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Summary

Joint Programming is a partnership between Member States and aims to tackle major but common European societal challenges in a number of key areas, such as energy, climate-change and ageing, by combining national research efforts and thereby making better use of Europe's limited public R&D resources. It is seen as an important strand in the recently published Communication from the Commission on the Innovation Union, which is one of the flagship initiatives in the context of Europe 2020.

In December 2008, the Council invited “CREST (in casu Groupe de Programmation Conjointe/GPC) to report, in the context of these Conclusions, to the Council on Joint Programming every two years: the first report is expected in 2010". What follows is the GPC report to the Council who meet on 26th November 2010. It provides details of the main activities carried out and an assessment thereof in order to give guidance to ERAC, the Council and the Commission regarding follow up requirements and options.
Overall, the GPC are pleased to report that in addition to the pilot initiative, 9 Joint Programming Initiatives (JPIs) are now either in a planning or moving to an operational phase. A culture of “learning by doing” has developed with the pilot JPI on Neurodegenerative Diseases (including Alzheimer’s’) having strong demonstration effects. Many of the JPIs have either evolved or have very strong links with other ERA initiatives such as ERA-Nets, Joint Technology Initiatives and European Technology Platforms and are demonstrating their potential to add to the coherent structuring of the European research landscape. The 3 JPIs, with their lead country, currently in formation are:

· Agriculture, Food security & Climate Change (jointly coordinated by FR & UK)

· Cultural Heritage, climate change and security (IT)

· Health, Food and prevention of Diet related diseases (NL) 
The 6 JPIs, with their lead country, currently under preparation are:

· The microbial challenge - An emerging threat to human health; (SE)

· Connecting Climate Knowledge for Europe (Clik'EU); (DE)

· More Years, Better Lives - The Potential and Challenges of Demographic  Change; (DE)

· Urban Europe - Global Challenges, Local Solutions; (AT)

· Water Challenges for a Changing World; (ES)

· Healthy and Productive Seas and Oceans; (NO)

When established the GPC was assigned two important roles by the Council:
· Identification of themes for Joint Programming Initiatives (JPIs) 

This report goes into some detail (2.1.2, 3.1.1 and throughout section 5) on the processes used and outputs and the conclusion is that it was important initially to take a very pragmatic, top-down, approach in order to maintain the momentum of the JP process. The point has now been reached where the current group of 10 need to be given the support necessary to become fully operational and that no further initiatives should be considered in the short-term. However, systemic and systematic forward-looking activities should proceed in preparation for the next wave of JPIs so that Europe is ‘ahead of the curve’ in relation to new societal challenges and new market opportunities.

· 2. 
Development of voluntary guidelines for the Framework Conditions 

It has been recognised since the start of the JPI process that in order for the concept to be a success, effective guidelines on Framework Conditions would be needed to create the appropriate enabling environment for the planning and implementation of joint research programmes. The GPC is pleased to report that significant progress has been made in this regard and the 2010 version of the Voluntary Guidelines for Framework Conditions are included in this report at Annex IV.  These will be continuously revised in the light of JPI experience and reissued.
Given the pace of planning and implementation, there remain a number of unanswered policy questions and the GPC propose to continue their work to address these. They include inter alia issues relating to stakeholder involvement, innovation, the use of a ‘common pot’, priority setting, synergies with other ERA initiatives, Member State commitment and internationalisation.

The JPI process has been challenging in many regards, not only for programme managers but also for programme owners in government ministries. There is some experience regarding jointly funded research efforts but for many it represents unchartered waters requiring courage, a vision and hope for European society and research and, a conviction that this is the right thing to do at this crucial point. The recent financial crisis and the still struggling European economies call for a radical change in approach. At the European and global levels, the world is much more interconnected and this leads to the need for globalised solutions across a range of policy areas – including research. Joint Programming provides the possibility to combine research resources in a more strategic and effective way and, with the improved likelihood that social and economic benefits will subsequently accrue.
2. Background to the Joint Programming Process 

The ERA Green Paper (2007) recognised that there is a mismatch between, on the one hand, major societal challenges which are European in scale and, on the other, the scale of the research instruments to address them. The latter are supported mainly at the level of Member States, accounting for 85% of the public funding available for research. Joint Programming is a process designed to ensure the optimisation of existing research efforts at the level of the Member States in order to develop critical mass to address these societal challenges. 

The European Council of March 2008 called on the Commission and Member States to explore the potential of Joint Programming in research, asking for joint activities to be launched by 2010 as a contribution to solving major societal challenges. The European Commission made proposals to launch such a process in July 2008 in a Communication entitled 'Towards Joint Programming in Research: Working together to tackle common challenges more effectively'. The Council of Ministers endorsed these proposals in December 2008 and agreed to launch the process.

Joint Programming aims to tackle common European major societal challenges in a number of key areas, such as energy, climate-change and ageing, by combining national research efforts and thereby making better use of Europe's limited public R&D resources. In the wake of the global financial and economic crisis the need to ensure efficiency and effectiveness in the spending of public monies has become an even bigger imperative. Repeatedly, Competitiveness Council Conclusions have laid the basis for the engagement of Member States in the process of Joint Programming in research (December 2008, December 2009 and May 2010).

The Council Conclusions of December 2008 on Joint Programming invited “CREST to report, in the context of these conclusions, to the Council on Joint Programming every two years: the first report is expected in 2010". Therefore, in accordance with the aforementioned Council Conclusions and, with a view to the further development of the Joint Programming process this report takes stock of the achievements and the lessons learnt to date. Furthermore, the Joint Programming process must now be considered in the context of the Europe 2020 Strategy and the Commission Communication on the Innovation Union. 

The Terms of Reference for this report were agreed in the Groupe Programmation de Conjointe of 16 September 2010.
 2.1  Groupe de Programmation Conjointe (‘the GPC’)

In welcoming the Commission Communication on Joint Programming, the Competitiveness Council in December 2008 agreed in its Conclusions that the Joint Programming process would be launched and mandated its governance. Leadership would come from the Member States, supported by the Commission.  

A High Level Group on Joint Programming ("Groupe de Programmation Conjointe" or "GPC") consisting of high-level representatives of Member States and of the European Commission, and assisted by the Council Secretariat, has been set-up to implement the Joint Programming Process. 

In general the GPC is asked to take up two roles:
1. 
Identification of themes for Joint Programming Initiatives (JPIs) 

2. 
Development of voluntary guidelines for the Framework Conditions 

The mandate of the GPC is as follows: the Groupe de Programmation Conjointe

a) is a dedicated configuration of CREST composed of high-level representatives of the

Member States and of the Commission, and, as appropriate, of the associated states.

b) will be chaired by the representative of the Presidency-in-office of the Council;

c) will be responsible for identifying according to a continuous process the possible themes for joint programming selected following broad consultation of the different regional, national and European scientific communities as well as, where appropriate, other public and private stakeholders mentioned in CC's;

d) in this framework, will be responsible for evaluating each proposal submitted to it on the basis of the criteria in CC's ;

e) will contribute to the preparation of the debates and decisions of the Competitiveness Council on Joint Programming, within the mandate of CREST and without prejudice to the responsibilities of the Committee of Permanent Representatives;

f) will initiate the consideration on issues referred to in CC's  (in casu Framework Conditions).

The Commission supports the work of GPC within the remit of its competence. 

The Member States nominated their representatives to the GPC in January 2009.

2.2  Identifying themes for Joint Programming Initiatives
The following criteria for the identification of Joint Programming themes were given in the Council Conclusions of December 2008: 

· There is a sufficient and effective commitment of Member States concerned.

