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1.
Introduction
Jack Metthey, Director “Framework Programme – Interinstitutional relations” in DG RTD, opened the meeting and welcomed participants with a short introduction into the role and context of the second meeting of this expert configuration.

Prior to the discussion on the Draft Agenda FR suggested an official of  DG RTD to attend the discussions on FET in the afternoon part in order to liaise with other shadow configurations.
The suggestion was noted and the Draft Agenda was adopted.
The minutes of the meeting on 24 September 2013 were adopted.

Jack Metthey opened the floor for detailed discussions on the previously presented work programmes and observations obtained prior to the meeting.

2. European Research Council

Jack Metthey invited Theo Papazoglou (ERCEA) to respond to the comments received from the delegations on the latest draft of the ERC Work Programme. Theo Papazoglou reminded the meeting that the ERC Work Programme was established by the ERC Scientific Council. ERCEA would pass on a synthesis of the comments received to the Scientific Council for their deliberation. The Work Programme had been deliberately drafted to be “lighter” than before but there would of course be additional guidance material for applicants and ERCEA were keeping the NCPs up to date as usual. 
Ben Turner (ERCEA) then responded to the specific written comments received from the delegations on the draft ERC Work Programme. In particular AT, DE, ES, IT, SE had concerns over the extended restrictions on submissions, especially future restrictions on applicants that reached step two. Also AT, BE, BG, CZ, DK, IE, ES, HR, NO, PL, SE, SI, SK supported a proposal of LT to fund a training network for NCPs from the ERC budget.
Following the presentation, several delegations reiterated their written comments. In particular IT stressed the need to avoid supporting weapons development and for action to achieve gender balance and ES spelled out its opposition to the open access requirements in Horizon 2020. These requirements would inevitably divert funding from research.
NL said they understood the need to restrict submissions but they agreed with those delegations that felt that restricting applicants that got to step 2 was too harsh. 
NL felt that it might be clearer to applicants if ERC could provide some examples of how the MD rule was applied in practice. Clarification of the latest wording had been asked for by BE and SE in writing, and was also a potential concern for NO.
NL and FR wanted clarification on whether nuclear research could be funded. Jack Metthey explained that the Treaties would not allow any EU research programme to fund research under the scope of the Euratom Treaty. However, this scope was rather general and focused on applied nuclear energy and safety. Theo Papazoglou said that the ERC could and did fund frontier nuclear research projects, for example under the PE2 (Fundamental Constituents of Matter: Particle, nuclear, plasma, atomic, molecular, gas, and optical physics) and other panels.

3.
Marie Sklodowska-Curie Actions
This part of the meeting was chaired by J. Curell, Director of DG EAC C, who welcomed the participants and introduced A. Luchetti, Head of Unit, B. Richter, Deputy Head of Unit, and Policy Officers K. Partyka and M. Lange from DG EAC C.3.

The Commission thanked those delegates that had already sent written comments on the draft Work Programme (WP) and reminded the other delegates that they could still provide input at the latest by 21 October, so that the Commission was able to prepare answers well in advance of the next meeting. 

