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interview. So this is the most difficult mechanism I would say. The linkage grants normally last two 
years but they can be extended without additional funding up to four years and the payment for 
grants above 50 thousand euros is made in two instalments depending on the approval of an interim 
report. Advanced research workshops once you are granted awarded a grant we send you the 
documents to countersign this is the contract then we give you immediately 25 % of the budget and 
the rest 65% of the budget a couple of months after receiving the complete list of the participants 
and the final version of the programme and 50% will be left once the workshop has taken place. 
More or less the same for the Advanced studies institute. Besides this another procedure will be 
implemented by us, by the office staff not by you for having your book published. What you are 
requested is that you provide the text of the communications in a printable form. That’s it.  
 
 
Question from the public 

 
I seem to remember that NATO also has a social scientist programme. Is it incorporated in this one 
or is it additional to this one?  
 
Science for Peace and Security: Fausto Pedrazzini, Programme Director NATO 
 
No it is incorporated in this one and it is the human and societal dynamics panel.  
 
Flavio Keller, University Campus Biomedico 

 
Flavio Keller, University Campus Biomedico. From the quick list you’ve shown it seems to me that 
you mostly fund problem related type of research or workshops or specific problems. I didn’t see 
the conception perhaps the concept of novelty that would qualify the high risk. Perhaps I understood 
wrongly. Could you for example provide examples of basic research that you conceptually novel 
research you also fund.  
 
 
Science for Peace and Security: Fausto Pedrazzini, Programme Director NATO 
 
This is a good question. Actually it is difficult to say whether a proposal is based a novel subject 
only by reading its title; this could be assessed only after an accurate analysis. However I can assure 
you that many applications dealing with rapid methods of detection are quite innovative; many 
chemical scientist and many people dealing with physics and microelectronics, put forward many 
interesting and new ideas for advanced devices. For what concerns the medical science, for 
instance, I am aware of the fact that we received many applications dealing with ways of identifying 
new viruses and bacteria potentially dangerous. I see that there is a strong emphasis on cognitive 
sciences in the field of fighting terrorism, for example in the USA. In conclusion, I would suggest 
you to submit an application on this. Thank you.  
 
 
Concettina Larosa, Event Chair 
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Are there any more questions? If not I would like to thank you for speaking today, thank you very 
much. We are coming now to our next speaker. William Cannell. He is Head of Unit in the 
European Commission Directorate General for Research, responsible for strategic aspects of the 
European Research Council and relations with the ERC Scientific Council. His main work in recent 
years has been to establish the Community funding programme for frontier research. He set up and 
managed a new science and technology NEST Programme on the Community 6th Framework 
Programme and managed a project to establish a European Research Council under the 7th 
Framework Programme. He is going to introduce to us the IDEAS Programme of the 7th Framework 
Programme.  
 
 
 
The Role of the European Research Council in the IDEAS Programme in FP7: 
William Cannell, Head of Unit, Strategic matters and relations with the ERC Scientific 
Council, European Commission  
 
Good morning or maybe good afternoon. So really it is a great pleasure to be here and to have both 
some involvement in the Nest activity and the development of the various projects they are in 
including the NEST-PROMISE activity clearly and with a great enthusiasm for that because I and 
my colleagues of course have been very concerned to develop the concept of frontier research and 
the various elements of frontier research programmes in the Commission in the European Union 
context and also because I think that we can see a clear progress in that direction with the ERC 
which of course is a very much bigger research programme but one which has not only the frontier 
research elements which have been built into Nest but also a number of different elements 
obviously and what I’d like therefore to do now is to give you a sense of how the ERC works and 
make reference to a number of elements that are interesting from the point of view of the high risk 
interdisciplinarity agenda but please bear with me because I think it is important that I give you the 
basics of the European Research Council and of course when it comes to the emerging 
interdisciplinarity elements I can respond to question. So I think it is important to see the ERC as 
something which is the logical development of what is compatible, of what came before we can see 
for example the Nest programme as one of sort of precursors of the ERC it is very much something 
which is filling a gap which has been identified in the European Research area and we can see of 
course a movement historically from research programmes at the EU level which focused on 
industrial pre-competitive research to towards more basic more fundamental more frontier research.  
 
As we see the acceptance of frontier research as a pre-condition as a starting point for industrial 
innovation and so on by the way the term frontier research we use in the ERC very much derives 
from this notion of emerging interdisciplinary not purely disciplinary basic research and concern to 
avoid an artificial distinction between basic research on the one hand and deploy research on the 
other so logical development of what has come before something which has been built within the 
context of the standard legislation that is to say the framework programme which is the receptacle 
of all the research activities done by the EU and the specific programmes and there is a particular 
specific programme for the ERC which of course is the Ideas programme but at the same time is 
really a revolutionary development in the sense that there are a number of parameters a number of 
new elements to the ERC which are fundamentally different from what has come before and just to 
rehearse those I mean we are really talking about a new institution so the Ideas programme is 
indeed a specific programme, it is part of the family of the 7th Framework programme, it is 
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consistent with it, it is complementary to the other part of the programme but it is not if you like a 
programme designed to be another programme but is designed specifically to establish the ERC.  
 
It is a programme the ERC is something which is funding the individual team so there is a very 
substantial change in the justification for European value added why we are doing it at the European 
level rather than at the National level which is the competition across the European space rather 
than the international dimension of the programme. It’s an activity which is subject to independent 
scientific governance which means that we have a scientific council which is very clearly 
responsible for all the strategic and the scientific aspects management and it is something which is 
to be managed autonomously in a separate agency which is an executive agency of the Commission 
which we are in the process of establishing.  
 
So the IDEAS Programme basically provides the basis for the ERC creates the ERC, provides the 
funding for it and the funding is pretty substantial although, as we shall see, not necessarily 
adequate to the demand about a billion euros a year over 7 years and of course the programme 
establishes the overall mission for the ERC and the responsibilities of the different elements, the 
scientific council, the implementation structure and so on. Just to be clear about what the objectives 
are.  
 
The main rational for having the ERC is not just a rational for frontier research and new 
interdisciplinary research and so on which was very much the NEST concept but because it is 
understood that there is a problem with European research not in the sense that there is a lack of 
basic fundamental research but there’s a lack of research which is at the very highest levels of 
quality which is the research which is of course the most influential and of course the people 
ultimately that are doing the research are the most influential and the idea is really to give a boost to 
the quality research by engaging in a competition across the whole of the continental space of 
Europe including the associated countries and thereby giving incentives to people to really do better 
and provide benchmarks for different countries for the quality of the research that is being done.  
 
That effect is not an effect that we hope to have solely on individual investigator I mean the idea is 
not just to find good people and fund them of course it is to find good people and fund them but it is 
also if you like to create a market for the very best research in Europe which then leads not only 
individuals but also institutions to assess their performance against the standards which we hope 
will be very high standards and then derive consequences from that because clearly there will be 
winners and losers from this completion. We don’t necessarily think that the winners and the losers 
will be the obvious winners and the losers and there will be a lot of head scratching which needs to 
be done which will eventually result in a sort of movement towards institutional reform and 
improvement which is of course consistent with what is going on not just in Europe but at the level 
of the various States.  
 
So the ERC consists of this structure the Scientific council which is the governing council which is 
responsible for the strategy, the work programmes, the peer review methodology and all these sort 
of things the agency which is the implementation structure which is the muscle which goes 
alongside the brains and the Commission of the EU provides the financial means and also important 
the Commission is the point of accountability for the ERC so whereas in other part of the 
framework programmes the Commission is responsible for documenting the programme and doing 
everything that is required to implement the programme in the case of the ERC the Commission is 
responsible for implementing the programme in the sense that it has to provide a guarantee for on 
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the one hand the autonomy of the ERC and on the other hand the integrity of the ERC which means 
a good financial management and so on and the Science Council is as I said responsible for the 
strategic aspects so the Commission has got to adopt the programmes put forward by the scientific 
council but also it has got to use evaluation experts, peer review experts who are proposed by the 
scientific council rather than selected from the Commissions and pools so we have the scientific 
council 22 people we also have a so-called ERC board which is a kind of executive group that helps 
to manage and provide the linkage between the scientific council and the implementation structure. 
We have a secretary general who is selected by the scientific council and the full time representative 
who is Ernst-Ludwig Winnacker who is the ex representative of the gain in Germany the keepers in 
terms of the chair and vice-chair and Jacques Metthey the director of the agency of the 
implementation structure. 
 
 
 



 

 28

DISK 3 

 
The Role of the European Research Council in the IDEAS Programme in FP7: 
William Cannell, Head of Unit, Strategic matters and relations with the ERC Scientific 
Council, European Commission  
 

That’s the structure, now I would like to talk about how it’s going to work and the kind of issues 
that are on the mind of the Scientific Council and ourselves in terms of strategy and this relates to 
frontier research, interdisciplinarity novelty domain, the very important thing is that we put the 
focus very much on people there is of course the frontier research generating good research, but 
there is also the attractiveness of the European research agenda and the need to get the best talents 
in doing research in Europe.  

The competition for funds is a competition of people, principal investigator, and it’s open to 
anybody in the world who is aspiring of becoming a principal investigator, as long as they are 
prepared to work in Europe or in the Associates States and as long as the grant is assigned in 
Europe or in the Associated State. 

The 3R Retain Repatriate Recruit researchers in Europe, avoid the brain drain and turn it into a 
brain gain, and do that particularly for young researchers.  

The other key message from the Scientific Council on a very basic level, is that we should do things 
in a very simple way, make sure that the grant mechanisms are very clear and straight forward and 
not too numerous, what we established so far are two grant schemes which should last for the whole 
framework, one called Starting Grant which is for those at the period of transition being a doctoral 
researcher to people who are leading their own team and the other is the Advanced Grant for senior 
competition for people in senior positions. 

The budget is about 7.5 billion euros over seven years, the budget like other parts of the Framework 
Programme increases very fast over the period of the Framework Programme, we had a situation  
where in 2007 we have a budget of 300 Mio in 2013 we have a budget of 1.7 billion euros, it goes 
up like this and that of course affects the way in which we manage the strategy. 

 

Shula Bonjack, Administrative Director & F.I.R.S.T. Coordinator, Israel Science Foundation 

The budget increases because you have continuous grants. 

 

The Role of the European Research Council in the IDEAS Programme in FP7: 
William Cannell, Head of Unit, Strategic matters and relations with the ERC Scientific 
Council, European Commission  
 

These are commitment credits, these are the credits, which are available to fund the grants, in the 
different calls, the first starting grant call is a call for 290 Million euro and this was launched at the 
beginning of this year deadline on 25 April, and the idea was to provide enough money in each of 
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the calls  for the two grant mechanisms . The first year went entirely on the starting grant, the 
second year will go entirely on the advanced grant.  

Now I would like to describe some of the areas in which we see a connection of the ERC and the 
agenda of Frontier Research and high risk research. The things I would like to address are first of all 
the investigator driven nature of the programme. We are dealing with people rather than setting 
priorities, the focus is on the people, the flexibility of the operation and the ability then to not only 
to have a flexible approach to the kinds of grants and teams that are supported, but also a flexibility 
during the project and the various ways novelty and interdisciplinarity is supported. I should say 
that there is a very clear intention of the Scientific Council, which is to start a ERC with the very 
best practices that exist throughout the world not just in Europe, and they see that there is a 
potential to do it, because there is no history no established culture which is going to act as an 
impediment of doing things in a way which is appropriate. The clear message is that 
interdisciplinarity, novelty high risk research, are very important things not just because they are 
where the future lies in terms of research but also because they provide a mean of differentiating the 
research carried out by ERC to some extent from the research carried more generally by 
programmes in the Member States and elsewhere.  

But, at the same time the Scientific Council does not want to completely lock the door against what 
might be considered more conventional basic research, this is a concern also because the ERC 
covers the whole waterfront, it covers research from the exact sciences, and social sciences but also 
the humanities. There is a fear about making the whole story about high risk novelty, one evacuates 
very good very important research which goes more a conventional way but a way which brings 
about excellence as well. When you say best science, you don’t necessarily cover the engineering 
domains, there are the humanities where people regard themselves more as scholars rather than 
scientists. We are trying to avoid the situation where the ERC sort of divides into a number of 
different Research Councils in different domains but it is also understood that it is very hard to do 
evaluations and manage research in different domains on a comparable basis. There has been a 
consolidation of the budget for the call into these 3 different domains physical sciences, 
engineering; biological and life science, and the social sciences and the humanities, and the budgets 
have therefore been established in advance, in a very flexible way with a buffer according to these 
percentages for the 3 different domains physical, biological and social sciences. What our Scientific 
Council wanted to do, was to prejudge the likely level of demand and number of proposals based on 
worldwide experience, in fact the numbers which they came to very closely actually reflect the 
demand, which has been expressed in these different areas. 

The first thing we are doing is this investigator driven stuff, we are not defining any priorities in any 
research fields or research activities, it’s all bottom up. The second thing we are dealing here with is 
the individual research team, that’s the key thing, it’s no longer transnational, the focus is on the 
individual competition across the European space and the focus is on the principal investigator.  

The grant goes to the host institution it does not go to the principal investigator, but it goes for the 
use of the principal investigator, and there are very strict and specific requirements that have to be 
agreed by the host institution and this has to be agreed in the grant agreement but also at the second 
stage of submission, whereby the host institution guarantees the freedom and independence of the 
principal investigator in carrying out the work and these are things like you have to be in control of 
your budget, you have to publish senior authors, you have control over who is hired for your team 
and so on. These to address the question which was raised by one of the previous speakers, the fact 
that there are these rigidities in the universities systems, which the ERC is trying to overcome and 
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make more flexible. So, we are putting the emphasis on the principal investigator and avoid any 
arbitrary administrative requirements in terms of construction of the team that person may want. I 
say may want, because you can get a grant as an individual and in many cases mathematics, 
theoretical physics, humanities often it is a principal investigator alone, you may also have a team, 
this is the case in biology and physical engineering and that team is chosen from anyone and it 
maybe be transnational and it may involve more than one participant legal entity this is something 
we try to discourage because we want to avoid a kind of reproduction of the collaborative research 
scheme in the ERC. There are good reasons especially in interdisciplinary research where we would 
want to have more than one entity involved. 

The principal investigator gets the freedom  to choose the topic and the team and everything else. 

And when one combines this with the liberty of  the management of the project; we can re-budget in 
the middle of the project, we can adjust the methodology in relation to the mid term achievements 
and the grants, we are really focusing, we are giving a lot of scope to the individual to do the search, 
and when one discusses with other institutions, the Max Planck Institute is a very good example, 
they have a focus on choosing  individual and choosing individual who then had a lot of freedom. 
This does encourage people to take the risk. It means that with a grant of five years you really have 
some time to develop a line of work without too many penalties if things go wrong.  

On the question of interdisciplinarity, first of all we are explicitly welcoming novel and 
interdisciplinary projects at the frontiers. There are evaluation criteria open to interdisciplinary 
projects and the panel structure is explicitly designed to focus on novel and emerging subject matter 
for research in these different domains. The other fact I would like to come back to, is the question 
of different entities being involved. Let me use the title twinning grants, which is something that has 
come up as a focus for possible activities in this domain in our recent discussion in the Scientific 
Council. I have had a long standing discussion with Carlos Saraiva Martins about the ERC and the 
principals of the ERC vis-à-vis the principals of NEST, and Carlos tells me very squarely and 
brutally that the ERC is taking a wrong course because it is not following the principals of NEST, 
which is when you get different institutions, getting different people doing interdisciplinary 
research. Please tell me Carlos if I’m getting this wrong, but I think roughly this is the story, the 
ERC is focusing on the individual teams.  

With credit to Carlos’ position this has re-emerged in the discussion of the Scientific Council. We 
have individual teams, but these are not necessarily the best ways of getting into interdisciplinarity. 
You can not expect from an individual to be an interdisciplinary individual, but you can expect the 
individual to want to work with a team. I come back to these points, we can do it and we want to do 
it but with one [proviso] that the projects put forward must demonstrate that the involvement of 
another party adds real scientific value and is not a kind of token approach. These twinning grants, 
which are not in our first Work Programme, but will be in our second Work Programme, it will be 
expressed in such a way, that you have to demonstrate that it makes a difference to what an 
individual team would do. 

