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Stalo se...

PODPORA BIOEKONOMIKY JE JEDNOU Z EVROPSKYCH PRIORIT

V LONSKEM ROCE BYLA AKTUALIZOVANA EVROPSKA STRATEGIE PRO BIOEKONOMIKU, PRIJATA
V ROCE 2012. KLADE SI ZA CIL INOVATIVNI A UDRZITELNE VYUZITI DOSTUPNYCH BIOLOGICKYCH
OBNOVITELNYCH ZDROJU PRO ZAJISTENI PRODUKCE POTRAVIN A PRO PRUMYSLOVE VYUZITI.
BIOEKONOMIKA ZAHRNUJE SEKTORY A SYSTEMY VYUZIVAJICI INOVATIVNIM ZPUSOBEM ZDROJE
ROSTLINNEHO A ZIVOCISNEHO PUVODU (VCETNE MORSKYCH A OCEANSKYCH ZDROJU), MIKRO-
ORGANISMY A TAKE ODPADY ORGANICKEHO PUVODU.

Bioekonomika je vnimana jako nedilnd soucést
obéhového hospodaistvi. Celd tfada evropskych
vyzkumnych a inovacnich aktivit je zacilena pravé
na rozvoj bioekonomiky v evropském regionu — jak
prostfednictvim vyzkumnych a inovac¢nich projektt
financovanych z programu H2020, tak i prostfed-
nictvim aktivit spole¢ného evropského podniku
Bio-based industries a dalsich iniciativ. EK stimuluje
¢lenské zemé EU k vytvareni narodnich strategii pro
rozvoj bioekonomiky, pro oblast stfedni a vychodni
Evropy v tomto sméru hraje ddlezitou roli iniciativa
BioEast (www.bioeast.eu).

Ucelem lonské aktualizace je jesté lépe zhodnotit
a chrénit ekosystémy a biologické zdroje, moderni-
zovat primarni produkéni systémy a zejména vice
angazovat lokalni zainteresované strany pro inova-
tivni vyuziti dostupnych zdrojt. Hlavnimi cili akéni-
ho planu pro bioekonomiku jsou:

— Zajisténi potravin a vyZivy — pujde o transformaci
soucasnych produkénich systémda smérem k jejich
vétsi udrzitelnosti, zdravou produkci pfispivajici
ke zdravi spotiebiteld, Gcinnéjsi vyuziti zdroja
a jejich vétsi odolnost vaci nepiiznivym vlivim.

— Udrzitelné Fizeni ptirodnich zdroji - ochrana
biodiverzity a zdravé ocednské, lesni i ptdni eko-
systémy a jejich adaptace na klimatickou zménu.

— SniZeni zavislosti na neobnovitelnych zdrojich —
cilem je prispét k naplnéni energetickych a klima-
tickych cilad EU podstatnou nédhradou fosilnich za
,bio-based” zdroje v rtiznych odvétvich pramyslu
— stavebnim, obalovém, textilnim, chemickém,
kosmetickém nebo farmaceutickém. Podle pred-
pokladt by se mohla do roku 2030 zdvojnésobit
poptavka po pramyslovych biotechnologiich.

— Snizeni dopadii a adaptace na klimatickou
zménu — oc¢ekava se, Ze rozvoj ,bio-based” pra-
myslového sektoru urychli ndhradu neobnovi-
telnych zdroj( za obnovitelné biologické zdroje
a prispéje tak k naplnéni cila Pafizské dohody
mj. snizenim energetické potieby a emisi.

— Posileni konkurenceschopnosti Evropy a tvorba
novych pracovnich mist — o¢ekava se rozvoj trhu
pro ,bio-based” produkty a jejich standardizace.
Tvorba politik v oblasti obnovitelnych zdrojti
energie a dalsi opatieni napomohou transformaci
evropského pramyslu, odhaduje se, ze v sektoru

Priklady pramyslového vyuZiti suroviny prirodniho
plivodu — technického konopi: Zvukové i tepelné
izola¢ni materidl z konopného pazdefi a vyplri dveri
osobniho automobilu, lisovand jako bioplast z drcenych

stonkd konopi Foto B. Ko¢

bioekonomiky by mohlo byt do roku 2030 vytvo-
feno milion novych pracovnich mist.