Detailed presentation of relevant Work Programme part

NO asked if it was correct that the reference rates for the living allowances of researchers had decreased compared to the latest WP under FP7. The Commission referred to the general presentation and promised to answer this question afterwards.
After that the Commission presented the latest draft version of the WP that had been sent to the national experts before the meeting, with a focus on definitions, rules, funding model, budget and non-call-based activities (see details in Annex I). In particular, the Commission presented details of the methodology to establish the unit costs for researchers and institutions. The new Financial Regulation required the Commission to authorise the amounts of these unit costs in a separate Commission Decision.
The Commission clarified that part of the Horizon 2020 budget had been re-distributed towards the first year ("front loading"). While this allowed Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions (MSCA) to have calls for every single action over the whole period of Horizon 2020, this also had some minor drawbacks such as a larger budget for the 2014 ITN call compared to the 2015 ITN call. Moreover, all amounts of unit costs in the work programme were provided for implemented person-months, and not in person-years anymore. This was now applied consistently among all MSCA. Flexibility might however be provided in the implementation regarding the amounts paid to the researchers, under the condition that the MSCA rate on yearly basis would be respected.
The Commission explained that compared to 2013 the reference rates for living allowances under employment contracts had been slightly reduced. The proposed rates had been set based on the seven-year FP7 averages. The interim evaluation of the FP7 Marie Curie Actions confirmed that the rates for early-stage researchers (ESR) were too generous, in some cases even going beyond what was paid to doctoral candidate's supervisors.
Moreover, the Commission explained that it had modified its approach towards the country-specific correction coefficient in Horizon 2020 compared to FP7. In the WP 2014-2015 the applicable coefficient would be the 7-year average of the respective coefficient used between 2007 and 2013 for the FP7 Marie Curie Actions. The aim was to review this average country-coefficient after 4 years to make sure that researchers' purchasing power parity stays comparable irrespective of the country they were conducting their research in. The new approach to the country coefficients answered criticism from beneficiaries about the lack of stability of the funding system and the relatively low correlation with the real costs of living. The country coefficient would neither be applied to the mobility nor to the family allowance. While the living allowance was clearly meant to ensure equal treatment of and purchasing power parity for the individual mobile researcher, the mobility and family allowance should be largely independent of the place where the research was performed.
The Commission also commented on many written comments from the national experts, which had been in favour of changing the rule from “not more than 40% of the project budget shall be dedicated to hosts in the same country” to “not more than 40% of the researcher-months in the project shall be dedicated to hosts in the same country”. The Commission recalled that this rule was established in order to avoid that all funds went to one specific country. The Commission stated that it would be in favor of keeping the well-established 40% rule being based on budget rather than person-months, but invited the delegates to express their opinions to see if there was a common agreement on this point.
The Commission explained that some delegations had expressed concerns that in European Fellowships, the proposals from non-European researchers could become so many that only a few fellowships would be awarded to researchers from EU and associated countries. The Commission clarified that during the preparations of Horizon 2020, stakeholders had not identified oversubscription of non-European researchers as an issue and that at a policy level, attracting researchers to Europe would be equally important as enabling European-based researchers to be trans-nationally mobile. The Commission stated that in FP7, 75% of all researchers funded under the Intra-European Fellowships and the International Incoming Fellowships were EU member states or associated countries nationals. The Commission would monitor this issue very closely in the future and would take action if this level was to drop significantly in the future.
The Commission also addressed the request for more information on the doctoral programmes to be supported under the COFUND mechanism. The Commission explained that the aim would be to encourage regional, national or international doctoral programmes to address the "triple-i" dimension of providing structured doctoral training with international, inter-sectorial and interdisciplinary elements. For that reason the Commission proposed to move Innovative Doctoral Programmes developed in the last years of FP7 under ITN to the co-funding mechanism, which would offer greater flexibility to beneficiaries in the way of implementing doctoral programmes. In contrast to the Innovative Doctoral Programmes, doctoral programmes supported under MSC COFUND not necessarily had to be based on a joint research project/programme in a particular scientific discipline. However, researchers supported under COFUND still had to be transnationally mobile.
NL stated that the Commission already addressed many of the points raised in their written comments, but was not convinced by the presented arguments regarding the earmarked budget, the reference rates for the unit costs, the removal of a separate category for more experienced researchers (MER) and the fact that experienced researchers (ER) could not be funded in ITN anymore. It also supported the use of the career categorisation scheme as proposed by the ERA Steering Group on Human Resources and Mobility (SG HRM).
EE sought further clarification regarding COFUND, in particular about the maximum duration of fellowships, the reference rates, how these related to the minimum living allowances that had to be provided to researchers, and if country correction coefficients applied.