As to the evaluation criteria, we have a requirement that the ERC will evaluate proposals solely on 
the basis of excellence, with two criteria involving, first the principal investigator, second the 
quality of the proposal. The research environment is also important , you can not expect projects to 
be done in an environment that does not allow it to happen, if so the panel looks at the question of 
the research environment, the resources available from the institution, though this is not something 
which is scored. 
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I’ve been using the term panels. The reason is because we have a rather specific approach to 
evaluation, whereby there are durable panels with membership that lasts 2-3 years and those panels 
are established in a series of domains across the research areas in physical sciences, engineering 
sciences we have 8 panels, biological life sciences 7, medical science and humanities we have 5 
panels. This is for the first starting grant, it will change for the second, and each of these panels are 
responsible for a particular area, in the first stage they evaluate themselves, and in the second stage 
with referees giving specialists advice and they are managed by a panel chair who is a very high 
level person and you‘ll see the kinds of structures, textures we have to these panels, they way in 
which they try to encompass a series of different areas around a theme that allows a degree of 
interdisciplinarity, but also allows them to cope with projects, which are new developing areas of 
research rather that purely disciplinary research. And so we have earth system science panel we also 
have an [evolutionary and population biological panel], that show that the boundary between these 
panels is quite a difficult one and we have a social science panel which does not deal only with 
[economics but also with environmental studies]. Our Scientific Council says it is an 
experimentalist group experimenting with the structure of the panels, which after the call will be 
adjusted slightly for the advanced grant, not only for the levels of demand for each of these panels 
but also the extend these different disciplinary areas work together, sometimes they work very well. 

I’m now moving into a more conventional territory, which is less interesting to you. Just showing 
you how the first call went, which might be of interest. We are in the stage now where we have 
carried out the first stage evaluation and we are about to invite the second stage successful 
applicants. There will be a peer review panel meeting following referees, and principal investigators 
will be interviewed by the panels as well. 

So, 9166 proposals were submitted, this is by a long way I think a record for the Framework 
Programme. It shows the high level interest and high level of publicity given prior to the call. You 
can see here that the proportions of the proposals submitted reflect quite closely the allocation of the 
budget and there is slightly more physical sciences and engineering proposals and slightly fewer life 
sciences proposal than anticipated. Despite what you might think, the value of the proposals, the 
budgetary demand is actually very closely reflected by the proportions of the proposals, surprisingly 
the average budget for proposal in these different domains is roughly the same about 1 million euro 
and not only that but even within the domains there are only slight deviations from the norm such as 
in mathematics. 

I said we have an individual team approach and 87% people making applications apparently 
understood that, but at least 1 person submitting a proposal for 22 institutions thought we were 
engaged in Networks of Excellence. You can see that there has been a fair degree of confusion 
among a 100 applicants probably. The bottom table shows you the time of principal investigator 
after PhD, I did not go into detail, [the eligibility for starting grant is 2-9 years post PhD] with some 
derogation for maternity and paternity leave. It is pretty much flat between 4 and 7 years after PhD 
in terms of numbers of application, 87 % 1 institution,  7% 2 institutions, 2% 3 institutions. Most of 
the applicants are between 3 and 8 years after PhD. This show you the breakdown of the Member 
States, the Associated States and oversee and shows you how the system works if we take these 
oversee applicants. We say in our Work Programme that there is no discrimination in terms of 
nationality and present location over the principal investigator, what matters is that the principal 
investigator has made a deal with the host institution to make him work in Europe, 3.2 % of 
applicants were oversee.  We don’t know how many of them are Europeans overseen, how many of 
oversee wish to come to Europe, we don’t know the nationality of these people within Europe, but 
we can see that most of the people are going to the EU27 countries, and in fact there is some 
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movement between the Associated States and the Member States. We have not done detailed data 
analysis, we hope to do that for a programme committee meeting after the summer.  

So, we are experimentalist, we are taking note of this, we are trying to build the agenda looking 
forward to new experiences. In the next starting grant, in particular in the advance grant our 
Scientific Council will take account of the fact that the demand is rather higher than they might 
have expected, it wasn’t quite as high as and in turned out to be. We will have to take measures as 
to manage the demand, to reduce the level of low quality applications, we have to adjust the panel 
structure, we will have 25 panels for the advanced grant rather than 20 panels, and we will be 
including ideas like the twinning grant application. That‘s all I have to say. 

But as I said I’m very happy to take any questions you may have.  

 

Eli Pollak, Israel Science Foundation 

Is there any post facto evaluation which is being planned? How are you measuring whether any 
strategies are going to be successful? To understand what went right or less right? 

For the first call, I understand you had the first elimination process behind you. Can you say how 
many of the 9000 have been eliminated? 

 

The Role of the European Research Council in the IDEAS Programme in FP7: 
William Cannell, Head of Unit, Strategic matters and relations with the ERC Scientific 
Council, European Commission  
 

We’ve had various discussions in the Scientific Council as to how we develop and conduct the 
monitoring and assessment strategy for the ERC, which would have a number of different 
objectives. One would be to provide information to the Scientific Council on a longer basis to allow 
to adapt the strategy from one call to the next. 

We have a clear view of what the ERC has to achieve, and one would be to address a mid term 
requirement that there is a provision in the IDEAS Programmes to review the structure of the ERC 
and mid term evaluation, and put any problems right. These are strategic issues and are on the 
agenda of the Scientific Council. One aspect is that in the next call there will be a part on 
coordination and support actions to assist in the strategy development and to provide early data 
which can be analysed. 

On Monday we are organising a workshop which will involve key players in this area from Europe 
or elsewhere, which have been invited by the Scientific Council for a brainstorming session. 

 

Thomas Heinze, Twente University 
 

You mentioned the ERC is not distributing money to the individual team but through the 
institutions, which have to comply to the principals of the ERC. Can you explain the principals 
these institution have to comply to, and how you negotiate with these institutions, and how you 
monitor these principles? 
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The Role of the European Research Council in the IDEAS Programme in FP7: 
William Cannell, Head of Unit, Strategic matters and relations with the ERC Scientific 
Council, European Commission  
 

I think on the three points we are still on an early stage. Clearly there are certain things, which are 
the principals and requirements and monitoring and performance assessment, which came at a later 
stage; the level of maturity of thinking is rather limited.  

First of all, how are these requirement defined in the Framework Programme. An Investigator 
chooses his own team, publishes as first author, manages the budget in research. This is very clearly 
expressed in the second stage application, the institutions have to sign a template that says they 
ready to adopt these principals, and this will be an annex to the grant agreement. 

The principles we are adopting in the ERC is that there is no negotiation. I personally had a problem 
with the concept of negotiation of grants. I don’t think we actually do negotiation. 

The evaluation panel looks at the individual investigator, and decides yes or no, looks at the budget, 
see if it is correct; we don’t want an artificial reduction on the budget to get more project in. 

The grant agreement, together with the annex, the proposal and the budget, is given to the 
institution with the requirement of independence. 

There are going to be issues on how this is going to be managed,  we are going to impact on 
balances established in the institutions, this can be awkward for institutions. 

It will be certainly important to monitor, not just in terms if the requirements, but on overall 
achievements. 

 

Patrick Prendergast, Trinity College Dublin 
 

I have one specific question about independence of the researchers. Many institutions require a very 
senior academic person to be the principal supervisor of PhD, therefore the supervisor would be 
employed on an independent research professor level. It seems that you would require some level of 
appointments for this incoming ERC grant holder, who might not be compatible with some 
university employment practices. 

 

The Role of the European Research Council in the IDEAS Programme in FP7: 
William Cannell, Head of Unit, Strategic matters and relations with the ERC Scientific 
Council, European Commission  
 

The are numerous ways to look at this indeed, the ERC has problems of articulating with the 
practices at national and sub-national level which are very different across the Europe. 

At a strategic level, one has to ask how much one is going to accommodate these diversities and 
how much is it going to stand on the principles. 
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I would say that our ERC takes more the line that this is what we want and what we will  require. If 
the institutions want to play the game they will have to respect the rules, and overcome rigidity to 
allow this to happen. You touched on the supervision of PhD students, this is going to grate against 
established practise, we have to find a way round that. No doubt this is going to create problems in 
terms of the dilemma of giving somebody or not a high position, or relax and derogate. So far the 
evidence is that people want to play the game, so we seem to be creating the kind of market we 
want to create. 

 

 

Andrzej Slawinski, Polish Academy of Sciences 

I have a question on the next call for advance grant. Are there foreseen any specific requirements of 
submission as for starting grant, e.g. number of years after PhD? 

 

The Role of the European Research Council in the IDEAS Programme in FP7: 
William Cannell, Head of Unit, Strategic matters and relations with the ERC Scientific 
Council, European Commission  
 

I don’t want to get into discussion, how to make application for panels. We are dealing with call and 
a matter of principals and practice. The question about how to limit the possible population of 
application to the ones that are likely to be successful, there is no age limit, if you are eligible for a 
starting grant you can not be eligible for an advance grant. 

How does one provide a template for track record of performance for principal investigator, what 
we are trying to face now is define parameters for self-assessment and panel assessment to exclude 
the lower quality applicants. 

 

Concettina Larosa, Event Chair 

Thank you. I’d now like to introduce to you Szuzsanna Kőnig, she is a Project and Policy Offcer 
responsible for a set of ERA-NET projects in the Coordination of National Research Programmes 
Unit of DG Research at the European Commission.  

 
The ERA-NET Experience: Zsuzsanna Kőnig, Coordination of National Research 
Programmes, European Commission 
 

Thank you very much, good morning, I would like to make a presentation on the ERA-NET scheme 
as such, which might not be directly interesting for you, because I could see in the participant list 
that most of you come from universities, however I hope that it will turn out to be still interesting 
for you even though I asked Gillian Glaze who is here as a participant and coordinator of one of our 
projects called INNER, which is the most relevant ERA-NET project to the NEST programme 
actually, this is in field of innovative energy research, so my presentation will end with the ERA-
NET scheme, and she will present a life ERA-NET to you. 
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To put it into a political context the ERA-NET scheme, I would like to show you the 3 concepts of 
ERA, the first is the creation of an internal market in research to allow free movement knowledge, 
researchers, technology, the second one, the most interesting for us, is Restructuring of the 
European research field, because what we have in the European research activities in whole Europe 
is that 90% funding comes form the national budget while only around 10% comes from EC 
therefore you have a huge diversity, you as a researcher you can apply here and there, maybe here is 
doubling there is tripling the funding for the same reason for the same type of activity, this is where 
the ERA-NET as a scheme will come into the picture.  

The third concept is the development of that EU policy taking into account the EU and the national 
policy as well, here also I can see a place for ERA-NET scheme itself. 

So, how can you coordinate the European research in the public research funding, there are 3 levels: 
the policy level, with open method of coordination, the Member States on a voluntary basis came up 
with a strategic agenda and then they implemented it, you can map, you can do bench marking and 
through legislation you can also enforce activities. 

On the programme level within the frame of FP7 you have the 3 schemes, the ERA-NET scheme, 
the ERA-NET Plus and the Article 169 initiative, I will go into the first two, but if you have any 
questions I will also go into article 169. 

The last level is the project level, the individual projects, which are financed within the FP7 
Programme. 

Very shortly, what are the differences between the 3 schemes my unit is responsible for, ERA-NET 
existed already in FP6 if you already know about it, you will not have massive surprises in FP7. I 
will show you the novelties, the message here is that, it is a Coordination Action the EC funds for 
the Member States and Associated States in order to coordinate their national research in a given 
area, so the European funding goes for the coordination and not for the Research, ERA NET Plus is 
even more specific, here we finance only a single joint call of the participating countries, only one 
single joint call, which will be quite substantial with a minimum of 5 million euro as an eligibility 
criteria. Here the Member States should contribute with 2/3 of their budget while the EU will top it 
up to 1/3 of the total budget article 169 goes even further in the integration  in terms of cooperation 
among the Member States because we are talking about joint programmes within a  field of energy 
or health or whatever or a fragment of these field, the Member States decide to put the money they 
have in a common pot and from this pot they will fund, they will set up the evaluation process and 
monitoring, they will have a management structure the single implementing structure.  

Back to the ERA-NET actions, as I said the main aim is to develop and strengthen the coordination 
of public research programmes, how do we define the programmes within a country. They have to 
be strategically planned, they have to be carried out on a national or regional level and managed and 
financed by regional and public bodies or structures, which are close to that, and here comes the 
eligibility rule for our participation and therefore I mentioned that those who are coming from 
universities are usually not eligible partners, because we are looking for programme owners, usually 
ministries or regional authorities who are owner of the programme, who are strategically setting up 
the programme or programme managers who have a mandate by the ministries to carry out in the 
given country the research programme, and what is the novelty compared to FP6, in FP6 only those 
owners could participate who had already a running programme in a given field, so if a Member 
State did not have a programme in innovative energy research as in the case of INNER it was an 
ineligible partner but in FP7 we added another criteria, that those countries that are planning to 
launch a programme in such an area they are also eligible. 
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The minimum participation is 3 partners from 3 different countries on top of it there can be other 
participants. 

This slide explains what kind of activity exist in ERA-NET action, we set up a step by step 
approach, first you come together from different countries, then you look at what you are doing in a 
certain field and you are looking what another country is doing, you are mapping gathering 
information, what this country is doing in certain field, secondly, you analyse this data for 
agreement from the Member States to come up with an action plan they want to do together, in the 
third phase you decide what you implement, define the areas to open up your programme, you 
group, you pool your national money and go for a call, Gillian is an example of this area, or you 
launch a scheme for opening up a laboratory, training activity, exchange of personnel, these are 
joint activities, there is even a further step, to make a cooperation, this is the joint programme, when 
you launch it between the Member States you have a common strategic plan, a joint Work 
Programme, a common evaluation, you group everything together from the national budget. 

ERA-NET Plus is only about one single call, the EC will top it up, here you can see the details, the 
rule is a minimum of 5 participants from different countries, the joint call budget is a minimum of 5 
Million euro, the duration of the whole activity is 5 years. The joint call ERA-NET Plus will launch 
has to be transnational, a minimum of 2 partners from 2 different countries, to give you an example 
of what is a top-up budget if you have a 9 million euro budget for the call, the Member States 
should finance 6 Mio and the EC tops it up with 3 million. The ERA-NET scheme in FP7 will not 
be managed centrally as in FP6, so my unit “coordination of national research programmes”, was 
managing all the ERA NET projects, but now it will be distributed to the thematic programmes, if 
you have one project in health it will be managed by the health thematic programme, and what is 
ongoing is our first joint call in FP7, under the cooperation programme we have 10 themes, and 7 in 
the joint call, space, security and ICT are doing their own evaluation separately from us, nano 
sciences, transport, energy and the horizontal part, which is us, we are doing the joint call, now in 
the Work Programme, it’s predefined, the research topic for ERA-NET proposer are predefined by 
thematic programmes, but if there is cross cutting it can come to the horizontal part. The date of 
publication is in December and we have in mid summer the deadline, evaluation will take place in 
September. If  you want to know more on the two the schemes, I will give you the reference on the 
issue paper we have and some web pages. The reason I asked Gillian to present INNER, you can 
see it is at a ministry level for national programme owners and managers, but there is also a joint 
call for researchers. I’d like to thank you in advance for doing this presentation. 

 

The Inner ERA-NET: Gillian Glaze, Forschungszentrum Jülich 
 

Thank you for very much indeed for inviting me to this event.  

First of all, I have to admit that the INNER ERA-NET is not my baby. It was born in the 
Netherlands where SenterNovem is managing a very open call for innovative energy research. At 
the time, the question was whether a NEST or an ERA-NET project would be more appropriate. It 
was finally decided to make an ERA-NET proposal, and Germany was asked to join. The relevant 
German programme is not as “open” as the Netherlands’ idea and consists of providing support to 
networks of researchers working in an interdisciplinary way on specific energy research topics. 
Compared with the German Energy Research Programme this sub-programme is in fact quite small.  
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As you have heard from the previous speaker, the ERA-NET scheme was set up to encourage 
ministries or funding organisations to coordinate research programmes. Shortly before the proposal 
was submitted to the Commission, SenterNovem decided that it was no longer willing to coordinate 
the project. Thus, the project proposal landed on my desk in Germany. It became my baby, my 
project to coordinate.  

