for developing and initiating non-competitive projects, including changes 
needed to specific tools and processes.  

• Approaches and tools for evaluating project proposals and selecting successful bids. 
• Advantages and disadvantages of each funding mechanism, i.e. when best to use each 

mechanism.  Little if any competition was realised in the virtual and real pot calls, for a 
variety of potential reasons. 

• The continued need to coordinate national, trans-national and EU-funded research to provide 
mutual added value and better outputs that support plant health policy: the types of projects 
most suitable for trans-national funding via EUPHRESCO afre considered to be very 
applied, regional, smaller and urgent projects; those more suited to EU funding are larger 
and/or more strategic projects involving larger numbers of partners across many countries 
which deliver a wider EU benefit, e.g. via Framework Programmes. 

• The diversity of national funding approaches 
• The continued need to identify and address barriers to trans-national cooperation and 

collaboration. 
• How to resolve legal issues.  
• The value of ‘learning-by-doing’. 

 
Benefits and Added Value  
 
Several major added values and benefits were stated, both for the virtual common pot and the real 
common pot EUPHRESCO pilot projects, many of which also apply to non-competitive projects. 
These included:  

• The mutual opening of national programmes both in terms of exchanges of information and 
in funding collaborations. In some cases, also the potential for trans-national flow of funds.  

• Faster funding and commissioning of work, compared with EU-funded projects, and 
generally lower administrative burdens. 

• Building networks of funders and researchers to better address plant health policy needs and 
enhancing European phytosanitary science capability.    

• Building mutual trust and confidence in trans-national cooperation and collaboration.  
• Optimising funds and research outputs through: division of labour; lower costs; higher 

quality research; research co-operation and the sharing of ideas, knowledge, expertise and 
facilities; avoiding duplication.  

• More efficient use of existing expertise and resources, contributing to multi-disciplinary 
work and higher quality research.  

 
The recommendations from this report and the evaluation of tools, process and mechanisms will be 
incorporated in the final operational handbook (see also DL 4.2). 
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INTRODUCTION 

INFORMATION ON THE WORK-PACKAGE 

The objectives of work-package 4 were to test and refine those instruments, mechanisms and 
processes which were produced in work-package 3, through specific pilot activities identified in 
work-package 3. Within work-package 4, instruments, mechanisms and processes for the topic 
identification and selection, for the pilot project calls and the call evaluation of the 3 different 
funding mechanisms for transnational activities within EUPHRESCO (real common pot, virtual 
common pot and non-competitive mechanism) were tested.   
The 3 funding mechanisms applied were: 
 
- Real common pot for a joint call: In this funding mechanism ideally each country should 
provide funds into a real ‘pot’ in a single bank account and the best project/s should be funded 
regardless of the nationality of the researchers involved. 

- Virtual common pot for a joint call: In this funding mechanism each country should pay only 
for the involvement of its own researchers in projects resulting from an open common call. Each 
country committed the provision of funds to a virtual pot through a Memorandum of 
Understanding. Once the best projects had been chosen, the national funder simply had to meet the 
costs of its own researchers through its national contracting mechanism. 

- Non-competitive (informal consortia): In this funding mechanism a science/research problem or 
topic area was divided between research groups in different countries according to their expertise; 
each country paid its own researchers to deliver work to the consortium and results were pooled 
together by mutual agreement.  

Based on the experiences with the pilot projects and activities, the application of the instruments 
and processes should be evaluated, reviewed and refined during this work-package and a final 
operational Handbook should be produced.  The instruments and mechanisms tested should result in 
common, proven and reliable instruments and mechanisms for use by national programme 
managers and research providers in future trans-national plant health research collaborations 
beyond the end of the ERA-Net.  
The main activities of work-package 4 to produce and deliver the report on the evaluation of 
instruments, mechanisms and processes tested in the pilot exercise (deliverable 4.1.) were  

• management of the competitive calls for the pilot project proposals (primarily for the virtual 
common pot call) by publishing the calls for pilot project proposals and establishing peer 
reviewers panels and ‘funder’ panels (Call Steering Committee) for the evaluation of project 
proposals according to agreed criteria through an established call secretariat  

• management of the commissioning of pilot projects, depending on the funding mechanism 
used.  

• management of subsequent monitoring/evaluation of the call project process and pilot 
projects through the call secretariat  

• evaluation of instruments and processes applied in the pilots including the funders, research 
providers, partners and reviewers by feedback questionnaires and based on the evaluation to 
refine and finalise instruments and processes in consultation with all other partners. 
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Figure 1 Tabulated summary of the EUPHRESCO pilot projects per funding mechanism 

Criterion Funding mechanism Main recommendations for 
future transnational activities 

 Virtual common pot Real common pot Non-competitive  

Number of topics 5 2 4 should be handled flexibly 

No. of peer reviewers used per topic 2–4 3–4 n.a. should be handled flexibly 

Competition between topics in these 
EUPHRESCO pilot calls no yes no should be handled flexibly 

Competition between research 
bidders/ consortiums possible yes yes no should be handled flexibly 

Competition achieved 

no, since no 
competition between 
topics and only 1 bid 

received per topic 

yes (but limited), since 
topics competed and only 

3 bids received to the 
call) 

No, since no 
competition between 
topics and only 1 bid 

per topic 

Select funding mechanism 
according to the need and 

potential for competition, i.e. 
topic dependant 

Restrictions on bidders and potential 
for trans-national flow of funds 

yes 
funders only fund their 

own national 
researchers 

yes 
Potential trans-national 
flow, but bidders had to 
have a legal base in the 

funding countries; others 
involved via sub-

contracts. 

yes 
funders fund their own 

national researchers 

Ideally, reduce restrictions on 
bidders and encourage more 

mutual opening 

Transfers of funds between funders no yes no Transnational transfer flow funds 
should be increased 

Total budget per mechanism and per 
project (€) 

985.000  
(80.000–350.000) 

435.000 
(190.000–245.000) 

n.a. 
 

project budgets for competitive 
calls should be increased for ‘full’ 
calls (compared with these pilots) 

Number of funders per topic 4–9 2 5–9 should be handled flexibly 
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Bidding process 1-step 
(full proposals) 

2-step 
(expressions of interest, 

then invited full 
proposals) 

n.a. 
(no call; research 

consortium formed and 
invited to produce a 
workplan against the 

topic scope) 

should be handled flexibly 
A 2-step process may minimise 

burdens on bidders and encourage 
more proposals 

Research consortia needed yes no yes should be handled flexibly, but 
consortia typically add value 

No. of researcher partners per topic. 4–9 3–4 
5–10 

(up to 17 for 2nd round 
of topics) 

should be handled flexibly, but is 
dependant of the topic and 

funding mechanism 

Length of time from call or project 
initiation to start of project 

~8 month  
(Mar 08 – Nov 08) 

 
7–9 months 

 
<1–7 months 

Topic development and 
commissioning should be as quick 

as possible for emergency 
policy/operational needs 

Pilot project length 12 months 18 months 

1st round: 
12-15 months; 

2nd round: 
12-18 months 

should be handled flexibly, but 2 
to 3-year projects are considered 

ideal 

Interim report used/tested yes, partly Yes no n.a 
Peer review of final reports tested? yes no no should be handled flexibly 

 n.a.: not applicable 
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Figure 2 EUPHRESCO partners' participation in pilot topics 

Partner 
Number & 

Name 
Non-competitive mechanism (NC) Virtual Common Pot mechanism (VP) Real Common Pot mechanism (RP) 

Ringrot 
brownrot Pantoea Globodera Whitefly 

Viruses Fireblight PSTVd Grapevine FD Ambrosia Kiln drying Total  Aquatic weeds WGA 

EUPH03 EUPH05 EUPH06 EUPH12 EUPH02 EUPH04 EUPH07 EUPH16 EUPH18F VP funds EUPH24 EUPH25 
1 UK-CSL Y Y   Y           0   
2 UK-DEFRA        £30       c.40 70(-190) ^ 
3 AT-BMLUFW         30 30   30 90   
4 AT-AGES   Y     15 15     30   
5 BE-ILVO Y   Y Y           0   
6 BE-FPS                       
7 BG-NSPP Y   Y Y           0   
8 CY-ARI       Y          0   
9 CZ-NAAR Y    Y   Y            0   
10 DK-DFFAB           150   150   300   
11 FI-MMMFI Y               0   
12 FR-DGAL Y Y Y Y 25 5       30   
13 FR-INRA         10 10 10 10   40   
14 DE-BMELV                0   
15 DE-JKI Y Y       30     30  30 90     
16 IE-DAF     Y             0   
17 IT-MPAF     Y       30   60 90   
18 IT-CRA                      
19 NL-PD Y   Y Y   30       30   
20 NL-LNV                   0 245^ 
21 SL-MAFF         30 30 15 20 30 125   
22 ES-INIA     Y   30         30   
24 CH-FOAG         30   30 30   90   
24 TR-GDAR Y Y Y Y           0   

Number of 
Partners 

participating 

9 5 9 8 7 9 4 5 4   
14 12 2 
   22   

Budget Not Yet Known  985 220 (-435) 

Funds x €1000 unless otherwise stated; ^Total funds for the indicated topics 
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Figure 3 GANTT chart showing main work plan components and timetable. 

Months 0  6  12  18  24  30  36  42  48    51 
 

Workpackage 1                                                     
1.1 Project Meetings                                                     
1.1 NMG meetings                                                     
1.1 GB meetings                                                     
1.1 Project Conference organisation                                                      
1.2 EC Project reports                                                     
1.2 WP Quarterly reports                                                     
1.3 Construct website                                                      
1.3 GB membership and remit                                                     
1.3 Consortium agreement & risk reg.                                                     
1.3 Communications strategy                                                     
1.3 E-Newsletters                                                     
                                                     

Workpackage 2                                                     
2.1 Construct database                                                     
2.2 Prepare for & collect initial data                                                     
2.3 Collate and analyse data                                                      
2.4 Outputs of analysis                                                     
                                                     

Workpackage 3                                                     
3.1 Develop instruments                                                     
3.2 Define pilots & identify funds                                                     
3.3 Prepare calls for pilot projects                                                     
                                                     

WORKPACKAGE 4                                                     
4.1 Pilot project calls & commission                                                     
4.2 Pilot projects run and end                                                     
4.2 Evaluate and refine instruments                                                     
4.3 Produce final revised instruments                                                     
                                                     

Workpackage 5                                                     
5.1 Strategic, common R&D agenda                                                     
5.2 Long-term Network developed                                                     
5.3 Interdisciplinary linkage’s review                                                     
 

 Timeline for individual workpackages 
 Milestones 
 Six-monthly summary report for the Commission (Full Project Reports and Cost Statements shown as milestones at 18, 36, 51 months) 
 WP2 Low level data collection each year to maintain database  
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INFORMATION ON VARIOUS CALL PHASES 

Topic identification and selection phase 
The topic identification was carried out both by remote collection of topic ideas via e-mail 
correspondence and by joint prioritisation by all EUPHRESCO partners of a preliminary topic list 
during a EUPHRESCO project meeting. The topic selection process was prepared in a small expert 
group and remotely proposed for decision to the funders. The intended funding mechanism and the 
provisioned budget for selected call topics was requested from the funders and later had to be 
confirmed before the start of the project call procedure.  
The selection criteria for the pilot project topics were chosen with regard to  

• EUPHRESCO as a ‘learning by doing’ project,  
• the manageability of the pilot projects 
• the added value attributed to European Plant Health policy  

The set of criteria for approving, rejecting, evaluating or explaining the decision in the guidance 
document comprised: 

- a recommended minimum number of participating EUPHRESCO partners (3 
partners/funders minimum) and a maximum inclusion of EUPHRESCO partners in the pilot 
research projects  

- measurable results of a research product  
- the likelihood of success of the coordination between research funders (low risk of failure) 
- achievable within a time frame of 12-15 months and the funds allocated  
- National interest of participating countries (implicit or explicit priority level and need to 

maintain expertise at national level )  
- Collective interest of countries in one particular project (similarity in agro-climatical 

circumstances and in trade characteristics/issues; sharing a single technical issue (= crop or 
pest/disease) 

- Transnational interest  or “European added value” (topic meeting the challenge of eroding 
expertise at an European level; topic as a model for a larger group of topics; topic meeting 
the challenge of growing global trade; pooling  research budgets would provide for 
financial ‘critical mass’ to do anything; these partners’ research institutions provide a 
combination of expertise which is necessary for success) 

- Synchronisation with / strengthening of other agendas (topic is complementary to and not 
overlapping with FP7 themes; topic is in line with COPHS research priorities and/or EPPO 
priorities; topic supports an EC policy need for a given pest  (e.g. SCPH/SANCO)  

 

Pilot call phase via the virtual common pot 
A call secretariat was established at AGES (Partner 4, Austria). The call secretariat activities 
comprised the facilitation of the scientific peer review of the pilot project proposals, the facilitation 
of the national evaluation, the organisation and moderation of the call steering committee (CSC) 
meeting for the final project selection, the organisation of the follow-up of the CSC Meeting and the 
supervision of the contracting phase. 
The call for pilot projects for the 5 topics of the virtual common pot funding mechanism was 
completed by March 14th 2008. The pilot project proposals were submitted on May 6th (electronic 
version) and May 13th 2008 (hardcopy delivered). Subsequently an eligibility check 
according to EUPHRESCO criteria and according to national criteria was carried out. Within the 
virtual common pot, 5 pilot project proposals were submitted with 1 proposal per call topic. All but 
one research consortia consisted of at least one researcher per participating funder.  The total funds 
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requested was € 963,527.77 (Nov. 18th 2008). The pilot project proposals were subjected to 
scientific peer review and national evaluation by funders.  
For the scientific peer review of the pilot project proposals the call secretariat delivered the relevant 
forms and guidelines, collected the completed evaluation forms of the scientific peer review and 
produced a summary table of the scientific peer review evaluation results.  
For the national evaluation the call secretariat delivered the relevant forms and guidelines, including 
the summary table of the scientific peer review evaluation results, collected the completed 
evaluation forms of the national (funders) evaluation and produced a summary table of the funders 
evaluation results.  
The final project selection was carried out by the CSC, which was comprised of all funder 
organisations and was chaired by DG SANCO (EU-Commission). For the decision making process 
a decision and agreement matrix was prepared and weak and strong points of each pilot project 
proposal were discussed. Additionally requested amendments were formulated. 
The follow-up process of the CSC Meeting included the production and delivery of a letter of 
confirmation by the funders, the production of notification letters (requesting amendments) and the 
delivery to the researchers by the CS, the provision of the requested amendments by the researchers, 
the approval of amendments by the funders and the start of contract negotiations between funders 
and researchers. 
 

Pilot call phase via the real common pot 
For the projects in the Real Common Pot a separate call secretariat was established. The rational of 
this was that for the countries involved in this financial mechanism it would be much easier to 
administer the call themselves. The call secretariat was established at the Dutch ‘Dienst 
Regelingen’, an agency of the Dutch Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality.  
The activities of this call secretariat were more or less identical to those listed overhead for the 
Virtual Common Pot mechanism.  
Two topics had been chosen for this mechanism, and two funders were able to participate in it: the 
UK and the Netherlands. The call mechanism was slightly different as it was started with a ‘call for 
a declaration of interest’, which later would be followed by a direct invitation to elaborate a full 
proposal. 
On the call for a declaration of interest, three such declarations were received, two for the topic on 
aquatic organisms, and one for the topic of whole genome amplification. These declarations were 
assessed by the Call Steering Committee, compromised of the Dutch and UK representatives in the 
EUPHRESCO Network Management Group. One was considered to not meet the requested terms 
of reference. 
Therefore two invitations were sent to elaborate a full proposal. Upon receipt they were assessed by 
scientific peers. Both were of very good scientific quality. One, however, was assessed slightly less, 
on the policy relevance level, but still considered highly relevant. 
On the basis of this assessment, and the availability of funds, one contract was awarded. 
Later, the two funding countries, succeeded in mobilising additional funding, and the second project 
could then be awarded too. 
In addition, a part of that proposal that was over and above the terms of reference, and was 
described as a facultative annex to the proposal, was judged to be very interesting and relevant, and 
could be financed as well. 

Pilot phase via the non-competitive mechanism 
The non-competitive mechanism did not involve a published call. The EUPHRESCO partners 
identified four topics for which ‘topic coordinators’ were appointed. They in turn located a ‘project 
coordinator’ in the research community in their country. 
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The topic coordinator is responsible for liaising with the group of EUPRHESCO partners.  
The project coordinator is the scientist leading the project. 
The project coordinator was given as a first task to elaborate an initial project description, and to 
establish the partners wishing to participate in the project. For this the EUPHRESCO partners’ had 
already been consulted, but additional partners were welcome, and were, indeed, integrated in the 
project. 
The project description needed to carry the approval of all project participants. All project 
participants collaborated with their own financial resources.  
Projects could commence immediately when possible. 

Pilot project monitoring phase for VP projects 
For the monitoring of the VP pilot projects interim reports were offered for two of the five VP 
projects (ERWINDECT & DEP). Templates for this interim reports, as well as for the final reports, 
were provided by the Call Secretariat. All reports were submitted on time (Interim reports: 
22.05.2009; Final Reports: 31.12.2009). While the interim reports were forwarded directly by the 
Call Secretariat to the Call Steering Committee members (on behalf of their funding organisations), 
the final reports were checked for formal completeness by the Call Secretariat. If all requirements 
were fulfilled, the submitted documents were delivered to experts for a scientific peer review of the 
Final Reports. This scientific peer review had to be carried out as at least one funder per project 
required a scientific peer review of the project report. Therefore, the CS invited experts to 
participate in this evaluation and provided them with the necessary documents (guidelines, form) 
along with the submitted documents from the Final Reports in January 2010. The results of this 
scientific evaluation were collected and forwarded, along with the submitted reports, to the CSC 
members for funder evaluation of the reports. Project coordinators of those projects where their 
reports were not approved by the funders in their evaluation were asked to submit a revised report. 
This second versions/amendments needed to receive approval of all those funders who did not 
approve the report in the first funder evaluation. After the reports were approved by all funders of a 
particular project, project coordinators received a ‘Final Letter of Discharge’ from the CS and 
national funding organisations were requested to pay the final holdback, where this needed to be 
done.  

Pilot project monitoring phase for RP projects 
The monitoring of the RP projects followed the procedures that were established in EUPHRESCO 
and utilised the same forms and formats. 
Both projects submitted interim reports that were assessed by the members of the Call Steering 
Committee. Some additional information was necessary before the reports could be approved. 
One of the funding EUPHRESCO partners gave a small introductory presentation in meetings of the 
scientists involved in the two projects. 

Pilot project monitoring phase for NC projects 
As with the other formal aspects of these projects, the project monitoring phase was rather ‘light’ as 
well. Through the intermediary role of the ‘topic coordinators’ the wider EUPHRESCO community 
was supplied with regular updates on the status of each of the projects. 
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Figure 4 GANTT chart - EUPHRESCO pilot call 

 
 
Explanation to the chart: The chart supports primarily information concerning the virtual common pot funding mechanism (VP); however, the biggest 
difference between the virtual (VP) and the real common pot funding mechanisms (RP) – considering the chart – was that RP projects had a duration of 18 
month (see special marking at ‘period of pilot research projects’), meaning that all following steps in RP applied after the end of this longer period and 
therefore not identically with the given dates (month / year). 
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INFORMATION SOURCES FOR THE DELIVERABLE  

The evaluation of the various call phases, including the topic identification and selection process, 
the call procedure and recommendations for future transnational activities was carried out by a set 
of different questionnaires. Furthermore observations from the Call Secretariat were incorporated in 
this evaluation. Those sources resulted in the main text of this deliverable as well as in the various 
annexes. 

Questionnaires 
For the call evaluation several different questionnaires were used to evaluate the EUPHRESCO 
pilot call with virtual common pot funding mechanism (VP), the real common pot funding 
mechanism (RP) and the non-competitive funding mechanism (NC) (Annex 1-11). 
The questionnaires were developed by the Call Secretariat and agreed by the EUPHRESCO 
Network Management Group. The questionnaires were used in three batches, differing in the call 
phase they were used, in the actors that were requested to complete them and in the funding 
mechanisms. The first batch called ‘main part evaluation’ (for VP and RP) was realized between 
May and July 2009 when all VP and RP projects had started. The second batch called ‘NC 
evaluation’ to evaluate the pilot project initiation via a non-competitive mechanism was carried out 
in the final stage of the NC projects in November 2009. The third batch of questionnaires, called 
‘final part’. This was realized in February 2010 when all VP projects had been finished and the 
evaluation of their reports had been carried out. This final part evaluation was focused on the virtual 
pot mechanism only, as the projects of the real pot mechanism had longer durations and will be 
finalised only after the end of the EUPHRESCO project. However, the processes used for the RP 
were the same as those used for the VP.  
  