LV noted that in certain FP7 ITN calls, the success rates had been even more competitive than in some ERC calls and asked if the Commission would consider two-stage evaluations as a possible solution. Moreover, LV asked if development activities could also be supported under MSCA.
In a first reply, the Commission stated that the low success rates in some MSCA are mainly due to the significant and increased interest, while not having sufficient budget available to keep in pace with the growing number of applications. The Commission proposed to continue monitoring the success rates and to keep the option of organising two-stage evaluations open if needed.
FR noted that the WP did not mention any time limits on the time-to-grant. FR also asked for the rationale for not allowing the participation of researchers that already had a permanent employment contract at their host organisation in COFUND. 
HR asked if institutions could be coordinators of a Researchers Night and National Contact Point (NCP) for MSCA at the same time. Moreover, HR wanted to know if countries could appoint more than one organisation to act as NCP. 
The Commission stressed that in COFUND, support could still be awarded to researchers who were permanently employed at organisations other than their host organisation. Aim of the new rule was to protect researchers that had recently arrived at, and been permanently employed by, their host organisation from changing their permanent contracts to temporary ones, which would be against the career development objective of the MSCA. The Commission also clarified that the amounts of the unit costs in COFUND had been based on both the funding rates of the other MSCA and the historical data from FP7 COFUND. No country correction coefficients would apply for the unit costs or minimum living and mobility allowances in COFUND. The minimum living and mobility allowance was set in such a way that it approximately corresponded to the lowest MSCA rate of the living allowance in the Member State with the lowest correction coefficient.
On the question if development activities could also be supported, the Commission reminded about the focus of MSCA on research training activities, but referred to the possible involvement of the non-academic sector. The Commission also defended the earmarked budget for some of the implementation modalities as this reflected the policy priorities such as European Industrial Doctorates and European Joint Doctorates. Moreover, the Commission noted that the exclusion of ER in ITN was in line with the simplification efforts and referred to the low level of their involvement (<10%) in FP7 ITN.
The Commission explained that the removal of the separate funding category for MER reflected FP7 statistics, which showed that there were many more ER than MER participating in the FP7 MCA. The expectation was that with the strengthening of the ERC, even more MER would be able to obtain funding through the ERC than through the MSCA. Regarding the time-to-grant, the Commission noted that the new limit of 5+3 months applied to whole Horizon 2020 and that this was also reflected in the MSCA part of the WP. The Commission also confirmed that coordinators of a Researchers Night could at the same time be NCP for MSCA and that countries could appoint more than one organisation as NCP.
ES asked which measures against gender barriers would be included in the WP and if Joint Programming Initiatives (JPI) were eligible for participation in the MSCA. 
HU requested more clarification about the possibility of combining funding from COFUND with the European Structural and Investment Funds. It also requested a further softening of the eligibility rule for the reintegration panel (less than 5 years activity in Europe) and an increase of the researcher unit cost in RISE.
DK supported the NL in its points on earmarked budget. DK sought clarification if inflation had been taken into account in the establishment of the remuneration rate. It stressed that this rate should at least adequately cover the involved real costs. DK also repeated its concerns on the rule that sets a 40% limit on the budget going to one country in ITN. In order to treat beneficiaries equally, this rule should rather be based on person-months.
DE asked for clarifications on the budget share between the different actions. In particular, it requested a higher share of the Global Fellowships within the IF and to increase to budget of ITN at the expense of IF. DE also asked to keep the 40% limit for one country in ITN to be based on budget.
CY asked for the case that countries had more than one NCP, if they all could join a NCP network project. It also requested the Commission to elaborate more about the option to apply only for one event in the Researchers Night.
IT stressed that training and mobility were important not only for young researchers, but also for senior ones and wanted to know if they were still eligible to participate in the MSCA. It asked for more information about how training and mobility aspects would be dealt with in other thematic parts of Horizon 2020 like Research infrastructures. Finally IT stressed the importance of addressing gender issues not only in the horizontal part of the WP, but also in the specific parts.
The Commission replied that gender issues were specifically mentioned in the MSCA part of the WP and were taken into account in all actions. The Commission clarified that MER could still participate in the MSCA, but that they would be funded as if they were ER. The Commission also considered the researcher unit cost in RISE as adequate as this EU contribution would be used as top-up to the regular salary of seconded researchers, and not as living allowance as it was the case for recruited researchers in FP7 IAPP. The Commission noted that the budget share between the different MSCA was largely based on the shares of the different predecessor actions in FP7 and that the main aim was to ensure a good and fair continuity. It also emphasised that the proposed reference rates for living allowances were still very competitive, even though they were based on the FP7 average rates. Furthermore, it was planned to revise the reference rates once the joint index based on national Belgian and Luxembourg inflation would deviate from the 2014 baseline inflation index by 10%.
The Commission then explained that JPIs not being a legal entity as a whole would not be eligible for direct funding by MSCA, but organisations involved in the JPIs and complying with the Rules for Participation might be. Concerning the Researchers Night, the Commission clarified that applicants were invited to submit proposals covering events both in 2014 and 2015, or only one event either in 2014 or in 2015.
FI supported NL in its request to use the categories for researchers as proposed by the ERA SG HRM and stressed the need to continue offering funding possibilities for MER.
BG asked to Commission to also include measures for the reintegration of researchers particularly in less developed regions as was the case in FP6. In that context it would be interesting to look at statistics of the geographical distribution of FP7 CIG beneficiaries. BG also sought clarification if COFUND participants were expected to provide the remaining 50% matching funds from own resources. Finally BG wanted to know if the NCP call would be a competitive one.
The Commission clarified that regional or national schemes aiming at reintegration of researchers might consider applying for support under COFUND. The Commission advised NCP that considered participation in the NCP network call to coordinate their application with other NCP. The Commission gave a negative reply to the proposal to use the career categorisation as proposed by the ERA SG HRM in the MSCA. The categorisation proposed by the ERA SG HRM was of rather indicative nature, while clarity would be needed for researcher categories in MSCA being used as an eligibility criterion. Regarding COFUND, the Commission clarified that the funding model would be based on an EU unit cost contribution and that the matching funds had to be provided by the beneficiary. The amounts of those matching funds could however vary between the different supported programmes depending on their costs. Beneficiaries however needed to respect the minimum living allowance provided for the benefit of the researcher.
The Commission concluded this part of the meeting by noting that there was no fundamental disagreement on the main content of this part of the WP and that the discussion during the meeting was primarily focused on details related to the implementation of the MSCA. The Commission repeated that written comments might still be submitted before the 21st of October, but asked the delegates to focus on their main issues in order to be able to process all input.
Horizon 2020 national launch events