I was not too happy with the name “INNER”. It gives the impression that we will be looking into 
something small. I wanted the project to be something huge; the name should have had something 
to do with the diverse problems and challenges associated with the highly emotional topic of 
“energy”. In fact, having such a specific topic, our life should have been far easier than for those of 
you working with NEST. At least we do have a topic. But sometimes when discussing energy with 
other scientists, I realise that even when looking at possible innovative research approaches, 
chemists, physicists and even mathematics can get highly emotional about this topic – it is not only 
nuclear energy which sparks off debates.  

The background to INNER was basically the need for new solutions to problems associated with 
energy. This was highlighted by the Ad-Hoc Group on Science and Energy Technologies set up by 
the International Energy Agency. In Europe we have always had a very high quality of research. 
The USA may take our best scientists, but it is not only this loss we are experiencing: results from 
research are often not applied to energy applications. We need to find a way to coordinate efforts to 
bridge the gap between basic and applied science. We know that there are a lot of different 
approaches to stimulate innovative energy in Europe but could there be an ideal method, which we 
could all apply to achieve the best results? 

The objectives of INNER are similar to all other ERA-NETs; in this case, we are talking about 
innovative energy research. We planned to benchmark approaches, develop joint strategies 
combining the best elements, try out joint activities, and transfer knowledge to other countries. One 
of our proposed deliverables was a recommendation on European policy on innovative energy.  

The status up to now: the project started 2 years ago and will last for 4 years. The deliverables can 
be found on our web site, where you can also find a summary of innovative R&D energy 
programmes. This may be interesting for your NEST-PROMISE project. We also looked at some 
programmes in other countries which are well-known for innovative energy research, such as 
Canada and the USA. A SWOT analysis of our own programmes was carried out by an external 
consultant, and a work group was set up to discuss joint activities. Thanks to the initiative of Nordic 
Energy Research we managed to publish a joint call on innovative energy research supported by 7 
countries, including Finland, Iceland, Denmark who are in fact not partners in the ERA-NET but 
who joined us for this action.  

In this call, we received 50 applications which exceeded the budget by far. After consultations 
between the partners and their experts, we have invited 12 projects to make a full proposal. EUR 6.5 
million has been provided by the 7 supporting organisations. It is an exciting experiment and we 
hope to show that it was a good idea. As someone said, we are making up the rules as we go along 
and hope we have good projects in the end. Unfortunately, if I am honest, I cannot say that these 
projects are going to be terribly innovative. 

The SWOT analysis showed that, although we were hardly considering the whole of Europe, we 
could not reach any conclusion on a common approach to innovative energy. Should it be done 
bottom up or a top down or a mixture of the two. Secondly, we spent hours, if not days, discussing 
which topics we should focus on.. There was no consensus on topics either which was also rather 
disappointing.  
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In fact, ministries do not generally have a long-term strategy to encourage and support new ideas. 
Many of the present programmes will most probably not be continued, making life rather difficult 
for partners in an ERA-NET project. 

However, at one of our meetings, we were given a short report on the IDEAS Factory, as practiced 
by the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC) in the UK. INNER-partners 
got quite excited about playing in the sand pit, building castles, destroying them, getting new ideas. 
We took up EPSRC’s motto “if you always do what you always did, you‘ll always get what you 
always got” and refer to this whenever we need some encouragement to try something new. 

At the moment we are hoping to develop a long term global strategy to promote research from basic 
science right through to industrial participation in the development of new energy technologies. 
Working groups will develop these ideas further. 

One group will focus on organising a seminar on basic science to get students to present and 
develop their ideas, on what could be research in the future. Here the topics will be rather specific 
(top-down) but the ideas will come from young researchers themselves. A second group will work 
on setting up an IDEAS Factory for experts in a particular field (e.g. on transport). 
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DISK 4 

 
The Inner ERA-NET: Gillian Glaze, Forschungszentrum Jülich 
 
In order to organise such events we will need human resources. Where do we find the experts, 
where do we find evaluators who have open minds for new ideas? Many ERA-NETs are faced with 
similar problems, so we will try to pool resources and experiences. Perhaps we will set up a  data 
base so that we have experts, facilitators, people who are keen speakers, people who can get ideas 
from young scientists, ”conductors” and “musicians” to stimulate exchanges of ideas between 
researchers and experts from the different countries. 
 
We will also need to convince ministries to provide funds for these types of activities as well as to 
set up joint programmes and calls to fund the research ideas which result.  
 
Summing up, there are lots of exciting things to explore and develop together but we will need 
commitment from the different national ministries, long-term national programmes and eventually a 
willingness to fund projects across national borders. 
 
 
Question from the public  

Thank you it was very interesting. When does the project finish?  
 
The Inner ERA-NET: Gillian Glaze, Forschungszentrum Jülich 
 
In two years time.  
 
Question from the public  

 
Are you going to have another call?  
 
The Inner ERA-NET: Gillian Glaze, Forschungszentrum Jülich 
 
We don’t know yet, but we hope so. We are discussing the possibility of another call but we do not 
know when it will be, which countries will participate, whether or not we will have a fixed topic, 
how large the projects should be. We have to obtain funds from the different ministries.  
 
Question from the public  

 
Is it a pool and I mean you raise the money and it is a pool and whoever gets a grant is funded by 
this pool or each country funds its own grants?  
 
The Inner ERA-NET: Gillian Glaze, Forschungszentrum Jülich 
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As I said, the action was spontaneous. Everything happened quickly so that it was impossible to 
change national rules. This meant that every country will fund its own researchers. It was the easiest 
way – no changes in laws or national regulations were required.  
 
Concettina Larosa, Event Chair 

 
So we’ll have lunch now. It is right over there then I ask every body go get back at two o’clock 
actually outside there’s a lot of materials from the ERC and from the NATO please feel free to take 
it and please all sign the sheet at the registration desk to say that you attended this event. Thanks a 
lot and see you at two o’clock again. 
 

Networking Lunch 
 
Welcome back. We have our next speaker. Her name is Begoña Arano. She studied biological 
sciences at the Universidad Complutense de Madrid where she completed an MAC in zoology. In 
1998 she joined the EC as a scientific officer at the Directorate general for research within the Unit 
for Marie Curie fellowships and is presently Head of Unit for the Marie Curie Actions Networks 
and she will make a presentation on the People Programme in FP7. We welcome her. Thank you 
very much.  
 
 
PEOPLE Programme: Begoña Arano, Head of Unit, Marie-Curie Actions-Networks, 
European Commission 
 
So I think that today you’ve been hearing probably a lot of explanations about the different things 
that you can think of applying for within the EC. I hear that this morning you’ve been having some 
presentations about the European research council. The ERC is gathering all the area of scientific 
research and so are we in the People programme. I will only show you this slide  to give you an idea 
of where we are. We are a specific programme in our own right and this is something which is 
interesting because we have been involved throughout the different years of the framework 
programme, we started being a part of a sub programme then we were a larger part of it and in the 
end we’ve become actually a specific programme on its own and now we have a larger amount of 
budget. Basically we still have the three broad objectives which were very similar to what we had in 
the past which was to create the conditions for researchers to be mobile without having any 
obstacles to try and enhance the status of the researchers’ career and to make the carrier in Europe 
attractive to researchers both from within and outside Europe and of course to put money where all 
the awards are which is to finance this training mobility and career development, so there are 
certain parts of our activities which are more policy driven and others which are the actual action 
activities in themselves. The main features is for those of you who know this activity from the past 
from FP6 there is much continuity from FP6 there has been an increase in budget of almost 50% per 
year and there are some new features which are the increased private sector participation which I 
will explain a little bit more later and also the international dimension. All these issues where all 
ready there in the past but now they are much more strengthened and of course there is a lot of 
importance given to the gender balance within the participation afterwards Marian will probably 
speak much lengthier this but in our case we place a lot of importance in this and as I said earlier on 
we are a bottom-up programme and all the areas of research are covered by us. I would like to also 
clarify one point is that maybe now for those of you who know our activities in FP6 we had all 
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these actions like the excellence grants and the excellence chairs and many times we hear why have 
these disappeared basically for us they have not disappeared.  
 
This morning you had William Cannell explaining about the ERC and you can see very much that 
what we had in the past as the excellence teams basically were the forerunners of what the starting 
grants are now in the ERC. If we have time I can give you a few details of what we had in the past 
in terms of the participation with the excellence grants but it’s true that we had the very best 
researchers, it was highly competitive, the very best researchers getting these grants which were 
between 1.5 2 million euros for four years to have a team and this enabled a lot of researchers to be 
able to return from the US for example and establish their teams here in Europe. So we see that it is 
working and probably this explains why these nine thousand proposals now coming into plane in 
this call but I would like to say that in other activities we have we are also striving for excellence, 
their name is not there but the reality is there in the individual actions we always had the very best 
really being selected because they’ve always been very competitive and later we have Frank I don’t 
know who oh! it’s you, good to meet you then, who was an individual fellow, a Marie Curie 
individual fellow and afterwards was given an excellence award. So this gives you an idea that this 
is what we are looking for to get the best thing in Europe in terms of researcher.  
 
So now I’ll go very quickly through the different activities that we have within the Marie Curie 
actions and afterwards if you have more questions you can ask me in more detail. So, what we do 
with the Marie Curie actions is that we cover all areas of the researcher’s career it is obvious that 
we cannot give lots money for all of them but we have to always tackle them to try and structure as 
much as possible what this career of researcher is going to be. So one of the activity is towards the 
initial training of the researchers. We cover the post-doctoral part of the career with life long 
training and career development then the industry dimension. I’ll speak about it later and then also 
the international dimension that we have possibility for post doctoral and also for exchange of 
researchers at different levels of their career. With the initial training networks for those of you who 
have known in the past the Marie Curie actions in some ways is the merge of two activities that we 
had in the past. We had early stage training host fellowships for early training and we had the 
research training networks. In some ways  both of them were tackling the same population because 
they were both directed towards early stage researchers which in plane language are the pre-docs 
mostly I mean they didn’t have to go for a phd but mostly were doing so. The idea was that there 
was basically a lot of convergence in most of the activities that both actions were doing so it was 
better to rationalise and stop confusing a bit the clientele and try to help them and focus them into 
one single activity. So as it was in the past one characteristics is that it has to be a transnational 
network of participants. The idea is that there is going to be training mostly through research. We 
are not talking about necessarily a common project, it doesn’t have to be a common project, the 
importance is that there is a common research training programme. This could be done within a 
single training project. All the ideas that very often what we see is that there is a single programme 
but then there are lots of little single individualised projects which are the ones that researchers are 
going to be using as the means of training to do their PhD. But we also want to there is a certain 
part of the training which is taken in complementary skills that what we want is that researchers for 
life in reality and life in reality nowadays is that in academia, all the solutions are not in the 
academia. You don’t find jobs always in the academia so we need that the researchers are ready to 
be able to participate at different levels so that maybe the can, at some point of their career, go to 
industries, make themselves so knowledgeable as to how the industry works so that they can also 
return to academia.  
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So on the one hand with the policy actions we are trying to ensure that between both sectors there is 
enough communications that they understand that the researcher can opt between the two sectors 
but also we want that the researchers to be ready so that they are able to take on board this type of 
career. So ok when we are talking about complementary skills, it could be IPR issues even grant 
writing but many times we see that the researchers come out from a phd but don’t have the capacity 
to become more independent. So all these different issues of course as I said the main part is the 
individualised project and then we are considering importance of the industry participation even at 
this stage. We know that because we are bottom-up we cover very different areas and I know that 
many times I had the question about how does this have much with humanities for example ok 
that’s why we have industry participating at three possible levels.  
 
We are not expecting that in humanities we are going to have a big multinational participating at 
least not always. So we expect that for example in certain areas like it could be in chemistry or 
nanotechnology or pharmaceutical research that there you would expect that the industry should 
participate at the highest level and that’s like one more participant at that level, but we also 
contemplate that the industry we are always understanding not the industry in the strict sense but 
quiet open so more like the private sector could participate possibly as one of the companies which 
is going to give complementary training maybe they are going to be the ones who are able to give 
some complementary skills on IPR. This is we are quiet open in terms of what the private sector 
participation is here but in some ways is all ready giving the researchers the idea. Their area can 
link to something which is not necessarily academia and then the minimum level where we want 
industries to participate in this programmes is at the supervisory board. Each of these networks has 
to have a supervisory board we are just going to ensure that the level of the training is going to be 
comparable in all the different participants and in all the different notes and that all the different 
aspects are covered equally.  
 
So there we want that the private sector is also participating because they can have a different view 
of how training should take place. Of course we expect that there should be a mutual recognition of 
the training and of the qualification although this is not very easy but at least the level of the 
training is recognised and we have the possibility of having early stage researchers. This is what we 
all understand by the phd researchers that we can cover up to three years in total in the network and 
there is also the possibility of having a small number of experienced researchers basically those 
ones who have finished their phd or who have more than four years research experience and these 
could also be part of these training networks for a maximum of two years. Now we are expecting 
that really more that 80 % of the researchers who are going to participate in these networks will be 
early age researchers because that is the main idea of the initial training networks. When we are 
talking about initial training we are talking about the first five years of the researcher’s career after 
finishing the graduate studies so we expect that at the most 20% will be for the early post-docs who 
still would benefit from these types of exchanges. And then there are other possibilities like this 
visiting scientists which is basically aimed this is where we will see it’s where we had the chair, 
where we had the excellent chairs in the past.  
 
We are thinking of them more in the figure of somebody who is coming for a shorter period of time, 
sabbaticals for example and they would be able to sort of transfer a knowledge or to cover certain 
areas of their  training that have not been covered by the rest of the members. It should not 
substitute what this really the core training programme but it could be adding something quiet 
valuable to this programme and also it is not here but the other possibility as well is that they can 
we expect that as part of the network there will be a series of networking events organized because 
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it is part of the training and that some of the events could be opened to researchers from outside and 
in this case if these events are open then they would cover a number of researchers coming from 
outside we would cover an amount per day per researcher so basically we would help towards the 
opening of these events to other researchers because we consider that sometimes what these 
networks can offer is a lot of knowledge in terms of best practice. Many of the results of the training 
could also be interesting for others as well. So this is for the initial training networks, then we have 
the life-long training and career development and here we are talking of the post-docs. You will see 
that there is quite a lot of activities dedicated to the post-docs and I know that many people say why 
are there not I was having a conversation earlier on why are there not more post-docs in the initial 
training networks and the reason for them not being there is because we have them in many other 
areas of the programme and other wise we would not be covering and this is another very important 
part of the initial training.  
 
So there are several activities in the life long training, the intra-European fellowships, the European 
re-integration grants and the co-fund programme. The intra European fellowships I will not spend 
too much time on this going on about this we have a living example here I was another one as well 
but basically I think that the programme that initially was known from the Marie Curie it was the 
research training networks and the individual fellowships were the best known ones and they still 
continue, they are still well funded in the People programme. So basically it is for European 
nationals to move within Europe and the associated states. Then we have the reintegration grants we 
had them as well in FP6 and we continue them. Basically is to try and help those who have had 
transnational mobility with one of the Marie Curie actions not only with individual fellowships. 
Any one who has been in the host driven actions from the Marie Curie is a Marie Curie fellow and 
they can apply also for these European reintegration grants and it’s basically to help to reintegrate it 
could be in their own country of origin but also in any member state or associated country which is 
offering good employment conditions and is going to offer stability for their own carrier. So 
basically this is a grant that is given with a project between two and three years duration and is a 
fixed amount of money which is given to them to help them through these years to establish 
themselves in the new institution. Then we have co-fund this is the co-fund programme this is new a 
novelty in the People programme. This basically again is trying to enhance the possibilities for 
researchers at post-doctoral level this is to encourage the transnational mobility of existing 
programmes or new programmes.  
 