· The theme addresses a European or global challenge and is sufficiently focused so that clear and realistic objectives can be laid down and followed-up.

· It brings a clear added value to overall current research financed from national and Community public funds, as regards both economies of scale and better thematic coverage.

· Relevant regional, national and European stakeholders, including where appropriate the private sector beside the scientific communities and funding agencies, have been involved in developing the theme.

· A joint programming approach has the potential of translating the output of public good research into benefits for European citizens and European competitiveness, and of increasing the efficiency and impact of public R&D financing by involving the key public initiatives in the area.

2.3  Addressing the Framework Conditions

The Council Conclusions of December 2008 also stated that Member States, with the support of the Commission, should consider how best to address the following issues, or framework conditions, during the development and implementation of Joint Programming:

· a coherent approach on the peer review procedures;

· a coherent approach for foresight activities and for evaluation of joint programmes;

· a coherent approach to funding of cross-border research by national or regional authorities;

· effective measures to ensure the optimum dissemination and use of research findings, inter alia via common practices for the protection, management and sharing of intellectual property rights;

· involvement of the various scientific and, where appropriate, industry communities.

2.4  The role of EU actors in the JP process 
The Council Conclusions on Joint Programming of December 2008 and December 2009 give guidelines on the role of Member States and of the Council in the Joint Programming process.
Joint Programming was launched before the new Lisbon Treaty came into force. It envisaged the lead role for Member States who were called upon to organise national stakeholder consultations leading to "committed and substantiated" proposals being put forward to the GPC as potential Joint Programming themes. This consultation was intended to be a broad public consultation of the different regional, national and European scientific communities and of the private sector where appropriate. The GPC abstained from setting guidelines on how to approach and involve stakeholders in the selection process but left it over to each MS. The GPC is required, according to December 2009 Conclusions "to regularly report to the Council and the European Parliament on the progress and results" of JPIs.

The Commission is a member of the GPC and has the role of ensuring coherence and strategic alignment of the different research instruments (at regional, national, intergovernmental and European levels). The Commission facilitates the thematic identification process and as necessary provides support “within the remit of its competence" to the GPC which has included inter alia the submission of a proposal for a Council Recommendation in preparation for the launch of Joint Programming Initiatives. The Commission also supports the Member States in considering how best to address the Framework Conditions during the development and implementation of Joint Programming. 

The new Lisbon Treaty gives the Commission possibilities to develop a stronger European Research Area, a role that it is also willing to play in the Joint Programming process.  
In line with the Treaty of Lisbon (TFEU) the European Parliament has been kept informed of developments and progress by the Council Conclusions.  In the case of the JPI on Neurodegenerative Diseases (Alzheimer's), the Parliament issued an own initiative Resolution welcoming the NDJP and also called on the Commission to consider seriously using Article 182(5) as a legal basis for all future proposals for joint programming of research activities.
The Council Secretariat performs the Secretariat function for the GPC. 

3.  Implementation of Joint Programming Initiatives (2008-2010)

Joint Programming has been launched as a conceptual process whereby Member States seek to jointly organise their public research programmes in order to respond to major societal challenges. In this process, the competence of Member States and regions over their choice of research and innovation policies and related allocation of resources is fully recognised. Participation is on a voluntary basis and according to the principle of variable geometry and open access. Participation in Joint Programming is intended to be on the basis of scientific excellence and leveraging the full research potential of those participating. Over the last two years Member States, with the support of the Commission, have come together in the context of JPIs and the process is taking shape. 
3.1  Identification of the JPI themes 

The Communication "Towards Joint Programming" was adopted in July 2008 on the eve of the Versailles informal Competitiveness Council. Following the momentum generated in Versailles, the Council invited Member State representatives to further develop a pilot JP initiative on Neurodegenerative Diseases (ND), including Alzheimer's. With the pilot NDJP initiative underway, the process to identify a “first wave” of JPI themes began. In response to an invitation from the GPC, which is the forum for the common priority-setting process, consultations were organised by national governments or research councils at national level reflecting the organisation of research systems in the respective Member States. There were a number of approaches taken by the different members. In some instances grand challenges had been identified by foresights and in other cases from processes within the member states with identification based on national research strengths, existing programmes and (future) priorities. Once a topic was identified at the national level, the respective MS presented it to the GPC. Topics with broader support from other MS and with a certain level of maturity proceeded to the final list of JPIs. Maturity in this case means fulfilment of the criteria for the identification of JPI themes. Some 20 proposals for JPIs were put forward by 10 countries and these were subsequently grouped by the (SE) Presidency into 6 thematic clusters, each coordinated by a Member State. 
	· Cities/Transport

· Climate change

· Cultural Heritage
	· Food

· Water

· Health




In November 2009, the GPC undertook the final selection of three initiatives that fulfilled the criteria (section 2.1.2 above) for JP themes set down by the Council:

· Agriculture, Food security & Climate Change (jointly coordinated by FR & UK)

· Cultural Heritage, climate change and security (IT)

· Health, Food and prevention of Diet related diseases (NL) 

By the end of April 2010, the Commission had adopted three recommendations for new Joint Programming Initiatives, addressing: 

· Agriculture, Food Security and Climate Change;

· A healthy Diet for a healthy Life;

· Cultural Heritage and Global Change- a new Challenge for Europe. 

All three JPIs have applied for co-funding through dedicated calls in FP7 in order to finance an implementation secretariat. 

The Council welcomed the three new JPIs on 25-26 May 2010 and also endorsed the identification of six new themes for JPIs (“a second wave”), which did not follow exactly the same identification processes as the first wave and where the extent of compliance with the selection criteria differed from one JPI to another: 
· The microbial challenge - An emerging threat to human health; (SE)

· Connecting Climate Knowledge for Europe (Clik'EU); (DE)

· More Years, Better Lives - The Potential and Challenges of Demographic  Change; (DE)

· Urban Europe - Global Challenges, Local Solutions; (AT)

· Water Challenges for a Changing World; (ES)

· Healthy and Productive Seas and Oceans; (NO)

All six new initiatives have started their activities by developing a vision paper, establishing adequate governance structures, developing strategic research agendas or involving stakeholders. It can be observed that JPIs are learning from each other, applying e.g. similar governance structures for lean management, thereby building on the experiences of others and avoiding a “reinvention of the wheel” each time. In the start, management costs are carried by each of the partners involved in a JPI. 
3.2  Development of the voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions 

It has been recognised since the start of the JPI process that in order for the concept to be a success, guidelines on Framework Conditions would be needed to  facilitate the planning and implementation of joint research programmes. The GPC have produced Voluntary Guidelines on Framework Conditions for Joint Programming, V. 2010 (see Annex V). This was done in co-operation with ESF and the European Heads of Research Councils (EUROHORCs). 
The Framework Conditions are concerned with the administrative, normative and regulatory factors considered essential for the effective implementation of Joint Programming in research and include the following: 

1. Peer Review Procedures

2. Foresight Activities

3. Evaluation of Joint Programmes

4. Funding of Cross-Border Research by National or Regional Authorities

5. Optimum Dissemination and Use of Research Results

6. Protection, Management and Sharing of Intellectual Property Rights.

The existence already of a number of JPIs also provided insights and issues for inclusion during the development of the guidelines on framework conditions.
There are a number of other 'policy related' issues that require consideration by the GPC: 

- The need to preserve a flexible, non-prescriptive approach, open to best available experience on the market from which initiatives can benefit;

- The necessity to avoid a "one size fits all" approach when developing the Framework Conditions; for each of the conditions, 2-3 models should be proposed;

- The need for also involving where appropriate, besides the various scientific communities, TAFTIE, EARTO and industry in developing the Conditions.
The GPC formed a (virtual) Framework Conditions (FC) team to draft the Guidelines, consisting both of GPC members as well as experts nominated by GPC members and the Commission and input/support from ESF and EUROHORCs who have both previously worked in the relevant areas. A dedicated workshop on FC Guidelines organised by the Spanish Presidency with the EU Commission (Madrid, May 2010) brought together external experts, the GPC FC team as well as the working groups of ESF/EUROHORCs in order to further substantiate the Framework Conditions for Joint Programming. The Belgian Presidency with the Commission held a second workshop specifically to finalise the Guidelines (Brussels, September 2010) that also included representatives of European research stakeholder organisations such as TAFTIE and EARTO/EUROTECH as well as JPI leaders and directors of JTIs, PPPs, ETPs. The overall aim was to finalise the voluntary FCs for presentation at the Joint Programming Conference (La Hulpe, October 2010).