Questionnaires were sent to the following so-called actors groups: 
 - For the virtual common pot funding mechanism (VP): 

• Funder (members of the Call Steering Committee on behalf of the funding organisations) 
• NCCP (National Call Contact Persons) 
• Partner (EUPHRESCO partners not involved in funding the VP call) 
• Scientific Peer Reviewers (of the proposals and the final project reports) 
• Applicants/Research Providers (project coordinators and researchers in the project 

consortia) 
 
 - For the real common pot funding mechanism (RP): 

• Funder (members of the Call Steering Committee on behalf of the funding organisations) 
• Partner (EUPHRESCO partners not involved in funding the VP call) 
• Scientific Peer Reviewers (of the proposals) 
• Applicants/Research Providers (project coordinators and researcher in the consortia) 

 
 - For the non-competitive funding mechanism (NC): 

• EUPHRESCO partner (funder and non-call funder; including topic coordinator) 
• Researchers (project consortium participants; including project coordinator) 

 
The structure of questionnaires and the requested topics were based on the involved actor groups 
and comprised questions on the overall satisfaction and expectations, topic selection, call procedure 
including tools and documents used, the transparency in communication, the degree of involvement 
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of different actors, timeline and duration of various phases, added value of the joint activity as well 
as recommendations for future calls and several other topics.  
In the “main part evaluation” for each actors group, separate questionnaires were produced. 
However, there was only one questionnaire for both addressed actors groups in the NC-evaluation. 
For the “final part evaluation”, a single questionnaire-set offering different options for reply for the 
different actors groups was distributed to all actors groups (Annexes 1 – 11). 
 

Further information sources 
Next to the mentioned questionnaires, observations of the Call Secretariat (CS) which was located 
at partner 4 (AT-AGES) and from the real common pot CSC members were used as information 
source. (Annex 27 & 28). 

ANALYSIS 

Questionnaires were analysed separately – batch by batch and actors group by actors group. 
All answers and scores within a given group (e.g. VP – main part – funders) were collected and 
summarized. Results of this analysis are given in detail in the Annexes 12–26. 
 
To collect and summarise the answers of all groups within a given funding mechanism, a clustering 
on important topics and, where possible, along the timeline they occurred in the process was 
realised. All given answers that applied to a defined topic where collected from the individual group 
analysis and summarized. This resulted in the main text of this deliverable, which is separated 
according to the three funding mechanisms.  
 
To extract the most important notices, recommendations and evaluations within each funding 
mechanism one survey table per funding mechanism was produced to provide the reader with a 
comprehensive overview on the most important information. 
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RESULTS 

RATE OF RETURN 

The overall rate of return (return of completed questionnaires compared with the number of 
potential replies) reached 54.7% (please see Figure 5 and Figure 6 for details). However, this 
remains an estimation since, for some questionnaires, the number of potential replies could not be 
determined exactly, which was due to several reasons, e.g. fusions of EUPHRESCO partner 
organisations, different number of involved persons per organisation/country and so on. The 
number and identity of the persons/organisations that actually completed and returned the 
questionnaires can be found in the first section of each of the separately analysed group (see 
annexes).   
 
Please note that for all graphs on detailed results in the main document of this deliverable report, the 
number of completed questionnaires per group was used as the basis (100 %).  
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Evaluation 
batches 

Type of questionnaire  
(Annex no. of questionnaire) 

Potential number of replies 
& reasons 

Completed 
questionnaires 

Rate of 
Return (%) 

M
ai

n 
pa

rt 
ev

al
ua

tio
n 

 
(V

P
 &

 R
P

) 
VP – main – Funder (Annex 1) 12 involved funder organisations  11 91,7 
VP – main – NCCP (Annex 2) 12  - one NCCP per funder organisation 7 58,3 
VP – main – Partner (Annex 3) 10 partners not funding VP projects 7 70,0 
VP – main – Peer Rev. (Annex 4) 17 scientific peer reviewers (proposal) 9 52,9 
VP – main – Applicants (Annex 5) 28 partner in the consortia 13 46,4 
RP – main – Funder (Annex 6) 2 involved funder organisations  2 100,0 
RP – main – Partner (Annex 7) 20 partners not funding RP projects 10 50,0 
RP – main – Peer Rev. (Annex 8) 7 scientific peer reviewers (proposal) 4 57,1 
RP – main – Partner (Annex 9) 13 research providers in the project consortia 5 38,5 

N
C

 - 
ev

al
ua

tio
n Questionnaire for NC projects - 

EUPHRESCO Partner (Annex 10) 22 EUPHRESCO partners (funder and non-call 
funder) 10 45,5 

Questionnaire for NC projects - 
Participants (Annex 10) 38 times were research partner involved in NC 

projects 21 55,3 

Fi
na

l p
ar

t 
ev

al
ua

tio
n 

 
(V

P
 o

nl
y)

 VP - final - Funder (Annex 11) 12 involved funder organisations  13 >100 
VP - final - Partner (Annex 11) 10 partners not funding VP projects 5 50,0 
VP - final - Peer Rev. (Annex 11) 16 scientific peer reviewers (final report) 12 75,0 
VP - final - Applicants (Annex 11) 28 research providers in 5 consortia  6 21,4 

potentially completed questionnaires 247 actually completed questionnaires 135   
Note: 
Number of organisations: sometimes two organisations within one country completed questionnaires together;  
however sometimes more than one questionnaire was completed within one organisation 
NC evaluation: where both groups applied the completed questionnaire was used in both groups 
Final Part questionnaire - applicants: project coordinators were given the choice if they want to forward the 
questionnaire to their hole consortium  

54,7 % 
overall  

Rate of Return 

Figure 5 Questionnaires - Rate of Return - breakdown 
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Figure 6 Questionnaires - Rate of Return - graph
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ANALYSES FOR THE VIRTUAL COMMON POT FUNDING MECHANISM (VP) 

Tabulated Summary  

TOOLS/PROCESS STEPS MAIN EVALUATION RESULTS FROM 
QUESTIONNAIRE FEEDBACK 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Motivation & Expectation for 
participation in the 
EUPHRESCO ERA-Net 

the different actors groups (funders, researchers/pilot 
project applicants, scientific peer reviewers) stated 
different reasons to participate  
funders:  
- testing of transnational funding mechanisms; 
- experience with network building and 
collaboration  
- optimising policy driven plant health research 
funds. 
researchers and scientific peer reviewers:  
- interest in the call topic and the transnational 
cooperation  
- interest in the support of an important research 
field. 

None; 
the project participants (different actors groups) would take 
part again 

Overall impression the overall rating ranged from good to very good by 
all relevant groups of actors;  
the positive impact and high quality of call secretariat 
during the management of the call process (call 
roadmap) was emphasised  

See details below 

Call topic development and 
selection process 

- in the call topic development phase a  number 
of topics proposed by network partners were not in 
compliance with the thematic area of plant health 
research was observed, i.e. some non-plant-health 
topics (plant protection topics) were proposed; 
- a general weakness was the missing 
transparency and insufficient timing  in the initial 
phase of call topic development, in the call topic 

- the full applicability of topics proposed by network 
partners to plant health research should be given; 
- the call topic development and selection process, 
including communication, decision making and information on 
potential funders, should be duly and clearly described; 
- the topic prioritisation and selection process (relevance 
of topics for European Plant Health policy) should be based on 
a common EU research agenda for plant health;  
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selection process and in the information on potential 
funders from the partners consortium 
- The process to identify a call topic co-
ordinator was accepted; 
- The number of topics per call  (5) for the pilot 
call was accepted; 
 

- other relevant stakeholders (EC SANCO and its SCPH; 
EFSA; EPPO) should be included in the selection process. 
- the call topic selection criteria (e.g. policy relevance, 
added value for ERA, no overlap with FP7 and availability of 
funds) should be duly communicated;    
- New tools for the topic prioritisation and selection 
process such as online tools should be further developed; 
- The call topic co-ordinator should be somebody chosen 
from the funders involved in funding the call topic and should 
use the instruments & mechanisms tested in the EUPHRESCO 
pilot projects; 
- The call topic description should be formulated by the 
call topic co-ordinator and relevant network partners; 
-  The call topic description should focus on policy needs 
and the feasibility of the topic and should not be too restrictive 
in order to encourage competition.  
- The planned project objectives and duration, and the 
budget size should be in accordance (sufficient) with the 
research questions addressed in the topic description.  
- The appropriate number of topics per call will depend 
on the supporting structure (CS) and the available funds. 

Choice of funding mechanism  - The choice on the funding mechanism was 
considered to depend on the topic and access to best 
science;  
- not all funding mechanisms were/are possible 
for  all funders;   
- The VP (Virtual Common Pot Mechanism) 
was considered to provide several advantages, e.g. as 
a flexible funding mechanism, allowing both to apply 
national funding rules and to involve partner 
organisations from different European countries; 

- The opportunity to apply different funding mechanisms 
(e.g. Virtual Common Pot, Real common pot and non-
competitive) should be kept for future joint-funding activities, 
with regard to the composition of the funding consortium and 
the project proposals submitted. The choice of the funding 
mechanism should be decided call by call and topic by topic. 
- The cost – benefit ratio between the budget available 
for the research work in a project with VP funding (Virtual 
Common Pot Mechanism) and the administration efforts could 
be improved (whilst bearing in mind that these were small pilot 
projects only; the cost-benefit ratio will increase with larger, 
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longer projects).            
- For future calls, having more than one project proposal 
per call topic would improve competition between proposals. 
There was no specific recommendation on this issue as the 
degree of competition is dependent on the thematic range of 
the topic; less specific topics might encourage more proposals, 
but trans-national plant health research is most likely to remain 
very applied and specific by its very nature. 

Call budget/ pilot project 
budget provided by national 
funders 

For all funding mechanisms the project budget was 
considered as too low both by funders and researchers 
(though these were deliberately small, short pilot 
projects), especially with regard to the cost-benefit 
ratio for scientific work and administration. 
Researchers proposed to consider extra funds for the 
coordination of the project in the project budget. 

Higher project budgets should be provided for future calls,  
- to attract more applicants; 
- to facilitate and increase competition between topics 
and  
- to increase high quality research; 
- to provide sufficient funds for the coordination of the 
project by each research organisation to the coordinator 
proportionally 

Pilot Project selection & 
decision making process 
 

The combination of a Call Steering Committee (CSC) 
as a decision-making body and a Call Secretariat (CS) 
providing administrative support was considered 
efficient; the communication by the CS was perceived 
mostly as (very) good; trouble with electronic 
submission (emailing system) occurred. 
However, the task assignment in the CSC was 
considered as less well prepared;  
a chairperson of the CSC was missed and for some 
CSC members their tasks were not completely clear; 
Not all national CSC members could themselves 
provide a decision  on the selection of pilot project 
proposals for contracting during the CSC meeting (i.e. 
it need higher approval, e.g. by ministers or national 
approval panels), which led to a delay in the project 
selection and follow-up process 

Call management in a future self-sustainable network structure 
should include a decision-making body (e.g.  a Call Steering 
Committee = CSC) of funders and a supporting administrative 
body (e.g. Call Secretariat = CS). 
To optimize the operational capability of a CSC a duly 
established structure is necessary (preferably already for the 
topic selection process). This should include the selection of a 
chair person (preferably according to the competence of 
candidates), the assignment of tasks, clear competences and 
responsibilities to CSC members to decide on the selection of 
pilot project proposals and a decision-making process for the 
project selection including the follow-up process (e.g. 
amendment requests).  
CSC meetings should be sufficiently formalised (modus 
operandi) with regard to the moderation and the use of tools 
for the decision-making process (scoring tables, decision tree).  

Pilot project proposal Too little information about potential scientific peer A database of scientific peer reviewers should be established 
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evaluation phase/ Availability 
of Scientific Peer Reviewers 

reviewers was available;   
The results of the peer review of the pilot project 
proposals was helpful but not always consistent;  Peer 
reviewers comments were in many respects more 
important to the CSC that their marks; but comments 
were not always provided.              
No re-imbursement for scientific peer reviewers was 
offered (planned)  

or access to existing expert databases within the EU should be 
sought in order to generate an expert pool of appropriate size ( 
e.g. 10 scientists per topic) well before the launch of a call;  
- Collect suggestions on potential scientific peer 
reviewers about 6 month before the start of an evaluation; 
- Request to participate in the evaluation to this potential 
reviewers (3-)6 months before the start of the evaluation 
(maybe earlier for the report evaluation, which can be 
scheduled much beforehand); 
- The final list of peer reviewers, including clarifications 
on any potential ‘conflict of interest’ and return of 
‘confidentiality agreements’ about (1-)3 months before the 
start of the evaluation; 
as a minimum, the number of scientific peer reviewers per 
project proposal is recommended to be 3-5 experts; 
Re-imbursement for scientific peer reviewers should be 
provisioned;  
A peer reviewer panel meeting could be envisaged dependent 
on the number and size of project proposals and availability of 
funds for travel; or a ‘chief’ peer reviewer per topic could 
collate all the peer reviewers’ comments and seek to find 
consensus.  

Call procedure and call 
administration  
 

The Call Secretariat (CS) – communication was 
perceived mostly as (very) good  

Due to the very positive experiences in EUPHRESCO a Call 
Secretariat or a comparable administrative structure dependent 
on the size of a project etc. should be foreseen for future 
project management in a plant health research network. 

Call information sources Website, electronic newsletter, CS & NCCP were 
mentioned as most important information sources; 
The NCCPs (National Call Contact Persons)  were 
considered as especially important during the 
application phase;  
With regard to the establishment of  research 
consortiums, the applicants stated that mostly existing 

The call information sources tested in EUPHRESCO such as 
website, electronic newsletter, Call Secretariat and National 
Call contact persons are recommended to be used in future 
(adapted); 
The matchmaking facilities on the future plant health research 
network website (such as EUPHRESCO) should be improved 
to increase both the number and the range of potential research 
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contacts were used partners; 
NCCPs (National Call Contact Persons) should be considered 
to be nominated for a future plant health research network, as 
they were considered of high importance for communication 
and information transfer especially during call application.  

Eligibility – partners  The funders mentioned that competition between 
research providers within a given country was 
sometimes restricted;  
Partners from outside EUPHRESCO were only 
involved as subcontractors; 

Competition between research providers within a given 
country should ideally not be restricted,; 
A minimum number of research partners from a minimum 
number of partner countries to build a research consortium 
should be given (preferably 3 or more), but should be handled 
flexible with regard to the type and size of project  
The size of a research consortium in future calls should depend 
on the topic, the objectives and the size of a research project 
In future calls researchers from outside the EUPHRESCO 
funder’s countries should be allowed, encouraged and 
facilitated (e.g. via subcontracts) to ensure best access to 
scientific expertise. 

Call procedure: timing & call 
documents  

The overall call timing was considered as sufficient 
for the pilot projects, but could be improved for future 
calls after the EUPHRESCO pilot project phase; 
The development of  the call procedure and the call 
documents was considered as demanding and quite 
late;  
The Call implementation was considered comparable 
to national calls; non-compliances with national 
requirements were however reported when applying 
EUPHRESCO tools with regard to deadlines and cost 
tables in the application form; 
Only during the contracting phase some 
funders/partners revealed that they usually do not 
have any contracts for approved projects (no legal 
means); 
The reporting requirements and the request of only a 

In principle more time should be scheduled for the individual 
call phases: 
The pre-announcement of a call should be envisaged at least 3 
months before the launch of the call.  
Scientific peer reviewers should be available and informed 6 
months before the project proposals are distributed for 
evaluation.               
The evaluation period for the project proposals should be 
prolonged to at least 1 month. – 
The period for preparing the final project report should be 2 
months after the end of the project ; 
– The period for completeness check of the Final project 
Report and request for changes by CS should be 2 weeks; 
The period for the Scientific Peer Review of the Final project 
Reports should be 6 weeks;  
The period for the Funder’s Review of the Final project 
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final report was appropriate for pilot calls. Reports should be 2 months; 
The period  to produce and distribute amendments to the final 
project reports should be 1month; 
The project duration should be prolonged to 2 or 3 years.  
The call documents (project application, proposal and project 
evaluation) developed for the EUPHRESCO VP and RP 
projects were considered as useful and high quality tools, but 
will need adaptations to actual needs in future calls. 
Future calls (longer duration, higher budget) might require 
interim reports; and adapted final reporting templates with 
regard to the report structure, additional documents and the 
report approval process reporting requirements should be 
extended with regard to additional needs for dissemination of 
the results, considering the different demands with regard to an 
open access part of the final report on the one hand and a 
confidential version of results for publication in scientific 
journals on the other hand 
A legally binding form of contract or agreement (between the 
national funder and their own national research provider/s)  
should be standard for all approved research projects; tools for 
legal agreements e.g. letter of Commitment should be 
provided;  
contract conditions should regulate details and should be 
available early; 
For future calls, the national requirements with regard to 
application forms (budget tables) and reporting deadlines will 
have to be considered more or to be duly discussed with the 
national funders to avoid any delay in the joint call procedure;  
An adoption of specific requirements for transnational funded 
projects into the national requirements should be considered. 
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Call procedure – general 
administrative burden 

The administrative burden was evaluated by the 
funders to exceed the requirements of national 
procedures (for projects with 1 year duration); 
for researchers the administrative burden was not as 
high as in national calls, and considered as appropriate  
compared to other EU calls for half of the applicants, 
but as higher for project coordinators if the project 
coordination was not funded additionally. 

The administrative burden of projects in future calls should not 
exceed the size of the pilot project phase (in relation to the size 
of the applied projects).  

Added value of virtual 
common pot pilot projects 
within EUPHRESCO 

As major added values both funders and researchers  
stated with different emphasis that: 
The pilot projects were carried out in a wider 
European context,  
The pilot projects were carried in support of the EU 
Plant Health Policy; 
The pilot projects facilitated the building and 
strengthening of cooperation, the building of network 
structures and mutual trust and confidence, and 
supported the avoidance parallel research; 
The pilot projects contributed to the production, 
exchange and sharing of ideas, knowledge, expertise, 
experience, laboratory facilities (equipment); 
The pilot projects contributed to interdisciplinary 
work and higher quality research, to increase capacity, 
to opening up national programmes. 

With regard to the added value of the EUPHRESCO pilot 
projects, the initiation and co-ordination of joint research 
projects on plant health issues of high relevance should 
continue via a sustainable, long-term network of funders. 
These projects could cover different funding mechanisms and 
should apply the instruments and processes which were tested 
and refined in the EUPHRESCO ERANET.  
Calls should take place once a year, or in the case of 
emergencies on a more ad hoc basis, and the duration of 
project should be ideally 2-3 years. 
An enlarged cooperation could be envisaged (more European 
funders; potentially more international cooperation). 
The choice of the VP as a competitive funding mechanism 
should take account of the topic itself and the degree to which 
true competition is expected or necessary.  

Learning effect The participants gained experience with: joint topic 
selection, call preparation, tool and process 
preparation, preparation of project evaluation. They 
became more aware of: national rules; 
possibilities and limits of transnational calls; priorities 
and criteria for other countries; benefits of 
coordination, cooperation and collaboration. 

Additional options for funding mechanisms should be 
considered and tested (e.g. mixed funding mechanisms); 
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VP 01 Motivation & Expectation 
Actors groups were asked about their motivation, goals and expectations that induced them to 
participate in the EUPHRESCO transnational joint VP call (and its evaluation process).  
 
The main motivation for the funders and the wider EUPHRESCO partners was an  interest in, and 
testing of, transnational funding mechanisms (learning by doing). The network building and the 
collaboration were seen as added value of this co-ordinated action which therefore could strengthen 
the phytosanitary research by identifying synergies and complementarities. Furthermore they hoped 
to gain experience and gather knowledge to support their plant health policy makers (underpinning 
policy) and they thought that the collaboration could bring an optimising of funds for plant health 
research (especially about topics of high relevance for plant health regulations).  
For applicants/researcher and the scientific peer reviewers, the main reason for participation was an 
interest in the call topic and process. For applicants, interest in transnational cooperation and 
provision of funding for research were also important. For peer reviewers, their participation was 
due to their willingness to support an important research field. An interesting point was that for 
most of the researchers the ability to publish the outputs from topics in scientific journals was not 
an important motivation to participate. 
 