So the idea is that any programme which is already running but maybe it is not open to sending out 
researchers outside their countries or to receiving researchers from outside if they open themselves 
then they can apply to the People programme and the People programme, after evaluation, would 
consider the possibility of funding that part of the mobility side of their programme. So this is 
something which in some ways what we are doing is to multiply even beyond just the individual 
fellowships the possibility of sending post-doctoral researchers outside the country or receiving 
other post doctoral researchers. This is still we don’t call it a pilot because it is too large to call it a 
pilot scheme but it is like a first step into seeing how it works because we expect that in the future 
this should be quiet a normal way of operating between the Commission and the member states. So 
basically the organizations that we expect would be participating would be ministries, research 
academies, any institutions that can have these types of schemes for fellowships. It could be also 
other private bodies that offer these types of schemes and it means as well that if there that if there 
is a public body who is thinking of starting, that happens quiet a lot in regional programmes, that 
may be interested in starting such a programme, then they could apply to this eco fund programme. 
This could be quiet interesting I suppose at the very beginning probably  it is still difficult to 
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understand. Possible as the FP runs along then it would be easier for other applicants to get 
everything together and then apply. Then we have the industry academia partnerships and path 
ways, a very long word to say but basically exchanges between the two sectors. Again this is taken 
a bit from what we had in FP 6 in FP 6 we had some schemes for transfer of knowledge and one 
was dedicated to industry academia and it was successful when the people knew about it.  
 
The problem is that people did not know so much about it so we are hoping that by focusing more 
on it as a single activity I will be able to dedicate more time to it we will be able to make each 
sector understand each other because it’s quiet we’ve learnt from things that didn’t work so well in 
the past and we are trying to put together a package that could be interesting for both sectors so 
basically it is based on staff secondments between the two sectors but there is also the possibility of 
recruiting experienced researchers. The minimum that you have that you need to be eligible is to 
have one institution from one sector and another one from the other and each of them in a different 
member state so that’s the minimum to be eligible so it’s already quiet easy and quiet attractive I 
suppose compared to all the other schemes that we have that normally you have a minimum critical 
mass that you need which is larger. Now once you have this minimum then you are able to have all 
other possible combinations, you can have more institutions from other countries participating you 
can even have for example suppose that you are an academia in one country once you have a 
minimum requirement then you could also have an SMI or a larger industry in the same country and 
there’s the possibility of exchanging up to thirty percent of staff between the two sectors in the 
same country So this is something we can speak about I cannot go into details because it is a bit 
long but you can email me and well give you more details but this is something interesting because 
it is quiet flexible for both actors.  
 
We cover as with the other schemes the salary costs, the networking costs and for those cases where 
the SMIs are participating if they can demonstrate that it is necessary for the project we can cover a 
certain amount of cost for small equipment as well to try and get SMIs and spin offs to participate. 
Then the international dimension I should say that another important issue is that both all these host 
driven actions, the industry academia schemes and the initial training networks are open to 
researchers from all the world. There is no limit in 2006 there used to be a limit of 30% now there is 
no such a limit. Obviously they are directed to European researchers because that is what we need 
to have more researchers in Europe and to make it more attractive but we are not closed to 
researchers from other third countries. We also have these international cooperation partnerships 
countries which is a long list and I am not going through it you can see it on the guides for 
applicants and those institutions from those countries can participate at the same level of any other 
associated country so again this is quiet interesting for all those host driven actions. Apart from that 
we have all those schemes we had in FP6 for individual researchers either to go to a third country 
and with the possibility of returning. I mean actually it is compulsory to return but we cover the 
return so basically if someone is going away for two years to Canada for example we would also 
cover the return phase back in the member state country and of course we cover all costs like in the 
intra-European fellowships. Then we have the other scheme which is also in the FP6 which is for 
international incoming fellows so that’s for researchers from third countries who come to Europe. 
Normally, the idea is not so much to receive training because for training we have all the other host 
driven actions more for transfer of knowledge or exchange at the higher level with the institutions 
and the research groups here. We have these international reintegration grants again. They were in 
FP6 and the idea is that those researchers who have been in third countries for a large period of time 
I mean at least three years outside of Europe that we offer these grants to be able to start back in 
Europe. The idea is that these researchers should have some way of contractual links with the 
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institutions here in Europe the longer the better because that’s something which helps them to 
stabilize their career and again we have a financial contribution they can use either for research or 
maybe to cover costs of research students that they can actually start, we help them to start with a 
team obviously it is not covering everything but it is a good start up. These are the calls some of 
them have already gone but still the individual actions are opened until the 14th of August and here 
the co-fund the budget was not available we now know there are 60 million for the co-funds so this 
would be 65 million for the co-fund. This call this is the call which was published in June sorry 
which is going to be for the Autumn will be with the budget of 2008 that’s the reason why it was 
not written published there. You can get more information on it or you can always contact me if you 
have any need for clarifications I will just leave it here. Ok thank you. Thank you very much. 
 
 
Concettina Larosa, Event Chair 
 
Ok, thank you very much. We are now coming to the next speaker Frank Keppler He’s a young 
researcher, Frank studied geology at the University of Heidelberg followed by a PhD in organic 
geo-chemistry at the Interdisciplinary graduate college of Earth Sciences. He received a European 
young investigator award to build his own research group at the Max Planck Institute for Chemistry 
in Mainz. His main research field include the evolution of climate-relevant trace gases from 
terrestrial ecosystems. He was awarded also a Marie Curie Excellence Award and the Isotope 
Award of the Karleugen-Habfast-Foundation in 2006. His presentation will be on the experience of 
a young researcher conducting multidisciplinary high risk research. He is going to tell us about his 
career path and how he actually chose to carry out this research and how this impacted on his 
career. 
  
 
Young Researcher’s experience in conducting multidisciplinary, visionary, risky research: 
Frank Keppler, EURYI Winner, Marie-Curie Excellence Award Winner 
 
First of all I would like to thank the organizers for inviting me to come at the NEST-PROMISE 
meeting me in particular Concettina Larosa for inviting me and to be honest with you, I didn’t hear 
from the NEST-PROMISE programme before I was contacted by email but I have to say now after 
hearing these talks and the contents of the programme I am really fascinated about the content and I 
think that is what research needs now I would like to talk about my experience conducting 
multidisciplinary risky I wouldn’t say high risky research but risky research maybe first I would say 
something about the work I did in the past my and how I crossed scientific borders I can’t see very 
nice can you see it in the back? Is that better? Ok? That’s better yeah ok good. I studied geology at 
the University of Heidelberg and did my master thesis on topic sandstone-preservation as you can 
see here is the castle of Heidelberg which is built by red stone. I worked on a method to increase 
efficiency of sandstone-preservation. I did my PhD and two years post degree on organic geo-
chemistry. I switched to another institute and worked at the graduate college of Earth Sciences in 
Heidelberg. I moved from the hard rocks to the soils and I was investigating the formation of gases 
of ozone destroying gases in soil. There is potential of production of ozone depleting gases in the 
soil that can reach the stratosphere.  
 
Afterwards, I applied for Marie Curie individual fellowship under the framework five and I got 
awarded and went to the Queen’s university in Belfast and switched and moved to the subject of 
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bio-chemistry and agricultural sciences and there I worked on the formation of ozone destroying 
gases in plants and the same thing there is a potential to produce chloromethane and bromomethane, 
I don’t want to be too scientific, but these gases are emitted by plants and can reach the 
stratosphere.  
 
My next step was after Belfast I went back to Germany and went to the Max Planck Institute of 
Nuclear physics in Heidelberg. You see I came from the earth crust went to the soils and to the 
plants and now to the atmosphere. I went to the atmospheric science and there we made a discovery 
that plants produce methane under aerobic conditions and I think that created quiet a huge storm in 
the media and it is still today being controversially discussed. At this time I also applied for the 
EURYI Award. I was successful and I was very lucky as you know it is very competitive, I think 
that the probability is just about 1 or 2% so at the end you have to be lucky if you are one of the 
winners.  
 
I think this has been mentioned before but for those of you who are not familiar with the EURYI it 
is the European young investigator awards scheme to direct young outstanding scientist in all 
domains including humanities to create their own research teams at European research centres. And 
what impact has it on the scientific carrier I think this has also been mentioned before. I think this 
was a precursor scheme for the ERC. I have now the scientific freedom to do for five years research 
to build up my own research group. That’s what I am doing now at the Max Planck Institute for 
chemistry in Mainz. That’s a great thing after being a post doc maybe with a contract for one or a 
maximum of two years and now I have five years so that’s a brilliant position at the moment. As 
you have seen before I wouldn’t tell that I am an expert in one of the fields I have shown.  
 
I think that my scientific strengths are that I’m working at the interface of scientific disciplines. 
There is a quotation of Ernst Ulrich von Weizsäcker who said “I always sensed that the mainstream 
disciplinary approach was exhausted that the new fields of interest were located at the interface of 
existing disciplines”. And I think that exactly almost covers my thoughts but there is always a but 
and the but is you are always at risk I think that if you are also doing inter-disciplinary research you 
know that when you apply for a grant or funding or also when you submit a paper to scientific 
journals you are at risk. I think that that has been mentioned many times this morning, but usually 
you get evaluated by experts who come from classical traditional scientific disciplines so it is quiet 
difficult to convince them. And I would say I will tell you something about my experience of doing 
interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary research, I would like to tell you a story. Before applying for 
the EURYI I also applied for the so called Heisenberg Stipend at the German Science foundation 
and I got the results and there was nothing wrong with the proposal and I was really well evaluated 
but there also was one sentence that said that they couldn’t see my scientific profile and that was 
why I was rejected. I couldn’t apply for another programme called Emmy Noether because I was 
too old, a few months but I was too old.  
 
As I said when you are doing multidisciplinary research that’s my feeling you always feel you are 
not the expert in one of the fields, you are often too old because you have worked in several 
disciplines and that also means that you have spent some time in each field. With scientific 
publications you are at risk of being rejected for many reasons because you get maybe three or four 
reviews from different fields and at the end you have to cover all the comments and sometimes it is 
impossible because there is always one or two who says this work is a bull shit. But on the other 
side there are many opportunities. One thing is that you allow things to happen you are often not 
filled with textbook-literature and so even with some crazy ideas. But in my case it was sometimes, 
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I still can hear in my ears, when we discovered that ozone depleting gases are coming from the soil 
there were scientists who said that’s not possible from a chemical point of view that is not possible 
but today we know it is. I also see that it increases the flexibility for several reasons. You have to 
talk to people you need to know their opinion, you are nearly forced to collaborate because you 
touch a new field of research and you are no expert so you need to know their opinion and this also 
helps to build up bridges to researchers from other disciplines. I was forced by being rejected by the 
National funding systems to look for other funding, that is why I really liked the funding 
programmes from the EU and from the European Commission and also from the European Science 
Foundation. The reason is I was successful. But why is there a ifference in the evaluation system? I 
can’t answer this at the moment. I think that opportunities for scientific presentation is often or 
maybe that is a very subjective opinion that you try to explain it for a broader audience cause you 
have to because always there are people from different disciplines listening to your talk.  
 
But now I want to be a bit more scientific and talk about what I am doing now what I am working 
on. The topic of my EURYI project is origin fate and impact of biospheric climate relevant trace 
gases during global change. I have shown that the terrestrial environment which includes soils is a 
source for climate relevant gases. We do not know at the moment how much is released but we 
have observed that there is a release of methane, of chloromethane of bromomethane which are 
green-house gases or gases which are involved in ozone depletion. I think that this is the first time 
that our group wants to employ a holistic approach to study these gases. We want to start with the 
plants, with the soil, we want to see where these compounds are produced we want to follow their 
fate through the atmosphere or through the whole bio-geochemical cycles because we want to really 
understand because otherwise we cannot make any prediction for the future and that’s here the point 
for that we want to know the environmental parameters that effect their emissions. We know that 
for some gases, the emissions and the fluxes are dependent on temperature and that’s why we are 
now interested in climate feed back reactions and I think climate change. I think I don’t want to say 
anything after the week-end and also after the movie of Al Gore. I think the music concert around 
the globe I think even that also greatest scientists were dancing so they brought attention to the 
whole world so you see a graph showing that during the last 100 years we already have a 
temperature increase of about one degree Celsius and this is mainly due to the release of carbon 
dioxide it is not only due to the release of carbon dioxide but it is also methane and other gases. 
This is actually the scenario of the International Panel on climate change where as you can see this 
part here is where we are today and this part shows the temperature of last one thousand years and 
now you see the prediction of the model scenarios for the future and this is based on the carbon 
dioxide released in the future but as you can see we expect within the next 100 years a temperature 
increase of about 2 to 4 degree Celsius but the degree of uncertainty is huge but you see from this 
picture that this model is based on our current knowledge and does not include any other effects 
maybe any feed-back reaction from other natural resources.  
 
What I want to make clear is that this picture I hope it is not too scientific but anthropogenic fluxes 
for example carbon dioxide and methane and this emission effect climate change and the 
temperature on earth. We also have the emission from chloro-fluoro-carbons which affect ozone 
depletion. These compounds are now banned and they are not increasing in the atmosphere but we 
have a temperature increasing in the next one hundred years and we are now interested in how this 
effects the fluxes from the terrestrial environment for example if fluxes or emissions of the 
components I’ve mentioned before are temperature sensitive then it could be that we got an 
enhanced emission of these gases from the terrestrial environment which would mean that we have 
a possible feed-back reaction. We don’t know how it will affect climate but that’s one of the interest 
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the group will focus on and for this we want to set up an interdisciplinary network working both 
with international and national groups. The people I mentioned here are the groups I have been in 
contact with before so we hope we can solve a couple of questions. Maybe that’s a picture that 
highlights the climate change I think the left picture 2003 and on the right you see a lake in 
Switzerland in 2003 or 4 I am not entirely sure. I want to say something now that, as I said I have 
now the freedom for the next five years but now I have also two other project which I can focus on 
because I have the money and time. For example I have a bio-gas project as well which I can say it 
is a high risk project because we don’t know exactly the output but it is very interesting we also 
want to investigate tree rings and do paleo-climate studies. So, at the end I would come to a couple 
of suggestions for young researchers interested in multidisciplinary research. I think people should 
not stick to just one discipline use your curiosity in other disciplines and ask those questions those 
working in the field would not ask and finally scientific discipline don’t define destiny I think 
personal energy and the right choice of funding programme do. Now I think I give back to the next 
programme.  
 
 
Eli Pollak, Israel Science Foundation  
 
Are you going to start forming the brown movement instead of the green movement? What does 
brown movement mean? If the green if the plants are creating chemicals that are harmful to the 
atmosphere then it’s about time to get rid of them right, and to go back to be brown all right? But 
more seriously, have you found yourself dealing also with politically motivated referees in 
reviewing because perhaps some of your results are not the standard politically correct 
environmental results?  
 
Young Researcher’s experience in conducting multidisciplinary, visionary, risky research: 
Frank Keppler, EURYI Winner, Marie-Curie Excellence Award Winner 
 
I think I was not very good, lets say some results especially the results with the methane in the 
plants we had not the impression that there were some political aspects mentioned by the reviewers. 
It was afterwards that it really created a storm we weren’t really prepared for to be honest we 
thought ok we are scientists and the paper was published methane formation from plants under 
aerobic conditions and that was all and then it really, at the same day it was published in Nature we 
had BBC in our laboratory and I didn’t know what and then they showed me the same day together 
with the Environment Minister and a few other people were discussing these results so to be honest 
we were not really prepared for that so it created a real a storm so I got many many emails and most 
of them were not too nice yes, as you can imagine so but it is still controversially discussed so at the 
moment there are also people who are still their paper is published which want to disprove this 
work so that’s why it is controversially discussed but the political issues maybe are coming later 
and usually to be honest we are not prepared as scientist to respond.  
 
 
Shula Bonjack, Administrative Director & F.I.R.S.T. Coordinator, Israel Science Foundation 

 
You have mentioned the disadvantages of being interdisciplinary. What I want to comment is that 
usually when we speak of interdisciplinary research it obviously involves more than one researcher, 
when each PI is specialist in his own area of expertise,  and then you combine forces and submit an 
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interdisciplinary project. What happens is that the PI himself turns to be  interdisciplinary. I think 
that in the following years we'll see more and more one PI that involves interdisciplinarity in his 
academic career.  The disadvantages you’ve mentioned are only temporal, but they are not going to 
exist in the near future because interdisciplinarity is going to penetrate also into our minds that it 
doesn’t have to involve more than one researcher but one person can combine more than one 
discipline in his academic career. Second question is I understood that the Marie Curie Fellowships 
programme mainly funds young scientists (no there is no age limit) so most of the money goes to 
research, to salaries or to research group. So maybe you can give a better answer.  
Let me continue - in order to establish your group you need huge equipment, you need to establish a 
lab and I presume that it could be around one million euros. Where did the money come from? 
 