The Commission invited the National Experts to get in touch with the organisers of their respective Horizon 2020 national launch events in order to discuss a possible involvement of the Commission in parts related to the MSCA.
National Contact Point activities following the first calls for proposals under Horizon 2020

In order to promote the MSCA after the launch of the calls, the Commission proposed two dedicated activities: firstly, a dedicated information campaign for involvement of the non-academic sector (in particular SME) and secondly, an online and web-streamed training for each of the four MSCA.
4. Future and Emerging Technologies
4.1.
Detailed presentation of the relevant Work Programme part

The Chair, Mr Van der Pyl, Director of the Directorate “Excellence in Science” of DG CONNECT, reminded the meeting that the second draft of the Work Programme had been sent with budget figures and call conditions. The Commission has received written comments from 11 delegations. He acknowledged that the timing is tight but that the timetable has to be respected. There are no particular blocking issues.

He made some general comments on the context of FET and its success story in FP7, focusing on multi-disciplinary research collaboration and on the opportunity in H2020 to address both research and innovation. He explained that the budget profile cannot be changed and that the implementation of FET Open will be outsourced to an executive agency.

FET Open has a higher level of ambition in H2020 and will start in 2014.FET Open will represent 40% of the FET budget over the duration of H2020. The evaluation is based on 3 criteria: excellence, implementation and impact.