The main expectations of the funders were both to gain experience with the tools and processes of 
transnational funding and research collaboration in the area of plant health and the realisation of 
high quality research projects by high quality specialist researchers as preparation of a future 
network. All the stated goals (important research topics, achievement of critical mass of researchers, 
more value for money, testing the mechanism) were equally important to the funders. Expectations 
of funders were satisfied (at least to some extend). 
Most applicants expected to get valuable contacts for their future work and for future 
collaborations. They also expected to gather new knowledge, publish in scientific journals and 
receive funds. Furthermore they were interested in a harmonisation of methods and processes and in 
the interdisciplinary approach to some topics. 
 
About half of the funders, NCCP’s and EUPHRESCO partners and most applicants had previous 
experience with national or transnational calls. 

VP 02 Overall 
Impression, satisfaction and improvement 
The EUPHRESCO partners that were not funding VP topics evaluated the EUPHRESCO VP pilot 
call (on overall impression) as ‘very good’ or ‘good’; by comparison,, funders rated the VP call 
experience overall as mostly ‘good’ and therefore their overall impression was not that good as 
those of the partners. However, funders can be seen as mostly satisfied. 
Applicants mostly evaluated that EUPHRESCO offered them an attractive setting for transnational 
collaboration. 
 
An apparent weakness was the lack of transparency of parts of the call selection process and the 
input quality from partners for the call topic selection (some partners suggested plant protection 
rather than plant health topics).  
Funders further commented that the high quality of the present call secretariat have provided a very 
positive impact on the overall success of the call. 
A major limitation of the call was the low budget for the virtual pot pilot projects, especially with 
regard to the cost-benefit ratio for scientific work versus administration. The rather limited 
competition, related to the low budget and other factors (e.g. small pool of expertise; limitations 
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imposed by the nature of the virtual pot mechanism, etc) the aim to include as many EUPHRESCO 
partners in at least one of the pilot projects was recognised. The availability of data for identifying 
independent scientific peer reviewers has to be improved. 
 
Management 
The overall management and execution of the various phases of the joint call was evaluated mostly 
as between satisfactory and excellent by funders, partners and applicants. While the planning, the 
implementation of the call and the evaluation of the proposals were seen as very positive, especially 
the phases ‘scoping for call topics’ and ‘contracting’ could be improved for funders. For the 
EUPHRESCO partners not involved in the VP call, the ‘scoping for funders’ phase could be 
improved. 
 
For most applicants the call management was ‘good’. However, they noted that there might be a 
preference for too much bureaucracy. Administration should be as light as possible without 
compromising quality. 
 
The general impression of the call management was ranked as ‘good’ by the funders. As in the 
overall impression, the lack of clarity in the initial phases of topic development, the late preparation 
of the call documents and the lack of real competition due to lack of funds (future priority for 
selection on the topic) as well as other reasons (e.g. short duration of projects, limited pool of 
expertise in countries funding the topics, having very specific topics, and limitations of the VP 
itself) in the virtual pot pilot projects was criticised by them. The importance of having a clear and 
detailed roadmap for planning the call and the quality of the present call secretariat was emphasised. 
Again, the problem of finding enough peer reviewers was raised, both with regard to independent 
expertise and timing; no database of independent experts was available or accessible from other 
European organisations, and the question of re-imbursement of peer reviewers was also not 
considered. 
With regard to contracting the fact, not all funders had contracts with their own national research 
providers and thus no legal means would have been applicable in case an individual consortium 
partner did not fulfil their obligation; this was considered as risk for future calls. Additionally, the 
dependence (in some cases on national panels or higher-level national panels in some countries 
instead of delegating the decision to the national members in the CSC was considered as an obstacle 
for time efficient contracting. 
Despite some weak points, funders and wider EUPHRESCO partners evaluated the success of the 
EUPHRESCO VP pilot call management mostly as ‘excellent’ or ‘good’. 
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Ranking of overall 
management and execution of various phases of the call 
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Figure 7 Evaluation of the overall management and execution of call phases 

 
Demanding issues 
The most demanding processes was universally considered by funders and wider EUPHRESCO 
partners to be the selection of call topics. . However, for funders, the administrative burden and the 
development of the call procedure were also significantly demanding issues. 
 
Transparency 
The overall transparency of the processes and decisions taken during the various phases of the joint 
call was evaluated slightly better by the funders than by the partners. However, almost all voted 
with ‘very good’ or ‘good’. Most week ratings received the issues ‘scoping for the call topic’, 
‘scoping for the funders’ and ‘contracting’, while the ‘planning’ and the ‘implementation of the 
call’ were mostly seen as very transparent. 

VP 03 Persons and functions – duties, functionality, cooperation, communication 
Call Steering Committee (CSC) 
Funders (CSC members that act on behalf of funding organisations) stated that they had enough 
organisational authority for this position and that the role and the responsibilities of a CSC member 
(and the associated tasks) were clear to them. The workload met their expectations and was 
considered mostly as ‘not too much’.  
For most of the funders, one CSC meeting was enough for decision making on proposals.  
Funders considered the decision-making process/tree mostly as ‘good’ (essential and useful), 
however there was the impression that there was too little time for proper discussion and to decide 
on remaining open questions of the decision-making process. 
With regard to the budget involved in the virtual pilot projects, one CSC member considered the 
administration effort as too high, whereas for other CSC members this effort was comparable to 
comparable national procedures, especially with regard to the added value of a transnational project.  
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For improvement, a clear assignment of tasks was proposed. The CSC for each topic should have a 
chair person, which should lead the CSC and initiate activities and should be supported by the Call 
Secretariat. The Call Steering Committee should act more actively, especially with regard to the 
potential future tasks of a CSC within a self-sustainable network structure.  
 
Call Secretariat (CS) 
The Call Secretariat (CS) and the Call Steering Committee (CSC) were responsible for the 
management of the call. This structure was assessed as logical, efficient and very important to 
maintain the professionalism of the call by the EUPHRESCO partners. 
 
Funders were very content how the tasks of the CS were carried out. 
Most funders and partners considered the CS as an important and helpful structure for supporting 
activities. However they also noted that the organisational structure, tasks and responsibilities 
should be variable depending on the resources (budget, staff), the funding mechanism, the project 
subject and the participants.  They voted that the CS would be important in the case that many call 
topics and/or many funding partners are involved in a call and stated that the function of a CS is 
always needed, wherever and however it is organised and located. 
 

Involved groups saw the establishment of a Call Secretariat for future transnational calls as 
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Figure 8 Evaluation of the importance of the establishment of a Call Secretariat in future calls 

 
The main tasks that a CS was expected to fulfil are supporting activities that comprise 
administrative management and processing of a call. Associated with this are procedures linked to 
call topic development and facilitating the call process by communication, information, information 
management, budget administration, organisation of meetings, call announcement and call 
management  (e.g. launching the call, acting as the point for receiving applications, identifying peer 
reviewers, central point of liaison with project leaders and ensuring reporting timescales are met 
etc.. ). 
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In the opinion of most funders a "call management group" (= funders of a particular call topic) 
could be a suitable substitute for a CS, if the tasks and responsibilities are clearly set out, but also  
depending on the topic, the number of funders and the number of applications. However, some 
EUPHRESCO partners feared that this could endanger a EUPHRESCO joint call. Other partners 
agreed with the main voting of the funders and thought that such a structure could be more focused 
on the research and funds rather than on the administration and formalism of the call. 
 
Asked if the tasks assigned to the CS could have also been executed by a representative of the 
funders' consortium for each individual call, funders and partners were undetermined. However, 
partners commented that the work of the CS should not be underestimated and that the CS, even as 
a semi-permanent structure could provide a resource for the future joint calls. 
 
The information transfer between CS and actors groups and the communication of the them with the 
CS was evaluated very positive (‘very good’ or ‘good’) by the funders, by the peer reviewers and by 
the applicants, though only about half of the applicants had contact with the CS. Technical 
problems with the electronic mailing system let some of the later groups vote with lower ratings as 
they received answers not in time. 
 
Topic Coordinator 
In the view of funders and wider EUPHRESCO partners, the topic coordinator should be chosen 
from among all funders involved in funding the call topic and with regard to expertise. 
These groups perceived the cooperation between the topic coordinator and interested partners 
somehow different. While partners were quite satisfied, for funders this cooperation should be more 
formalised. 
 

Involved groups evaluated the cooperation between topic coordinator and interested partners
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Figure 9 Evaluation of the cooperation of topic coordinator and interested partners 
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National Call Contact Person/Point (NCCP) 
The NCCP’s judged their importance during the application phase undetermined (some ‘good’, 
some ‘rather poor’). However they evaluated their possibilities to solve difficulties (e.g. concerning 
application procedure, call topic details, etc.) in the pilot call very positive.  
 
Every NCCP were contacted by applicants 2 – 5 times even sometimes after the closing of the call. 
Most applicants contacted their NCCP and evaluated the communication with them very positive. 
 
NCCP’s saw their role after the call had closed mostly as limited importance, but as useful for 
providing background information and to ensure the successful start of the projects on time. 
 
NCCP’s stated the importance of being a member of the EUPHRESCO network and of being 
involved in the preparation phase of the call, which was especially important at the beginning of the 
pilot call to get familiar with the procedure. Importance was also attached to the good contact of the 
NCCP to the call secretariat. 
 
Scientific peer reviewer (of the proposals) 
Less than half of the peer reviewers had evaluated international projects before. For most peer 
reviewers the topic of the pilot project proposals which they reviewed was in accordance with their 
field of expertise. Peer reviewers were interested in the outcome of the evaluation and in the 
outcome of the research projects. Many of them were interested in reviewing the final reports and 
all would participate again in a EUPHRESCO proposal evaluation.  
 
Applicants (Researcher participating in pilot call projects) 
Many applicants were involved in transnational projects before and had heard about ERA-Nets 
before they became aware of the EUPHRESCO call. However, few applicants had heard about 
EUPHRESCO before. Employer organisations, colleagues or the national ministry were important 
information sources about the call for the researchers. 
 
In the view of the applicants, it was not difficult to find research consortium partners as many of 
them had known each other or worked together before the EUPHRESCO call. These existing 
contacts and additional suggestions from other partners were major sources to find consortium 
partners. However, a majority of the applicants were also contacted and therefore invited to 
participate by others. Only a small amount of the consortium partners found each other through the 
EUPHRESCO website (i.e. following registration of interest of research providers on the webpages 
of the call). 
 
Between 4 and 8 applicants (research partners) were involved in each research consortium. Most of 
the partners in the research consortia thought that the number of partners involved was appropriate 
but also that more partners would have improved the delivery of more results. For the pilot call, 
most of the researchers thought that they would not have been able to carry out the same work plan 
as suggested with fewer consortium partners, as the project duration of only one year seemed too 
short to carry out the same amount of work with fewer partner. Researcher also stated that one 
applicant working alone could have never carried out the whole work plan, regardless of whether 
sufficient money would have been provided. 
Concerning the work in the consortium, the collaboration during the application phase was 
considered slightly better than that during the project phase.  
 
Partners from outside the possible EUPRESCO partner countries were welcome, but only two 
applicants had subcontractors from those countries. 
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Almost all applicants evaluated working in a consortium as added value, by bringing together 
different expertise, experiences and laboratory facilities and equipment for the mutual benefit of the 
consortium partners. Furthermore, more ideas and knowledge could be generated and exchanged. 
Contacts built up through these projects could be used in future projects and set the framework for 
this. Next to the possibility of facilitating interdisciplinary work, working in a consortium gave the 
chance of more funds, when more partners participate. Furthermore different partners bring together 
different equipment which then could be helpful for partners being not so well equipped.  
 
Communication during the report evaluation process 
Funders were very satisfied with the work of the pilot Call Secretariat and noted that all reminders, 
which were necessary due to delays, were produced as smoothly as possible. 
Concerning the communication with other partners, one funder noted that funders could get explicit 
instruction to not copy their Final Report evaluation to other funders to ensure independent 
evaluations. 
One project coordinator missed more communication between the funders and the consortium. 
 

Involved groups evaluated if they were satisfied with the communication
 in the report evaluation process
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Figure 10 Evaluation of the communication during the VP report evaluation 

VP 04 Funding 
Funding mechanism – virtual common pot funding model 
For all funders (CSC members, who answered the questionnaire), funding of virtual common pot 
projects and non-competitive joint activities were both possible during EUPHRESCO. However, 
only for some of them was funding of real pot projects possible at this time or potentially in the 
future. 
Only half of the EUPHRESCO partners were able to fund projects through various funding 
mechanisms, but hoped that these funding mechanisms would be possible in future calls, depending 
on the topics. 
Gaining approval for the VP mechanism was variably difficult and ranged from easy for most of the 
funders, while it was hard in some countries. Partners stated that it still would be hard for them to 
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gain approval in future calls: approval would mainly depend on the research topic and on 
modifications of the legislative base. 
 ‘The topic’ and ‘access to best science’ mostly guided the choice of the funders for a given funding 
mechanism, while for partners the topic would be most important. The latter also mentioned that a 
juste retour of the invested money to national scientists would be of main interest of some partners. 
 
More than half of the CSC members evaluated the funding model "Virtual common pot" as OK, 
while some evaluated it better. Partners evaluated only OK and hoped that the complicated scheme 
of the VP call could be adapted in future to ensure a better cost/benefit ratio. 
 

Involved groups evaluated their favoured research fields for VP funding
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Figure 11 Research to be funded with virtual common pot mechanism 

 
VP - positive 
CSC members assessed the virtual common pot as a quite flexible funding mode which allowed the 
application of national funding rules and the involvement of research organisations from different 
European countries with their own expertise. Therefore, trans-national funding for research 
cooperation was facilitated and improved and a joint critical mass for plant health research 
established. Through a competitive process, high quality proposals were achieved (even though in 
reality there proved to be no real competition) and high quality projects were ensured through peer 
review. 
Furthermore, the potentially competitive nature of the call and the transnational collaboration were 
considered as very positive. 
Partners stated that, in contrast to the RP, the VP is a mechanism where more funders can take part 
easily. Like the funders, the wider EUPHRESCO partners mentioned that the advantages lie in the 
network and contact-building function of networks like EUPHRESCO and their joint projects 
which bring expertise together and which facilitate the establishment of a joint critical mass for 
plant health research. Some partners also liked this VP mechanism because of the juste retour of the 
national investment. 
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VP – negative 
As a major disadvantage, funders considered the amount of administration was too high in relation 
to the low budgets available for the pilot projects and the amount of competition actually achieved. 
Both, funders and partners criticised the low competition, as just one proposal per call topic was 
submitted in this first call. They stated that this could be due to organisational eligibility criteria. 
Partners also stated that especially for smaller countries the limitations in competition with regard to 
‘acceptable’ consortia could be a disadvantage.  
CSC members noted that uncertainties and delays in confirming the availability of funds of the 
different partners occurred, as some CSC representatives were not in the position to make decisions. 
They also mentioned that the adaptation of internal administrative procedures to the transnational 
funding mechanisms for some partners was rather difficult. 
 
 
Budget 
While none of the CSC members and the EUPHRESCO partners thought that the budget provided 
by individual funders and those provided for the call, was high, about half of them thought that it 
was sufficient (as it was a pilot call and funds were generally limited and spread over a large 
number of pilot projects due to the need to involve as many funders as possible in the learning-by-
doing process), while about the other half thought that it was not sufficient.  
In the “final part evaluation”, funders noted again that the contributed funds of the participating 
countries were considered as low. 
 

Involved groups evaluated the provided budget

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Funder Partner Funder Partner

by individual funder total budget for the call

requested group; issue

don't know or no answer 
it was not sufficient  
it was not much 
it was sufficient  
it was very much 

 
Figure 12 Evaluation of the amount of budget allocated to the pilot call 

 
In the future, almost all respondents mentioned that more budget would be needed to provide 
sufficient funds for ‘real’ projects. CSC members further stated that the increase of the allocation of 
budget for future calls will depend on the funding mechanism, the size and duration of the projects 
and the number of topics which have to be addressed. 
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Involved groups evaluated if there should be more budget allocated to future calls
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Figure 13 Evaluation of the amount of budget to be allocated to future calls 

 
While for some of the applicants the available funds in the call were ‘OK’, most of them thought 
that the budget should be at least 2 times higher. While researchers knew that only small budgets 
were available from most of the funders, they also pointed out that more funds would bring more 
results. They also stated that the size of available funds was very different between the individual 
partners in a consortium.  
About half of the applicants mentioned that the funding provided was not sufficient to cover all 
aspects required in the call topic description. They suggested that multiple topics could be bundled 
into a single call. For example, many participating labs and consortia could work on several target 
taxa within a group of organisms (e.g., bacteria, insects). Thus, having longer projects dealing with 
multiple but related targets would be interesting and maybe more beneficial in terms of developing 
long-lasting research partnerships and significant results. Furthermore such projects could deepen 
the links between partners and train the next generation (maybe hired PhD students) of 
phytosanitary scientists. These could deliver significant results on a range of topics important to 
EUPHRESCO signatories. 
 
Applicants especially stated that they would appreciate extra funds for the coordination of the 
project (overhead, project coordinator) as this is an extra workload nobody liked to take over in the 
situation of the first call. This could in future perhaps be provided by each research organisation 
providing some funding to the coordinator proportionally. 
Applicants also stated that they would appreciate getting more detailed information concerning the 
funding mode (overhead, total funding …). 
 
Competition for funds 
CSC members were undetermined when asked if they would like to have competition for funds 
between various call topics, or not. In contrast to this, most partners voted for ‘no competition for 
funds between various call topics’. This reflected the very applied nature of most trans-national 
plant health projects, i.e. specific projects to address specific problems or pests. 
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Involved groups expressed their preference concerning competition 
for funds between call topics in future calls
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Figure 14 Evaluation on preference concerning competition for funds between call topics 

 
CSC members commented that for the VP, topics need either to be very specific with no 
competition between topics, or to be more general topics which might encourage more innovative 
bids, but without competition between the topics.  
A competition for funds could be useful if a topic is formulated more generally and if the number of 
call topics is low (2-3). 
 
Some partners thought that EUPHRESCO could be flexible in this issue, and they noted that this 
will also depend on the limitations/restrictions of the consortia. Furthermore, an approach should be 
used that simplifies the procedure. 
 

VP 05 Eligibility 
Funders (CSC members) and EUPHRESO partners have suggested that researchers in countries 
outside those countries contributing funds should be encouraged and facilitated to take part in future 
projects (e.g. via subcontracts) in order to increase access to the best expertise. 
In the pilot call, competition between research providers within a given country was sometimes 
restricted due to organisational eligibility criteria (sometimes only a single research provider is 
eligible to apply for funding by a given funding organisation).  
CSC members agreed that generally competition between research providers within a country 
should not be restricted, in order to avoid the exclusion of relevant, quality research organisations, 
but that restrictions might occur depending on the size and organisational structure within a country 
(limitations are expected in smaller countries, especially if one national reference laboratory is 
assigned for plant health research) and/or depending on the topics selected. 
In case there are restrictions in the competition between research providers within a country the 
“virtual common pot” and the “non-competitive funding” (NC) are less distinct funding 
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mechanisms. Funders have an ambivalent view on this matter. It makes the VP less distinct from the 
NC mechanism. 
While for some EUPHRESCO partners this did not seem to pose a problem, others thought that this 
was counterproductive and should be avoided. Like the funders, partners mentioned that this would 
also depend on the size and organisational structure within a country and could be preferable in 
smaller countries. Some partners interposed that the NC mechanism should take place in these 
cases. 
 
In the pilot call, it was a requirement that research consortia should consist of at least 3 research 
partners from at least 3 EUPHRESCO partner countries. 
The requirement of a minimum number of research partners from different EUPHRESCO partner 
countries within a research consortium was considered preferable by CSC members in order to 
guarantee the trans-nationality of the cooperation. For some EUPHRESCO partners it made no 
difference if there was a limitation (also 2 partners could work together) while others thought that 
there should be a restriction to 3 partners as for 2 it is also possible to work with bilateral 
agreements and EUPHRESCO would not be necessary. 
Funders mentioned that the number of partners should not be obligatory fixed, but should depend 
on the topic selected and the objectives proposed by the research consortium. Thus, the possibility 
of bilateral cooperation should also be given in future, based on the positive experiences with the 
“real common pot projects” in EUPHRESCO. 
Another point on this issue, noted by EUPHRESCO partners, was that the more partners are 
involved the more expertise can be shared and ideas exchanged. Partners also thought about 
possible and/or necessary qualitative and quantitative regulations if partners from outside 
EUPHRESCO were included in a group.  
 
The consortia in the pilot call consisted of 4 to 8 research partners. While some of the CSC 
members and the partners would prefer small research consortia (up to 5 partners), the majority of 
the funders and the partners did not prefer a special size (large or small) of the consortia.  
They commented that the size of the research consortia would vary, depending on the topic, the 
objectives, the size and the importance of a research project. It was also considered that ERA-Net 
projects could fill a gap between large research consortia in EU-framework funded research projects 
and smaller nationally funded research projects. 
 