 

Young Researcher’s experience in conducting multidisciplinary, visionary, risky research: 
Frank Keppler, EURYI Winner, Marie-Curie Excellence Award Winner 
 
In my case I applied for the fellowship, it was a two-year period where you just apply for your 
salary and go to a host institution. The host institution also writes one ore two pages what they are 
supposed to supply to a researcher. At the end you depend on what the host institution supplies to 
you, usually you get a good salary. It was a good experience because I got a brilliant support from 
the host institution. I’m not sure if I had not applied for the Marie Curie excellence grant… but I got 
awarded. It is for people who have been in one of the programmes of the Framework 5 or 6 and 
they can propose themselves for the prize, I think that the Marie Curie excellence grant is actually 
similar to the Euryi.  
 
Begoña Arano, PEOPLE Programme, European Commission  
 
It is true. The individual actions, we are about to trying to fund properly researchers so that they can 
have a good salary and a good career so basically we cover all the salary cost and we also actually 
give the funds towards the consumables that researchers will be using during the period of research 
in their institution but of course we are not giving money for the whole project because we are 
assuming that the researcher is going to carry out a project in an institution that has the 
infrastructure so that is normally how it works. As far as the excellence grants are concerned that 
was more in the style the Euryi or the starting grants of the ERC where we were actually also giving 
the money towards buying equipment if it was needed and consumables and if it was needed we 
would cover also the salary of the researcher sometimes they already had a contract so they didn’t 
need it but we were covering the costs also of the team members but we are talking now about 
amounts for four years which are between 1. 5 million and 2.5 million, so these were much larger 
projects and that’s similar to what Euryi does.  
 
Shula Bonjack, Administrative Director & F.I.R.S.T., Israel Science Foundation 

so what comes first, first you have to show lets say the Marie Curie that you have the infrastructure 
for doing this research.  
 
Young Researcher’s experience in conducting multidisciplinary, visionary, risky research: 
Frank Keppler, EURYI Winner, Marie-Curie Excellence Award Winner 
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When I applied for the fellowship there were three parts to deal with: your own profile which 
depends on your record and then it’s the profile of the host institution and the project itself, the 
topic.  
 
Begoña Arano, PEOPLE Programme, European Commission  
 
Basically the institutions on their side have to show that they have the infrastructure to host the 
researcher who will be responsible of a certain project. There are two important aspects to take into 
account, one is excellence referred to the quality of the researcher, the other is compliance because 
the project needs to fit into the institution’s main scope.  
 
Young Researcher’s experience in conducting multidisciplinary, visionary, risky research: 
Frank Keppler, EURYI Winner, Marie-Curie Excellence Award Winner 
 
Let me just say one thing about the first question about the disadvantages I mentioned Yeah ok 
that’s my subject opinion but I think that in my case maybe it is more difficult for people doing 
multidisciplinary research to compete with projects maybe for example in the Euryi award scheme I 
think that I was really lucky I see that I was lucky maybe because I deal with climate change which 
is at the moment a big issue but if you see the other winners and these are often coming from 
classical traditional disciplines they are really good people and it is very difficult to compete with 
them because they deal with nanotechnologies, laser-physics or astro-physics they are good people, 
they have a brilliant and perfect record and that is a problem probably I am the first project in the 
Euryi award which is really multidisciplinary. Often it’s when I first called the DFG to know what 
you think about my project because I thought about the problem with the reviewers I thought is it 
good to have it more in the multidisciplinary and she said yes that’s exactly what we want and then 
I got the response and exactly what I want in the beginning I said ok I make it inter-multi 
disciplinary to respond but the evaluation was you have no profile you have a good record but you 
have done this and this but you have no profile so exactly that was the point why I got rejected so I 
got persuaded but.  
 
Thomas Heinze, Twente University 
 
I have a question regarding mentorship. In the study that we conducted, one of the key factors that 
came out as important was mentorship, mentor and student relationship. So could you perhaps tell 
us whether or not your mentors (like PhD advisors) were influential? Were they also scientists with 
a record in interdisciplinary research who are more open to the type of question that you are asking.  
 
Young Researcher’s experience in conducting multidisciplinary, visionary, risky research: 
Frank Keppler, EURYI Winner, Marie-Curie Excellence Award Winner 
 
Not my case I see exactly the point usually if you get support it helps but in my case it was not that 
the mentors were working in interdisciplinary before so that’s why one thing I believe is personal 
energy you have in which direction you are going and I think equally important is at the end 
choosing the right funding programme because it depends maybe if you apply for a project and get 
rejected you get frustrated and then you decide something else but maybe you can be successful if 
you know from the beginning as I said I didn’t know about the Nest-promise programme and now 
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I’m really delighted to hear that such a programme exists because for people conducting really high 
risk research it is very good to have such scheme.  
 
 
Thomas Heinze, Twente University 
 
You mentioned that you have quite many contacts to other research elsewhere in the world. What 
was their role? Are they supportive of your ideas? Did you have to convince them because I can 
imagine that they come from different specialties, different parts of the  question.  
 
Concettina Larosa, Event Chair   
 
Thank you very much for your presentation. Ok we are moving now forward to the next 
presentation. This is the last one before moving to our focus group presentation so please stay with 
us for the second round. Doctor Maren Jochimsen is the Secretary General of the European 
Platform of Women Scientists, an umbrella organization of networks of women scientists and 
networks promoting women scientists. She holds a doctorate in ecological economics from the 
University of St. Gallen in Switzerland where she subsequently worked as a researcher. For the past 
15 years she has done research on gender issues, in science networking for the representation of 
women scientists in academia in the decision making bodies as well as for the incorporation of 
gender research interest in National research programmes. She has a long-standing experience in 
inter-disciplinary and trans-disciplinary work. She will do a presentation on the platform. 
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DISK 5 
 
European Platform for Women Scientists: Maren Jochimsen, Secretary General 
 
Thank you very much for your kind invitation and welcome and the chance to present the European 
Platform of Women Scientists EPWS in this context. What I would like to do in the next minutes is 
to sketch the background against which the European Platform of Women Scientists has been 
created, say something on our goals and activities and finally come back to what has been discussed 
here this morning and suggest synergies and common interests of EPWS and the activities and 
endeavours of NEST-PROMISE.  
 
The European Platform of Women Scientists is an umbrella association of networks of women 
scientists and networks promoting women scientists of all disciplines all over Europe. We are 
funded as a specific support action under the 6th EU RTD Framework Programme. The Platform 
was established as an international association according to Belgium law in November 2005 and 
opened its secretariat in Brussels in spring 2006. The association’s first general assembly took place 
in April 2007.  
 
Let me briefly sketch the background against which EPWS has been created, referring a) to the 
under-representation of women in research and research decision making in quantitative terms on 
the one hand and b) to more qualitative arguments on the other.  
a) The following diagram which, because of the shape of the graph, is often referred to as the 
“Scissors”-Diagram, is taken from a publication by the European Commission entitled SHE Figures 
2006 and presenting statistics on women and science, research and decision making positions by 
country, by discipline, by sectors of work and other analytic criteria. The diagram shows the 
proportion of women and men in a typical academic career. The blue line depicts the proportion of 
women and the yellow line depicts the proportion of men in science and research. The lines start 
with the student body at the left hand side and ends at the right hand side with Grade A positions, 
the single highest grade/post at which research is normally conducted, also labelled as research 
decision-making positions and in most countries representing the level of full professorships,. The 
graph shows that on average, despite variations from country to country and subject to subject, 
more than 50% of students and graduates in Europe are female, yet on average only 15 % of Grade 
A positions in Europe are held by women. Although women graduate with good or excellent 
degrees, the blue and the yellow lines cross-over when it comes to taking up PhD studies, as circled 
by the first box. Apparently, there is less encouragement for women to follow a PhD as well as to 
finish a PhD due to a variety of factors. The second box circles the drop in numbers between 
associate professor positions and full professor positions. Again here while making up about thirty 
percent of assistant professors, this number does not translate to a comparable degree into full 
professorships.  
The diagram also shows that there is little variation in percentages between 1999 and 2003, with the 
percentages of female assistant professors increasing from 30% in 1999 to 32% in 2003 and the 
number of male assistant professors dropping from 70% in 1999 to 68% in 2003 and the percentage 
of women in Grade A positions increasing from an average of 13% in 1999 to 15% in 2003. 
Although there are national and disciplinary variations, the overall pattern of the scissors remains: 
Albeit a strong critical mass of women graduates in terms of quantity as well as in terms of quality 
these numbers are not reflected in the numbers of women in research making positions. Whether 
one looks at this situation from the point of view of human rights and equal opportunities or with 
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reference to the economic argument stipulating that Europe losing out on human potential, the fact 
is that the situation reveals inefficiencies in the science system.  
 
b) This picture taken from femtech, Austria illustrates the more qualitative argument for the 
establishment of the European Platform of Women Scientists. The title reads: “Why do we need 
specific programmes for women in research and technology?” and the gentleman says to the range 
of different animals in front of him “To ensure a fair selection you all get the same test: you must all 
climb that tree”. The argument made here, also refers to a discussion we had this morning on how to 
measure scientific quality, excellence, capability and to what tests we subject what kind of 
researchers. In a sense, therefore, the argument in question is an argument for heterogeneity in 
science and research, for allowing for diversity in approaches and among individuals active in 
research. It at the same time covers the question of the gender dimension in research, addressing 
gender as one of the cross-cutting themes in research, entailing a closer look at subject, content, 
methodology.  
 
The European Platform of Women Scientists was created as a new strategic instrument to counter 
the under-representation of women in science and to foster the integration of the gender dimension 
in research. It is a new strategic instrument since it complements existing European initiatives, such 
as the Helsinki Group on Women in Science composed of delegates from national research 
ministries, by directly involving the community of women scientists in the discussion. EPWS was 
created to identify and feed into the research policy process the concerns, interests, needs, ideas and 
aspirations of the European women scientists of all disciplines, at all stages of their career paths, 
coming from all those countries that can participate in EU RTD Framework Programmes. The 
Platform coordinates support activities for women scientists to facilitate their active role in the 
European research area and in the European research policy debate and takes the work of national 
and disciplinary networks, a key element for advancement in research, to the European level. The 
goals of EPWS are to increase the participation of women scientists in European research policy 
and in the shaping of the European research agenda, to enhance the participation of women 
scientists in science and in research decision-making bodies as well as national and European 
research programmes, especially FP7, as well as to promote a better understanding and the 
integration of the gender dimension in science and research.  
 
The general assembly is the Platform’s highest authority. The exchange between the administrative 
bodies and the secretariat in Brussels is supported by an electronic platform consisting of an open 
web site and a restricted area for members only. The Platform’s main areas of activity are 
networking/ membership, research policy, public relations and information including the electronic 
platform, and public and private partnership/fund-raising. I will briefly go through each of the 
activities to give you an impression of what we have been doing so far: 
 

1) Networking/ membership refers to the establishment of an umbrella organisation, the 
integration and coordination of existing networks as well as to the promotion of the network 
concept in areas where networks are still in formation, examples being Central and Eastern 
Europe (CEE) or the private sector. EPWS also plans to provide structural advice to 
networks in formation. The Platform at present counts 107 members, including 60 member 
networks, 20 supporting organizations and about 30 individuals. The starting point of our 
membership outreach was the Commission’s Network Directory of Women Scientists 2003 
listing 83 networks in Europe. The field has been changing since and the 60 EPWS member 
networks pretty much reflect what has been studied so far. Our membership outreach, 
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however, is ongoing. All disciplines are represented so far, with a slight focus on natural 
sciences, engineering and technology. We also have quiet a good representation of 
countries, reflecting, however, national differences in networking.  

 
2) The Platform continuously monitors European research policy in order to identify points of 

intervention. Examples for past positions include EPWS replies to public consultations, e.g. 
on the Lisbon Agenda, and position papers, e.g. on FP7, on the European Institute of 
Technology, comments on draft work programmes such as first draft programmes of the 
European Research Council (ERC) but also entail taking up more general questions on 
gender and excellence, gender and innovation or very basically excellence and innovation. 
All positions are made available on the EPWS website for further in national and 
disciplinary context.  

 
3) Regarding our public relations and information activities, we disseminate information via 

the EPWS web site as well as our monthly newsletter and regular news alerts for which 
everyone can register on the web site (www.epws.org). The EPWS Newsletter includes 
information on the association, a section on the latest developments in European research 
policy, as well as information on international conferences of interest. The restricted area of 
the electronic platform is constantly expanded to members’ virtual exchange and bridge 
geographical distance.  

 
4) Public and private partnerships/ fundraising comprise activities to ensure the financial 

sustainability of the Platform. Since EPWS has been created a permanent organization part 
of our task is to acquire long-term funding. Since most available funding concentrates on 
projects rather than research infrastructure such as the operational costs of a secretariat, the 
task is not easy. Private and public partnership activities also involve the organization of 
events together with members including their national and disciplinary expertise.  

 
The benefits and services of EPWS include excellent networking opportunities for networks as well 
as for individual researchers, focused information on participation in FP7 programmes, visibility of 
networks at the European level and beyond. In the restricted area of the electronic platform there is 
a partner search facility and members looking for partners within any of the framework topics can 
post their information here. The benefits and services may be translated down to individual 
researchers, encouraging them to participate in European research programmes, providing them 
with information on networks as well as edited information on European research policy, supporting 
them by putting them in touch with possible scientific partners or networks of interest or people 
who would like to create networks. We strongly encourage researchers to contact us with any 
questions they might have. Those that do not fall within our field of expertise, we forward to 
existing advisory and consultancy institutions which we complement. 
 
The EPWS offices are located on Place du Luxembourg, right opposite the European Parliament 
and 5 minutes from the Research Directorate General. So when ever you or your colleagues are in 
Brussels, please drop by for any queries you might have or an exchange of ideas on ongoing and 
future projects. I also brought with me some copies of the EPWS flyer which is currently under 
reprint after changes in our Board of Administration.  
 
In the remaining time, I would like to tie back the goals and activities of EPWS to the endeavours of 
NEST-PROMISE and our discussion this morning. EPWS is, of course, concerned with the 
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question of how to encourage women scientists to join frontier research, if such encouragement be 
needed. We would, therefore, be interested in the gender statistics of the programmes and best 
practices that have been presented so far. I was also very impressed this morning by the reflections 
on what kind of evaluating processes are suitable for which kind of research. As has been pointed 
out, more traditional evaluation processes are likely to select more traditional and safe, rather than 
high risk and innovative, research. Against this background, EPWS is also concerned with the 
transparency of evaluation processes, advocating the minimisation of gender and other biases in 
evaluation processes through an open discussion of the criteria used in establishing scientific 
quality. In this context it was good to hear before that the ERC who did not give any definition or 
clear wording of its understanding of scientific excellence so far, is now thinking about clarifying 
its criteria for excellence by establishing some parameters with regard to the requested the track 
record, in order reduce application numbers. Since the interest of NEST-PROMISE as well as 
EPWS is to discuss how we can best identify (pioneering) scientific quality, the Platform would be 
highly interested in keeping up the dialogue started at this conference.  
 
Thank you very much for your attention. 
 
 
Concettina Larosa, Event Chair 
 
Yes, thank you very much. I think that we can discuss this in the focus group what do you think Eli 
because these belong to the open questions and unanswered questions and recommendations we 
would like to deliver at the end to all the stakeholders and the EC as well. We will take these issues 
up later on. We’ll have a short break 15 minutes because we are running late in our schedule. I’ll 
ask you to kindly remove your luggage around your chairs because the table is going to be arranged 
a little bit different. We are going to have here like a round table and then on the back the audience 
so people will sit around the table and others will sit in the audience depending on how many 
people stay with us. Yes just to ease up the job of the gentleman who is going to make this change 
the coffee break is in the same room as this morning.  
 