At the La Hulpe Conference, the FC Guidelines were seen as a useful toolkit for the implementation of JPIs. There were also voices which asked for a more binding application of the FC guidelines, in addition proposing an ERA Framework to address common aspects in different ERA initiatives and that would propose relevant binding principles. 
4.   Analysis of the scope, coherence and complementarity of the activities
The challenge, for the GPC as well as for each of the JPIs, has been to narrow down a societal challenge to a manageable theme. The question remains open on the extent and borders of a joint programming theme, which has led to the proposal of JPIs with different scopes. Looking at the ten identified JPIs, the scopes range from “umbrella” themes such as the JPI “Urban Europe” to very focused JPIs as the one on Antimicrobial resistance. 

Within the new paradigm of the Innovation Union, joint programming is seen as having a clear contribution to its implementation.  Nevertheless, the Commission has not yet stated how the Innovation Partnerships of the Innovation Union and the JPIs will relate to each other. The objectives of both concepts are to meet societal challenges and there are indications that efforts should be joined in the sense that JPIs deliver the research base for the innovation partnership in defined areas.
5. Challenges identified and lessons learnt during implementation of Joint Programming Process (both GPC and JPIs)

In general, the GPC welcomes the progress made to date with JPIs and stresses the importance of this regular reporting given the increasing number of countries becoming interested in participating in these JPIs.
It appears all JPIs have learned lessons from the JPI pilot and have rapidly established a governance system. This allows them to progress towards the definition of a common vision and Strategic Research Agendas. The pre-existence of trusted partnerships as in the SCAR group (for the Agriculture JPI) appears to be helping such progress. 

The 3 JPIs launched in 2010 are all currently in a confidence building process and the point of departure is that both scientific excellence and relevance must be in place – especially at the point where Strategic Research Agendas (and beyond) are being developed.
5.1
 Notwithstanding the series of supportive Council Conclusions on the subject of Joint Programming, it is still needed to articulate what Member State commitment in real terms means. Ultimately, when it comes to commitment, the unavoidable question has to be “where is the beef?” and the answer lies in a clear indication of what how much of national budget that will be devoted to a particular JP topic.
The current global economic and fiscal crisis has focused Government investments to optimise economic and social impact by creating sustainable jobs. It underlines the importance for Joint Programming, to co-ordinate existing research, and not just to pool resources. Coordination of national Ministries (sitting in the JPI management board) with national research Agencies (responsible for funding decisions) can be a problem if the Agencies are not sufficiently involved in the JPI. 
Related to this is the difference in the capacity of different countries to participate and this requires particular attention on the part of the GPC. The problem for regions is in many cases the same as for small countries and while some small countries and well developed regions consider that they have enough “smart specialisation” possibilities in order to participate in some or all initiatives, they still face the challenge of making choices (i.e. priority setting). Concern has been expressed that those countries with limited resources for research and who cannot be a lead country (or even participate) could accentuate the scientific divide between Member States. This could be eased by the principles of variable geometry and open access.  
. 

The Energy European Research Alliance (EERA) has demonstrated as part of the Strategic Energy Technology Plan that Joint Programmes can also be developed by "institutional" research centres and bodies. By jointly committing human resources to common objectives in 4 areas, to the total size of some 500 person-year per year, EERA is advancing Joint Programming in the energy area.
5.2
As outlined in section 2.1.2 above, there has been several approaches regarding the identification of potential JPI themes and the priority setting of same. One reason for this is that societal challenges are urgent challenges and the time needed to agree a common priority setting process, set it up and have outputs and decisions could have inhibited the political momentum behind Joint Programming. A pragmatic approach was adopted and has resulted in 10 JPIs now being put in place. The learning process can proceed as these ten move ahead but it is certainly the case that all involved, from programme funders to managers and also the Commission, consider that it is time to pause regarding new nominations. A possibility could be that new JPIs are launched in the future, when appropriate

by launching appropriate Forward Looking Activities (FLAs) to inform the next wave of priority-setting. FLAs can also help to granulate challenges into themes and measurable outputs. In this regard the establishment of “A European Forum on Forward Looking Activities” as envisaged in the Innovation Union Communication can be welcomed. The JPI process can also ‘learn’ from the experience of ESFRI which was started in 2002 and where there has been a more focused and stringent approach to priority setting adopted.

 5.3

 Stakeholder involvement is an issue recurring during the whole process of joint programming and especially relevant when it comes to selecting topics, defining the strategic research agenda and monitoring its implementation. Stakelolders consultations took place in some Member States during the national consultations as reported to the GPC by Italy, Sweden and Great-Britain in 2009. User involvement is more likely to bring research outcomes closer to implementation and enhances the social value of the research initiatives. Hence, the question is not so much whether it is necessary but when (at which stage of the implementation), with whom (which type of stakeholders) and how to involve stakeholders (participative Forward Looking Activities, web-dialogue forums, submissions etc.). One particular obstacle has been the identification of groups representing the interests of the wider European industry. Moreover, it must be recognised that it is a complex task to get a coherent view from different end-users and there is always a potential conflict between immediate and long-term interests. 

The value of having the NDJP as a pilot from which the other 9 could learn is widely acknowledged. Whilst it was initially founded on science, the work-plan will now identify family/patient groups and civil society representatives in order to inject the element “how to fit the needs of the population” into the initiative. As for many of the other JPIs, the main stakeholder in the JP is society and thus having high level policy makers involved in setting up the SRA should be considered.

Involving different types of stakeholders at different stages of the JPI process could also be a feature and there is a strong line of argumentation supporting greater involvement of Public Research Organisations in the setting of strategic research agendas. Notwithstanding the necessity of stakeholder involvement the risk has to be avoided that the ‘dominant narrative prevails’. The final word is for those who implement the JPI. Stakeholders can and should be consulted, but they are not responsible for the final investment decisions. 

5.4
Many question (and it was heard repeatedly at the La Hulpe conference) the place of JPIs in the  “innovation cycle”. It can be argued that societal challenges, for example - climate change and diet related diseases, are by definition not only research issues but also innovation questions and so innovation is an inherent aspect of JPIs. Being clear about the need to involve industry in the elaboration of the strategic research agendas also ensures that the innovation potential is kept to the fore.

The further development of the Guidelines for Framework Conditions should not be limited to dealing only with science-driven challenges but should fully embrace the issues arising from societal- driven (innovation) challenges. Finally, regarding Innovation, taking account as appropriate of what is happening in the Lead Market initiative is also relevant.

5.5
 The issue of how to fund joint cross-border actions is still being grappled with in a number of JPIs and is likely to be a key challenge in the realisation of their vision. The Guidelines for Framework Conditions have adequately identified advantages and disadvantages of existing practices in different schemes. 