VP 06 Call Topic 
First call topics (overall, relevance, national priorities …)  
Most of the funders (CSC members), the EUPHRESCO partners and the applicants evaluated the 
chosen topics for the first call as of high (or at least neutral) relevance (for their organisations). 
Partners commented that the relevance of some topics depend on the geographical location. 
Actors groups agreed that with the chosen call topics the national priorities in research interests 
were taken into account. 
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Involved groups evaluated the topics chosen for the pilot call  
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Figure 15 Evaluation of the suitability of the pilot call topics 

 
CSC members had on the one hand the general impression that the duration of and the budget for 
the pilot projects were not sufficient to cover all aspects of research in some of the pilots efficiently. 
Furthermore it was difficult to combine researchers' needs and the pilot character of the projects. 
There was the concern that the budget was too small to allow for results suitable for scientific 
publications, which were in the interest of the phytosanitary scientific infrastructure. On the other 
hand, it was realised that the pilots were carried out to test the funding mechanisms and did not 
necessarily reflect the way that future tarns-national research would be done. 
EUPHRESCO partners realised that the first call was a trial run only and evaluated the call 
therefore as OK. However, more budget and more time for the projects should be allocated in future 
calls. 
 
Applicants stated that they would not have preferred a broader and less restrictive call topic. One 
researcher commented that a defined topic that doesn’t include all aspects of the topic and a 
description of possible elements to be included, but not a demand that all elements need to be 
included, would be appreciated. Applicants were undetermined when asked if the research questions 
were too detailed and ambitious for the money available. They commented that the topics might not 
have been too ambitious but the topic may have been too detailed and the duration too short for the 
available funds. However, they knew that the budget was/is tight for most of the funders. 
 
Topics for VP – mechanism 
While CSC members commented that the virtual common pot mechanism was appropriate for 
projects where the real common pot cannot be used due to national funding issues, EUPHRESCO 
partners mentioned that the mechanism should be decided call by call and topic by topic. 
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Involved groups evaluated the kind of reseach topics suitable for VP funding
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Figure 16 Kind of research topics to be funded with virtual common pot mechanism 

 
Call topic selection (process, sources, tools, criteria, …) 
CSC members and EUPHRESCO partners considered the call topic selection process as appropriate 
for the selection of pilot project topics (learning process), but as not always transparent, especially 
with regard to the voting and final decision making. However, finally topics of common interest 
were chosen. They also pointed out that the timing of the topic selection and the communication of 
the selection criteria should be improved. 
For future non-pilot projects the process should be accelerated and topic prioritisation and selection 
should be based at least partly on the common research agenda. 
 
CSC members voted that the most important sources which should be drawn upon to collate a list of 
potential call topics are: ‘upcoming emergency topics’, ‘common research agenda’ and ‘national 
research programs’. Almost the same sources were seen as very important by the partners; however, 
they also mentioned ‘national experts’ as quite important. 
Funders further commented that for the future selection of research topics for plant health the 
inclusion of, and the link to, other relevant stakeholders such as the Commission’s DG SANCO and 
its SCPH (Standing Committee on Plant Health), EFSA or EPPO should be improved. 
 
EUPHRESCO partners and CSC members evaluated all three given tools (questionnaire, workshop, 
online tools) as suitable tools for the call topic selection. Funders mentioned that the efforts needed 
for the different tools should be considered and the online tools should be further developed. 
Partners commented that different steps (with different tools) could be established in the call topic 
selection process. 
 
Both, funders and wider EUPHRESCO partners evaluated almost concordantly that the criteria used 
for the topic selection in the pilot call were suitable. However, some of them commented that some 
criteria were sometimes too general and not suitable for projects other than pilots. Furthermore, 
some commented that the criteria were not communicated in sufficient time. 
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In future, EUPHRESCO would primarily use the following criteria for the selection of suitable call 
topics: ‘enough funding available’, ‘policy relevance’, ‘complementarity with FP7 call topics’ and 
European ‘added value’. 
 
Topic description (formulation, persons …) 
The process of choosing a topic coordinator and additional partners for topic formulation was 
generally considered as a good and useful approach. However, the topic formulation could also be 
produced with other approaches (e.g. online with discussion or meetings). 
CSC members mentioned that the topic co-ordinator should focus more on policy needs and 
feasibility of the topic.  
 
While more of the CSC members and the EUPHRESCO partners agreed that the call topic 
description should not be too detailed, some of them thought that this would depend on the call 
topic. Only a minority would prefer very detailed topic descriptions.  
They commented that the call topic description should clearly figure out the policy need, but should 
not be too detailed in other aspects as to allow for competition amongst the research providers. 
In the “final part evaluation”, funders noted again that the scope of the call was too narrow and thus 
could have resulted in the disappointing number of proposals (only one proposal per topic). 
 
The applicants evaluated the scope of the call topic mostly as ‘well defined’ or as ‘OK’. However 
for some of them the scope of the call topic was too comprehensive and included too many specific 
tasks. They recommended that future calls should be less specific, allowing different consortia to 
come up with different proposals covering different aspects of an overall topic. 
 
Funders and partners evaluated the structure of the call topic description (call topic title, 
background, research need, and expected benefit) as suitable. 
 
Number of topics per call 
While CSC members mostly stated that there should not be a limitation of call topics per call, 
EUPHRESCO partners were undetermined in this question. In the comments they stated that the 
ideal number would depend on the supporting structure (how many topics can be handled by a CS) 
and the available funds. 

VP 07 Timing 
While most of the funders (CSC members), (EUPHRESCO) partners and applicants (researchers), 
scored the timing of the individual call phases with ‘good’ (4 possible scores (very good – very 
poor)), many comments were given on this issue and also quite a number of critical opinions were 
stated here.  
Generally the overall timing of the call process could be improved as the timing for some phases of 
the call on the one hand was considered as too slow (call topic development) and on the other hand 
for other phases (like call preparation, call, call evaluation) the time table was too narrow. The call 
documents should have been prepared earlier as to allow partners to comment in an appropriate 
period. With regard to the Contract negotiation phase, some national funders were not always fully 
able to accept EUPHRESCO project forms and to connect to national requirements. 
 
The duration of the call (14.3 – 6.5.2008) was evaluated quite negative (with most scores on ‘rather 
short’). Funders commented, that the time was too short to come up with completely new consortia 
and that a pre-announcement should be made more in advance. 
 

 

Page 43 of 101 



 
 
EUPHRESCO – DL4.1  
 
 
 

 

Involved groups evaluated the duration of the pilot call (14 March - 6 May 2008)  

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Funder Partner Applicants

requested group

don't know or no answer
too short
neutral/rather short
sufficiently long

 
Figure 17 Evaluation of pilot call duration 

 
The time for the (peer review) evaluation (of the project proposals: 19.5-5.6.2008; i.e. about 2–3 
weeks) was seen as rather short by the peer reviewers, while the short duration was generally 
evaluated as positive by the researchers. However despite this, applicants noted that they had to 
wait long to receive the information concerning the evaluation, although the evaluation had been 
finished in time. This was due to the two step evaluation process (with scientific peer review of 
proposals, then a funders’ evaluation). 
 
Peer reviewers gave several duration periods for the evaluation: 4-8 hours, 1-2 days, 1-2 weeks. 
One peer reviewer suggested an evaluation period of one month.  
 
While most researchers were content with the timing of the contract procedure, for one researcher 
the decision was too late. 
Researchers saw the short duration of the pilot projects as the main barrier to producing more and 
significant results with high scientific quality. Most of them scored that ‘2-year projects would be 
(more) appropriate’. However, some of them also voted for ‘3-year and even longer projects’ to be 
appropriate, but only a few researchers thought that 1-year projects were OK. They also commented 
that future projects should be longer (at least two years) as biological research demands longer 
periods. However, this would also depend on the topic. 
Researchers also noted that multiple topics could be bundled into a single call. For example, many 
participating labs and consortia could work on several target taxa within a group of organisms (e.g., 
bacteria, insects). Thus, having longer projects dealing with multiple but related targets would be 
interesting and maybe more beneficial in terms of developing long-lasting research partnerships and 
significant results. Furthermore such projects could deepen the links between partners and train the 
next generation (maybe hired PhD students) of phytosanitary scientists. These could deliver 
significant results on a range of topics important to EUPHRESCO signatories. 
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Applicants recommended in the “final part evaluation” that an extension of the project duration and 
starting dates consistent with biological necessities was important, especially for projects with short 
duration. 
 
The preparation period for the Final Reports, which was 2 months from the end date of the project, 
was satisfactory for most funders and partners. One funder noted that it was good to have such a 
short period of time to finalise the dossiers after the end of the projects, while another funder noted 
that this could be better accorded with relevant national deadlines.  
Partners commented that for longer projects, longer preparation periods could be scheduled. 
Not all applicants were satisfied with the scheduled period and commented that a two month 
preparation period, beginning on 31st Oct., was too short as Christmas holidays limited the period to 
5 – 6 weeks. Furthermore they stated that in a one-year project, biological reasons (such as growing 
period) often meant that investigations have to be carried out after the official project end, when the 
starting date is not flexible but bound to administrative necessities. 
 
Funders, partners and peer reviewers were mostly satisfied with the period for the scientific 
evaluation which was about three to four weeks. The experts stated that they took between a 
minimum of three and a maximum of 24 hours for the evaluation of each Final Report. It took most 
of them between 8 and 15 hours per report. 
 

Involved groups evaluated if they were satisfied with the 
durations of various phases in the report evaluation process

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Funder Partner Applicants Funder Partner Peer Rev. Funder Partner

… the preparation period of the Final
Report?

… the period for the Scientific Peer
Review?

… the period for the
Funder Report Evaluation?

requested group, phase

yes, very yes no no, not at all don't know or no answer

 
Figure 18 Evaluation of timing in VP report evaluation process 

 
Funders and partners were also satisfied with the scheduled evaluation period for the funder 
evaluation of the Final Report (about three to four weeks), but noted that the sign-off period has the 
potential to become very protracted and could be simplified if this would become a problem. One 
funder noted that the evaluation period in the pilot call happened to be in a very busy period of his 
working year and therefore, the period should maybe be longer to avoid overlaps (e.g. with 
holidays, illnesses) that could reduce the period significantly. 
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Funders needed between 1 and 10 hours to evaluate one Final Report. The average was about 3 – 4 
hours. 
 
The EUPHRESCO Call Secretariat (CS) of the pilot call especially stated that more time is needed 
to find independent scientific peer reviewers. If this searching process should be carried out in 
future, it has to be started much earlier before the start of the call / the start of the evaluation of a 
reporting document. For example, suggestions for peers would be needed at least 6 month before 
the start of the evaluation. Peer Reviewers need to be addressed personally and therefore also need 
to be informed as soon as possible. Furthermore CS noticed that the period for the report production 
(2 month) was about sufficient. There should be a special period of about 2 weeks (as a ‘cushion’ 
and preparation period) between the submission date of the documents and the forwarding to the 
peer reviewers (therefore 2 weeks ‘completeness check’) AND between the receiving of the peer 
evaluation and the forwarding to the funders (therefore 2 weeks for collection of scientific peer 
review). 
The period for the funder evaluation should not be shorter than one month and at least 2 weeks 
should be reserved for unforeseen delays. Furthermore it should be noticed that in the case that 
amendments are required, about 2 weeks for the production and again about 4 weeks for the 
approval of them, should be calculated at least. Therefore, the web publication of a certain report 
(part) should also not be scheduled to narrowly (e.g. the publication of the final report should not be 
scheduled earlier than in the pilot projects (6 months after the project end); however, more time 
should be given here. 

VP 08 Documents, Sources… 
Overall 
The quality of most documents was evaluated quite positively (mostly ‘good’) by the funders (CSC 
members) and (EUPHRESCO) partners. Very positive ratings were given by the funders for the call 
principles (Roadmap) and the call announcement on the website. Partners evaluated the 
announcement and the evaluation forms very positively too. However, some of the funders were not 
satisfied with the call topic description and the reporting forms. 
 
Funders commented that the call documents should be adapted / refined for the specific 
circumstances of any call. The information that finally turned out to be not relevant or not used 
should not be requested again. However, little specific detail was provided on which aspect were 
not relevant or not useful.  
Researchers especially noted that some documents could have been more detailed. For example, 
they missed more information on the budget in the applicants guide.  
 
Funders and partners noted that, in principle, it was always possible to bring in their own ideas in 
all steps of the process development. However they missed more transparency in how far these 
comments were considered. Furthermore they noted that there was not always enough time to look 
through the documents thoroughly. Therefore, only few partners answered on the requests for own 
ideas on a regular basis. 
 
Call announcement & promotion 
More than half of the peer reviewers had heard about ERA-Nets and EUPHRESCO before they got 
involved in the EUPHRESCO call. Web-based information and information presented in 
conferences about EUPHRESCO activities were important information sources for peer reviewers. 
They received enough information about the call as preparation for their involvement in the 
evaluation process. 
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Most of the researchers had been involved in transnational projects and had heard about ERA-Nets 
and EUPHRESCO before they became aware of the call. Important for this awareness were the 
national contact point / persons and colleagues from their organisations. 
 
Funders evaluated the perceived information provided by EUPHRESCO for the call mostly as 
sufficient while some partners also scored with ‘very good’. However they commented that there 
should have been a specific pre-announcement for each topic/call, other than more general 
announcements in EUPHRESCO newsletters/website.  
Most funders promoted the call on their website, produced e-mails and held meetings (conferences, 
seminars). Some of them also had a call pre-announcement. 
 
Call information sources 
Funders saw the EUPHRESCO Call Website, the function of the NCCP, the detailed description of 
the specification of the call topic and the applicants guide as the most important information 
sources. The possibility for researchers to deposit their interest on the website (as a way of building 
research consortia) was seen as not very important by the funders. NCCP’s thought that the call 
announcement through organisational channels and the EUPHRESCO website were the most 
important sources for the call. They commented that their function (NCCP) could also be improved 
in future. 
For researchers the EUPHRESCO website was the most important source for the pilot call. They 
commented that the website should not only present the call but also the chosen projects and the 
progress. For some researchers the EUPHRESCO newsletter was also a major information source. 
Further very important sources were the EUPHRESCO call secretariat and the national call contact 
persons (NCCP). 
 

Involved groups evaluated the importance of the call information sources

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Fu
nd

er

N
CC

P

A
pp

lic
an

ts

Fu
nd

er

N
CC

P

A
pp

lic
an

ts

Fu
nd

er

N
CC

P

A
pp

lic
an

ts

EUPHRESCO Newsletter EUPHRESCO Call
Website

the function of the NCCP

requested group; information source

don't know or no answer 
not important 
minor 
important 
very important 

 
Figure 19 Evaluation on the importance of call information sources 

 
Funders, Partners, Peer Reviewers, Applicants and NCCP’s evaluated the quality of the information 
sources mostly as good. The matchmaking facilities on the call pages of the EUPHRESCO website 
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(as a way of building research consortia) could be improved for future calls, as they were seen as 
not of high quality in the pilot call; the facility was not highly used, most likely reflecting the fact 
that the research community is small and well know to each other already. Compared to this, the 
Google spreadsheets for topic identification by EUPHRESCO partners for a second round of topics 
(2009) were seen as information source of high quality. 
 

Involved groups evaluated the quality of call information sources
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Figure 20 Evaluation on the quality of call information sources 

 
Call principles (Roadmap) 
Funders were satisfied with the outlined principles and evaluated the call principles as very high. 
They gave them more assurance in the success of the transnational call.  
Funders also voted for a high degree of regulated specifications (before the launch of the call) 
although flexibility with some aspects should remain. 
 
There was no agreement as whether a new “roadmap” would be necessary, as the process to 
develop a new document was considered as quite time consuming or whether an amendment with a 
list of open questions to the already existing EUPHRESCO roadmap would be sufficient.  
 
Application documents 
Funders evaluated the application form as ‘good’ but commented that it was not applicable in all 
parts as not being in coherence with the information asked by some national funders (cost 
statement). 
For applicants the application form was easy to use and covered all aspects that were needed by 
them for their national evaluation and commissioning procedure. However, for some of the 
applicants, the cost tables were not suitable (it remained unclear which research team provided 
which input to the project). 
 
Funders saw the applicants guide as good but too comprehensive for VP projects. Applicants 
evaluated the support achieved by the applicants guide as good or at least sufficient. They rated the 
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provided information as clear. Most of them did not miss any key information but some of the 
researchers would appreciate having precise budget requirements included. Therefore the financial 
aspects should be more clearly defined. 
 

Involved groups evaluated the quality and the provided support of the Applicants Guide
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Figure 21 Evaluation of the Applicants Guide 

 
Evaluation documents 
All evaluation documents were ranked as of high quality by the funders. The evaluation form for 
the funder evaluation (of the proposal) was mostly rated as ‘good’ and easy to use. However, it 
seemed unclear, whether all information asked was necessary for the decision on funding. 
 
Peer reviewers (of the proposal) evaluated that no key information was missing in the call and in the 
evaluation documents and that the relevant information in the proposals was easy to find. They 
assessed their evaluation form as suitable and stated that the call specifications were described 
clearly in most aspects in the call documents. 
 
Contracting 
A main document in the contracting phase was the consortium agreement (CA). No template for 
this agreement was produced in advance. Not all consortia used this tool. 
Researchers stated that especially for this short pilot projects the demand of work was quite high for 
producing a CA. They would have preferred to get a template of an agreement document from the 
CS or not to be compelled to use a CA. 
 
Documents of the reporting phase 
CS noted that the templates for the reports needed to be more detailed and therefore the 
requirements of the reporting documents should be clarified before (e.g. it needs to be clarified what 
sections and what degree of detail a final report needs to have). 
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Overall most involved groups were satisfied with the template for the interim and the final reports 
and with the documents for the scientific peer review of the Final Reports. 
 

Involved groups evaluated if they were satisfied with various documents 
in the report evaluation process
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Figure 22 Evaluation of documents for VP report evaluation 

 
Funders noted on the template for the interim report, that it might need more explanation since  
some researchers did not understand the format or what was required. They also stated that a copy 
of the minutes of their midterm meeting might be sufficient as midterm report. Another funder 
noted that the template was too large and detailed for one-year projects.  
The template for the final report seemed to work well and was informative but was also considered 
as too large and detailed for one-year projects. Funders additionally suggested that the expectations 
should be stated more clearly (e.g. level of detail required – to enable review/evaluation/publication 
without compromising scientific publications) and expectations concerning publication of full 
reports on the EUPHRESCO website. 
 
Researchers recommended an improvement of the templates (e.g. concerning the used word-styles).  
For future Final Reports they suggested a format with a 10-30 page summary of the project results 
(public) referring to papers resulting from the project. Papers should be supplied with the Final 
Report but should be treated as confidential, at least until scientific papers have been published (to 
ensure that papers are not compromised by pre-publication) up to a set period of time; full reports 
would be still made available for key policy makers and science end-users confidentially to ensure 
rapid dissemination and use. Up dates of the report after some years should provide updated 
references on the manuscripts or the full manuscripts if they failed to be successful in publishing in 
scientific journals. 
 
The most important recommendation from the scientific peer reviewers referred to the editing of the 
Final Reports. The experts suggested advising the project coordinators to edit the reports very 
carefully and probably by someone competent in the language used, as poorly written reports took 
much more time to evaluate. 
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For Funders, the Guidelines for Evaluators (Scientific Peer Reviewers) seemed to result in good 
peer reviews. Furthermore, the criteria used were evaluated as appropriate for enabling the peer 
reviewers to provide the funders with important information. 
The peer reviewers evaluated their Guidelines for Evaluators and the form for the evaluation as well 
written, understandable and clear and easy to follow; however, some of them missed more 
instruction. They recommended giving numbers to all sections and furthermore to state where to 
place specific comments (e.g. comments on figures and statements in the text of the report) and 
what comments should be given in the recommendation part (e.g. summary of previously given 
comments, additional comments…). On the evaluation criteria, one peer reviewer suggested to 
eliminate the ‘overall scientific rating’ as it seemed obsolete to him, while another reviewer would 
appreciate an intermediate degree (between poor and good).  
 
Funders were very satisfied with the documents for the funders’ evaluation of the Final Reports and 
noted that guidelines and the form are simple, clear and centred on key elements. However the 
evaluation criteria (EC) could be amended as there were some overlaps. Detailed suggestions for 
adaptations of the criteria are given in Annex 23. 
 
While most of the funders were satisfied with the documents ‘Request for Amendments’ and ‘Final 
Letter of Discharge’ one funder suggested a revision on the latter as he thought that we don’t need 
Final Reports to be signed by the leader. 