 
 

Networking Coffee 
 
Eli Pollak, Israel Science Foundation, Chair of the Focus Group Round Table  
 
So if you all can join us for some sociological reasons this row in the front is still empty. I think you 
know this it is not supposed to be a formal structure. Ok lets sort of get this thing going. We are 
going to give a list of recommendations in our final report.  I think some of you have answers for 
the questions which have to be addressed. We want to hear your opinion on these questions because 
that is going to help us also finally to give some feedback as to what people think and how people 
look at the HINGE programs. Perhaps the first question which arises immediately is: do you really 
need special funding for HINGE like programmes? Is it something that the community should push 
forward and ask for and make sure it is worth it or perhaps we don’t need it at all? Is the level of 
funding the way it is today reasonable? Is it useful or perhaps we should say no, the regular 
structure is sufficient.  
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From the Public 
 
Well I firmly believe that we do need this. What we’ve seen is that national governments, as I’ve 
shown in the survey are bringing forward programmes to fund high risk research and I think, to be 
honest, although the speeches from the REC were interesting and the ERC is a great initiative I’m 
not fully persuaded that they take over the Nest concept. I think that the EC and the national 
funding agencies therefore, National funding agencies should keep on doing it and the EC should 
think about ways to continue funding high risk high net game kind of research projects but then I 
would think that because I’m part of the Promise consortium maybe. One thing we would like to 
say is please say your name in the microphone. Ok  
 
 
Frank Keppler, Max Planck Institute 
 
from Max Planck Institute for Chemistry in Mainz. Yeah I entirely agree I cannot I don’t mind the 
programme for example from the German Science Foundation and from the DFG that supports 
these ideas so I really would even if I haven’t heard of the Nest Promise programme before but I 
really would support this idea of having such a programme on the European level as long as I am 
not aware of the other National funding programmes but as far as I can see from the German 
science foundation there is not one programme which has posed these ideas. So you would be 
willing to take money from the DFG budget and say allocate it take 1% 2 % 3 % from the DFG 
budget and say allocate it for special specific hinge like programmes? I can’t do it. No but you 
would recommend to do that. I would recommend that but I’ m not sure that that’s possible just 
from what I’ve just heard now this is my opinion I think it would be a good idea maybe I’m wrong 
but I cannot see that there is a programme similar to the DFG I know another couple of Funding 
programmes from the Volkswagen Stiftung maybe they have something but the DFG which is a big 
funding organisation has not for multidisciplinary projects excepts if you go to bigger research 
groups it starts but on the individual level it’s not possible I know that because I’ve searched the 
programme for a long time. If they have been there maybe it’s not specified to hinge or high risk 
projects ok?  
 
Shula Bonjack, Administrative Director & F.I.R.S.T. Coordinator, Israel Science Foundation 

 
I agree with what Patrick said about the ERC and call. I think there is a contradiction by the 
affirmation "young researchers" submitting "high risk projects". Once you are a young researcher 
you will probably submit in the area of your thesis, of  your post doc period. You would not 
endanger your career dealing with high risk project because actually your track record is very very 
important; and if at the end of the three year  project you won’t have any publication, so you lost 
three years and your career would be stuck. Therefore, by definition it can’t be that the last call was 
for high risk or inter disciplinary projects because as we’ve seen most of the projects were 
submitted by one researcher. There are very few researchers that can say that combine 
interdiscipinarity in their academic career, that are well trained in more than one discipline. The 
conclusion is that probably they will submit proposals in their mainstream of science. They won’t 
endanger their career in submitting high risk proposals. So there are two ways of dealing with this 
problem: one is (I agree with Patrick) that ESF or the national foundation allocate funds for high-
risk research,  because - as we already mentioned in the morning - high risk could end up with no 
gain. It’s either a breakthrough or you lost your time and the money. The other thing is that perhaps 



 

 57

universities or the academic bodies have to take into account young researchers doing high risk 
research; this means that if it won’t end up with any publication the years that you’ve invested in 
doing this research won’t be lost.  
 
Frank Bösenberg Technical University of Dresden  

I’ve worked in the technical department of research promotion. First of all I have to disagree with 
you in terms that if submitting a proposal in a risky field is too risky for the young researchers they 
don’t care about this because submitting a proposal is a risk because if you look at the grant only 
20% of the projects are granted and more or less 20% so if they would rely on this project in doing 
the research it is too risky. So what we experienced was a big feed back on especially this ERC and 
on the possibility to submit a project without limitation within the topic but on the same side we 
experienced how they were so unsure on how this proposal would be evaluated and at the moment 
there is certainly a lack in the evaluation criteria because no one can really tell you what excellence 
means. We also had a big discussion on mobility. Is it a criteria for excellence or not should it be a 
criteria. So I’m very forwarding and pushing this possibilities of having grants for highly innovative 
frontier research but on the same hand then if the content or the field is not an evaluation criteria we 
have to fix other criteria which are easily understandable.  
 
 
Thomas Heinze, University of Twente 
 
I have two comments. First, I would rephrase your question: I don’t think it is a question of whether 
or not or how much we shall I don’t think that is a question. I think it is good to have 10 or 20 
percent of the budget but the most important thing is the mechanism: How do we distribute the 
money. I think I am more on the optimistic side in terms of the ERC proposal that William Cannell 
introduced this morning. Second, in the past the European Commission had a strong policy on 
funding science consortia like big networks, big research groups that are all over Europe and 
therefore it was a kind of organisational or institutional funding and I think that Frank Keppler is a 
good example in showing that interdisciplinarity is not necessarily something you can assemble into 
free full parties where every party has its own disciplinary specialization, but it’s more like that you 
enable individual researcher to develop interesting interdisciplinary career paths. So I think that the 
ERC policy is very good and that it really focuses on individual research groups. I think this is the 
major innovation in term of policy that is being applied. Now, I would also worry about the ERC 
funding because the 9000 applications show that there’s a desperate need for such kind of funding 
and as William Cannell indicated it’s going to be 1% or 2% that is going to be funded or perhaps 3 
% but it is not 20 percent and it is not 25%. So I think that this again raises the problem of the 
arbitrary threshold. Many will be discouraged to participate in such a programme again because it is 
not worth the effort . 
 
 
Flavio Keller, University Campus Biomedico  
 
I want first to refer to your comment on perhaps high risk projects are not so good for beginner 
researchers and I fully agree and at least approve. I participated in the evaluation of the Marie Curie 
research training networks and there was a call called inter which was specifically dedicated to 
interdisciplinary projects and one of the issue that came up many times during the discussion was 
precisely if such interdisciplinary conceptually highly innovative research would be good for young 
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beginner researchers because it was likely that at the end of three years they wouldn’t have any 
publications so what would they do when they finish their phd. So this to underline that I agree with 
your comment. The second point I think there was little emphasis about the financial instruments to 
finance  high risk research and I think that the current instruments that the EU has are by far too 
inflexible for this type of research. High risk research I think needs also high risk financial 
instruments, lets say it better, with a high flexibility for example that you can change the amount of 
budget you are spending at any given time point. At least it is my experience as coordinator of a 
Nest project is that there are big problems accounting to the European Union because we don’t 
follow the budget and this is almost perhaps essential to high risk innovative research and the third 
point I wanted to make to come back to the last presentation by doctor Maren because I was very 
impressed by the scissor slide and the particular point that impressed me was that the last in the a 
category, the women who made up in decision positions just went up from 14 to 15% in the past 
four years and this despite a huge amount of investment emphasis at least to reach gender equality. 
It is a 7% increase. I would consider it a modest improvement in spite of the investment effort. 
Perhaps the means that are now used are not efficient enough because they do not hit the problem 
the main problem that hinder women to reach top level positions in research. So my suggestions 
would be those 14 or 15% in those top positions. Did you think about doing a research and look 
what were their profiles and what were the opportunities they were given what was the context that 
made their success possible so a sort of looking back at what were the ingredients of their success of 
these women. Perhaps this could bring ideas to find the tools and instruments to promote these 
successful careers.  
 
 
Maren Jochimsen, European Platform of Women Scientist  
 
Just a response to this last remark: Last November 2006, the European Commission implemented 
an Expert Group on Women in Research Decision Making. The task of this expert group is to 
analyse existing policies and programmes and to identify good practices in the field. The 
background is the situation just described, namely that albeit all efforts in the past, changes in 
numbers are still very small.  
 
I would also like to take up the question raised before on whether we need special funding for hinge 
like programmes while we have the other instruments mentioned available. I think it became very 
clear also in this discussion that what we are really discussing in this context is the process of 
identifying innovative frontier projects that deserve this kind of funding. If, as pointed out this 
morning, evaluation measures are in place that have shown in the past that they tend to select safe 
funding, those evaluation measures are only of limited suitability to identify hinge like projects. As 
long as these measures stay in place and their need for adaptation is not recognised, I think that one 
would have to continue with special programmes in connection with a different set of evaluation 
measures that would help identify more frontier and more innovative projects. Doing so, however, 
should not lead to not conducting the general discussion on how best to identify the research that we 
consider important.  
 
 
Eli Pollak, Israel Science Foundation, Chair of the Focus Group Round Table  
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Perhaps I would like to sort of come to the comment that you’ve made and move this a little bit 
further. One of the claims as to why one would need these HINGE programmes is because the 
Community is conservative and because reviewers tend to be conservative. We have a real problem 
in having innovation. If I think of myself but and please correct me, but I would suppose that it is 
true about most of us, I started publishing papers and then once you start publishing you have a 
paper to review. Nobody ever really gave me any guidelines as to how to review papers. Then you 
submit grants, you get your first and second grant and then you get a grant to review. Ok so they 
give you some guidelines from the funding agencies but I didn’t have any course on how to review 
a grant so maybe the whole problem is not a question of funding for HINGE like programmes but 
maybe it is more that the granting agencies before they choose reviewers, force them to go through 
a course, through a workshop to explain to them look that’s what we really want and this is the 
criteria that you are going to use and if you do that then you don’t need the special funding.   
 
Shula Bonjack, Administrative Director & F.I.R.S.T. Coordinator, Israel Science Foundation 

 
I think you over-simplify. High risk is not what you mentioned before. We have to take into account 
that excellence is the only criterion so if you know that the success rate is 6% or 3% you will never 
apply for high risk projects, because you want to go on with your mainstream research and the high 
risk research is something that goes besides your mainstream research. The problem is that policy 
makers have to take into account that 95% of the research is the mainstream research; only 5% are 
the breakthroughs and the high risk research. So this is a change of mind that I'm aiming  at. You 
have to change completely the way of thinking about high risk projects because you have to think 
about what will happen in the long run. If you are an established researcher, you have enough 
money; you apply, you receive grants based on your track record. based on your publications and on 
the projects that you’ve done.  I don’t worry about the senior researchers. What’s in my mind is that 
we train young researchers to think mainstream; we don’t train them to think about high risk 
projects because the way that we evaluate their career is the traditional way. We on’t take into 
account the innovative ideas. It's not always a win-win situation; it could end in zero results in term 
of publications.  
With regard to training of evaluators,  I think that if you are in the community and if you already 
have a publication or two you know how to judge such projects; especially if the funding agency 
briefs you about the aims at the programme and instruct  you step by step how they want you to 
respond when evaluating the project. I don’t know if you agree with me. 
 
 
Frank Keppler, Max Planck Institute 
 
I just want to direct the answers to your question about reviewers going to a workshop. As you said 
when you first started to review ok you need experience. But the question today is that there are so 
many evaluation schemes and so many people are asked to review how you want to get the 
reviewers to spend maybe one week to get an expert. Nobody I wouldn’t say nobody but not many 
would do that because it is three days or four spare my time.  
 
Eli Pollak, Israel Science Foundation, Chair of the Focus Group Round Table  
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Just to give you a short answer - that is part of your resume. You sit on review boards so it’s 
important for you to take one or two days to learn how to do it well. You are not talking about 
spending so much time  
 
Also, I don’t think you need too much effort, or money and willingness. The community especially 
the younger part of the community especially if you are chosen to come to review a board that’s 
something good for you, your chairman would be delighted and would encourage you to go ahead 
and do it. 
 
Flavio Keller, University Campus Biomedico  
 
University Campus Biomedico Roma: besides being important for the cv actually I would say that 
also sitting on the review board lets you know what research is going to be done maybe five years 
from now so it’s even better than reading a manuscript but in the review board grants you know so I 
think that for researchers is a good watching tower about future developments of science and 
another point that I wanted to make is that we speak a lot about high risk conceptually novel science 
but also the success stories that we have heard today seems to me perhaps we should focus more 
that this kind of research is boundary research at the boundary between fields and disciplines that 
have never collaborated or interacted before to me the story of what is a Crik and double ilex is 
paradigmatic because before then who would think that crystallography which deals with crystals 
quartz and protein chemistry which deals with a totally different amino acids would have something 
in common and then look at what it has brought nowadays and it was research not to develop any 
spin off think of funding any spin off or industrial or to help humanity. I think that Crik said when 
he bumped in the pub of Cambridge and said we have discovered the secret of life that was their 
motive of research so it was purely curiosity driven so I think that this story showing what it 
brought in terms of high tech and so on we should keep it well in mind because it contains a lot of 
wisdom to learn of. 
 
 
Thomas Heinze University of Twente 
 
I would like to pose a hypothesis which runs counter to what has been discussed so far because 
what has been discussed so far is always specific or dedicated funding scheme like when you 
submit proposals and then you are evaluated and then perhaps you are successful and then you can 
do it or you can’t if you are not successful but I think perhaps that the whole idea of submitting a 
proposal for high-risk, unconventional creative research is wrong. The most effective mechanism is 
perhaps core institutional funding, lets say 20% 30 % and organisations would have to show that 
they use this money effectively. But still you wouldn’t need time to apply to such funding, because 
this consumes a lot of resources and time and you would just have lets say this 30% in each institute 
and you would have senior staff who really cares about the young researchers and make sure that 
they have their chance in getting some of these core institutional funds. So I think, perhaps this is a 
better institutional solution compared to a project based competitive distribution.  
 
Carlos Casacuberta, Centro de Recerca Matematica Barcelona 
 
I have a question that maybe it is linked to that so mathematicians are not used to risky things so 
that’s why I stick to the word un conventional so we are coordinating a Nest project from FP6 and 
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is certainly unconventional in the sense that we are trying to penetrate into areas where 
mathematicians are not obviously working and we chose some of them and indeed at the end of the 
project two of them really seem to be a very successful ways of continuing doing something like  
neuro-mathematics and digital content security and well we managed to even to convince some 
young people to pay attention to that and now so my question is how shall we or these people go 
from unconventional to conventional because as you said conventional is the standard funding 
schemes for our government Spain now is fine somebody mentioned here in […] 2010. The Spanish 
government is providing means for these people trying really to go I would say into normal funding 
but it is not immediate, it takes some effort and sometime for them time because they’re starting 
something different from the usual research working in a dynamical system now they’ve started 
doing with brain. What can the EC offer in this breach between unconventional to conventional and 
which is different from what the country already offers. I understood from today’s explanation that 
Ideas is the canonical thing to apply for starting grant and I also realised that the chances are not 
very high to obtain it. Is there any other option keep in mind that these people are starting we don’t 
have any experts in this field and for us as a mathematic research Institute it would be good to have 
contacts to have people interact with them maybe not as a permanent network but maybe as a 
temporary network and have an easy way to keep these people in contact with real experts from 
other countries. So again is there anything that could serve for this breach.  
 
Eli Pollak, Israel Science Foundation, Chair of the Focus Group Round Table  
 
I would just like to make a comment. The comment is that the sort of assumption is that you get a 
grant for a NEST like programme that lasts three years and five years and by that time by the end of 
that time you should be becoming mainstream. If you haven’t become mainstream presumably you 
haven’t really succeeded very much.  
 
I would like to make a comment to what you say and this goes to the questions on young scientists 
versus established scientists. Most young scientists who get jobs as assistant professors get seed 
money. Seed money is institutional money and usually that seed money is a huge amount of money 
compared to what you get from normal grants. Especially in some experimental sciences that I 
know, we don’t have young experimentalists coming to the institute without getting 1.2 1.3 million 
dollars of seed money and that is the money which is going to prove whether he or she makes it or 
breaks it. On the contrary it is established scientists who cannot get that money  usually and then if 
he or she wants to go into something really innovative then they have to go to HINGE like 
programmes so perhaps hinge like programmes should not be so much for the young scientists  
because they are getting institutional money.   
 