Na rozvoj evropské bioekonomiky se zaméfuje
evropsky spolec¢ny program — Joint Undertaking
Bio-Based Industries (spolufinancovany z programu
Horizont 2020), ktery zverejnil pracovni plan pro
rok 2019 a v dubnu letodniho roku otevie vyzvu
s rozpoc¢tem 135 mil. € pro podavani projekt ve
4 hlavnich oblastech: Feedstock, Process, Products,
Market uptake.

Dalsi pfilezitosti pro ziskani finan¢nich zdroji na
vyzkum a inovace budou vyzvy programu Horizont
2020 — Spolec¢enska vyzva 2 (Potravinové zabez-
peceni, bioekonomika), kde se ocekava otevieni
poslednich vyzev programu H2020 v fijnu 2019.
EK usporada dne 4. 7. 2019 v Bruselu informacni
den, kterému bude predchazet dne 3. 7. partnerska
burza, organizovana evropskou siti narodnich kon-
taktd BioHorizon.

Dal3i informace jsou k dispozici na: https;//www.
h2020.cz/cs/spolecenske-vyzvy/potraviny-zemedel-
stvi/informace

NADA KONICKOVA,
TECHNOLOGICKE CENTRUM AV CR,
KONICKOVA@TC.CZ
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Vazeni ¢tenari,

tento Casopis ma jedno dominantni téma, jimz ovéem je ,ucast Ceské
republiky v rdmcovém programu EU”. V dobé vrcholiciho brexitového dra-
matu by ECHO mélo téma zménit na ,Gc¢ast Spojeného kralovstvi v ramco-
vém programu”. Jenze, plati-li, ,Ze co je psano, to je dano”, o brexitu toho
moc napsat nelze, tésné pred terminem, ktery stanovilo pted tfemi roky
samo UK, neni jisty ani termin brexitu. Na workshopu poradaném
21.11. 2018 vyborem ITRE Evropského parlamentu vsich-
ni vyjadili pfesvédceni, ze zapojeni britskych instituci do
programu Horizont Evropa (HE) musi pokracovat stejné,
jako je tomu v soutasném programu H2020, totéz iika
i Liga evropskych vyzkumnych univerzit. Avsak v dobé,
kdy synové prezidentd nastoluji agendy narodnich stath
(D. Trump jr. plisnil v The Telegraph britskou premiérku, ze
si nevzala k srdci rady jeho otce ohledné brexitu), vzriista
dale uz tak vysoké riziko odchodu UK z EU bez dohody,
tedy HE bez univerzit v Oxfordu, Cambridge, Edinburghu,
Londyné atd. Jestlize dosud problémy, které vedly k brexi-
tu, byly jen malé, po brexitu by tak mohlo jit o problémy
velké. Kazdopadné ECHO dékuje ). Womersleymu, fedi-
teli evropské infrastruktury ESS (nejvykonnéjsi svétovy neutronovy zdroj)
v Lundu, Ze pfi v&i té neurcitosti byl ochoten o brexitu pohovofit s kolegyni
N. Witzanyovou - viz anglické stranky ECHA.

Na jedné strané rozvod (brexit), na druhé naopak soudrznost (cohesion).
Ta se stala heslem programu rumunského predsednictvi v Radé EU, jehoz
nazev zni ,SoudrZnost, spole¢na evropska hodnota” (romania2019.eu).
Tézko se zbavit dojmu, Zze pod timto heslem jsou formulovany priority
rumunského predsednictvi i pro vyzkum a inovace. Program nejen opako-
vané zd(raziuje nutnost snizit rozdily ve mezi ¢lenskymi staty v efektivité
vyzkumu v inovacich, ale dokonce to povazuje za jeden z hlavnich cild
v této oblasti (,One of the major objectives of the Presidency in the field
of research and innovation is to promote European solutions aimed at