VP 09 Call procedure - General 
Transparency, partners influence… 
Funders (CSC members), NCCP’s, (EUPHRESCO) partners and applicants evaluated the pilot call 
procedure regarding clearness and transparency mostly positive (very good or sufficient). However, 
especially some applicants were not very satisfied and rated only with ‘rather insufficient’. 
 

Involved groups evaluated the pilot call procedure regarding clearness and transparency
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Figure 23 Evaluation of clearness and transparency of pilot call procedure 
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Most funders and wider EUPHRESCO partners stated that they had enough possibilities to 
influence the VP call development process. Furthermore, partners had the impression that they 
could bring in their ideas during the development of the individual documents and processes, at 
least to some extent. They commented that sometimes there was not enough time to look through 
the documents thoroughly. 
For some of them there were too many steps in the call process (and some of them maybe not 
necessary) and they noted that a considerable input from funders was required even if the process 
was light but efficient 
 
The active participation of all (most) partners taking part in the pilot call was seen as important by 
the funders. It was considered as important for the pilot calls in general (VP, NC, RP) to have as 
many funders involved in at least one topic to gain experience during the practical exercise with the 
developed tools and processes. Partners could provide examples for best practice from their national 
experience and could learn about the "bottlenecks" of national particularities for future trans-
national collaboration. 
 
As most critical the topic development and selection process was considered with regard to the 
speed of the process, the improvement of on-line tools both to select topics (such as the Google 
document for topic identification already used in EUPHRESCO) and to facilitate the finding of 
potential project partners. 
Additionally the low availability of scientific peer reviewers (both quantity and quality) posed some 
problems to the call procedure. 
 
National context 
The EUPHRESCO process of implementing the call was considered comparable to the national 
calls, but quicker and more transparent, even though more administrative or formal steps were 
involved.  
 
Only three funders stated that they had some difficulties in applying the tools used for 
EUPHRESCO in their national context, i.e. the reporting deadlines required by EUPHRESCO did 
not always match with the nationally required reporting deadlines with regard to funding deadlines; 
there were some problems also with the cost tables in the application form as they were not 
compatible with some national requirements and  with the transfer of the EUPHRESCO application 
form into the national application tool (on-line). With regard to the reporting deadlines and the 
application form national tools had to be applied additionally by some of the partners in order to 
fully comply with national regulations. Therefore some partners had to do double work and 
moreover in some partner countries the procedure and budget used for the pilot call has been 
implemented especially for the EUPHRESCO call. 
 
Administrative burden 
While most of the funders evaluated the administrative burden adhering to the EUPHRESCO call 
process in comparison to national call procedures as to some extent higher, they commented that for 
one-year projects (unique perhaps to these pilots) the burden was much higher than in national call 
procedure.  
A clearly structured process for the implementation of a call, such as the EUPHRESCO roadmap 
was considered to be helpful in the reduction of the administrative burden, as well as the fact that 
ERA-Net calls would become routine and individual steps of the process would become standard. 
The administration effort should also be adapted to the number of participants and the size of 
budget.  
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Researchers (applicants) evaluated that the administrative burden in EUPHRESCO was less than 
those in national calls but they were undetermined when asked about a comparison with EU calls.  
More researchers thought that the amount of potential funding available made the administrative 
effort/burden appropriate. However, some applicants noted that this might be different for leaders 
(project coordinator).  
 
Used tools 
While more funders thought that all applied tools were necessary, they commented that for the size 
of the pilot projects some tools, such as the project proposal evaluation tools were eventually too 
extensive or complicated. However the used tools were considered as suitable for future 
transnational cooperation and for future fully-fledged calls when adapted for each call dependent on 
the needs of the funding consortia. 
Funders suggested the application form to be checked whether it provides enough information from 
the applicant for the funders in order to make funding decisions and for the contracting. 
 
Additional to the requirements to improve some parts of the topic selection procedure for fully-
fledged calls, a midterm report should be required to enable a more intensive monitoring of the 
project progress. Furthermore there should be contracts between the national funders and their 
associated national research provider. Peer reviewers should receive a renumeration (especially if 
reviewing more than 1 proposal). 
 
In the “final part evaluation”, funders stated that the developed tools were very good but could have 
been tested in a more efficient way, with regard to more competition between projects. To enable 
this, potential future calls should facilitate more competition, achieved by calls with broader scopes 
and project durations of more than one year. For more specific topics where limited competition is 
expected or not required, the non-competitive mechanisms might better be considered since it is 
faster and less bureaucratic.  

VP 10 Call procedure - Proposal pre- & application and evaluation phase 
Pre- and application phase 
NCCP’s  (National call contact persons) had to describe several times to applicants what 
EUPHRESCO is and what the scope of the ERA Net was and this took some time until it was 
understood.  
Problems that the NCCP’s encountered with the (potential) applicants, concerned the issues of 
setting up a consortium, dealing with the bureaucracy and the small budget and different calculation 
rules for the costs in different countries. They also worried about the case when too many applicants 
would apply for a certain project and that some applicants were not able to bid in the call. 
 
Nevertheless most applicants evaluated the submission of proposals as being straight forward and 
unbureaucratic. However, they noted that an unforeseen problem with the CS e-mailing system 
caused delays with the electronic submission of the proposals. 
 
Proposal evaluation phase 
While funders (CSC members) were very satisfied with the EUPHRESCO eligibility check and the 
national eligibility check as well as the CSC meeting for project selection, some of them were not 
that satisfied with the scientific and the funder evaluation of the proposals. However, most of them 
evaluated these two steps as ‘good’, but commented as follows: the quality of individual peer 
reviewers was sometimes highly variable and the number of project proposals was low; the 
consequence was that the evaluation and comments provided by the peer reviewers could not 
always guide the funders and CSC in their decision-making process. 
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It was suggested that the funders, during their evaluation, should just carry out a scope check of the 
proposal but not a second scientific evaluation of the proposal itself.  
The CSC meeting for the project selection should be formalised with regard to scoring tables and 
the moderation of the CSC meeting and the duration of the CSC meeting should be adapted to the 
number of project proposals to be evaluated in order to provide sufficient time. 
 
Peer review - Most funders considered the combination of reviewers (of the proposal) (only peer 
reviewers from countries not participating in the call topic) as appropriate. However they 
commented that reviewers from the same participating country should be allowed, if there are no 
conflicts of interest (usually only if same organisation is participating in the project), as otherwise 
there would probably be too few peer reviewers. 
 
The peer reviewer selection process applied for the EUPHRESCO pilots was generally evaluated 
positively, but a larger pool of expert peer reviewers (database) was desirable. The number of (3-)5 
expert peer reviewers per proposal was considered as the lowest sufficient quantity. More active 
input from the EUPHRESCO partners for the suggestion of experts was requested. 
Funders stated that the expertise of a scientific peer reviewer needs to be considered as more 
important than his nationality. 
 
Concerning the criteria used for the scientific peer reviews of proposals, all funders evaluated the 
criteria used as appropriate. Only one funder commented that having a ‘likelihood of success’ 
criterion would have been useful. However most of the funders did not miss any necessary criteria. 
For almost all of the scientific peer reviewers, the criteria were clear and easy to use. They 
evaluated the following criteria as very suitable: quality of researcher (expertise, quality of 
consortium); quality of proposal (clarity, relevance, soundness of methods / approaches). For some 
of the peer reviewers, the following criteria were considered not so suitable : quality of proposal 
(appropriate innovation); management (quality of management plan, reasonability of costs, plans 
for technology transfer and dissemination). 
 
The scoring and the comments by the scientific peer reviewers were mainly clear and helpful for the 
funders, but for some project proposals some of the peer reviewers only sent in scores without any, 
or many, comments; for some projects proposals the evaluations were completely different. 
The importance of additional comments from the scientific peer reviewers for the funder’s 
evaluation was emphasised. 
Funders judged the extend and the quality of the information provided by the peer reviewers mostly 
as ‘very good’ or ‘sufficient’ and commented that the provided information was variable between 
the individual peer reviewers. 
Funders mostly agreed with the evaluation of the scientific peer reviewers on the project proposals. 
They were undetermined about whether a peer reviewer panel would increase the quality of the peer 
review process: they commented generally that the remote peer review carried out for the 
EUPHRESCO VP project proposals was considered cost efficient and suitable; in cases where 
reviews provided very diverging opinions, a panel meeting of peer reviewers could be helpful (if the 
cost of the meeting expenses could be provided; alternatively, one of the peer reviewers could act as  
‘coordinating’ reviewer and collate all the peer reviews for that topic and then seek to find 
consensus, e.g. via teleconferencing).  
All scientific peer reviewers understood the review process. They evaluated that a remote peer 
review without information exchange between the reviewers was mostly sufficient. A peer 
reviewers panel and the possibility to ask clarifying questions to the applicants (via CS, 
anonymously) was seen as possibility to increase the overall quality of the evaluation by many of 
the peers. 
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Most peer reviewers would be interested in reviewing proposals again in future, also without 
honorarium, but most of them would not review more than one or two proposals. Concerning an 
adequate honorarium peers were undetermined if 100 € would be adequate per proposal. 
From funders, no clear answer was obtained when asked if their organisations could contribute to 
the reimbursement of the peer reviewers in future. Only two voted here with ‘yes’, three with ‘no’ 
and most with ‘don’t know’. 
 
Concerning the national evaluation, most funders rated that the EUPHRESCO procedure did not 
deviate significantly from the national rules in their countries and that they did not encounter 
problems induced by such differences. 
The evaluation criteria for the funder evaluation were considered as suitable by the CSC members. 
 
The CSC meeting was considered as important for the commitment from all funders and provided 
useful discussions also with regard to some of the open topics in the decision-making process, such 
as the requested amendments to the project proposals. 
The fact that some CSC members arrived late for and others left early from the CSC meeting was 
evaluated as problematic. 
The CSC meeting chair from DG SANCO was seen as ‘very’ or ‘rather good choice’ and enhanced 
the prestige of the meeting and the EUPHRESCO network. For future chair persons, funders were 
undetermined if a person from the network or an external person should be chosen. Whereas most 
of the comments favoured an external non-biased chair from the EC (DG SANCO or DG 
RESEARCH), the chair by a person from the network (internal) was assumed to speed up the 
process. However, it was also argued that the identity and competence of the person would be more 
important than its affiliation (or not) to the network. 
 
In the decision-making process during the CSC meeting, most funders thought that their input was 
considered at least to some extent and that the meeting had an open, rather well-structured 
discussion and the willingness to reach an agreed, joint decision. 
 
On the criteria for the project selection process, funders were mostly undetermined between criteria 
set up by EUPHRESCO, by national priorities (which received most votes) and by the importance 
of the research topic for plant health. They commented that as criteria to select among several 
applications for a given call topic the research quality as evaluated by the peer reviewers and the 
added value should be used. As a basis for the selection of an application those criteria and 
specifications (call text) should be used, which were agreed upon for the call. National priorities 
were addressed by the agreement of national funders to fund the call. 

VP 11 Call procedure - Follow up & Contracting 
Follow up 
Funders were (very) satisfied with the follow up of the CSC meeting.  
 
Applicants were mostly satisfied with the communication of the call results by the CS and the 
national funding organisations. They evaluated the timing and information regarding the evaluation 
as very good but commented that the evaluation could have taken place earlier. Concerning the 
feedback on the quality of the proposal and the transparency of the evaluation procedure some of 
the applicants were not that satisfied. Some of them commented that the evaluation was clear to 
read but not reasonable in the demand of explaining why not all elements in the call were covered 
by the application. It should be the consortiums right to select and choose which elements are 
included in their bids. 
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In cases where applicants had to submit amendments to their proposals, most of them evaluated the 
request (from CSC) as at least to some extent being comprehensible. Only for one research 
consortium was the request considered unreasonable; they commented that the consortia should be 
allowed to choose what elements would be carried out in the project, with CSC having the choice to 
grant or reject the proposal. 
 
Contracting phase 
Most funders established contracts with their national research providers. The opinion about the 
necessity of a legal agreement apart from a letter of commitment was contradictory. Whereas for 
most of the partners a legal agreement should be obligatory in order to ensure the funders 
involvement until the end of a project and to guarantee funding for the research consortium, for 
some others a letter of commitment would be sufficient. 
 
In case there would be no contract between funder and research provider, most funders would 
appreciate a ‘Letter of Commitment (for funding)’ to assure implementation of the research plan by 
all research partners. Funders commented that the way to ensure the implementation of the research 
plan by all research partners (in cases where there was no contract between the national funder and 
their national research provider/s) will depend on the budget involved in the projects and will have 
to be more binding the larger the project budget. Another possibility could be to establish LoC and 
MoU's in combination with a consortium agreement for the research consortium partners. 
 
Funders mostly were content with the quality of the administrative procedure (contract negotiations, 
conditions) and they evaluated the Common EUPHRESCO Contract Conditions as ‘good’. 
However, they suggested that the Common EUPHRESCO Contract Conditions should make clear 
what details need to be regulated and should be available earlier. 
 
Funders stated that a Consortium Agreement between all research providers of a given project 
should be establish for at least long-term projects. Comments were that, although a consortium 
agreement is considered to be an additional administrative burden, the decision to have one of not 
should be considered on case–by-case basis and perhaps be left to the research consortium. 
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Involved groups were asked on their attitude about the necessity of a Consortium Agreement  
between the research providers 
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Figure 24 Evaluation of the need for a Consortium Agreement 

 
Applicants were content with the quality of the administrative procedure and the timing of contract 
procedure, although for one researcher the decision was considered too late. 
 
More than half of the research consortia established consortium agreements. For those that  did not 
have a CA, it was mostly too time consuming to produce or they had other reasons for not having 
one. One researcher noted that no CA was produced because the work tasks were clearly separated, 
the funding was on a national basis and in small consortia all people knew each other. Therefore, 
there was no necessity to regulate details via CA. Also another researcher noted that it would not be 
necessary to have a CA when the funds stay national. For this case the proposal might be enough, 
but this could also be different when the budget would be larger.  
Overall, applicants evaluated consortium agreements as potentially important tools and preferred to 
have those. Some of them mentioned that this only might be necessary for larger projects with 
significantly large funding involved or when funding or the research work of partners depends on 
the work of other partners or if expected that  results would to be commercialised. Researchers 
would have preferred to get a CA template from the CS. 
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VP 12 Call procedure - Call results 
Most funders and (EUPHRESCO) partners were satisfied with the call results (number and quality 
of proposals). The call proposals were considered to be of high quality, even though the lack of 
competition (1 proposal per topic only) was unsatisfactory. The accepted applications corresponded 
very well with their organisation’s policy needs and funders expected that the research outputs 
would support national and EU policy.  
 

Involved groups evaluated their overall impression of the call results and the applicabiltiy of 
the accepted applications to organisationals policy needs
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Figure 25 Evaluation of the satisfaction with call results 

 
The opinion whether the involved partner organisations would accept for the future to have only 
one submitted proposal per call topic was contradicting. Whereas for the majority this would not 
pose a problem, or had to be checked, for some partner organisations more competition would be 
necessary. Possibilities to increase the number of proposals per call topic might include: the 
selection of broader call topics; an increase in the project budgets; and the use of different methods 
for publicising calls to the research community. Additionally, this question could be addressed in a 
follow-up ERANET project. 

VP 13 Call procedure - Monitoring of the projects & dissemination 
From the “main part evaluation”: The current monitoring procedures of the projects were 
considered as adequate for the EUPHRESCO pilot projects, but not for projects with a longer 
duration and a larger budget.  
Interim reports (scientific, progress and/or financial reports – depending on the country) to fulfil 
national obligations would be needed in most of the partner countries, either related to payments or 
as annual reports for projects with a duration of more than a year. The frequency to provide project 
reports due to national requirements would be dependent on the size and duration of the projects 
and on contract and financial issues. For one-year projects, usually only a final report would be 
needed. An interim report template is available and was used in the real common pot projects. 
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The reporting requirements were considered as appropriate for the EUPHRESCO pilot projects, but 
should be extended with regard to additional needs for the dissemination of the results (e.g. 
obligatory publication of full project reports on the EUPHRESCO website, short texts for leaflets, 
brochures, etc.).  
 
After the evaluation of the Final Reports of the pilot projects, nearly all involved groups stated that 
they were satisfied with the project evaluation process. 
 

Involved groups evaluated if they were satisfied with the
 report evaluation process
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Figure 26 Evaluation of VP project evaluation process 

 
The scientific peer reviewers of the Final Report stated that the evaluation process was well 
organised and easy to follow. However, as there was a delay in the submission phase, document 
supply to the peers was arranged only with a delay and peers missed a compensatory extension of 
the evaluation period. The scientific peer review of the Final Reports as disproportional, especially 
as the projects were o  
Some of the applicants saw only one-year long and the resources were limited. The limited 
resources made it further difficult to prepare a report which was in line with the recommendations 
comparable to a peer reviewed scientific paper. They stated that this was a quality which is not even 
asked in EU-funded projects. Furthermore, a peer review might not be adequate when an evaluation 
of the scientific consortium already was carried out and stated as worthy to grant. 
 
Funders were satisfied with the chosen experts for the scientific peer review of the Final Reports 
and very satisfied with the information provided by them. On the number of referees used, some 
funders stated that three experts per report might be too much for one-year projects while others 
noted that three was a good number as a minimum.  They also stated that an expert database would 
be advisable as in principle the possibility to choose from more scientific peer reviewers would be 
necessary. 
As not all reviewers provided the same in-depth analysis, one funder suggested that it could 
improve the usability and uniformity of the provided information from the peer review, if a meeting 
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between peer reviewers would be held, agreeing on a single paper based on the individual peer 
reviews. Even if not all analysis were of the same quality, the provide information was necessary 
for the evaluation on the Final Report of the funders and they evaluated the information as very 
helpful and valuable. For some it was not essential but it was also good for feeding 
acknowledgement to the researcher in order to improve the report. 
 
Additional recommendations on the scientific peer review of the Final Report from funders were 
that for future calls the decision-making process whether or not to have peer reviews of Final 
Reports (lowest common denominator versus majority decision) should be reconsidered as well as 
the possibility for payments for peer reviewers. In the pilot call a scientific peer review was carried 
out for all VP projects as for every one of them at least one funder explicitly wanted the peer review 
and as peer reviewing of final reports was carried out to test the applied processes (learning by 
doing) . 
Furthermore some funders noted that the sign-off process should also be reconsidered to avoid 
protracting process steps. 
 
For one project coordinator, the reporting procedure, regarding what would be expected when the 
reports would not be approved, was not clear. This reporting procedure should be communicated 
better in future calls. 
 
Dissemination 
The results will be communicated either through publications, presentations, posters at 
meetings/workshops/conferences and/or internal reports and intranets and through the national on-
line tool for research project management (Dafne); also through the EUPHRESCO newsletters, by 
links to final reports on the EUPHRESCO website, and by forwarding the reports to DG SANCO 
and its SCPH (Standing Committee on Plant Health). 
 

VP 14 Added value, learning effects, future, recommendations 
Added value, benefits, barriers 
Funders (CSC members) and (EUPHRESCO) partners stated that a clear added value of 
EUPHRESCO as a trans-national programme was that the projects were carried out at all, that the 
projects were done in a wider European context and supported EU Plant Heath Policy, operations 
and science capability, as well as directly complementing EU-funded FP7 projects related to plant 
health. 
 
Most of the peer reviewers (of the proposal) and applicants saw many advantages and no 
disadvantages in EUPHRESCO transnational projects. 
They mentioned the building and strengthening of contacts and cooperation between researchers 
and laboratories which could be useful for future projects and for building European phytosanitary 
science capability. The exchange and sharing of expertise, experiences and laboratory facilities, 
which could be exceptionally helpful for not so well equipped partners and the possibility to 
generate more ideas, were other stated advantages. Furthermore this kind of cooperation could 
avoid unnecessary parallel research, facilitate interdisciplinary work and give the chance of more 
funds, when more partners participate. 
However, they saw the advantages depending on the topic. They noted that disadvantages could 
derive from difficulties in coordination of different national systems. 
 
Increasing scientific capacity, opening up national programmes and enabling higher quality research 
were suggested as the main benefits of transnational research by the funders and wider 
EUPHRESCO partners. 
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The main benefits in practice could be: quicker responses to research needs driven by policy 
considerations and thus better support for policy and operations at the European level including the 
ability to be more responsive to emerging needs (than EU FP7 can be); optimising funds; building 
science capacity at both national and European levels by increased and potentially new scientific 
cooperation; and achieving critical mass with regard to expertise, resources and faster 
communication between funders.  
One partner noted that the efficiency of research fund usage would be the main benefit. 
 
