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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A) Context 

Article 169 of the EC Treaty allows the participation of the European Community in 
research programmes undertaken by several Member States including in the structures 
created for the execution of those programmes. In implementing Article 169 initiatives, 
the Community goes beyond simply coordinating research programmes in that it-
participates actively in the voluntary integration of scientific, managerial and financial 
aspects. The Community then provides financial support to the joint implementation of 
the national research programmes involved, based on a joint programme and the setting-
up of a dedicated implementation structure. In 2006, the European Parliament put 
emphasis on better coordination of national and European research programmes. In the 
FP7 Cooperation Specific Programme, an Article 169 initiative was announced to 
implement a joint European metrology research programme via the existing National 
Metrology Laboratory Networks. In anticipating this initiative, the Member States have 
created a legal entity, EURAMET, as a structure for the metrology organisation in 
Europe, 

(B) Positive aspects 

The report is well structured, written in clear, non-technical language and accessible to a 
non-specialist reader. 

(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

The recommendations below are listed in order of descending importance. Some more 
technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to 
be incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report. 
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General recommendation: The report needs further work on a number of important 
issues. It should explain how this initiative tooli into account the recommendations 
of the independent review of the EDCTP1 on prerequisites for new proposals for 
Article 169. It should give particular attention to the issue of ensuring a high level of 
financial integration, and should assess the order of magnitude of additional 
resources which this initiative would mobilise^ for example through removing 
existing duplications, and through downscaling traditional metrology research. It 
should clarify the impact of the options on the capability gap in metrology research, 
on the development of centres of excellence and on competition. Given the 
significant budgetary implications of the EMRP, the report should integrate the 
requirements of an ex-ante evaluation, and, consequently complete the comparison 
of the options with a cost-effectiveness analysis. 

DG RTD has provided a detailed written response to the Board's quality checklist, 
and will make most of the changes requested, including on the ex-ante evaluation. 

(1) Explain how this initiative draws on lessons learnt from EDCTP initiative (the 
only Article 169 initiative so far in operation). To this end, the report should explain 
how individual recommendations for new Article 169 initiatives, put forward in the van 
Velzen report, were taken into account by this proposal. The report should make clear 
how the EMRP would ensure the high level of financial integration needed, a level which 
goes beyond the one in the EDCTP initiative, despite the fact that the bulk of EMRP 
projects can only be funded through a "virtual" common pot (and not a real common pot). 
In this context, the report should explain how the independence of the project selection 
process would be respected, and how the EMRP would avoid any "juste retour" 
mechanism. The report should also provide details on the real cdmmon pot envisaged in 
this initiative. In addition, it should clarify how this initiative would avoid existing 
barriers to coordination and cooperation. 

(2) Discuss the potential of this initiative to mobilise additional funds. The report 
should be more precise on the likely mobilisation of additional national and EU funds 
under the analysed options. In particular, the report should assess the order of magnitude 
of additional resources which would be mobilised by removing existing duplications, and 
by downscaling traditional metrology research. The report should also discuss how this 
initiative has already led to an increase in investment in metrology on the part of Member 
States, and especially the new Member States. 

(3) Clarify the impact of the options under consideration on the capability gap in 
metrology research, centres of excellence and competition. The report should be 
clearer on how this initiative would contribute to bridging the capability gap in metrology 
research across Europe (and why this issue is considered as crucial for the proper 
functioning of the internal market). The report should explain the influence of capacity 
building actions on the development of new centres of excellence in metrology research. 
Given the emphasis put on more competition in the problem definition, the report should 
elaborate on why launching the Article 169 EMRP, as opposed to other options, creates a 
more competitive environment for the main actors such as programme owners and 
organisations performing research. In addition, the report should be more precise on how 

1 European and Developing Countries Clinical Trials Partnership, which is the only Article 169 so far in 
operation. 



the role of EURAMET e.V. would evolve under the analysed options 2, 3 and 4. 

(4) Analyse cost-effectiveness of the options. Given the significant budgetary 
implications of this initiative, the report should integrate the requirements of an ex-ante 
evaluation and, consequently, provide the cost-effectiveness analysis of the options (as 
required by the Financial Regulation). On the issue of methodology of an ex-ante 
evaluation, DG BUDG should be consulted. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

On its cover page, the report should clarify whether the report integrates the requirements 
of an ex-ante evaluation under the Financial Regulation. 
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