Different views appear between :

 Researchers, who prefer to participate in calls where budgets and rules are fixed and therefore favour real common pots and binding Framework Conditions, possibly identical for all JPIs.
 And Programme owners and managers who prefer flexibility (virtual pots, different Framework Conditions for different JPIs and actions), allowing them to start actions and build trust without spending excessive resources and  political capital in having to first agree on common rules and common pots. 
In addition, Some Member States consider that there is already a Real Common Pot in the context of the EU Framework Programs. 
An analysis of current funding practices might suggest that use of virtual common pots, at least in the short and medium term, is easier and corresponds to what programme managers know. Real common pots and more binding rules can be used if long term trust is established in a programme managers' community (Chemistry) or amongst homogeneous countries (Nordic ones in NORFACE ERA-NET, D-A-CH collaboration). Research areas far from market areas (social sciences) also appear to allow common pots more easily than industry oriented ones where competitive pressures from industry might favour virtual common pots of national programmes.

5.6
There is scope to further develop the synergies with other policy initiatives. Relationship links already exist between some JPIs and many ERA-Nets (for example in the case of “Cultural Heritage & Global Change”), Joint Technology Initiatives, article 185 initiatives and European Technology Platforms (e.g. “Food for Life” with “Healthy Diet and Healthy Life”). However, there is scope to do more between ESFRI and JPIs and whilst it is already possible to identify infrastructure that is supportive of the societal challenges being addressed (e.g. EMSO, EURO-ARGO and LIFEWATCH for Climate Change and Water; DARIAH for Cultural Heritage and BBMRI or SHARE for Health and Demographic Change), the JPIs themselves have not given enough consideration to developing a cooperation dialogue with ESFRI.
5.7
The point at which internationalisation becomes appropriate varies between JPIs with “Cultural Heritage and Global Change” already engaging with other potential beneficiaries in BRICS and neighbouring countries. For others, the NDJP for example the point is more to establish the Europe agenda first and then seek collaboration outside Europe with perhaps the NHS in the US, on the basis of the agreed research agenda of the NDJP.
6.   Conclusions

Joint Programming is set up as a partnership between Member States. The GPC believe that it continues to have the potential to bring major benefits since: 

· It will help to optimise the scope of research programmes across Europe and eliminate wasteful duplication;

· It will make it easier to address common challenges;

· It will allow Europe to speak with one voice in the world in that field of research;

· It will enhance scientific excellence;

· It will promote cross-border mobility and training of researchers. 

6.1 Potential of the Joint Programming Process in the light of the Europe 2020 Strategy

With the Europe 2020 Strategy, the Commission proposes to the Member States a comprehensive and long-term partnership for addressing together major societal challenges, where each partner has clear and complementary tasks. The Commission recognises that the scale of the societal challenges which Europe must address successfully in the decade ahead, such as climate change, food security, ageing and secure energy supply, is such that no single Member State can address them alone. The role of the EU in this regard is to "make the whole more than the sum of its parts". A flagship initiative "Innovation Union" has been proposed by the Commission in the context of this Strategy. One of its aims is to re-focus common efforts in the area of research, development and innovation on these grand challenges. 

Joint Programming represents a partnership between the Member States involved, with the support of the Commission, aimed at finding, through jointly programmed public research and related actions, solutions to grand challenges. It has therefore a direct role to play in the context of the Europe 2020 Strategy. Joint programming will be one of the building blocks of the "Innovation Union" initiative. Implementation of the "Innovation Union" will provide the opportunity to explore how Joint Programming can evolve most fruitfully and how it fits with other policy instruments. 

6.2 Joint Programming in ERA in the new inter-institutional setting 

Joint Programming is one of the building blocks of ERA. Joint Programming was launched before Lisbon Treaty came into force. It envisaged the lead role for Member States. However, after the Lisbon Treaty, new competences have been given to the Union, which include carrying out actions on Joint Programming (Articles 181, 182.5 and 292). Therefore, the enhanced role of the EU institutions on this matter is now defined by the Treaties.
6.3 Preliminary achievements of Joint Programming in strengthening the coordination of EU national public research programmes  - many Member States are convinced of the need for co-ordinated joint actions to address societal challenges. Initial mapping of existing activities often demonstrates where the potential for impact lies and this can attract more commitments/budgets for EU level activities. The impact of the Joint Programming Initiative on Neurodegenerative Diseases has been optimised by launching it together with other initiatives as part of a wider, European health policy-based initiative on Alzheimer’s disease and other dementias. At a sub-EU level, it has also been reported that the JP process has been influential in stimulating more coherence in some national research efforts.
6.4 Commitment of Member States and available tools and resources  - the success of Joint Programming Initiatives will largely depend on the real level of commitment of the participating countries, as well as an adequate governance structure which generates trust, a shared common vision and a Strategic Research Agenda. 
· Trust has been mentioned as the most important factor in the joint programning process. It is based on transparency, mutual give and take (being ready to give more), stability of funding and clarity about strengths and weaknesses of each partner. 

· For the success of a JPI, commitment from highest-political level is crucial. It ensures stability and continuity of the initiative and funding. 

· EC top up/contribution can be an incentive for acting for the common good in a JPI, like a “glue” which is shared by and connects all partners. However, the relation to the FP has to be critically analysed – funding of research in JPIs through the FP can lead to a distortion of funding opportunities for those not involved in a JPI. 

· For the time being, no financial commitment for research has been allocated to any of the JPIs. However, in some JPIs criteria for participation is to allocate a specific amount for management and coordination costs. The European Energy Research Alliance (EERA) has set criteria for partners to join by contributing with a minimum of five full-time professionals and significant added value to the EERA.  

· JP will lead to cultural changes in research management, with a stronger focus on increasing synergies of research efforts and bridging better the “R” (research) with the “I” (innovation).

· The emerging ERA initiatives, from research infrastructures to joint programming, require a specific profile of research managers, highly professional, with a new approach - more intercultural than scientific management. In order to meet this demand, management courses to run JPIs could be envisaged, similar to what has been started within the context of ESFRI. 

· Given the example of the EERA, a JPI should provide a comprehensive context for collaboration and joint programming, where the strength of each partner contributes to the overall initiative. Thus, partners concentrate on what they do best and rely on the JPI to provide the comprehensive context. 

· Countries with a small research base struggle with limited resources, especially human resources (on policy level as well as on research level) to follow up on the JP process and participate in JPIs. For these countries, Joint Programming poses a challenge for employing capacities in an efficient manner. Certainly, small countries and some regions will have to build on “smart specialisation”, where participation will be in focused areas of JPIs.  

6.5 Involvement of actors 

The GPC has become a unique forum for a common priority process when it comes to challenges in research that is independent of the common EU budget. As stated before, the aim of the JP process is to bridge the gap between the European challenges one faces and the scattered national research instruments to address them. The GPC has identified their own themes for which Member States have a joint political will to tackling, through national research programmes, societal challenges which are not synchronized with the EU grand challenges (e.g. within the FP), even though overlaps will certainly occur.  