Researchers saw the newly established EUPHRESCO network, and its ability to initiate trans-
national research, as the major benefits to them. The collaboration built trust and long-term 
connections which could be valuable for future projects. The links to other related phytosanitary 
laboratories were also appreciated. Furthermore, the research results and the newly gained 
knowledge, the possibility to produce publications and, last but not least, the availability of funds 
for trans-national research were seen as benefits. 
 
As major barriers (bottlenecks) to ERA-Net transnational programmes (in general), the lack of  
funds, the funding cycles and constraints with funding mechanisms and legal barriers (as well as 
protection of national research infrastructure) were considered most significant. 
 
While most of the funders did not encounter institutional barriers concerning participation in the 
EUPHRESCO call within the virtual common pot, most partners stated that there are still remaining 
barriers for participating in a future calls. Next to time and personal restrictions, partners and 
funders saw remaining barriers in: the legal base for participation; the national funding rules; the 
lack of funds; and the lack of possibilities to outsource some activities. Furthermore, small countries 
could, especially, not have enough research institutions. Partners also mentioned that overly 
burdensome procedures could prevent researchers from applying. 
 
Funders, partners and applicants evaluated that the EUPHRESCO pilot call with virtual pot funding 
added extra value to the phytosanitary research and furthermore to the individual projects involved. 
Applicants commented that different set of skills, knowledge, ideas and experience were brought 
together and built synergistic effects. Furthermore replications of field experiments across latitudes 
and agro-ecozones were possible. The cooperation also provided a basis for future collaborations. 
 
Learning effect 
Funders, partners and most of the applicants evaluated that they learned something from their 
participation in the EUPHRESCO call (with virtual common pot funding). 
 
Funders noted that the experiences gained from the EUPHRESCO call with virtual common pot 
funding included: the joint topic selection process for trans-national cooperation; the project call 
preparation; the preparation of tools and processes involved; and the project evaluation. 
Furthermore, it turned out that more awareness of national rules of each partner and their constraints 
has to be considered and addressed. 
Funders also noted that the option of more VP bilateral arrangements should be kept, even outside 
EUPHRESCO. The overall experience was that transnational research is possible and has benefits.  
 
Partners better understood the possibilities, benefits and limits of transnational VP calls, as well as 
the priorities and criteria for other countries. They gathered experience with the realisation of 
transnational funding and with the selection procedure of plant health research topics of joint 
interest. Furthermore, they learned about the project call preparation, the preparation of tools and 
processes concerning project evaluation. 
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Applicants mentioned that the coordination experience of these smaller projects could be useful for 
larger projects and commented that they learned mainly in two areas. First was the coordination 
area where they appreciated the new experience gained by coordinating projects across borders. 
Second was the amount of new information, knowledge and ideas concerning the scientific issue 
which they gathered during the projects. 
 
Future 
Funders and (EUPHRESCO) partners stated that the participation in a future call would be easier 
for the organisations already involved in EUPHRESCO due to lessons learnt, but that some national 
constraints with funding mechanisms would still remain. Most of them would very much appreciate 
to participate (again) in joint coordinated research calls and they concluded that there should be a 
certain routine for calls in the future. However, the possibility of such a regular routine would 
depend on the national budgets and cycles. 
 
In general, funders and partners would ideally like to see EUPHRESCO calls once a year or 
whenever needed in the case of responding to emergency situations and policy needs, and they 
would prefer durations of the projects of 2-3 years. They commented that the frequency of future 
EUPHRESCO calls would depend on the situation, opportunities and needs in the plant health 
sector and the duration will depend on the topic, the resources available and the policy need. 
Partners commented that the frequency would also depend on the supporting structure. The choice 
of funding mechanism should be appropriate to the topic. 
 
For applicants (researchers), EUPHRESCO offered an attractive setting for transnational 
collaborations and most of them would like to participate again in a EUPHRESCO call. 
 

Involved groups stated if they would participate (again) 
in future coordinated research calls (like EUPHRESCO VP)
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Figure 27 Future participation of actors groups involved in EUPHRESCO 
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Key recommendations for the virtual pot 
To improve future virtual pot calls, it is proposed to: build an EU research agenda for plant health 
including the input of all relevant stakeholders; ensure that topics suitably enable an  increase in 
competition between proposals within a call;   allow a more flexible call secretariat within the long-
term, self-sustainable EUPHRESCO network.  
While (EUPHRESCO) partners would appreciate enough time for the different steps in the 
procedure, peers would like to see EUPHRESCO continuing; however questionnaires like the call 
evaluation questionnaire should be used closer to the peer review in future. 
 
One applicant (researcher) mentioned that it would be ideal if the model of CORE-Organic ERA-
Net (projects with broader focus and longer duration) could also be used in EUPHRESCO. 
Researchers therefore asked for less specific call texts that gave room for several calls with different 
focus, as well as for a reduction of report schemes and for projects longer than those of the pilot 
call. They would like to participate again if the duration of the projects would be prolonged which 
also means that the available funds must be higher. The funds were a major point for the researchers 
as in the pilot call funds were not sufficient for all demanded work and projects and therefore those 
had to be supported by other organisations or on the budget of the employers (working hours). 
However, researchers would appreciate if the VP mechanism would be used again in future calls, as 
to avoid competition for funds. In the view of the researchers there would be a need for extra money 
for the project coordinator which should be provided by the EU.  
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ANALYSES FOR THE REAL COMMON POT FUNDING MECHANISM (RP) 

Tabulated Summary 
 

TOOLS/PROCESS STEPS MAIN EVALUATION RESULTS FROM 
QUESTIONNAIRE FEEDBACK 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Motivation & Expectation for 
participation in the 
EUPHRESCO ERA-Net 

The main reasons mentioned for a participation in the 
real pot pilot project were:  
Experiences with transnational research collaboration;  
enlarging the research network for plant health; 
the importance of the research topics for plant health; 
the achievement of a critical mass of researchers; 
value for money; 
testing a different transnational funding mechanisms; 
supporting an important research field; 
high quality research; 
policy relevant research; 
research enhancing European integration. 

Legal barriers deterring partners from participation should be 
identified and addressed where possible.  
 
 

Overall impression The two funders were more satisfied than partners. 
All participants (including the scientific peer 
reviewers) would like to participate again 

EUPHRESCO partners proposed regular calls (e.g. whenever 
needed or once a year), with the choice of funding mechanism 
(VP/RP/NC) being dependent on the topic/s and the size of 
budget 

Call topic development and 
selection process 

EUPHRESCO partners criticised the lack of 
transparency with regard to “scoping for the funders” 
and “planning the call”.  
The call topic selection procedure was considered as 
suitable with regard to the tools used as sources for 
the call topic selection. The number of proposals per 
call topic was considered as not satisfactory.  
 
 
 

The call topic development and selection process could be 
made more transparent to non-funders. 
The topic coordinator should be somebody chosen from all 
funders involved in funding a call topic with relevant 
expertise;  the function of a topic coordinator should be 
described sufficiently and well in advance before the call topic 
development and selection process 
Various sources, such as a common research agenda, a 
questionnaire, national research programmes or emergency 
topics proved suitable or were proposed for the call topic 
selection, as well as the project budget, which should be 
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adequate to the project size and research questions addressed. 
Project topics, the degree of detail in the call topic description 
and the number of topics should be decided call by call, also 
depending on the funds available.   

Choice of funding mechanism  The low number of EUPHRESCO partners involved 
in funding pilot projects through the RP  
(countries/organisations = 2) was disappointing; most 
partners cited legal barriers as the reason for non-
participation. 
The choice of the funding mechanism by the funders 
was determined mainly by: 
- the possibility to test the mechanism; 
- getting access to best science; 
Researchers interest in bidding was due to:  
- the topic; 
- the national funding rules; 
- the availability of money; 
Positive aspects of the real pot funding mechanism 
that were mentioned included: 
- Access to expertise from other countries;  
- purchasing specific knowledge-finding and 
innovative research;  
- better value for money;  
- more competition, maybe the best model for 
finding the best consortium achieving the best results; 
Disadvantage of the real pot funding mechanism that 
were mentioned included: possible conflicts with 
national rules were identified (since a number of EU 
member states had legal barriers preventing direct 
transnational flow of funds to researchers in other 
countries); 
In the pilot call, only organisations (single bidders or 

As EUPHRESCO partners expect further problems to gain 
approval for RP in future, national funding rules should be 
adapted to allow for transnational funding according to the real 
pot mechanism. 
More funders than 2 should participate in funding plant health 
research projects within the real pot funding mechanism. 
Real pot funded projects should be open also for consortium 
partners from non-funder countries.  
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consortia) were able to bid, though researchers in 
other countries could participate via sub-contracts; 
future calls may or may not have this restriction.  

Call budget/ pilot project 
budget provided by national 
funders 

The pilot call budget was considered to be relatively 
low, specifically for the call topics addressed (two 
competing topics); 
There were problems caused by different currencies 
and impact of rapidly fluctuating exchange rates 
(value of the UK Pound against the Euro);  
The funds were sufficient to fund one project, but 
additional funds were found to fund a second project 
(from the second topic in the call).  

The call and project budget should be adequate to the project 
size and research questions addressed and should increase in 
future calls to attract larger numbers of high quality proposals 
and research consortia;  
RP projects should be longer and be provided with more funds 
than the pilot projects tested in EUPHRESCO;  
An appropriate tool (MoU) concerning the flow of funds 
should be prepared. 

Pilot Project selection & 
decision making process 
 

A lack of transparency in the pilot project proposal 
evaluation and in the pilot project selection process 
(remote selection process) was reported by funders 
and wider partners.  
 
 
 
 

Transparency in the future project selection process should be 
provided by duly preparing, communicating and using agreed 
selection criteria. As important selection criteria for projects 
the relevance for plant health policy, avoidance of overlapping 
with FP7 or other research framework projects the added value 
for the ERA and the availability of funds should be considered. 
Timing of the project selection should be optimized. 

Pilot project proposal 
evaluation phase/ Scientific 
peer reviewers 

The composition of scientific peer reviewer panels 
and the produced peer reviews were considered as 
suitable; 
scientific peer reviewers asked for additional options 
for information exchange in the review process; 
part of funders could contribute to a reimbursement of 
peers, at least 100 € per proposal. 
  
 

The availability of a sufficient number of independent 
scientific peer reviewers required for future project proposal 
evaluations is regarded as essential. 
Offering additional options for communication between the 
scientific peer reviewers e.g. through a scientific peer 
reviewers meeting are proposed to improve the quality of 
scientific peer review. 
For the review of more than 2 proposals per scientific peer 
reviewer an appropriate reimbursement (> 100 € per proposal) 
by the funders should be considered. 

Call procedure and call 
administration  
 

The tested CSC structure for the management of the 
call was efficient;  
as possible substitutes for a CS, a call managing group 

The administrative structure including a Call Steering 
Committee and Call Secretariat is recommended for the 
management of future calls, but the installation of the call 
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or funders’ representatives was assessed, but the 
possible high work load of a CS work was recognised. 

secretariat should be handled flexible. 
 

Call information sources The most important call information sources, of high 
quality also for national promotion were the 
EUPHRESCO website, the applicants guide and the 
electronic newsletter.  

For future calls, the possibility for researchers to deposit their 
interest in a call topic on the website and the matchmaking 
facilities on the website should be optimized. 

Eligibility – partners  A project consortium size of 3 to 6 partners was 
considered as appropriate. The possibility to include 
researchers or subcontractors from outside the 
EUPHRESCO funder (or even partner) countries was 
appreciated and is recommended for future calls; also 
for funders from outside the EUPHRESCO partner 
countries. 
Within this specific RP pilot, no national eligibility 
check was applied by each funder; there was just the 
eligibility check by the CS (Netherlands) against the 
call eligibility criteria. 

Options to enable the participation of funders from outside the 
present EUPHRESCO network should be considered. 
The size of project consortia should be handled flexibly (the 
possibility of both consortia and single bidders should be 
considered on a case-by-case basis). 
 

Call procedure:  timing & call 
documents  

Although the timing was considered as appropriate in 
general, longer periods were proposed both for the 
duration of the call, the duration of projects and the 
scientific peer review of project proposals and 
projects reports  
 
Most call documents especially the call principles,  
the application documents, the evaluation and the 
monitoring documents were considered as helpful, 
easy to use and satisfactory. 
Funders want to express their interest in a project call 
with a MoU or LoC. 
 
A two-step bidding process was appreciated by 
applicants; 
 

Sufficient time should be allocated for all steps of the call, 
especially for the scientific peer review evaluation;  
Project durations should ideally be 2-3 years; 
 
 
 
Call documents including call principles and call specifications 
should be available before the launch of the call. 
 
 
 
 
A two-step bidding process could be applied in future calls 
(expressions of interest followed by limited/invited full 
proposals) for both RP and VP calls. 
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A MoU for the transfer of funds between the 2 real 
pot funding partners in EUPHRESCO was necessary 
and worked well (new tool). 
 
 

For the expression of interest of funders and for the transfer of 
funds between funders, as well as between funders and the 
research consortium, templates of MoUs, LoCs, cooperation 
agreements or Consortium Agreements should be available in a 
toolbook. 

Call procedure – general 
administrative burden 

The general administrative burden considered the 
same as in national calls and lower than in EU 
procedures 

 

Added value of real common 
pot pilot projects within 
EUPHRESCO 
 

major added value and benefits of real common pot 
pilot projects stated by respondents included: 
- avoiding of delays in commissioning 
(compared to EU-funded projects);   
- division of labour; 
- new contacts; 
- lower costs; 
- higher quality research; 
- increasing research capacity;   
- faster exploitation; 
- opening up national programmes; 
- better use of existing expertise and resources; 
- the network of funders and research providers. 
 
As major obstacles, the following were identified:  
- legal possibility to transfer funds across 
borders; 
- available funds; 
- national protection of research infrastructure;  

For future calls, existing barriers for participation by funders in 
RP transnational funding should be addressed.  
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Learning effect/ lessons 
learned 

The participants gained experience in 
- how to apply the procedures; 
- how to resolve legal issues; 
- information about potential currency issues; 
- possibilities and limits of transnational calls; 
- diversity of national funding; 
- procedures/requirements; 
- ERA-Networking; 
- launching and managing calls;  
- knowing others priority topics; 
- working trans-nationally; 
- a two-step bidding process  
- a different approach to a CS  
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RP 01 Motivation and Expectation 
Participating funders (CSC members) had expected to learn to collaborate with other funders and, in 
this context, to enlarge the network in the field of plant health. Furthermore, financial contributions 
from more funders and therefore larger projects were thought to be possible. The objectives 
concerning the participation in EUPHRESCO were the importance of the research topics, 
achievement of critical mass of researchers, more value for money and testing the funding 
mechanism. Moreover, added value from complementary EU-funded projects was expected. 
 
For (EUPHRESCO) partners legal barriers were the main reasons given that prevented or deterred 
their participation. 
 
Most of the scientific peer reviewers (of the proposal) had heard about ERA-Nets and 
EUPHRESCO before they got involved in the call. They stated that the homepage was the main 
source of information. However, some of them were partners in other related projects. The 
willingness to support an important research field was the most important motivation for them to 
participate. 
 
For applicants (researchers), the main motivation for their participation derived from their interest 
in transnational cooperation and the interesting call topics. Researchers expected more effective 
collaboration and, in this context, benefits from learning from each other and sharing expertise. 

RP 02 Overall 
Impression and satisfaction 
While for the funders (CSC members) and about half of the (EUPHRESCO) partners the overall 
impression was ‘good’ and their expectations were satisfied, the other half of the partners evaluated 
the overall impression of the EUPHRESCO pilot call with real common pot funding with ‘rather 
poor’. However they did not provide specific reasons for this. 
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Involved groups evaluated their overall impression of the EUPHRESCO RP pilot call
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Figure 28 Evaluation of the overall impression on the RP pilot call 

 
Management and Success 
Funders and applicants (researchers) evaluated the overall management and execution and of the 
various phases of the joint call and the overall success of the call management as ‘excellent’ or 
‘good’. However, for the wider EUPHRESCO partners, the phases of “scoping for the funders” and 
“planning the call” did not meet their expectations. However, in general most of the partners (non-
funders) evaluated the management in general as ‘good’, although they considered that the amount 
administrative work they observed in the RP was quite high.  
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Involved groups evaluated the overall 
management and execution of various phases of the call
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Figure 29 Evaluation on overall management and execution of RP call phases 

 
Demanding issues 
Funders evaluated the development of the call documents as being one of the most demanding 
issues in the EUPHRESCO call process. They also considered that the issue of resolving specific 
legal issues was also significant (i.e. whether to restricted bidders just to those organisations with a 
legal base in one of the participating funding countries, with researchers from other countries being 
accessed via subcontracts as appropriate). 
Partners saw the development of call procedures, the agreement on the funding mechanism and the 
agreement on, and selection of, call topics as the most demanding issues and also considered that 
the amount of paperwork involved in the RP was also very demanding. 
 
Transparency 
The overall transparency of the processes and decisions taken during the various phases of the joint 
call was evaluated as ‘very good’ by the two funders, while many of the partners were not that 
satisfied with the transparency of the phases dealing with “scoping for the call topic” and 
“evaluation of the project proposals”. However, overall, partners evaluated the transparency mostly 
as ‘good’. 

RP 03 Persons and functions – duties, functionality, cooperation, communication 
Call Steering Committee members (CSC) 
Funders (CSC members) stated that they had enough organisational authority to be appropriate for 
the position of a Call Steering Committee member and that the role and responsibilities of a CSC 
member and the associated tasks were clear to them. They evaluated the information transfer 
between CS and CSC and the decision-making process within the CSC as ‘very good’. Work in the 
CSC was not too much for them and met their expectations. They commented that since there were 
only two funders, all coordination took place without physical meetings but via phone calls. Not all 
formal processes that were employed in the VP CSC were therefore used here. 
Funders evaluated the decision-making process within the CSC as ‘very good’. 
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Also (EUPHRESCO) partners thought that the given structure (managing the call with a CSC and a 
CS) was efficient. 
 
Call Secretariat (CS) 
Information transfer and communication between CS and CSC was evaluated as ‘very good’ or 
‘good’ by the funders. They commented that the communication with the CS was considered as 
generally good, though there were examples of the CS proceeding with things without proper 
discussion with the CSC members. 
 
Funders mentioned that the function of a CS would be important and always needed. Mostly they 
were content with the tasks the Call Secretariat carried out. 
As tasks expected to be done by a CS, funders suggested all 'bureaucracy' involved in organising the 
call, up to awarding the contract. 
 
For funders and partners, a ‘call-managing group’ could be a good substitute for a Call Secretariat. 
However they noted that it would be better to have these things done by professionals. Partners 
thought that a call management group could be more focused on the research and funds rather then 
on rules and quality. Furthermore they fear that this (no ‘real Call Secretariat’) could endanger the 
EUPHRESCO process. 
 
Asked if the tasks assigned to the Call Secretariat could also be carried out by a representative of 
the funder consortium for each individual call, both funders and partners agreed this could be 
possible. One funder noted that this would be the preferable way, as this would give the funder 
valuable experience in engaging in transnational research funding cooperation; however the other 
funder would leave this task to professionals. 
Partners saw the Call Secretariat as an important structure to support EUPHRESCO joint calls and 
thought that the CS work should not be underestimated. 
 
While most scientific peer reviewers (of the proposal) perceived the communication with the 
EUPHRESCO Call Secretariat as ‘good’, one of them had trouble with the communication due to 
technical errors in the mailing system. 
 
Applicants (researchers) were content with the communication of the evaluation results. Too few 
researchers had contact to the Call Secretariat, but those that had some contact evaluated the contact 
as ‘very good’. 
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Involved groups evaluated how they perceived the communication with the Call Secretariat
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Figure 30 Evaluation on the communication with the Call Secretariat (CS) (RP) 

 
Topic Coordinator 
Funders and partners noted that the topic coordinator should be somebody chosen from all funders 
involved in funding a call topic. Furthermore it was noted that people who want to put forward 
ideas should not be put off by previous decisions / rules. Partners added that the choice of a topic 
coordinator would also depend on the expertise. 
 
For funders, the cooperation between topic coordinator and interested partners worked well while 
this positive impression was not shared by all partners. One funder commented that the pilot call 
was not very representative as there were only two funders involved. One partner missed a 
sufficient description of the role of the topic coordinator. 
 
Scientific peer reviewers (of the proposals) 
The scientific peer reviewers (of the proposals) mostly had not evaluated trans-national projects 
before. They stated that the topics in the applications that were reviewed by them were in 
accordance with their fields of expertise. 
Most of them had been reviewers of research project proposals before and they were interested in 
the outcome of the evaluation process and the outcome of the research projects (e.g. final research 
reports). About half of them stated their interest in reviewing the final reports and all of them would 
like to participate in a EUPHRESCO evaluation process again. 
 