For FET Proactive, the proposed selection is a combination of a bottom-up and a top down approach. 9 themes have been identified. During the elaboration of H2020, the scientific and technical communities were consulted using different channels. An online consultation of the FET in FP7 community was conducted and resulted in 9 broad themes, some building on work already under way. The scientific and technical communities involved in the various technology platforms were also consulted. The proposed proactive initiatives are based on these consultations. With an enlarged scope of FET Open in H2020, one can expect new themes to emerge. Depending on the proposals submitted in FET Open during the first 2 years of H2020, new proactive initiatives could be built as H2020 is open to all areas of technology.

Concerning HPC, the Council has recognised the need for an EU-level policy on HPC and the HPC proactive initiative is a contribution to this policy. A strong interaction between science and technology is a must.

4. 2.
Exchange of views
LV raised a question on how the FET Proactive topics have been selected. The process is not entirely transparent (supported by SE, AT). The delegation raised a comment on the removal of Quantum Simulations and Networking from the list. The community is strong because it has been supported by the EU and it would be counterproductive at this stage to stop those efforts. The delegation suggested to add Quantum information to the topics with budget taken from HPC (supported by BE, PL, IT, BG, HU, AT). HPC is problematic looking at the budget. The budget is out of scale in comparison to the flagships (supported by NL, BE, IT). HPC seems like an infrastructure issue and not a FET issue.

DE remarked that FET in FP7 is a success story on which to build. The delegation suggested taking budget out of the flagships to support Quantum physics (supported by FR). HPC should concentrate on the forefront issues, high risk topics. The delegation thought that the 2nd HPC topic is not well-justified, and does not explain to what end it will be developed. Concerning the evaluation criteria, there is a variety of different notions and interpretations. More standardisation should make it easier to ensure a proper evaluation. As regards Quantum technologies, their place would be in LEIT; however if it cannot be accommodated there it would be acceptable to have them under Excellence in Science.

SE considered that the FET programme is too much ICT biased. Although SE in principal thinks that the programme should be built as a completely new programme in H2020, SE realizes that this is not possible at this late stage in the process. Therefore the WP should be made broader by adjustments of the text. Some scientific areas like life sciences have been left apart (supported by IT). Concerning the FET Advisory Board, the delegation requested more information on how it will be composed (supported by BE), how it will cover all the areas and if it is going to be used in the evaluation process. The topics of FET Proactive should be reformulated to ensure the broadening of scientific areas and technologies. The HPC should be excluded from the FET programme. There seems to be funding for HPC in other WPs as well, such as e-infrastructure calls. If there is more need for HPC development within the H2020 it would better fit in LEIT (supported by PL).
EE raised a question on the evaluation system of FET Open concerning what will be changed and what lessons have been learnt.

NL agreed with most of the previous comments. The delegation wanted to know what is going to change in the scope of FET Open that makes it more open and multidisciplinary, as at this stage there is no major difference with the FP7 text. The selected topics in FET Proactive are FP7 oriented (new topics are expected in the future). The delegation wondered what the vision behind the flagships is and how FP7 will connect with H2020 in terms of results. It also asked for confirmation regarding the mid-term review of Flagships.

ES referred to its written comments and raised a comment concerning the 2 current flagships because it is not clear for how long the core project is expected to run. The delegation remarked that the Framework Partnership Agreement does not seem to add much to what has already been done in the past. Concerning the inclusion of young researchers and SMEs in FET Open, it wanted to know how this is going to be assessed in the evaluation. The delegation emphasised that HPC was a national priority and that it has its place in FET. Furthermore, ICT is pervasive and this is also reflected in FET.

FR remarked that Quantum research is part of the LEIT ICT Work Programme. The delegation argued that FET is not overly ICT biased. Concerning the flagships the delegation considered that there are still grey zones with regard to their governance. It stressed the multidisciplinary nature of FET Open. The delegation supported the HPC initiative. There is a need for science and a strong case for co-design.

BE found no clear definition of what interdisciplinarity is. Concerning the evaluation of FET Open, the delegation thought that giving preference to a proposal with the lowest grant requested does not fit a call in which excellence is the most important criterion. The delegation commented that the Commission should look for more blue sky research using a bottom-up approach.

PL did not share the opinion that FET is too much ICT biased (supported by IE and HU) and considered that we should build on its success.