When selecting topics for possible JPIs, MS initiated consultation processes on the national level with stakeholders from the public research system, societal key actors, and in some cases also industry players. Since practices for consultations vary from country to country the GPC did not develop (common) guidelines on how to conduct the consultation process or on which stakeholders to involve. This had the obvious effect that the consultation activities were carried out in various ways, including different types of stakeholders. In some cases, industry was involved in the priority setting process, in the majority of cases it was only the public research actors being asked for their opinion. Still the question remains which stakeholders to invite at which moment in the process of a JPI. 
The GPC is a configuration of ERAC and its operation reflects the fact that MS are in the drivers seat. The Council has been the decisive body in the process of JP. The Council deciced via Council Conclusions on the start of the process, on the mandate of the GPC, on the launches of the JPIs etc. The practice until now has been that, given the example of the first wave of JPIs in the GPC, the Council invited the Commission to prepare recommendations on the three selected initiatives, which then were welcomed by the Council. In a further step their launch was adopted by the Council. The Council has no formal role (yet) in the implementation process of JPIs except for the fact that Council will be updated on the progress. 
As JPIs are now viewed as an integral part of the approach to an ‘Innovation Union’, then expanding the contribution of and consultation with a wider spectrum of industry, end users and citizens assumes a greater imperative. It was already becoming evident to the JPIs themselves that this was the case and many are considering how they can usefully and constructively involve other than those directly involved with the research itself.
Whilst JP has been developed primarily as a concept of basic technological research, where industry involvement would be considered at a later stage or even “only” as beneficiary of the results, each JPI is thematically different and that requires an “á la carte” approach to the question of involvement of industry. 

Involvement of other stakeholders always raises the issue of lobbying however, its impact should be minor as it is the policy level which takes the final decision on the selection of JPIs and their implementation. 

Industry has participated in various ways in defining JPI priorities. This has in the main gone through European Technology Platforms. These were associated from the start in Diet and Health (Food for life), they are a partner in Cultural Heritage (ETP Construction) and Agriculture and Climate Change (ETP Plants for the Future).

Industry will participate in most JPIs in the definition of Strategic Research Agenda. JPIs can generate research supporting standards or regulatory needs and involving industry early on would favour uptake of results and standardisation activities 

For JPIs to reach the citizen as advocated in the Innovation Union they should expand toward the market in some areas (e.g. Agriculture, Diet and Health), but social services should be brought in the picture to deliver citizens some social benefits (health systems, care providers, education…)
JP is a process led by the Member States, where the Commission has until now acted as facilitator. However, in future, the Commission has indicated its willingness to play a stronger role in the process, based on the partnership principle enhanced by the Lisbon Treaty. 

After the Lisbon Treaty, new competences have been given to the Union, which include carrying out actions on Joint Programming (Articles 181, 182.5 and 292). Therefore, the role of the EU institutions on this matter is now defined by the Treaties. In addition, the Council invited explicitly the Commission to provide ad-hoc complementary measures to support the JP initiative and to explore how best to contribute with other complementary measures to the strategic research agenda and to its implementation plan via Community funding instruments.

7. Options for going forward
7.1.
Role of the GPC  (i.e. Member States)

Main point to be addressed: The activities of the GPC should continue. Option A: via the GPC, option B: via other approach integrated in ERAC. 
Option A

The GPC has provided leadership and inspiration to the JP process moving it from a planning to implementation phase and ensuring that all ‘strands’ regarding the identification of JP themes and the development of the voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions moved at a pace and in a way that was helpful to the emerging JPIs. The member state representation (at DG level) has been extremely important in this context as it demonstrates a level of commitment that strongly and positively motivates the actions of the other actors in the process. While much has been achieved, as witnessed in this report, there remains much to do – the process is still ‘young’, only two years in existence and many of the JPIs are at a crucial point in their development so the support and guidance of the current GPC is still needed. Moreover, as we enter a ‘moratorium’ phase regarding new JPIs the focus of the GPC has to move more strongly to the identification of societal challenges and hence more emphasis on Forward Looking Activities.
The need for and commitment to ongoing revision of the Framework Conditions Guidelines, but driven more by societal and innovation driven challenges than research-driven challenges (societal challenges are by definition innovation challenges), also requires the support of the GPC. In addition, the monitoring of the uptake and use of the FCs also has to be considered and in this context the GPC could request the Member States participating in the pilot and three "first wave" JPIs to take advantage of the tools and practices described in the voluntary Guidelines, and thereby provide further refinements in the light of their experience.

Or
Option B

The GPC has been a dedicated group of ERAC with a clear mandate, namely to select themes for joint programming and to develop coherent FC guidelines. Nevertheless, with the completion of these tasks, it is considered that its activities should not be extended any further. In this respect, it is proposed that ERAC takes over the task of regular follow-up and monitoring of the implementation of the JPIs. In case of necessity to fulfill specific tasks, e.g. developing the FC guidelines further, evaluating JPIs progress etc., and upon decision in the ERAC, dedicated ad-hoc working groups may be set up for a limited period of time. 

7.2.
Role of Commission (with new Treaty Competence)

Joint Programming is one of the building blocks of ERA. Joint Programming was launched before Lisbon Treaty came into force. It envisaged the lead role for Member States. However, after the Lisbon Treaty, new competences have been given to the Union, which include carrying out actions on Joint Programming (Articles 181, 182.5 and 292). Therefore, the enhanced role of the EU institutions on this matter is now defined by the Treaties. There has been support provided through the FP7 workprogammes for implementation secretariats for the developing JPIs – the Commission’s intentions as to how future interpretation of the new competence might manifest is needed.
There remains the need for the Commission to clarify the relationship and (articulate the narrative) between the launch pilot-European Innovation Partnership (Innovation Union) and JPIs – to provide a practical illustration of how EIPs could support the Joint Programming Process.
7.3.
Role of existing (and about to start) JPIs

It is important to feed-back policy results from JPIs. Member States should report to the national level and to Council, whilst the Commission could input these in EU level policies, across policy areas. 

In some JPIs there is no sufficient involvement of programme managers (research councils). There is a need to have both programme owners steering the JPI AND programme managers on board – as shown by ERA-NET experience.

JPIs should be encouraged to exploit Framework Conditions using the most adequate good practices from existing instruments initially and then develop binding, common, rules only where needed. Guaranteeing outcomes (as in new approach directives) would be better than mandatory rules. 

JPIs should identify instruments allowing to best implement the Strategic Research Agenda. The Eurostars Art.185 uses national agencies for launching calls, synchronised funding between these agencies with a mixed common pot, then a European level single evaluation, then back to national agencies for preparing and monitoring contracts with SMEs, thus optimising each step. Probably the art 185 instrument could be very useful for JP in the future, but it will probably take some streamlining and simplification of the instrument.
7.4.
Implementation Aspects 
Built on the experiences so far, which indeed are very limited, implementation could evolve in the following direction: 

JPIs undergo similar stages in the preparation and implementation: from building a common vision, the core partner consortium, a sustainable and efficient management structure, to developing a Strategic Research Agenda and exploring implementation modalities. What already happens is that JPIs mutually learn from each other, avoiding duplication of efforts – what has not been achieved in the GPC when common guidelines for governance structures were discussed happens now almost “naturally”, a natural form of integration and exploration of synergies between the JPIs. This process could be supported through GPC discussions. 
7.5.
Refinement of the Joint Programming Process in the light of the Europe 2020 Strategy

With the Europe 2020 Strategy, the Commission proposes to the Member States a comprehensive and long-term partnership for addressing together major societal challenges, where each partner has clear and complementary tasks. The Commission recognises that the scale of the societal challenges which Europe must address successfully in the decade ahead, such as climate change, food security, ageing and secure energy supply, is such that no single Member State can address them alone. The role of the EU in this regard is to support the optimisation of existing research investments to ensure social and economic impact. The flagship initiative, "Innovation Union" has as one of its’ aims the re-focusing of common efforts in the area of research, development and innovation on these grand challenges. 

Joint Programming represents a partnership between the Member States involved, with the support of the Commission, aimed at finding, through jointly programmed public research and related actions, solutions to grand challenges. It has therefore a direct role to play in the context of the Europe 2020 Strategy. Joint programming is one of the building blocks of the "Innovation Union" initiative. Implementation of the "Innovation Union" will provide the opportunity to explore how Joint Programming can evolve most fruitfully and how it fits with other policy instruments. 