Applicants (Researcher) 
Most of the applicants (researchers) had been involved in transnational projects before this 
EUPHRESCO call. They also had heard of ERA-Nets and EUPHRESCO before they became aware 
of the call. They noted that the national ministry (for agriculture) was an important source of 
information for becoming aware of the call (See Figure 3 for the number of respondents from the 
‘researchers’). 
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It was not difficult for the applicants to find research consortium partners regardless that only half 
of them knew their consortium partners before the pilot call. Applicants mostly found their 
consortium partners by suggestions from other partners or they were contacted by them directly. 
Research consortia in the pilot call consisted of 3–4 partners, which they evaluated as an 
appropriate number of partners for such a consortium. Only half of them would have been able to 
carry out the same work plan as suggested in the proposal with fewer research consortium partners 
and all evaluated that a single research provider could never have carried out the whole work plan.  
From outside the EUPHRESCO partner countries, only 2 respondents (out of 5 which had 
completed the questionnaire) stated that they would not have preferred to have research partners 
from outside the possible EUPHRESCO partner countries in their consortium.  
 
The collaboration in the consortia during the application phase and the project phase worked well. 

RP 04 Funding 
Funding mechanism – real common pot funding model 
Both funders (CSC members) were able to fund projects through various funding mechanisms in 
the pilot call phase of EUPHRESCO. Reasons for their choice for a given funding mechanism were 
the possibility to test the mechanism (learning-by-doing), getting access to best science, and the 
topic itself. 
Most of the (EUPHRESCO) partners were also able to fund projects via other funding mechanisms 
(VP, NC). The topic, the national funding rules and the availability of money would guide their 
choice for a given funding mechanism. Furthermore, a return of the investment (maintaining their 
own national expertise and infrastructure) was seen as important.  
 
Funders were satisfied with the real common pot model, with regard to their experiences gained in 
the pilot call process. While the mechanism, the processes and commissioned projects worked well, 
funders were not happy about the fact that only two countries were able to contribute. However, 
there was still a transnational flow of funds even though only two funders participated and bids 
were restricted just to organisations based in the funding countries. 
Compared to this, most partners evaluated that the model did not work well. They had the feeling 
that the RP pilot was more or less the same as the VP, especially as only 2 countries participated 
and bids were restricted to organisations in the funding countries. It seemed to them that in the end 
there was not a real difference between RP and VP, at least in this call.  
 
An advantage of the RP mechanism could be to use it to lure ‘unknown’ researchers – also from 
other countries – and therefore gave access to their expertise and experience. It could also be used 
for purchasing new or specific knowledge-finding, for potential innovative research and it could 
perhaps give better value for money. It also could enhance national capability through the 
collaboration.  
Partners appreciated the more competitive nature of this mechanism, compared to the VP 
mechanism. After overcoming administrative and legal barriers this could be the best model to get 
the best consortium to produce the best results. 
For some partners, it also seemed less complex than the VP model and gave access to an amount of 
knowledge not possible to generate before. The application and experience gained from the RP pilot 
call could also provide valuable insights for other ERA Nets, e.g. the advantages of the RP 
mechanism in cases where scientific expertise is limited or lacking on a national basis. 
 
On the disadvantages of the model, one funder mentioned that there might be an ongoing need to 
maintain and protect a national research base; if the real pot was the only funding model, then 
certain national interests and capabilities could be harmed. The other funder did not see any 
disadvantages. 
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A main disadvantage of this mechanism turned out to be that many countries were not, at the time, 
able to overcome the legal barriers for their participation. The trans-national flow of funds to 
researchers in other countries was a problem.  Furthermore, for partners, it could be a problem that 
there is no guarantee of a ‘juste retour’. 
 
The most demanding issue was to resolve legal issues about restricting bidders only to those 
organisations with legal base in the countries providing funds. Overcoming this problem 
successfully was mainly achieved through advice from lawyers (in the funder’s countries). The 
legal advice obtained provided a basis for similar real pot calls in the future, should funders wish to 
again impose restrictions on bidders.  
 
 
For both funders it was easy to gain approval regarding funding for the call in their organisation. 
For partners also in future it would be hard to gain approval regarding funding for the real common 
pot call in their organisation. 
 
Budget 
For funders the total call budget and those provided by the individual funders was sufficient. They 
assessed the amount of funds as significant considering that this was a pilot call. Additional funds 
from both funding countries were also found to fund a second project from the call. 
Partners evaluated the funds as ‘not very much’ concerning the call topic and they noted that future 
funds should be higher but will depend on the objectives, the nature of the research needed, on the 
topics and on the funds available. 
 
Funders stated that in future more funds should be allocated to calls. They stated that they had no 
legal problems concerning the money flow across the border. However funders encountered 
significant problems with the different currency devaluation as different currencies are used in the 
funder countries. Funders overcame this problem by establishing a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) between them, which regulated the flow of funds from one partner to the other who finally 
managed the funds. 
 
Applicants (researchers) mostly evaluated that the available funding needs to be higher to be 
interesting. They noted that nowadays experienced staff is expensive. More than half of them stated 
that the funding available in relation to the call topic requirements was not sufficient to cover all 
aspects required in the call topic description. While the total amount of money was mostly seen as 
to low, researchers invested additional time/money to complete the job due to interest in the 
scientific issue.  
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Involved groups evaluated the provided budget
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Figure 31 Evaluation of amount of budget allocated to the RP pilot call 

 

Involved groups evaluated if there should be more budget allocated to future calls
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Figure 32 Evaluation of amount of budget to be allocated to future RP calls 

 
Competition for funds 
The two funders would generally prefer to have no competition for funds between various call 
topics and noted that it might be better to have funds allocated to specific topics, even though in this 
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RP pilot call there was competition between topics. Partners were undetermined on this question 
such that half of them would prefer to have competition between various call topics (funders 
provide lump sum for several topics). One partner noted that flexibility should be one major 
character when processing an RP call. Another partner noted that competition should only be 
involved when it simplifies the procedure. 
 

Involved groups expressed their preference concerning 
competitition for funds between call topics in future calls
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Figure 33 Evaluation on preference concerning competition for funds between RP call topics 

 
Type of research to fund 
On the type of research that should be funded with the RP model, funders did not have a clear 
prioritisation. However, wider EUPHRESCO partners considered high quality research, policy-
relevant research and research enhancing European integration as the most important.  
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Involved groups evaluated their favoured research fields for RP funding
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Figure 34 Research to be funded with real common pot mechanism (RP) 

 

RP 05 Eligibility 
Both funders (CSC members) and most (EUPHRESCO) partners stated that funders from outside 
the EUPHRESCO network (other national funders, funders from other countries) should also 
potentially be allowed to participate in future calls. 
 
Funders and partners would prefer to have either large consortia with many research partners as 
well as small consortia with few research partners. To the funders, it did not seem very important 
how many partners a consortium consisted of, as long as they were willing to cooperate. Partners 
noted that preference will depend on the (size and importance of) the research topic/project and the 
amount of money available. However, some partners saw small consortia as preferable. 

RP 06 Call topic 
First call topics (relevance, national priorities …) 
Both funders (CSC members) were satisfied with the chosen call topics and evaluated them as of 
high relevance for their organisations. 
Most (EUPHRESCO) partners evaluated ‘neutral’ when asked about their opinion on the relevance 
of the first call topics. They considered that the project length was too short (18 months) and the 
research budget available was too small to tackle the call topic specification. Furthermore, to them, 
the topics’ scope seemed too detailed and ambitious for the money available; they noted that it 
could be more difficult to reach agreements when more partners are involved in such a call. 
However, the pilot call was seen as a training run only. Future projects should be longer, especially 
in the RP mechanism. 
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For funders and partners, the national research priorities were taken into consideration when topics 
for the joint calls were decided. Applicants (researchers) stated that the chosen topics were of high 
relevance and of medium to high scientific interest to them. 
 
Topics for RP mechanism 
Concerning the ideal topics for the RP mechanism, one funder mentioned that RP might be better 
(than VP) for strategic/generic topics and those which address issues at a more EU-wide level. The 
mechanism also supports topics on issues where science or expertise is important but not available 
in the funder’s country. In general, both applied and specific topics might be suitable for this 
mechanism. 
In general partners agreed with the opinion of the funders and stated that any topic could be suitable 
for the real common pot funding mechanism; however, they noted that this should be decided on a 
call-by-call and topic-by-topic basis. 
 

Involved groups evaluated the kind of research topics suitable for RP funding
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Figure 35 Kind of research topics to be funded with real common pot mechanism (RP) 

 
Applicants considered that they would have not preferred a broader and less restrictive call topic. 
However, for about half of them the research questions were too detailed and ambitious for the 
money available. 
 
Call topic selection  
Regarding the process of the call topic selection, funders stated that there was a good agreement 
between them while partners commented that it was not transparent enough, although it was a 
learning process. 
 
As sources that should be drawn upon to collate a list of potential call topics, a questionnaire on call 
topics for (potential) call funders and the common research agenda were prioritized by the funders. 
Partners additionally would attach importance to national research programmes and upcoming 
emergency topics. 
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On the tools for the call topic selection, funders and partners were mostly undetermined. Therefore 
all three possibilities, questionnaire, workshop and online tools, could be used. 
 
Funders would not change anything in the selection process but commented that it would be 
interesting to test the selection process with more than two funders. 
Partners would appreciate having more transparency, a proper timing of the topic selection and the 
communication of the selection criteria. 
 
Funders and partners considered that the criteria used for the topic selection was suitable. However 
they stated that other criteria would also be valuable in future calls (e.g. in the pilot call, one criteria 
for topic selection was to enable as many as possible of the funders to be  involved). Also, partners 
mentioned that it would be difficult to predict if the criteria also would apply for larger groups in 
future. 
 
As suitable selection criteria, policy relevance, no overlap with FP7 call topics, access to scientific 
expertise and funding availability would be used by funders, while partners also saw added value 
for the ERA as an important criterion. 
 
Topic description (formulation, persons …)  
Both funders noted that the chosen system (choosing a topic coordinator and additional partners for 
topic formulation) was okay and necessary. Some partners appreciated this approach while others 
thought that it might be not necessary or not relevant for the RP mechanism. 
Funders and partners stated that the degree of detail required in the topic description would depend 
on the call topic; However, they considered that the  headings used were at least, to some extent, 
suitable. 
 
Applicants evaluated the scope of the call topic in the call topic description as ‘ok’. 
 
Number of topics per call 
While the two funders did not want to have a limitation of call topics per call, some of the partners 
considered that one, or up to 3, call topics per call would also be okay but this will depend on the 
available funds. Most respondents considered that there was no ideal number of call topics per call 
and there should be flexibility on this issue. 

RP 07 Timing 
Funders (CSC members) evaluated the timing of the call phases as ‘very good’ or ‘good’ and 
commented that, due to the resolving of legal issues, a delay in the call preparation occurred. 
However, some of the (EUPHRESCO) partners were not that satisfied with the timing of the 
individual call phases (for future calls) while most applicants (researchers) judged the timing of the 
steps with ‘good’.  
 
The call duration was evaluated by the funders as very, or at least sufficiently, long. Delays, due to 
the resolving of legal issues, may have shortened the pilot call and brought some time pressure, 
making the call for Expression of Interest not very long. 
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Involved groups evaluated the duration of the project call
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Figure 36 Evaluation of RP pilot call duration 

 
Most of the funders and partners stated that RP projects should ideally last about 2-3 years when 
taking the organisational funding cycle into account. Partners noted that this, however, would 
depend on the subject, the available resources and the topic. Also for applicants, projects of 2–3 
years would be more preferable than shorter projects. They noted that some tests/experiments in the 
field could take more than one or two years to come up with reliable results. Therefore longer 
projects might be more appropriate. 
 
Peer reviewers of the project proposals judged the time assigned for their evaluation as rather short. 
It took them about 4 hours to 2 days to evaluate one proposal.  

RP 08 Documents, Sources,… 
Overall 
Funders (CSC members) and (EUPHRESCO) partners evaluated the overall quality of the 
documents in the pilot call as ‘very good’ and ‘good’. However, partners were not that satisfied 
with all documents and commented that they sometimes did not have enough time to look through 
the documents thoroughly. The evaluation guidelines and forms for the funder evaluation of the 
proposal were not judged very positively by them. 
 
Call announcement & promotion 
Funders and partners were content with the information provided by EUPHRESCO for the call 
announcement. The call was promoted via the EUPHRESCO and the national website and via direct 
personal contact to potentially interested researchers.  
Applicants stated that project partners or coordinators and official national announcements were 
most important for them to become aware of the call.  
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Call information sources 
Funders saw the EUPHRESCO website and the NCCP, as well as the Guidelines and Forms for 
Evaluators, the applicants guide and the call topic description as very important information 
sources. The EUPHRESCO newsletter and the possibilities for applicants to deposit their interest on 
the website were evaluated as less important.  
Compared to this, applicants (researchers) evaluated the applicant’s guide, the NCCP, the Website, 
the newsletter and the topic description as very important information sources regarding the pilot 
call. 

Involved groups evaluated the importance of the call information sources 
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Figure 37 Evaluation on the importance of RP call information sources 

 
Concerning the quality of the information sources, funders were very satisfied while some partners 
were not that content with some of the sources, e.g. the possibility for researchers to deposit interest 
on the website, and the evaluation form. 
Scientific peer reviewers (of the proposals) evaluated the quality of all sources as ‘good’. 
Applicants were very content with the quality of the website, the newsletter and the applicants guide 
but not very satisfied with the matchmaking facilities on the EUPHRESCO website. 
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Involved groups evaluated the quality of information sources 
regarding the EUPHRESCO pilot call
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Figure 38 Evaluation on the quality of RP call information sources 

 
Call principles (Road map) 
Funders were satisfied with the Roadmap as it gave them assurance in the success of the 
transnational call.  
Funders stated that all specifications of the call principles which could pose a legally binding 
requirement for them should be determined before the launch of the call. 
 
Application documents 
For funders, the application form covered all aspects they needed for their national evaluation and 
commissioning procedure.  
 
For applicants, the applicants guide provided sufficient support and no information was missed. 
Furthermore, the information provided was clear to them. They also evaluated the application forms 
(Expression of Interest and those for the full proposal) as easy to use.  
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Involved groups evaluated the quality, importance and
 the provided support of the Applicants Guide
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Figure 39 Evaluation of the Applicants Guide 

 
Evaluation documents 
Funders judged the quality of the evaluation forms as ‘good’ and stated that the form was easy to 
use and clear to them. 
 
The scientific peer reviewers (of the proposals) received enough information about most aspects of 
the call as preparation for their involvement in the evaluation process. Also, the call specifications 
were described for them clearly in most aspects and no key information was missed in the call & 
evaluation documents. Furthermore it was rather easy for them to find relevant information in the 
proposal so that the evaluation form could be easily completed.  

RP 09 Call procedure - General 
Funders (CSC members) considered the willingness of other (EUPHRESCO) partners to participate 
as funders in the RP call as most critical to improve in future EUPHRESCO research funding 
cooperation. 
 
Transparency, partners involvement 
The EUPHRESCO pilot call with real common pot funding mechanism was evaluated as very clear 
and transparent by the funders, who also had the impression that they had enough possibilities to 
influence the call development process. For the future, funders expected the need of having more 
funders involved as 3–5 funders would be better than just the two in the pilot call. However, there 
would be no need to have all EUPHRESCO partners involved in the RP mechanism. 
Partners judged the clearness and transparency of the RP call mostly as ‘sufficient’, but not as ‘very 
good’. All of them had the impression that they had enough possibilities to influence the call 
development process. 
Like the funders, the applicants (researchers) were quite satisfied with the clearness and 
transparency of the EUPHRESCO pilot call procedure. 
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Involved groups evaluated the pilot call procedure regarding clearness and transparency
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Figure 40 Evaluation of  the clearness and transparency of RP pilot call procedure 

 
Administrative burden (for funder and researcher), national context 
For both of the funders, the administrative burden adhering to the EUPHRESCO call process was 
similar to their national call procedures. They perceived the implementation of the call more or less 
similar to their national calls. Very related to this was the judgment given by the applicants 
concerning the administrative burden of them in the EUPHRESCO call, when compared with their 
national calls. Applicants also evaluated that the administrative burden in EUPHRESCO was much 
lower than in EU call procedures (e.g. EU Framework Programmes).  
For the amount of potential funding available, applicants stated that the administrative burden for 
the pilot call and preparation of bids was appropriate. 
 
Tools used 
Funders had no difficulties applying the EUPHRESCO tools. Double work due to corresponding 
EUPHRESCO and national tools, which could have differed in individual aspects, was not 
necessary. Mainly the same procedure and tools could be used in EUPHRESCO and nationally; 
however a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) had to be established to enable one funder to 
transfer its funds and contracting responsibilities to the other funding organisation. All the given 
tools were seen as necessary and as suitable for future transnational cooperation. 

RP 10 Call procedure – Proposal pre- & application and evaluation phase 
Pre- & application phase 
Funders (CSC members) would like to express their commitment to fund a transnational call in 
future with a ‘Memorandum of Understanding’ (MoU) or at least with a ‘Letter of commitment’ 
(with call principles annexed).  
 
Applicants (researchers) evaluated the two-stage bidding process (EoI and then full proposal) 
unanimously as useful and the application procedure as clear. 
Most of them also evaluated the submission of proposals as straight forward and unbureaucratic. 
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Proposal evaluation & project selection phase  
Funders were satisfied with the evaluation process and the quality of the evaluation documents and 
criteria used. They commented that no national eligibility checks were applied for the RP 
mechanism and that the decision-making process was easy due to there being only two partners 
involved. If more funders would have been involved, they would have followed more formal 
processes and held a CSC meeting.  
 
Applicant’s judgement on the transparency of the proposal evaluation procedure was mostly ‘good’. 
In the case they had to submit amendments to their proposals, they evaluated the request for 
amendments by the CSC as at least to some extent comprehensible for them. 
 
Peer Review 
In the joint call, the nomination of peer reviewers was done by all network partners - 5 experts from 
non-funding countries per call topic were shortlisted by the call secretariat - approval afterwards 
was given by CSC members. The combination of reviewers in the joint call (only peer reviewers 
from countries not participating in the call topic) was seen as appropriate by the funders. However, 
they raised concerns about the possibility to find enough neutral reviewers in future. They also 
noted that the nationality of the reviewers is not that important but their expertise must be 
considered in the first place. 
 
Peers scorings and comments were very clear and helpful for the funders, so that funders judged the 
work of the peers as conscientious. Concerning the extent and the quality of the information 
provided by the peers, funders judged this as ‘very good’ or at least ‘sufficient’. Funders agreed 
with the peers. They did not think a panel meeting of peer reviewers would increase the quality of 
the review. 
 
Scientific peer reviewers (of the proposal) understood the peer review process completely or in 
most aspects. While for most of the peers a remote peer review without information exchange 
between peer reviewers was sufficient, one of them evaluated that this was insufficient. 
 
Peers thought that a panel meeting in addition to the remote peer review could increase the overall 
quality of the evaluation to some extent and that the opportunity to ask clarifying questions to the 
applicants would increase the quality of the evaluation much. 
 
The evaluation criteria for the scientific peer review were judged as appropriate by the funders. One 
funder missed an additional criterion which could be ‘Likelihood to succeed’. However, a criterion 
that was at least in part like this was given within the criteria of the review. 
For most of the peer reviewers, the peer review criteria were clear and easy to use. While they 
evaluated most of the criteria as suitable, the following were especially seen as not being too 
suitable: quality of proposal (appropriate innovation and likelihood to success), management 
(quality of management plan; reasonability of costs). Peer reviewers suggested that more details 
about the costs should be asked. 
 
Funders noted that EUPHRESCO’s procedure did not deviate significantly from their national 
evaluation rules and they did not encounter any problems because of differences between the 
national and EUPHRESCO rules. 
 
Only for one of the two funders would it be possible to contribute to a reimbursement of the peer 
reviewers in future.  
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In future, the current (proposal) reviewers would like to participate again, however only when there 
are not more than 1-2 proposals. Half of them evaluated that 100 € per proposal would not be an 
adequate honorarium. 
 
National evaluation 
Funders considered the evaluation criteria for the national evaluation as suitable criteria. 
 
Project selection 
Funders used the results of the peer review to a large extent or as the main basis for their decision 
on the proposals concerning the final project selection. 
 