 
Concettina Larosa, Consorzio Pisa Ricerche 
 
Can we have also the contributions from the young researchers who are here today because they are 
very quiet but I would really be interested in knowing what they are doing now in their studies if 
they actually foresee to do high risk multidisciplinary research or are there any obstacles that hinder 
them to do so and I would like to use that floor to make a comment because consider that all these 
comments will be gathered, collected and actually sent back to the European Commission there is 
also a round table going on on the Green paper they are about to restructure the European research 
area and they ask us to contribute to that open discussion so please use this floor to make your 
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contributions. We have two researchers from Wageningen University from the Netherlands sorry if 
I just mentioned you two Ricardo Sampaio and Fernando Fermoso then we have other three 
researchers from the University of Calabria in Italy all young researchers so can you please maybe 
provide us your contributions.  
 
 
Fernando Fermoso, Wageningen University 
 
actually just to say that I’ve been involved in a Marie Curie excellent grant for already three years 
now. Actually I like a lot what Carlo said on uncommon science I feel that my main field is in the 
mainstream even if it is quiet multidisciplinary there is quiet a lot. For me it is quiet important to 
make a career in the future is to get some publications, to get some articles then I have more 
opportunities in the future to apply for another kind of funding if I want to come back to my home 
country so for me high risk projects are not an option at all. I mean I have to stuck to this 
mainstream research, actually when I think about my research it is really interdisciplinary, they 
have a lot of engineering, a lot of biology a lot of physical chemistry processes, it is really 
multidisciplinary but anyway it is a very common stuff so I want to stuck to that to be able to 
publish and maybe in the future when I have some publications with a stable position I can go for 
but not now it is not sure for me.  
 
 
Antonio Feraco, University of Calabria 
 
I completely agree with my colleague Thank you. I’m kidding. I’m a Phd student on my first year 
I’m part of a group where they give me the opportunity of carrying out multi-disciplinary research 
above all in social sciences consumer behaviour and mobility and mobile communication interfaces 
and all stuff like this and mobile devices the main problem as for him and for me is the publication I 
could even have a good idea and propose it but after the commission will not give me any kind of 
credibility because if the see my cv I just have 4 or 5 publications it is not much and any of these 
publications has a different impact there is a coefficient in every publication and none of my 
publications has an impact maybe because I still don’t have the knowledge or even it my idea seems 
great and applicable they do not believe in what I ask them and what I say because I still let’s say a 
little child in confront of all the others lets say affirmed researchers and all the European professors 
around so every time I need to ask my professors what they think and they will be lets say they 
grant for me if I want to present something. So there is always somebody up of me until I finish the 
little Phd and after even when I become a researcher there will always be somebody before me who 
I will belong to. This is not fair for those of us if you want to be an entrepreneur of our science and 
our research.  
This is what I think. But anyway thank you for the opportunity to be here.  

 
 
Ricardo Sampaio, the Wageningen University 
 
Well, I agree with what Fernando said. When I started my phd I could probably think of doing some 
high risk research, but by then I didn’t know what it meant and I’m not sure that now I know what it 
means. Back then I was naive (and probably I’m still naive). I was completely inexperienced, I 
didn’t care about the cv… well I didn’t have a cv at all. And now, if I look back I say, well it would 
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had been the wrong way for sure if I would had enrolled in high risk research. So, for sure we don’t 
only need a cv to take some risks, but we also need some knowledge in order to know which risks 
we can take and where to go. It’s not just ok that we are young so we have the most crazy ideas 
compared to most of the old people; rather we have to learn from your experience (in our craziness) 
in order to come up with something crazy but real. I mean, risk research is not for young researchers 
that’s for sure. We need a cv (i.e. experience) in order to be able to establish that risk research once 
in the future, maybe one day maybe never. 
 
 
Flavio Keller, University Campus Biomedico  
 
The last three interventions from the researchers reminded me of a point that perhaps can be 
important also and this that the different European countries have a different academic structure and 
that some academic structures probably favour that young researchers become independent and 
successful quite quickly while other countries like for example Italy the academic structure is built 
exactly opposite to that so it is very difficult for someone to become really independent and you 
may have a boss up to him for his life that has another boss and another boss. To be realistic one 
should take in consideration these differences in the way of training young researchers in Europe 
otherwise every idea risks to fail on this very basic non science related issues and perhaps it should 
be also stated in the recommendations.  
 
Carlos Casacuberta, Centro de Recerca Matematica Barcelona 
 
I was thinking about this problem which seems to be recurrent about going into the new direction I 
want to do it I can do it but I don’t have papers or I will not survive until I really reach my goal so 
why funding agencies do not think to give money not to the candidate but to the research institute. It 
really trust the direction of the centres ok this person is good and going in an interesting direction 
and I really certify that so why isn’t there a part of the funding going to these pupils which doesn’t 
have to be limited to one year.  
 
Eli Pollak, Israel Science Foundation, Chair of the Focus Group Round Table  
 
There is no way to control. That way if you trust if he can’t put his curriculum why can’t someone 
else put his maybe some more experienced researcher or even the institution saying that’s really 
good then the money will go for him maybe for three which is the time he needs to go for 
mainstream.  
 
Antonio Feraco, University of Calabria 
 
the money will always be managed by the boss anyway anything my boss will do for me any grant 
will be given to him for example an idea, a crazy idea or not so much crazy idea 50% idea 
everything will be managed by him and all things I want to do I always have to ask for permission 
this is not fair. I know I am not so independent in choice because I am still young researcher but 
you know there are different points of view and different ways of acting as I learnt in Europe all 
around why should I have to follow this line if I can get to the same result with another and shortest 
line. This is something that most of people cut the ideas of most of people cause if I would like to 
have an entrepreneurship idea I cannot have it because first I have to have the right knowledge even 
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if I study for one two three years I will never have the right knowledge. I think this is my point of 
view of the problem and I agree a lot with what the researcher said before that we can see things 
from another point of view and experts see things from another point of view if only they would 
give up some of the credibility more than saying study this, make a research on this will believe us 
and give us credibility I think there would be a quicker way to get results because we are not always 
wrong thank you. 
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DISK 6 
 
Petro Smertenko 
 
Petro Smertenko Ukraine National Project coordinator of Eureka and also researcher at the 
Institute of Semiconductor Physics of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine. I would like to 
tell you one paradox case. Ten years ago we investigated epitaxy of semiconductor layer on 
semiconductor substrates. We sent an article to a high level journal Solid State Electronics and we 
received the review with the text “… Your photo does not correspond to my expectation”. Sorry but 
this is a photo, we made nothing with this picture. So we can see in this example the 
misunderstanding the new idea we got experimentally. 
I would like to support your idea that sometimes there are many mistakes. Even reviewers of very 
famous scientists, I wouldn’t tell their names, but this is another matter. Even if you know that you 
are right it is necessary to be strong, it is necessary to do what you would like to do, it is necessary 
to send many proposals to many programmes, it is necessary to see what can be the application of 
your scientific work: it maybe be basic or applied. The situation you are talking about, when your 
chief agrees with your proposal or he won’t agree, is similar in our country too. I am not a young 
scientist sorry, but nevertheless my chief the academician in Ukraine, 81 years said: “You are a very 
young man. And I have to defend every day my ideas, to defend my job and look for support and 
funding of my investigations. So nonetheless the opinion of my chief I know that I’m right. I’m 
preparing the proposals for National programmes, for European programmes and one out of seven 
proposals are successful. It is a difficult job, but it is necessary to overcome all these things. I would 
like to generalise this there are risky inside and outside. Inside risky is maybe the national funding 
especially in basic research but there are outside risky of wrong understanding by reviewer of 
proposal under consideration and so on. So life is difficult, so you have to see outside, you can and 
have to look for the support, you can and have to show your job. And if you are right, nevertheless 
all will be OK. I wish you and all young scientists success. I’m very glad that there are many young 
people here. Thank you.  
 
Antonio Feraco, University of Calabria 
 
I wish me success too thank you. There has been a scientist who said. Who never made mistakes 
never tries something new. I think it was Einstein if I’m not wrong but you know if I made a 
mistake who is up of me would tell me you didn’t tell me and this is your first fault you made a 
mistake and this is your first fault because it is not only you who failed but it is the whole group 
who is going to fail so this I think is an amount of responsibility that they cannot put on us. If I want 
to make something on my own I cannot make it right now. If I can make something on my own it 
means that I do not have any grants from them, I am not having connections with the University or 
the Research centre where I am. If I belong to them every thing I will do they will do. This is one of 
the main I think stopping things for us, it is not only Antonio Feraco or Mario Rossi that is going to 
fail it is part or an entire research centre at least that’s the responsibility they are putting on us.  
 
Eli Pollak, Israel Science Foundation 

 
we’re going to wrap up the discussion because the people here also have to get some trains and 
planes and so on. I want to make one comment of my own on the question of young scientists. 
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There’s a difference between PhD level, post-doctoral level and then young researcher level. And I 
think that the hinge like programmes are meant to the young researcher level. That’s the person has 
a post-doc behind him or her and want to then go onwards. And I think that one should make that 
distinction. The second thing I want to say is that from my own experience and maybe it is also the 
American experience and that is that when you are doing a PhD you are just starting, sometimes 
you don’t have the right judgement as to whether the problem you really want to look at is the right 
one. I always saw my job as an advisor is to make sure that my young colleagues would not push 
off to a corner where they won’t be able to get out of and to teach them not to get into corners of 
that sort and that is part of the learning process and the ideas that once you finish your PhD then 
you go to do your post doc you have much more judgment of your own and that takes time. So I 
wouldn’t take it as negative look as the way it is and I think as the way you are looking at it and 
would say I think that most advisors do not just look at Phd students as slaves but as people who are 
students. And you want to teach them, you want to prepare them for life afterwards because we 
wouldn’t be scientists if we wouldn’t have got the same from our mentors of that time. I’d like to 
wrap up the discussion. I think that from all that we’ve heard is that people do believe that hinge 
like programmes are important and that they should be instituted or continued or supported in one 
way or the other, that there is a question of institutional support and a question of perhaps also 
saying that hinge like support depends on institutional support, and you can say well one is 
dependent on the other which is not an unreasonable suggestion to be made. I think that another 
topic which we’ve raised is the question of the review and whether the review we didn’t go into 
detail as to whether we should have a pre-proposal or proposal but I would assume that all of us 
agree that, given a low level of hinge like funding, you have no choice but having pre-proposals 
because if you just said three or four pages even if you know that the probability is low three or four 
pages is a day’s work, it is not more than that so you can go ahead and do it. If it’s a full proposal 
then you don’t do it. And so pre-proposals are necessary. As far as the review boards are concerned 
one of the most important parts of review boards especially as far as hinge like programmes are 
concerned is to educate the reviewers to make sure that they know hinge like programmes and that 
the criteria that they should be using are different from the standard criteria that we all use. I think 
with that I sort of wrapped up the discussion and would like to thank Concettina Larosa for all the 
work that she’s done all these days not only in these days but leading up to this meeting which I 
think that she was a very successful women I think we all have a round of and I’d like to thank all 
of you for coming here and participating and giving a serious input and we hope that we’ve done a 
service to the community with this. Thank you very much. 
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        15th of November 2006 
 
Dear Reader: 
 
We are happy to send you this first issue of the NEST-PROMISE (NEST-Promoting 
Research on Optimal Methodology and Impacts) monthly newsletter, 
complementing our website www.nest-promise.net. The newsletter is meant to be 
circulated among all those involved directly or indirectly in the project (funding 
agencies, registered individuals, directors of HINGE (High 
Innovation/Gain/Expectation) programs, NEST coordinators, and NEST NCPs). 
It will include information concerning our committee meetings, workshops, and 
surveys, as well as other news and events. 
 
This is an additional means in which you can notify your colleagues about our 
activities. We would appreciate your involvement in sending us any relevant items of 
interest which you think should be published in this new news letter (like new 
HINGE-like programs etc.). 
 
Please bear in mind our two forthcoming workshops: 
Dublin - December 14th, 2006 
Warsaw – April 16th, 2007… 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Shula Bonjack, contact person,         
 
 
 

The NEST-PROMISE website 
 
The NEST-PROMISE website (http://www.nest-promise.net) is the central part of 
the communication strategy of NEST-PROMISE. It is meant to be the project's main 
instrument for transferring up to date information to the parties involved as well as to 
the general public. A permanent webmaster has been appointed, who will receive all 
documents for editing and uploading to the website. 
 
Within the website, there will be sections for registration, news, documents, partner 
activities, events, HINGE programs, an open forum, and contacts. 
. 
The First Regional Workshop  
 



The first of three regional workshops, entitled Risky and Visionary Research: 
Challenges and Opportunities, took place at the University of Pisa, Italy, on 
September 18th, 2006, with some 50 participants representing scientists and 
administrative staff from research laboratories and universities, as well as young 
researchers who deal with high-risk and visionary research. This event was 
extensively covered by the local TV and press. Details of the program may be found 
at Nest Promise Pisa Programme (http://www.nest-promise.net/p/pliki/4487/NEST-
PROMISE_WSPisa_draftprogramme_250706.pdf )Workshop presentations, speakers 
and their biographies, are detailed at http://www.nest-
promise.net/workshop_pisa.html 
 

The Second Regional Workshop 
 
Dublin, Ireland, on Thursday, December 14th, 2006. Among the presentations 
will be one from the Science Foundation Ireland regarding the Ireland NEST-
like program, Irish NCP.  
 
For the program, see the NEST-PROMISE website 
To apply for an invitation, please register at http://www.nest-
promise.net/forms/registration/ 
 
The Third Regional Workshop 
 

This Third Regional Workshop will be held in Warsaw, Poland, on Monday, April 
16th, 2007, at the Polish Academy of Sciences. Among those giving presentations will 
be the Polish Minister of Science, a representative from the Foundation of Polish 
Rectors of Universities, and the NEST project coordinators from Poland. 
 
The Dissemination Brokerage Event 
 
The Dissemination Brokerage Event will be held in Warsaw, Poland, in the beginning 
of July 2007. EARMA (the European Association of Research Managers  & 
Administrators) has accepted our offer to hold this following its annual conference. 
The first draft of the program should be ready by December 2006. The invitees will 
include funding agencies, grants departments, and general users. 
 
Survey and questionnaire  
 
A questionnaire and survey, entitled Survey of Research Programs that Promote 
Novel, Ambitious, Unconventional, and High-risk Research, limited to Europe 
only, has been sent to more than 40 NEST NCP directors, and was followed by 
personal telephone calls. The aim of the survey is to provide decision makers with a 
comprehensive picture of policies, administration and funding of NEST – HINGE 
programs in Europe. Since the project is primarily devoted to the scientific 
community, industry will not be represented. Special emphasis will be placed on 
multidisciplinary programs, the social impact of research, and the involvement of 
young scientists. 
 



If you think that you or your organization can contribute to this survey please let us 
know. The survey questionnaire may be found at: http://www.nest-
promise.net/forms/registration/ 
 
Events  
For an annotated list of current events, see http://www.nest-promise.net/events.html. 



 
7th of February 2007 

Dear Reader: 
 
We are happy to send you the second issue of the NEST-PROMISE (NEST-
Promoting Research on Optimal Methodology and Impacts) newsletter, 
complementing our website www.nest-promise.net  
 
This issue is concerned mainly with the Second Regional Workshop and the Nest-
Promise Steering Committee Meeting which took place in Dublin, December 14, 
2006; an update of our survey on research programmes; and additional HINGE 
programmes. 
 
Please keep in mind our Third Regional Workshop in Warsaw, to be held on Monday, 
April 16, 2007. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Shula Bonjack, contact person         
 
 
 

. 
The Second Regional Workshop  
 
The second of three regional workshops was held at Trinity College, Dublin, Ireland, 
on December 14th, 2006, with 30 delegates from academia, research centers, 
university research administration and funding agencies, and other non-profit 
organisations. The aim of the workshop was to present the NEST-Promise concept to 
potential participants by exploring their main interests and needs, and how they may 
benefit from it. 
 
Opening remarks were given by Prof. Ian Robertson, Dean of Research and Professor 
of Psychology at Trinity College, who gave an overview of the larger issues of 
research competitiveness in Ireland and the European Union as a whole in 
competition with Asian countries. 
 