The impact of the Joint Programming Initiative on Neurodegenerative Diseases has been optimised by launching it together with initiatives part of a wider, European health policy-based initiative on Alzheimer’s disease and other dementias.
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Contribution of the Belgian Presidency - 2nd Semester 2010
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Annexes: 

I. State of Play of ongoing JPIs 

For the pilot on Neurodegenerative diseases and the three JPIs selected in 2009.

1. the engagement and political commitment of Member States and Associated Countries as partners and observers, as well as the participation of relevant regional, national, European and international stakeholders in this JPI;

2. the alignment with other EU and national initiatives;

3. the process towards a strategic vision and the timescales for development of a scientific research

agenda;

4. the process towards the constitution of a governance structure (management board, scientific

committee, etc) and its terms of reference;

5. the estimation of resources available to implement SRA both by the public and the private

sector;

6. the estimation of the expected results and benefits of the JPI to society (to address the identified

challenge). 

7. the initial description of the usage/usability of the voluntary guidelines for Framework

Conditions in each JPI. 

II. Synopsis of the GPC meetings

III. Background texts

· European Council Conclusions March 2008

· Communication on Joint Programming 

· Council Conclusions on JP December 2008, 

· Council Conclusions on JP December 2009

· Council Conclusions on JP May 2010

· Council Conclusions on JP October 2010

IV. 2010 version of voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions on Joint Programming 

V. Terms of Reference Drafting Group of the JP Report
Annex I State of the art of the JPIs 

[To complete, level of consistency between the four to review]

Sources: 

· Input of 4 coordinators of the JPIs along the questions asked 

	Joint Programming Initiative on Neurodegenerative Diseases, in particular Alzheimer’s

JPND


	the alignment with other EU and national initiatives
	23 countries participate in JPND. A first mapping has been produced whose main results are (a full document is available)

For National research strategy, initiatives and funders in the ND/AD area:

- 4 countries have a bottom-up approach to raise programmes and     initiatives : BE, FI, TR, PL;

- 1 country has a top-down approach to support programmes and initiatives : IT 

- 9 countries have a national research strategy for ND/AD: CZ, FR, DE, NO, PT, ES, TR, UK, GR;

- remaining countries: no specific national plan for ND/AD research.

At European level: all together, the EC has financed ND/AD research through different programmes for an amount of approximately 225 million €.

A more refined mapping is in progress with dedicated representative in each country and a web based system for the collection of data.



	the process towards a strategic vision and the timescales for development of a scientific research agenda
	The strategic vision has been prepared since December 2008 and refined.

The SAB is preparing the element of the SRA that should be adopted before the end of 2011 according to the following timescale:

1. Three one day thematic workshops will be organized by the SAB to prepare the SRA between January and April 2011

    Basic Research (Madrid)

    Clinical Research (Paris)

    Social Healthcare (London)

2. One two day final workshop with stakeholders the first day and

SAB the second day for first draft

3. This first draft of the SRA will be circulated to the MB members

4. The SRA will be open to “public” discussion through a web consultation

5. The SRA will be adopted before the end of 2011



	the process towards the constitution of a governance structure (management board, scientific committee, etc) and its terms of reference
	The management structure is set up since June 2009 with

· a management board

· an executive board

· a steering committee

· a scientific advisory board

The MB has adopted

· The Terms of Reference

· The SAB composition

· The Work Plan

and elected Chair and Vice-Chair

	the estimation of resources available to implement SRA both by the public and the private sector
	JPND has obtained a grant 260774 FP7 HEALTH.2010.4.2-8

Coordination action in support of the implementation

by participating States of a Joint Programming Initiative

for combating neurodegenerative diseases, in particular

Alzheimer's disease. This support will help to develop the workplan whose acronym is JUMPAHEAD and organised in 5 workpackages

Concerning the estimation of resources they will be identified mainly when the SRA will be delivered. However, in the context of an experiment short proposals still under discussion have been suggested that may benefit of public funding from 7 countries in 2011. Private sector has not been officially contacted yet.



	the estimation of the expected results, added value and benefits of the JPI to society (to address the identified challenge).
	The initiative will help build a new integrated way of collaboration within European countries. It will extend the European Research Area by mobilizing national and European resources toward common scientific goals. It will fight fragmentation, and improve integration and coordination on national research programmes in the field of neurodegenerative diseases and Alzheimer’s in particular which are especially high in this field.

One expected impact is to increase the critical mass of researcher working on these fields to speed up discovery of new treatments and avoid redundancies. 

The ultimate goal of this topic is to lead to new initiatives around research excellence intended to offer a competitive and attractive image of European research prosecuted for the greatest benefit of Europe’s populations and economies.

	the initial description of the usage/usability of the voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions in each JPI
	The implementation of the SRA is specifically address in WP3 of JUMPAHEAD

The JPND will follow the guidelines whenever possible and according to the decisions of the JPND management board. 

- The guidelines for the peer-review procedures, forward-looking activities and funding of cross-boarder research will be taken into account for the development and implementation of the scientific research agenda.

- The 5th workpackage of JUMPAHEAD aims at developing a framework for monitoring and evaluation of the JPND. It will be done thought 4 tasks: definition of indicators, monitoring of these indicators, evaluation of the participation of States attitude towards the JPND and external evaluation of the initiative (by an independent monitoring committee). 

- The dissemination and take-up of research results will be addressed by the 4th work package of JUMPAHEAD. JPND participants will make their best efforts to disseminate the output of the project available through “open access” according to the guidelines. 

- Finally, even if it’s not expected that the JPND will generate knowledge that needs to be protected, intellectual property will be an issue to be dealt with in the framework conditions for joint activities if the EU participating states wish to apply IP rules different from FP7 IP rules. This issue will be managed in JUMPAHEAD workpackages 2 and 3.  


	Joint Programming Initiative on Cultural Heritage and Global Change: a new challenge for Europe


	the alignment with other EU and national initiatives
	Involvement of key public/private initiatives: 4 ERA-NETS, 1 ETP & the Infrastructure CHARISMA. NET-HERITAGE gave an overview of existing research national programmes: 41 funding mechanisms reported & 13 key research programmes in 10 countries + a lot of other programmes concerning CH outside NET-Heritage.

	the process towards a strategic vision and the timescales for development of a scientific research agenda
	5 February: 1st general meeting. 26 March 2010: GB submits Vision Document Index to EB for drafting. 7 May 2010: document from EB adopted by GB. Document includes: Challenges & objectives – Political context & state of play – Governance structure.

	the process towards the constitution of a governance structure (management board, scientific committee, etc) and its terms of reference
	26 March 2010: establishment of GB & EB – nomination of JPI coordinator – Adoption of ToR’s – Definition of the AB institutions – Criteria for selecting members of the scientific committee (to be set-up in November 2010).

	the estimation of resources available to implement SRA both by the public and the private sector
	At the public level the research programs identified in the 10 countries participating at NETHERITAGE Project 8 of which are involved in the  JPI may be a good starting point. A precise quantification is difficult today given also the economic difficulties present in many European countries.

It can nevertheless be estimated that overall research funding for the conservation of tangible cultural heritage ranges between 100 and 150 million EUR per year, but it is not yet possible to estimate the funds dedicated to other aspects of research in this field.