As only two funders were involved in the CSC of the pilot project with real common pot funding, 
they decided not to hold a CSC meeting on the project selection however, if more funders would 
have been involved they would use the tool of a CSC meeting. 
 
For the selection among several applications for a given call topic, funders would primarily use the 
compliance of an application with the call topic description as the major criterion. Funders noted 
that national priorities should already been reflected and represented in the call specifications, 
therefore they should not be used in the first stage. Projects should rather be judged only against the 
specifications at this stage. 
 

RP 11 Call procedure – Follow up & Contracting 
Follow up 
Funders had a (‘very’) ‘good’ overall impression of the follow-up of the CSC decision on projects 
to be funded.  
 
Contracting phase 
Concerning the agreements of the funders and the research providers, funders stated that there was a 
contract with the research consortium via one of the funders and MoU between the funders 
themselves. For the case that there is no contract between funder and research provider, funders 
would like to assure implementation of the research plan by all research partners with an obligatory 
Cooperation Agreement between all research partners. 
 
Funders and most of the applicants (researchers) were content with the quality of the administrative 
procedure (contract negotiations, conditions). 
 
Concerning a Consortium Agreement between all research providers in a given project, funders 
were undetermined if this would be necessary. One funder evaluated that this would be necessary 
for all projects while the other funder thought that there would be no need for a CA. They 
commented that this would be an extra burden and researchers should decide themselves if they 
need a CA or not. It should not be compulsory but on a case-by-case basis. 
Applicants noted that about half of them did not have a consortium agreement (CA) among the 
research consortium partners. They did not give reasons for this except that it was too time 
consuming to produce.  
While more than half of them thought that this is not a necessary tool, other applicants saw it as an 
important tool in the management of transnational projects or simply preferred to have a CA. 
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Involved groups were asked on their attitude about the necessity of a 
Consortium Agreement between the research providers 
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Figure 41 Evaluation on the need of a Consortium Agreement in RP Calls 

 

RP 12 Call procedure - Call results 
Funders were undetermined concerning their overall impression of the call results (number and 
quality of proposals) and noted that the number of proposals was not very satisfactory. However, 
the quality the chosen projects was very high. 
The accepted applications of the EUPHRESCO pilot call responded very well to the funders’ policy 
needs and the research outputs were expected to support policy and operations. 
Most (EUPHRESCO) partners were satisfied with the call results. However, the accepted 
applications did not correspond particularly well with policy needs. 
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Involved groups evaluated their overall impression of the RP call results and the applicabiltiy 
of the accepted applications to organisationals policy needs
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Figure 42 Evaluation of the satisfaction with RP call results 

 

RP 13 Call procedure – Monitoring the projects & dissemination 
Monitoring the projects 
Funders evaluated that the monitoring procedures used in the pilot call was adequate. The two 
funders did not require interim reports to fulfil their national obligations and simply accepted the 
reporting requirements applied to the EUPHRESCO pilot project. Furthermore, there was 
considerable informal contact with the research providers. 
If they would need interim reports on a national basis they would need progress reports 
approximately annually or at the middle and the end of the projects. 
 
Evaluation forms and evaluation criteria for research projects were evaluated as ‘fine’ and the 
reporting requirements set was seen as appropriate by the funders. 
 
Dissemination 
Concerning the dissemination, funders wanted to use linkages to the EUPHRESCO website or 
uploads of the report on the funder’s website to communicate the research results inside and outside 
the funder’s organisation. 

RP 14 Added value, learning effects, future, recommendations 
Added value, benefits, barriers 
Funders (CSC members), (EUPHRESCO) partners and applicants (researchers) evaluated that there 
is real added value in trans-national research (with real pot funding) compared to national 
programmes and that the EUPHRESCO RP pilot call has added extra value to the phytosanitary 
research. 
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Scientific peer reviewers (of the proposal) mentioned that the advantage of being involved in 
international projects, with national funding procedures, is avoiding delays in commissioning 
(compared to the more complicated and time-consuming processes in EU Framework programmes). 
For applicants, the bringing together of more and different expertise and the exchange of ideas, as 
well as the division of labour, provided the main added value. The project brought new information 
through new contacts as well as exchange and combination of experience concerning both pure 
scientific and practical work. 
As the main benefits, both the funders mentioned lower costs (optimising funds) and higher quality 
research. For partners, increasing research capacity was also seen as a major benefit. However, 
many other benefits also exist, e.g. faster exploitation and opening up national programmes. 
Partners pointed out that next to the better use of existing expertise and resources, the networking of 
funders and research providers themselves are benefits of transnational programmes. 
 
For partners, next to the main barrier of the legal possibilities (national funding rules) to fund across 
borders, the lack of available funds and the administrative work could hinder the launch of 
transnational programmes in praxis. Funders saw mainly the ability to take part (true or perceived 
legal barrier) as a barrier hindering partners from participation. Another possible barrier mentioned 
was the national protection of research infrastructure. 
On institutional barriers concerning participation in the EUPHRESCO RP call, no direct barriers 
were seen by the funders (in their countries) but they needed to address some legal issues about 
restricting bids to UK/NL (the funder countries) organisations, and had to 'invent' a ‘Memorandum 
of Understanding’ (MoU) between the funders since one funder hadn’t transferred funds to another 
funder to manage before. Remaining barriers for future calls should not exist for those two 
countries/organisations. 
For all partners, there are still remaining barriers. Mostly these are legal barriers, e.g. funds cannot 
be allocated to research institutions in other countries, and low availability funds. 
 
Peer reviewer saw the short duration in the pilot call as a disadvantage of the pilot projects since for 
certain scientific topics in the plant health area, a longer duration would be needed. Two years 
would be preferable. 
 
Most of the applicants, which were already involved in other international projects before, only saw 
advantages and no disadvantages in transnational projects. For them, EUPHRESCO gave better 
confidence regarding coordinated research calls and it brought benefit to their organisations like the 
offering of possibilities to collaboration and finance of projects and the cooperation of people who 
weren’t working together before.  
Applicants evaluated EUPHRESCO as a generally attractive setting for transnational collaboration.  
 
Learning effect 
Funders learned during their participation in the EUPHRESCO call (with real common pot funding) 
how to apply the procedures and how to resolve legal issues about restricting bids. Furthermore they 
gathered information about potential currency issues. 
Partners learned about the possibilities and limitations of transnational calls and with this the 
diversity of national funding procedures/requirements; ERA-Networking and its usefulness, the 
launching and managing of calls and knowing others, priorities.  
Furthermore, all applicants evaluated that they learned something from their participation. They 
commented that next to scientific knowledge they learned to work internationally. 
 
Future 
While funders evaluated that future participation in real pot calls would be easier for their 
organisations due to lessons learned, partners were not that confident in this question. Some 
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partners will try to allocate funds from their other national ministries to ‘international research’; 
however future prospects are not good. 
 
Funders and partners would like to participate (again) in coordinated research calls (with real pot 
funding).  
Funders were undetermined on the question as to whether there should be a certain routine 
concerning the implementation of calls (irrespective of funding mechanism) in future while most of 
the partners would appreciate a certain routine. 
Funders stated that future calls should be established whenever needed while next to this, many 
partners would like to see a call once a year or once every other year. However, they commented 
that all calls are unique and that the frequency will also depend on the supporting structure (Call 
Secretariat). 
 
Applicants stated that they would like to participate in future EUPHRESCO calls and that they 
would appreciate if there would be more calls launched in future. 
 

Involved groups stated if they would participate (again) 
in future coordinated research calls (like EUPHRESCO RP)
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Figure 43 Future participation of involved actors groups in RP Calls 

 
Recommendations 
Partners considered that more transparency is needed, next to a higher budget, a better topic 
selection procedure and less detailed call texts. Furthermore, the bureaucracy in EUPHRESCO 
should be further reduced, the work should be more centred on the network building tools and a real 
(EU) plant health agenda should be produced. 
Applicants (researcher) noted that it should be defined more clearly in advance what different 
countries/labs should do (work) separately and what could be done more efficiently when it is done 
jointly. 
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ANALYSES FOR THE NON-COMPETITIVE FUNDING MECHANISM (NC) 

Tabulated Summary 
 

TOOLS/PROCESS STEPS MAIN EVALUATION RESULTS FROM 
QUESTIONNAIRE FEEDBACK 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Content of NC (non-
competitive funding 
mechanism) pilot projects 

Respondents were generally satisfied with the content of 
the projects;  
Researchers missed more discussion on details before 
start. 

Details of NC projects should be more thoroughly discussed 
before the start of the projects (practicability of elements, 
capability of laboratories, etc.) 

Type of projects appropriate 
for the NC funding 
mechanism 

The main characteristics of projects that were considered 
appropriate for the NC funding mechanism were: 
- Applied projects; 
- where there was limited but identifiable expertise; 
- small budget and short duration; 
- low bureaucracy; 
- Emergency needs (rapid commissioning) 
- e. g. Development and validation of diagnostic 
(detection and identification) methods, e.g. via ring tests 
or   inter-laboratory comparisons, investigations to 
prepare broader research projects, short laboratory 
experiments, special trainings (e.g. work shops for new 
techniques). 

The NC funding mechanism should be used in future trans-
national research for projects which suite this funding 
mechanism.  

Importance of Topic - & 
Project Coordinator 

Both functions were considered as necessary; 
Both functions should be separated;  
topic coordinator is especially important for the initial 
scoping phase;  
The project coordinator is important during the project 
phase for the communication and coordination with 
EUPHRESCO and project management. 

For future projects with NC funding, both a topic coordinator 
and a project coordinator should be installed; both functions 
should be well defined before the launch of the call. 

Tools The quality of EUPHRESCO tools was considered as Final report template should provide more details on the 
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mostly good, and the Letter of Intent was stated as 
necessary. 

requirements. 

Administration & funding Administration was appropriate for the available funds. For future NC projects, extra funds could be provided for the 
administrative work, e.g. project coordination. 

Comparison with other 
funding mechanisms 

A comparison of the different funding mechanisms (RP, 
VP, NC) was not made. However, each mechanism has 
different positive and negatives aspects and should be 
used in a way that appropriate to the topic and policy 
need.  

Each funding mechanism should be applied flexibly; 

Positive, negative aspects Major benefits described were: 
- the very positive network building element; 
- quick management, technical organisation and 
project coordination 
A negative aspect was the limited time in the preparation 
phase. 

For future NC projects, the preparation time of the topic 
description could be increased and the communication 
between projects partners improved. 
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NC 01 Content of non-competitive projects 
Funders (CSC members incl. topic coordinator) and participants (researchers, including project 
coordinators) considered that the projects were very appropriate for this mechanism. Funders noted 
that changes were needed in the content of some projects as either the type of research project was 
not suitable or the content of the project was initially too ambitious. Participants mentioned that the 
mechanism was very appropriate for diagnostic method development and validation (e.g. the ring 
tests) where expertise was easily identifiable and known in each country and the research 
approaches simple. However it might not be the best choice for projects with many research 
elements. 
 
For funders and researchers the discussion on the content of the NC projects was mostly sufficient 
but maybe not exhaustive.  
Some of the researchers missed more discussion on the details (practicability of elements, capability 
of laboratories, etc.) which should take place before the start of the project. Furthermore, funders 
pointed out that it would be crucial for the unhindered running of a project that details of methods 
used and the number of samples should be known at the beginning with regard to the funds and 
efforts that need to be reserved for the project. 
 

Involved groups were asked if there was sufficient discussion 
on the content of the NC projects
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Figure 44 Evaluation of the discussion on the NC-projects content 

 

NC 02 Appropriate projects for NC 
For funders, the choice for a given funding mechanism – e.g. for the NC mechanism – mostly 
depended on the possibilities of the funding body (funding organisations).  
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For the NC mechanism, some kinds of projects were favoured. Funders suggested applied topics 
where expertise is limited and clearly identifiable and where research needs to be commissioned 
quickly. In both cases, competition would be unfavourable and potentially unachievable.  
Also, projects that build on previous work could be a good choice, because the contractors could 
remain the same as before. Small budget (limited money and input of personnel as well as 
consumables), short duration, as well as low bureaucracy would be the characters of projects that 
apply very well to this funding mechanism.  
 
As examples, diagnostic method development and validation (e.g. ring tests) and inter-laboratory 
comparisons), investigations to prepare broader research projects (e.g. RP or VP funded), short 
laboratory experiments, development of methods and also special training (e.g. workshops for new 
techniques) could more easily be funded under this mechanism, than under others. 
These kinds of projects would be valuable for the building of scientific expertise and networking at 
the European level as they allow a maximum number of researchers to participate.  
 
Participants mentioned that the mechanism could be used to facilitate the harmonisation of testing 
across EU and gather validation data. Furthermore it could be a good way to obtain a contemporary 
overview of specific abilities of different laboratories.  
 
The mentioned duration for such projects should range between a minimum of 6 months and a 
maximum of 2 years depending on the topic and the details. 
 
Funders and researchers also noted that the mechanism might not be appropriate for topics where 
the need of knowledge or the nature of a pest would require a financial effort that would justify a 
competition to select the best consortium or single institution. Furthermore for ‘research’ projects or 
where research work would be necessary before the start of other tests this might not be the ideal 
mechanism. 

NC 03 Topic- and project coordinator 
Most of the funders and participants saw the appointment of a ‘topic coordinator’ and then a 
‘project coordinator’ as an efficient way of getting the projects on the way. 
The topic coordinator was evaluated as a very important function by all involved actors groups 
especially in the initiation phase of the call. 
Funders mentioned that the linkage between the topic coordinator and the project coordinator 
should be more close which could accelerate the development of the topic description. During the 
progress of the project the same topic coordinator could handle more than one project and could 
overtake the parts where coordination is needed. 
The project coordinator was seen as an important connection point during the project. 
However, both functions need to be defined more clearly as some researchers could not see the 
contribution especially of the topic coordinator during the project. 
 
While for participants both functions were absolutely necessary, funders were undetermined in this 
question. Participants noted that while some of them did not realise that there was a topic 
coordinator, others judged this function as very important as the topic coordinator handled the 
communication between the project coordinator and the wider EUPHRESCO funders’ network. For 
funders it was an important point that separation of the two functions makes supervision possible. 
On the other hand, they mentioned that both functions were perhaps not always necessary. 
Especially when funders are directly involved in research, both functions could be handled from the 
same person. 
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For most of the funders, but not for all of the project researchers, the role of the topic coordinator 
was clear in respect to formulating an agreed project description. This again responded to the need 
for a clear definition of the two functions and it was also mentioned that the two coordinators 
should work closer together. 
 

Involved groups evaluated if the appointment of a ‘topic coordinator’ and then a ‘project 
coordinator’ was an efficient way of getting the projects under way
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Figure 45 Evaluation on coordinators in NC mechanism 

NC 04 Tools  
While many of the funders and participants did not judge the tools provided by EUPHRESCO for 
the different stages of the NC mechanism, most of those who did, evaluated them as of high quality. 
 
The Letter of Intent for Funders was seen as not necessary by some funders while some researchers 
judged it as a necessary tool for running the project. For the latter also the Letter of intent for 
research providers was a document that made it easier for participants to join the project and put 
effort in it. 
 
The Instructions for elaboration of NC-projects was considered to be of a low quality by some 
researchers. Funders mentioned that the guidance on reporting requirements, e.g. when reports are 
required and what is required, need to be improved. Furthermore the instruction should deal with 
the publication issues more in detail. For other funders, the description on different tasks/works was 
not detailed enough and should be given more clearly (methods, number of tests and samples …). 
Participants added that they would appreciate next to more detailed instructions, to have more time 
for decisions and reaction.  
Funders pointed out that, for the Proposal evaluation and contracting, the project work plans 
provided were of sufficient detail and therefore the EUPHRESCO tools seemed appropriate; 
researchers thought that, for this part, more time should have been allocated. 
Furthermore, researchers would like to see more details in the template for the final report e.g. how 
detailed parts of the report should be.  
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Other researchers noted that, in their project, most tools were produced from the research 
consortium itself.  
 

Involved groups evaluated provided tools for the NC mechanism
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Figure 46 Evaluation of tools in the NC mechanism 

NC 05 Administration & funding 
For almost all funders and researchers, the amount of administration was appropriate in proportion 
to the funds available and the type of project. While funders commented that the administration was 
kept at a minimum (which was evaluated very positively by them), researchers noted that they were 
satisfied with the amount of funds provided, but would have preferred having some extra money 
made available for the administration of the project, i.e. project coordination. 
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Figure 47 Evaluation of the amount of administration in NC projects 

 
Funders noted that in future, full proposals could be needed instead of a project description which 
could increase the demand of administrative work. 

NC 06 Comparison to other mechanisms 
Most of the funders and participants did not compare and contrast the different funding mechanisms 
in the EUPHRESCO pilot call. However those who did, evaluated the efficacy and the efficiency of 
the NC mechanism as higher compared to those of VP and RP mechanism. 
 
However, for most funders it was not meaningful to compare the different mechanisms concerning 
efficacy and efficiency as every mechanism can be used for different situations. 

NC 07 Positive & negative aspects; further comments 
Funders thought that the NC mechanism allows tackling issues without competition pressure and 
with a reduced budget. It is a quick and easy way of commissioning work where expertise is already 
known and it easily gives the possibility to add other partners (also from outside EUPHRESCO). 
This network building element will be essential for the future. Researchers stated that NC projects 
provided an interesting way of working with European partners as well as a good learning tool for 
international collaboration. It was very successful in bringing scientists together across different 
countries. Researchers also stated that knowing the partners is essential for successful (future) 
collaborations, especially as the NC projects require a significant commitment of all partners, 
because of the modest budget. 
 
All involved persons were very satisfied with the NC pilot projects and hoped that it will be 
organised again like this. They praised the quick management and technical organisation as well as 
the experienced and helpful project coordinators. New projects should be contemplated soon, as 
long as the positive spirit from this first round can be used supportively. This positive spirit was 
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seen by the funders when they noted that the project coordinators were very positive about the 
development of the project and came up with new proposals for the second round.  
 
While most involved persons did not see any negative aspects, some of them noted, for example, 
that the project coordinator had too little background information (e.g. on proposed subjects or 
inputs from countries) for their executive position. Furthermore, the topic coordinator could be 
more a go-between, between the decision-making process and the executors. 
 
Some persons considered that more time was needed for the preparation and discussion of details 
(topic description and projects). Furthermore, it was mentioned that there could be a need for a face-
to-face meeting of all involved participants. Moreover, an enhancing of the information flow would 
be appreciated.  
 
The NC mechanism was seen as very good when quick and easy commissioning of work is wanted 
and when rapid results and answers are needed. Furthermore, the cost-benefit ratio related to 
administration is very favourable in the NC mechanism for both funders and researchers. 
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Please find the following annexes in separate files. Annex 1 to 11 can be found (printable) in one 
excel file (145 pages). All further annexes are saved in separate files.  
 
Questionnaires 
Annex 1: Main Part Questionnaire - Call funders - VP 
Annex 2: Main Part Questionnaire - NCCP - VP 
Annex 3: Main Part Questionnaire - Non-call funders - VP 
Annex 4: Main Part Questionnaire - (proposal) Peer Reviewers - VP 
Annex 5: Main Part Questionnaire - Applicants - VP 
Annex 6: Main Part Questionnaire - Call funders - RP 
Annex 7: Main Part Questionnaire - Non-call funders - RP 
Annex 8: Main Part Questionnaire - Peer Reviewers (proposal) - RP 
Annex 9: Main Part Questionnaire - Applicants - RP 
Annex 10: Questionnaire for NC - Projects 
Annex 11: Final Part Questionnaire - VP 
 
Collection of answers 
Annex 12: Collection of Answers - Main Part - Call Funder - VP 
Annex 13: Collection of Answers - Main Part - NCCP - VP 
Annex 14: Collection of Answers - Main Part - Non-call funders – VP 
Annex 15: Collection of Answers - Main Part - Peer Reviewers - VP 
Annex 16: Collection of Answers - Main Part - Applicants - VP 
Annex 17: Collection of Answers - Main Part - Call funders - RP 
Annex 18: Collection of Answers - Main Part - Non-call funders - RP 
Annex 19: Collection of Answers - Main Part - Peer Reviewers - RP 
Annex 20: Collection of Answers - Main Part - Applicants - RP 
Annex 21: Collection of Answers - NC - EUPHRESCO Partner 
Annex 22: Collection of Answers - NC - Project - Participants 
Annex 23: Collection of Answers - Final Part - VP - Funders 
Annex 24: Collection of Answers - Final Part - VP - Partner 
Annex 25: Collection of Answers - Final Part - VP - Peer Reviewer 
Annex 26: Collection of Answers - Final Part - VP - Researcher 
 
Further annexes 
Annex 27: Observations of the Call Secretariat (CS) 
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