IT referred to its written comments. It thought that the budget of the Flagships should be maintained otherwise the aims of the whole process may not be achieved. It requested clarifications on FET evaluation procedures (supported by HU). It expressed support for the two Flagships and stressed that they should not be reduced in budget and/or implemented as a large number of small projects.

IE commented on the 'ineligibility due to out of scope' proposals in FET Open and stated there should be clear reasons for ineligibility. Concerning the Flagships, it thought that topics 1 and 4 are not clear. It supported the inclusion of a Quantum topic if funding can be found.

BG shared the impression that FET Proactive had a lesser role than in FP7 and that the Commission gives more freedom to researchers. The delegation stressed the importance of quantum technologies.

AT asked for more transparency in the selection of the FET proactive topics and expressed support to quantum technologies.

HU was satisfied with the FET programme as it is. ICT is important for research. Concerning FET Open, the delegation thought that multidisciplinary research was already supported in the past. The delegation stated that SMEs and young researchers have to be taken into consideration. Concerning the Flagships, more information is needed on their expansion to include new actors. HPC has its place in different H2020 areas and will serve the needs in FET.

The Chairman replied to several comments:

· Quantum is a success story and has been financed for years in FET. Quantum technologies are important and it is clear that they will be supported in LEIT. Furthermore, FET Open is also open to quantum technologies, which was a major source of funding in the previous FPs.

· Concerning FET Open, the focus is on multidisciplinary and it represents a unique opportunity to go beyond conventional research siloes. A lot of long term research can be carried out in other areas of H2020. The aim in FET is to contribute to solutions by looking at problems from different angles. This involves collaborative research, where different approaches and disciplines can be combined.

Mr Julian Ellis gave a presentation on the FET evaluation and on the specific evaluation procedures of FET Open and FET Proactive.

EE raised a question on average scores per criteria and had concerns about the absence of consensus meetings (supported by BG, LV).

Mr Ellis replied that consensus meetings are time-consuming as they are conducted by email in FET Open due to the wide range of topics being evaluated.

The Chair reminded the meeting that under H2020, there are tight deadlines. The evaluation results must be communicated within 5 months, the contract must be signed in 3 months. In FET Open it is difficult to predict how many proposals the Commission will receive and on which topics. The reporting requirements of the project consortia beyond the standard periodic reports are reduced for simplification and to speed up negotiations.

Mr Morten Møller explained that a restriction on the number of pages in a proposal will be introduced everywhere in H2020. An electronic system will control that a proposal is not more than the limit.

ES asked whether the current Work Programme foresees some restrictions on budget per proposal or regarding the number of participants.

Mr Møller replied that there is no specific restriction. As regards the current selection of FET Proactive initiatives it has been an internal process in the Commission. In the future it will involve the Advisory Group and the delegates. 

The Chairman explained that the FET Advisory Group is being set up. The Commission is finalising the selection of experts with a balance of expertise, gender, discipline, etc. 

Mr Wide Hogenhout explained the aims of the Framework Partnership Agreement in Flagships. It creates a stable environment for 10 years regarding the initial consortium, research roadmap, openness and opportunity to join. It is not a budgetary commitment but this will follow in the form of specific grant agreements. The FPA can be used to make arrangements across the initiative, e.g. for sharing results. The possible creation of a legal entity for each Flagship is anticipated by the EC, but this is not initiated by the EC.

The Chair added that in spite of the 2 different legal bases the transition will be as smooth as possible. The FPA gives stability. The Commission will report in due time to the Council on the implementation of Flagships.

The Chair concluded by saying that the Commission has taken note of all the comments. The delegations can continue to send their comments until 18 October 2013. The revised version of the Work Programme will take all comments into account. There are no blocking issues to go forward.

Mr Alessandro Barbagli informed the delegations that DG RTD is organising a dedicated training for NCPs on 15 and 16 October 2013. DG CONNECT is organising a training for ICT and FET NCPs on 23 and 24 October 2013. The sessions will be web streamed.
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