It is very complex to make assessments because it is a very fragmented sector. The market for conservation of cultural heritage is estimated at some EUR 5 billion per year. About 5% of this amount will be spent on research in the private sector.



	the estimation of the expected results, added value and benefits of the JPI to society (to address the identified challenge).
	Economic impact (tourism industry, generating an estimated annual revenue of EUR 335 billion; market for conservation estimated at some EUR 5 billion per year;, exportation by EU in the world of the added value produced).  environmental impact & social/cultural impact: re-use of cultural heritage locks in more carbon and embodied energy  and adaptive reuse of the heritage resources can provide a sense of stability and a sense of continuity for people and societies.



	the initial description of the usage/usability of the voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions in each JPI
	Useful instrument for establishing analysis and insights on the needs of common call and to implement funding of Cross-Border Research  in those areas that are less organized  and more segmented


	Joint Programming Initiative “A healthy diet for a healthy life”


	the alignment with other EU and national initiatives
	The EU-funded project FAHRE will map key players in the food and health sector in Europe. 

Some other European initiatives are: EFSA, EUFIC, ETP “Food for Life”, ERA-NET SAFEFOODERA.

The European Commission established an Expert Group on Food and Health Research in 2008, White Paper A strategy on nutrition, overweight and obesity-related health issues (2007) Green Paper Promoting Healthy Diets and Physical Activity (2005), WHO European Charter on Counteracting Obesity (2006), WHO European Action Plan for Food and Nutrition Policy 2007-2012

	the process towards a strategic vision and the timescales for development of a scientific research agenda
	January 2010 start with developing the vision paper. Expert meetings in March and June of the 20 MS and associated countries active in this JPI. In July first draft of the vision paper in Management Board (MB). September final version of Vision paper was ready. 

The Scientific Research Agenda is planned for medio 2011.

	the process towards the constitution of a governance structure (management board, scientific committee, etc) and its terms of reference
	The process for the development of the governance structure was conducted parallel to the development of the vision paper. 

Members of the Management Board are national representatives. They are responsible for the dialogue with and coordination of the different national partners. The Management Board ensures the political backing of the initiatives. The Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) advice the JPI in all scientifically and technologically relevant issues. It will support the MB on request in all questions with regard to research agenda and implementation plan.

The MB will select in November the 15 members of the SAB. (start SAB in January 2011).

Stakeholder Advisory Board (SHAB) will be installed to advice the JPI from the perspective of the stakeholders and to ensure an adequate exchange of information with all stakeholders in the field of food, nutrition and health. 

	the estimation of resources available to implement SRA both by the public and the private sector
	It is one of the tasks of the MB to map the available resources in the MS for implementing the SRA. This activity will be started up in November and must be ready medio 2011 before the implementation of the SRA.

	the estimation of the expected results, added value and benefits of the JPI to society (to address the identified challenge).
	This JPI aims to provide a holistic approach to develop and implement a research programme to understand the interlay of factors known to directly affect diet related diseases, discover new relevant factors, mechanisms and strategies, as well as to contribute to the development of actions, policies, innovative products and diets, with the aim of drastically reducing the burden of diet-related diseases.

	the initial description of the usage/usability of the voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions in each JPI
	Give a description of the possibilities. So far not yet actively used.  It is expected that with the start of calls for research on the basis of the SRA guidelines will be useful for the implementation of the research project in the different MS and associated countries 


	Joint Programming Initiative Agriculture, Food Security and Climate Change (FACCE JPI)

	the alignment with other EU and national initiatives
	In the work programme for 2011, a pilot joint action is foreseen. The alignment with national initiatives will follow the mapping, which will begin in January 2011. In addition, contacts with key international initiatives (Global research alliance, GECAFS, GCIAR mega programme AFSCC…) to ensure coherence.

	the process towards a strategic vision and the timescales for development of a scientific research agenda
	June, September 2010, 2 meetings of the elected SAB who have proposed the scope, the core research themes, and a first draft of the scientific research agenda. Adopted by GB in September 2010. Scientific research agenda expected for end 2010 and Strategic research agenda for mid-2011. 

	the process towards the constitution of a governance structure (management board, scientific committee, etc) and its terms of reference
	April, 2010: Interim governance adopted consisting of the Governing Board, the Scientific Advisory Board (elected in March, 2010, terms of reference adopted in April, 2010) and the Secretariat (INRA/BBSRC). A long-term governance will be prepared for the end of 2011. 

	the estimation of resources available to implement SRA both by the public and the private sector
	The first mapping results as well as the JRC report expected in 2011 will provide a more accurate estimate. A first rough estimate is 300 - 400M €. 

	the estimation of the expected results, added value and benefits of the JPI to society (to address the identified challenge).
	Stakeholder consultation will begin in 2011 to receive their inputs. It is further expected that results could be  helpful to policy-makers.  

	the initial description of the usage/usability of the voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions in each JPI
	These guidelines will be taken into account but need to remain voluntary and flexible, given the specificities of each JPI. 


Annex II Synopsis of the GPC meetings 

	Date
	Event
	Reference
	Chair
	Outcomes

	
	
	
	
	

	13 02 2009
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1301/1/09

REV 1
	CZ
	Adoption GPC working method.

	15 04 2009
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1304/09
	CZ
	Approval of the GPC RoP’s –first discussion template for the submission of themes proposals – FC’s first discussion – Presentation of pilot JPI.

	23 06 2009
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1307/09
	CZ
	Adoption of template for the submission of themes proposals -  Stakeholders consultation among MS – FC’s: revised draft & EUROHORCS / ESF views - Progress of the pilot JPI– SE presidency WP.

	14 09 2009
	Workshop
	in CREST-GPC 1308/09


	SE
	Workshop on early suggestions for themes for Joint Programming initiatives (17 presentations)

	15 09 2009
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1308/09


	SE
	Identification of six broad challenges with a view to forming clusters group – Debate on Criteria, process and timetable for themes - FC’s: input from EUROHORCS / ESF - progress report on the GPC work to be presented at the Competitiveness Council on 25/09.

	15 10 2009
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1309/09
	SE
	Seven first proposals for JPI - Deadline for the submission of revised templates set for 4 November – Decision to request delegations to select their top two priorities among the seven – Decision that three mature proposals maximum will be selected on the next GPC.

	11 11 2009
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1310/09
	SE
	Identification & substantiation of the three themes forming the first wave of JPIs - Competitiveness Council of 3 December expected to endorse these + the first pilot JPI - Presentation on the work of the CREST WG on Knowledge Transfer on IPR.

	04 12 2009
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1301/10
	SE
	Outcome of the Competitiveness Council meeting on 3 December 2009 - Preliminary suggestions for JPI themes -  Presentation of the SET Plan - SP presidency WP & info about voluntary guidelines for FC’s. -

	20 01-2010
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1303/10


	SP
	First presentation of six new themes (“second wave”) – FC’s: revised approach & call for FC team - 

	19 03 2010
	GPC HLG
	CREST-GPC 1304/10


	SP
	Follow-up second wave –Draft template for the guidelines on Framework Conditions (FC team) - Proposal for common basic principles for a governance structure of JPIs – Information on the legal basis for JP (Council Legal Service).

	04 05 2010
	GPC HLG
	ERAC-GPC 1305/10


	SP
	Identification and substantiation of 6 “second wave” JPI themes – Debate round mandate of GPC HLG – State of play of three themes of the first wave & the pilot JPI – FC’s work progress – Debate on EU 2020 strategy.