The following three sessions were convened: 
 

1) High-Risk Research Overview and EU Issues 
2) Focused Presentations on Specific Programmes 
3) Social Impacts of High-Risk Research 

 
The workshop presentations may be downloaded from: http://www.nest-
promise.net/workshop_dublin.html 



  
 
 
The Steering Committee Meeting 
 
The Steering Committee Meeting was held in Dublin, following the Regional 
Workshop, on December 14, 2006. Decisions were taken re the following issues: : 
 

1) The Regional Workshop in Warsaw, Monday, April 16th, 2007 
         A logo incorporating Chopin was chosen, and the draft program was 
concluded. 
 
2) The brokerage and dissemination event 
         The program will include information about the three regional workshops, 
HINGE programs Europe map, and conclusions and recommendations following 
WP2 and WP4 survey and case studies. A preliminary list of speakers was drafted. 
 
3) The final project report 
         The final report will be written by the Israel Science Foundation. 
 
The next Steering Committee meeting will take place following the Regional 
Workshop in Warsaw on April 16, 2007.  
 

 
 
Survey on Research Programmes (update) 
 
A survey on research programs that promote novel, ambitious, unconventional and 
risky research was carried out from April to November 2006, with questionnaires 
being sent to a total of 265 organisations in 38 countries: all 25 EU Member States, 
plus Bulgaria, Egypt, Iceland, Israel, Liechtenstein, Norway, Romania, Switzerland, 
Turkey, South Africa, Canada, North America, and Japan. A total of 67 organisations 
have responded, of which 38 fund highly innovative research and 29, non-high-risk 
research.  High-risk research programs take place in the following geographical areas: 
Western Europe (34), Eastern Europe (1), USA (2), and Canada (1). 
 
Additional HINGE Programmes 
 
An updated list of HINGE programs, with additional ones in France, Germany, Israel, 
the Netherlands, Switzerland, and the UK, can be downloaded from http://www.nest-
promise.net/hinge.html 
 
 
Events  
 
For an updated annotated list of current HINGE related events, see http://www.nest-
promise.net/events.html 



 
         12th of June 2007 
Dear Reader: 
 
We are happy to send you the third issue of the NEST-PROMISE (NEST-Promoting 
Research on Optimal Methodology and Impacts) newsletter, complementing our 
website www.nest-promise.net  
 
This issue is concerned mainly with the announcement of the final Brokerage and 
Dissemination Event to be held in Brussels, July 9-10, 2007 and a summary of the 
Third Regional Workshop and the Nest-Promise Consortium Meeting held in 
Warsaw, on April 16, 2007.. 
 
Sincerely yours, 

Shula Bonjack, contact person         
 
 
 

The Final Dissemination & Brokerage Event 
The Final Dissemination & Brokerage Event supported by the European Commission 
and under the auspices of the Tuscany Region will be held in Brussels, July 9-10, 
2007. We start in the evening of July 9 with a keynote address and a cocktail and 
continue on the following day with presentations from the European Commission and 
the European Research Council. In addition, results of the Euro-Map on 
multidisciplinary, high-risk, and visionary research programmes and agencies in 
Europe will be presented, as well as an analysis, dissemination, and sharing of the 
methodological and social impact experiences of Europe's NEST-like programmes.  

The event will end with Focus Group Round Tables involving all stakeholders aiming 
at pursuing particular subsets of unresolved issues and consider strategies for the 
successful funding and encouragement of highly innovative, risky and 
multidisciplinary science. 

    Participation is free of charge, but subject to registration. Please register before 
June 29, 2007, by filling in the registration form: 
http://www.nest-promise.net/forms/brussel/ 
 
 
The Third Regional Workshop  
The last of the three regional workshops, organized by the Institute of Fundamental 
Technological Research was held at the Palace of the Polish Academy of Sciences in 
Warsaw, on April 16, 2007, with almost 80 participants, from Warsaw and other 
regions of Poland. The partners of the project from Israel, Italy and Ireland also 
attended. 



The aim of the workshop was to present the high risk and interdisciplinary research 
potential of the European and Polish scientific centers and institutions. 

The introduction and welcome address were given by Prof. Janusz Lipkowski, a 
representative of the Institute of Physical Chemistry and former Deputy President of 
the Polish Academy of Sciences, and Dr. Andrzej Slawinski, the FP6 coordinator for  
the NEST program of the National Contact Point in Poland 
 
The following three sessions were convened: 

1) European Commission High-Risk Interdisciplinary Research Program IDEAS, 
with a detailed presentation; 

2) High Risk Innovative Research in Various Countries, focusing on four 
presentations; and 

3) High Risk Innovative Project Examples, with two presentations. 

The workshop presentations may be downloaded from:  
http://www.nest-promise.net/workshop_warsaw.html 
 
The workshop was concluded with comments by Prof. Eli Pollak from the Israel 
Science Foundation, Dr. Concettina Larosa from Consorzio Pisa Ricerche Scarl, and 
Dr. Andrzej Sławinski. 
  
 
The Consortium Meeting  
The Consortium Meeting was held in Warsaw, following the Regional Workshop, on 
April 16, 2007, with eight participants. The following topics were discussed: 
 

1)  The Dissemination Meeting 
   The final NEST PROMISE dissemination meeting will take place July 9-10, 
2007, in the Tuscany Region of Brussels (see below), to be organized by the 
Italian partner. A scientific officer will help in the dissemination of the project 
results and an additional person will be invited to give a talk at the opening 
cocktail party. 
 
2) The NEST-PROMISE website 

         The following will be uploaded to the website: the logo of the final event, the 
website statistics, and the Warsaw workshop presentation. 
         In addition, an email will be sent to all the workshop participants urging them to 
register on the website. 
 

3) WP2 Survey Dissemination Update 
   The deadline for the surveys to be received is June 15, 2007.  
 
4) The NEST-PROMISE Workshop in Warsaw 

   A summary report of the workshop will be prepared, as well as minutes from the 
consortium meeting. 
 

       
Events  



 
For an updated annotated list of current events, see 
http://www.nest-promise.net/events.html 



 
        13th of September 2007 
Dear Reader: 
 
We are happy to send you the fourth and final issue of the NEST-PROMISE (NEST-
Promoting Research on Optimal Methodology and Impacts) newsletter, 
complementing our website www.nest-promise.net 
 
This issue is concerned mainly with the final Brokerage and Dissemination Event held 
in Brussels, July 9-10, 2007. 
 
Sincerely yours, 

Shula Bonjack, contact person 
 
 
 

The Final Dissemination & Brokerage Event 
The Final Dissemination & Brokerage Event supported by the European Commission 
and under the auspices of the Tuscany Region, took place in Brussels, July 9-10, 
2007. This event, which summarised two years of the NEST-PROMISE project, was 
organised by Dr. Concettina Larosa, from the Consorzio Pisa Recerche Scarl, 
Divisione Informatica e Telecomunicazioni in Pisa, Italy, one of the five partners of 
NEST-PROMISE project.  

The event was initiated in the evening of July 9 with a keynote address by Chiara Del 
Balio, entitled "The Technology Transfer Experience at Politecnico di Milano", and 
was followed by a cocktail. 

The program on the following day was opened with a Welcome Address by Mr. 
Mario Badii from the Office of the Region of Tuscany in Brussels and was followed 
with ten presentations (see http://www.nest-promise.net/workshop_brussels.html).  

One of the outstanding talks was that of Prof.. Patrick Pendergast, Director of the 
Trinity Centre for Bioengineering, Trinity College of Dublin, entitled "The NEST-
PROMISE Euro-Map of National Funding Programmes". He presented results from 
the High Innovation/Gain/Expectation Program [HINGE] survey carried out under the 
auspices of the NEST-PROMISE program. The background, aims, methodology, 
analyses, discussions, and conclusions of the survey were presented. A total of 71 
completed surveys, were received, representing a 22% response rate. Out of these, 40 
responses were directly related to funding schemes for high-risk research, indicating 
the importance governments place on funding risky, novel research. 

The presentation of Dr. Thomas Heinze, from Twente University, entitled, "Funding 
Creative and Innovative Research: Best Practices", dealt with six case studies of 
HINGE programs, the results of which appear in an article on our website. 



Another outstanding presentation was that of William Cannell, head of the Unit of 
Strategic Matters and Relations with the European Scientific Council, entitled "The 
Role of the European Research Council in the Ideas Programme in FP7". 

The event ended with a Focus Group discussion raising issues related to strategies for 
successful funding and encouragement of innovative, risky multidisciplinary research, 
including the issues such as the necessity of separate funding for HINGE programs 
and the evaluation procedure.   

In addition, a meeting of the Steering Committee took place, in which section 
headings for the Final Report were suggested. 
 
The present activity of NEST-PROMISE is summarizing the two-year project and 
writing the Final Report. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX  11 
    
 
 

NEST-PROMISE Briefings, Promotion &  
Dissemination Activities 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Final Activity Report, 11/2005-01/2008 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 

NEST-PROMISE 
 

net.promise-nest.www  
 
 
 

D.7 NEST Briefings, Promotion & Dissemination Activities  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responsible Authors: 
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Shula Bonjack 
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1. Promotion & Dissemination  
 
NEST-PROMISE adopted several dissemination means and channels to promote the 
NEST and HINGE concept and to raise awareness among national stakeholders on the 
benefits of introducing NEST like elements into national programmes. Press & Media 
were contacted and articles were published on-line and on paper. The NEST-PROMISE 
web sites, as well as the electronic newsletter were other means used to keep the 
community abreast of the findings of the NEST-PROMISE consortium. 

The NEST-PROMISE consortium compiled an initial seed list of HINGE programmes 
and contacts (e.g. national and regional funding institutions) in different European 
Member States, Associated and Candidate Countries, as well as Third Countries, which 
was further complemented with other HINGE programmes & contacts resulting from the 
NEST-PROMISE Survey and the list of people who registered on-line to the NEST-
PROMISE Network to receive the regular newsletter and communications on the Survey, 
Events, HINGE like programmes, and other information relating to risky, highly 
innovative, visionary, frontier, interdisciplinary research subjects NEST-PROMISE was 
tackling, and last but not least with the participants lists of the three regional events and 
the final brokerage & dissemination event.  

The following stakeholders were targeted throughout the project:  

- Funding Institutions, Ministries, Regions, Provinces, 
Municipalities, etc. mainly Regional and National Key Players in 
the promotion, design, management of research programmes 

- Universities, Researchers conducting or wishing to conduct multidisciplinary, 
high-risky and visionary research 

- Young Researchers planning their career 

- Project Managers and Administrative Staff 

- Industry Players 

- Stakeholders from the European Commission (IDEAS Programme, PEOPLE 
Programme, COOPERATION Programme - ERA-NET Scheme) 

- Press & Media 

 



 
 

2. Data & Stats on Briefings, Promotion & Dissemination Activities  
 

 
1) NEST –PROMISE WEBSITE - The project launched its own logo and website 

(http://www.nest-promise.net), thus becoming a central part of the communication 
strategy of the NEST-PROMISE project. The Public Area of the website contains 
detailed information on the project activities and links to further information on 
HINGE programs. The Restricted Area is for internal use only, dedicated to the 
management of the project NEST-PROMISE. It also serves for scientific and 
organisational communication by registered NEST project partners.  

2) NEST-PROMISE NEWSLETTERS – during the project's life four newsletters 
were issued (three following each of the regional workshops and the fourth – 
following the brokerage event) and sent to each of the NEST-PROMISE 
stakeholders (funding agencies, community members, directors of  programs, 
NEST coordinators, and NEST NCP's) with the aim of sustaining members of the 
community, offering a project “ information service” and helping build the Pan 
European Network by spreading the word on the project.  
  

 

 

 

 

3) TWO ARTICLES IN PROFESSIONAL JOURNALS 
 
The project survey and the indepth nine case studies which were the main 
objectives of WP2 and WP4 (Trinity College Dublin for WP2;, The Fraunhofer 
Institute and  Twente Universiy for WP4) resulted in two referred articles in 
professional journals. 
a) Prendergast PJ, Brown SH, Britton JR (2008): "An analysis of research 
programmes that promote novel, ambitious, unconventional and high-risk 
research", Industry & Higher Education (accepted); 
b) Heinze T.: (2008): "Sponsoring Frontier Research. Analysis of HINGE Funding 
Schemes", Science and Public Policy”, (accepted). 

 
4) PARTICIPATON IN CONFERENCES AND PROJECTS 

4.1. Prof. Eli Pollak and Ms. Shula Bonjack participated in the NEST Conference 2005 
which took place in London on September 20-21. It was a good opportunity to be 
exposed to the NEST program in general before the starting of the NEST-PROMISE 

Newsletter no. Issuing date no. of stakeholders 

1 November 2006 52 

2 February  2007 87 

3 June 2007 112 

4 September 2007 146 



 
 

project and to be in touch with other projects' coordinators. For more details see 
http://www.nestconference.com/ 

4.2 on his occasion of participation in the American Chemical Society annual meeting 
in Atlanta at the end of March 2006 Prof. Eli Pollak met Prof. Juan Rogers, Director of 
the Research Value Mapping Program at the School of Public Policy, Georgia Institute 
of Technology. Prof. Pollak described Nest-Promise, and Prof. Rogers described the 
situation in the US and the policy of the American NSF with regards to HINGE 
programs.  

4.3 Prof. Ron Naaman, the director of the ISF/FIRST program, Prof. Dr. Stefan 
Kuhlman and Dr. Thomas Heinze (at that time both from the Fraunhofer Institute for 
Systems and Innovation Research, participant no. 2 in NEST-PROMISE project) 
participated in the Atlanta Conference on Science and Technology Policy, US-EU 
Policies for Research and Innovation, on May 18-20, 2006. The conference was 
organized by The Georgia Tech School of Public Policy, PRIME Network of 
Excellence and The College of Management at Georgia Tech. 

 
The three gave presentations on subjects related to HINGE programs and met some of 
the leading figures in this area; especially Prof. Rogers Hollingsworth from University 
of Wisconsin, and Prof. Philip Shapira, Georgia Institute of Technology.  The NEST-
PROMISE representatives became acquainted with HINGE (or HINGE like) programs 
in the USA. See the conference program on:   

http://www.spp.gatech.edu/conference2006/conference2006_program.pdf 

4.4 The China Frontier FP6 NEST Project (China Realities from a Frontier Research 
Prospective)  

As a result of the NEST PROMISE initiative, the coordinator, Prof. Eli Pollak was 
invited to an initial meeting of the China Frontier FP6 NEST project. The aim of China 
Frontier was to map out innovative Frontier science activities in China and to present 
European scientists with this information. Ultimately, the goal was to further enhance 
joint Sino European activity in frontier science. The Brussels meeting led to a second 
meeting of the CF project in Beijing in which Prof. Pollak presented the NEST 
PROMISE program. A further result was that Prof. Pollak was added as a member of 
the steering committee of the China Frontier project. His input helped in defining 
policy and developing questionnaires for obtaining the necessary database of the CF 
project. He also participated in the final meeting of the project in Brussels and in the 
formulation of the final report and recommendations of the CF initiative. For more 
details see  http://www2.spi.pt/chinafrontier/ 

Perhaps not less important is that through Prof. Pollak's involvement in the CF and 
NEST projects, he was able to develop a deep relationship with the National Natural 
Science Foundation of China. This involvement, which led also to a meeting of 



 
 

European officials with the NSFC in Beijing, has ultimately developed into the 
signature of a formal memorandum of understanding between the Israel Science 
Foundation and the NNSFC. 

These interactions have delineated the intense interests of European, Chinese and 
Israelis to create joint frameworks for cooperative scientific activities as well as the 
formation of avenues for the development of frontier science initiatives, as considered 
and mapped out in the NEST PROMISE project.  

4.5 Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada – September 21, 2007, Dalhousie University 

Ms. Concettina Larosa made a presentation during a Seventh Framework Programme 
Road Show in Canada, introducing to a Canadian audience and a smaller European 
audience, composed of programme directors, researchers, industries, administrative 
staff, the concept and functioning of the Seventh Framework Programme. She focused 
in that occasion on the different opportunities and mechanisms to carry out frontier and 
visionary research. In that occasion also Canada’s top programmes funding R&D were 
presented.  

4.6 Montréal, Canada – 24/25 September, 2007, Centre de Recherche Informatique de 
Montréal (CRIM)  

Ms. Concettina Larosa met researchers interested in learning more about the 
programmes in Europe supporting traditional research, as well as frontier and visionary 
research.  

 