	27 & 28 05 2010
	Joint meeting
	-
	SP
	Joint meeting of Madrid with EUROHORCS/ESF: first draft for "Developing voluntary guidelines on framework conditions for Joint Programming in research"

	02 07 2010
	GPC HLG
	ERAC-GPC 1306/10


	BE - SP
	Debate round the draft produced by the Madrid workshop & written contributions of delegations requested – Debate about interrelations between JPI’s & FP -  First version of the ToR’s of the “Biennial report to the Council on JP” & written contributions of delegations requested - 

	15 09 2010
	Workshop
	
	BE
	Towards a final 2010 version of the “Guidelines for Framework Conditions”

	16 09 2010
	GPC HLG
	ERAC-GPC 1308/10
	BE
	State of play of the pilot & of the 3 “first wave” JPI’s – Debate round establishing and implementing a JPI – SET Plan: concept & governance + work of the EERA – Adoption of the ToR’s of the Drafting Group for the 1st biennial report on Joint Programming – 1st  report’s canvas version – 2010 Belgian Conference on JP.

	04 11 2010
	GPC HLG
	
	BE
	


Annex III Background documents 

· European Council Conclusions March 2008

· Communication on Joint Programming 

· Council Conclusions on JP December 2008, 

· Council Conclusions on JP December 2009

· Council Conclusions on JP May 2010

· Council Conclusions on JP October 2010

Annex IV 2010 version of voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions on Joint Programming (see in a separate document)
Annex V 

Terms of Reference of the Drafting Group

for the first Biennial report on Joint Programming in research

Rationale for the Drafting Group 

· The Competitiveness Council Conclusions of December 2008, December 2009 and May 2010 have laid the basis for the engagement of Member States in the process of Joint Programming in research. 

· The Council Conclusions of December 2008 on Joint Programming state: "invites CREST to report, in the context of these conclusions, to the Council on Joint Programming every two years: the first report is expected in 2010". 

· The Belgian Presidency foresees, besides focusing on the Framework Conditions for implementing Joint Programming, a stocktaking of the Joint Programming process up till now that will be summarized in the biennial report on Joint Programming in research.  

· To do so, the Belgian Presidency will be assisted by a drafting group which will need to deliver the requested report before the GPC of 4 November 2010 in order to be forwarded to the Competitiveness Council of November 2010.

Objectives of the Drafting Group 

· To assess carefully the main activities carried out to give follow-up to the objectives, set-up and implementation of the Joint Programming Process launched in 2008, more specifically: 
-the decision path, decisive steps and criteria used for the identification of JPI themes (two waves) by the GPC.
-the activities related to the development of the voluntary guidelines for Framework Conditions by the GPC.

· To report on the state of play of each ongoing JPI and make an overview, more specifically on:


-the engagement and political commitment of Member States and Associated Countries as partners and observers, as well as the participation of relevant regional, national, European and international stakeholders in this JPI;

-the alignment with other EU and national initiatives;

-the process towards a strategic vision and the timescales for development of a scientific research

 agenda;

-the process towards the constitution of a governance structure (management board, scientific

 committee, etc) and its terms of reference;

-the estimation of resources available to implement SRA both by the public and the private

 sector;

-the estimation of the expected results and benefits of the JPI to society (to address the identified

 challenge). 

-the initial description of the usage/usability of the voluntary guidelines for Framework

 Conditions in each JPI. 

· To assess carefully the challenges identified during the development of the Joint Programming  Process and the Joint Programming Initiatives, among others: 
-the role of the different actors in the Joint Programming process, including the Commission;


-the participation of Member States in relation to the size of the country;

-the initial relation to the Framework Programme;



-the legislation diversity, the governance complexity, the managing costs of the JPIs.

The report would eventually summarize findings:

· To give a first overview of the achievements in strengthening the coordination of EU national public research programmes, in order to respond more effectively to major societal challenges. 

· To draw lessons from the experience to date in this Joint Programming Process as a building block of ERA, including its Joint Programming Initiatives.

· To propose recommendations on the contribution and role of Joint Programming in research after 2010, in the framework of the Europe 2020 Strategy and as a building block of the forthcoming Innovation Union. 

· To propose recommendations on the modalities for further follow-up of the Joint Programming Process and to its voluntary Framework Conditions Guidelines. 

Working Method 

· The Drafting Group is set-up by the GPC and will finish its task in November 2010.  

· The Drafting Group will be composed of Members of the GPC
.

· The European Commission could give effective assistance to the Drafting Group.

· The Drafting Group will be chaired by the Belgian Presidency, in particular to maintain the link between the report and the Presidency Conference outcomes.

· The Drafting Group is in charge of the preparation of the report which goes mainly via two channels
: 

1. the GPC-meetings during the Belgian Presidency 

2. The Belgian Presidency Conference 'Joint Programming 2010' in La Hulpe 

· The Drafting Group should, at least, make use of the expertise available during the GPC meeting of 16 September and during the Belgian Presidency Conference on 18-19 October 2010. 

Deliverables and Planning

· The Terms of Reference of the Drafting Group should be defined after the GPC of 2 July 2010 and adopted in the GPC of 16 September 2010.

· A first progress report should be made available to the GPC by the end of September 2010.

· A consolidated version of the report is to be made available before the GPC meeting of 4 November 2010 in order to receive comments and recommendations beforehand.

· The report will then be accepted by written procedure soon after the GPC meeting of 4 November. It is reminded that the GPC, according to the Council Conclusions of 2008, is responsible for the final acceptance of the report which will then be forwarded to Council.

· Annex 1 - Planning Belgian Presidency July-Dec 2010 (to update by BE Presidency)
	When? 
	Agenda
	Outcome for Guidelines
	Outcome for Report

	GPC 2 July
	1. FC's

2. Report
	Outcomes of Madrid = Consolidated FC-Version July
	Define ToR of Drafting Group and Identify Members of Drafting Group of report on Joint Programming

	July-August
	
	
	Elaboration of the Structure of the Report 

	BE Presidency + Commission's Workshops 15/9 on FC's
	Stakeholders Consultation on Framework conditions + preparation of the JP Conference 
	Consolidated FC-Version September


	Input 

	GPC 16 September (JPI Congress)
	1. State of the Art JPIs

2. Focus of the Conference + Report

3. FC's
	1. Usability of the guidelines for the current JPIs 

2. Content Related remarks
	-Structure of report agreed and recommendations of the GPC 

-Agreement on ToR and Canvas

-Start of the Drafting Group



	
	
	
	

	ERAC 8 October
	Should not address the JP as would duplicate GPC (which is also ERAC)

	18-19 October JP Conference 
	Stocktaking JP in the Framework of the Europe 2020 Strategy


	Final Input by Session 3 of the Conference
	Conference outcomes feed into report

1. Political La Hulpe Message

2. Content

	20/10/2010
	
	Draft FC's 2010 (version October)
	Consolidated version 1

	
	
	
	

	23 October 
	
	
	Send out final Consolidated version of the Report to GPC with request for written comments

	25/10/2010
	First reading of Council Conclusions on JP in RWP (supporting to be sent when finalized)
	
	

	GPC 4 November 
	Agreement on GPC report
	Draft FC's 2010 (version November) for agreement 
	Final comments and  Recommendations of the GPC

	6 November
	
	
	Final Report to GPC Members by written procedure

	
	
	
	

	Council 26/11
	2. Council Conclusions on JP (report +FC's in annex)
	
	


Annex 2 Composition of the Drafting Group

· Chair: Belgian Presidency

· Coordinator: Paul van Snick

· Members: 

Czech Presidency: Josef Syka

Swedish Presidency: Rolf Annerberg, Rolf Hoijer, Lisa Almesjo

Spanish Presidency: Angeles Rodriguez-Pena, Evelina Santa

Belgian Presidency: Pieter de Pauw, Paul van Snick 

� Members of the drafting group of the report will comprise representatives of the three past presidencies (CZ, SE, ES) 





� The possible sequence of events contributing to the preparation of the report are given in Annex 1
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