reducing research and innovation performance gaps between EU Member
States...”, str. 42 v anglické verzi). Takovy cil je jisté chvéalyhodny, ale mél
by byt financovéan z Evropskych strukturdlnich a investi¢nich fondd, a niko-
liv z rozpoctu programu HE. Evropsky parlament prosazuje, aby rozpocet
HE byl 120 mld. €, tedy o 26 mld. vyssi, nez je navrh Evropské komise,
o némz jsme informovali v minulém ¢isle. Casopis SciencelBusiness
(15. 1.) v ¢lanku pochybujicim o
predsednictvi pFispéje ke stanoveni rozpoctu HE, kon-
statuje, Ze poslanci nejen Ze neuvadéji, kde vzit onéch
26 mld. €., ale ani se neshodnou do ¢eho je investovat:
do zvyseni excelence evropského vyzkumu nebo do
snizeni rozdili ve vyzkumu mezi staty EU? Pfipominam,
ze ECHO 3/2017, které je k dispozici v angli¢ting, se
otazkou zvyseni excelence zevrubné zabyvalo.

Jelikoz nékteré analytické studie Ize uplatnit v diskuzich

tom, ze rumunské

na mezinarodnich férech, budeme nadale v anglic-
kych sdélenich pokracovat formou ,anglickych stranek
ECHA”. Moznost anglickych publikaci neni omezena
jen na autory z Technologického centra, nicméné ECHO
pozaduje, aby autofi zarucili, ze jejich prispévky maji patfi¢nou jazyko-
vou uroveri. V tomto Cisle anglické stranky kromé uz zminéného interview
piindseji jesté ¢lanek D. Franka, ktery se zevrubné zabyva pretrvavajici
disproporci koordinatord z novych ¢lenskych sttt v projektech programu
H2020. Dale jde o ¢lanek P. Pracny a ). Kubatové, ktery podava prehled
¢eského vyzkumu v oblasti nano- a biomediciny v obdobi 2001-2017.
Upozorniuji jesté na c¢lanek D. Fancové o prechodu EU na obéhové
hospodafstvi. Jestlize doneddvna se jako naléhava problematika jevilo
Lukladani CO,”, nyni uz prevazuje ,0béhové hospodareni s CO,", coz
ukdzal i workshop Ceské technologické platformy pro biopaliva uspo¥é-
dany vTC 7. 3. 2019.

VLADIMIR ALBRECHT
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Cesko uspélo ve vyzvach TWINNING a ERA Chairs 2017

The results of the TWINNING and ERA Chairs 2017 calls were published at the end of June 2018, and successful projects have started their
activities in autumn 2018. Two TWINNING grants from the 30 awarded went to Czechia (BIOCEV laboratories of the Charles University in
Prague and CEITEC - Brno Technical University). 13 ERA Chairs grants were awarded, and Czechia succeeded with one project: J. Heyrovsky
Chair implemented by J. Heyrovsky Institute of Physical Chemistry CAS. The article “Czechia succeeded in TWINNING and ERA Chairs 2017

Calls” provides an overview of statistical data for both calls.

V zavéru 1. pololeti 2018 byly zvefejnény vystupy vyzev ndstrojl
TWINNING a ERA Chairs 2017, které spadaji do ¢asti ramcového
programu EU pro vyzkum a inovace Horizont 2020 nazvané Sifeni
excelence a rozsifovani ucasti (Spreading Excellence and Widening
Participation, SEWP), podporujici rozvoj kapacit v zemich méné vykon-
nych v oblasti vyzkumu a inovaci. Usp&sné projekty pak zahajovaly
v letnich a podzimnich mésicich r. 2018.

TWINNING 2017

Do vyzvy TWINNING (kédové oznaceni H2020-WIDESPREAD-05-2017)
bylo mozné podavat navrhy projekti v obdobi 11. 5. — 15. 11. 2017.
Do data uzavérky bylo predlozeno celkem 483 navrhd, jeden z nich byl
poté stazen piedkladatelem. Vykonnd agentura pro

bylo 56 navrha, grant ziskalo pét projektd a Gspésnost byla 9 %. Jak je
uvedeno, pfi méné nez polovi¢nim rozpoctu si v r. 2017 Cesko vedlo
[épe nez ve vyzvé prvni. Oba ¢eské projekty probihaji od 1. 9. 2018 do
31. 8.2021 a jedna se o nasledujici:

MICOBION: MICROBIAL COMMUNITIES IN BIOMEDICAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS, AND SYSTEMS BIOLOGY

Projekt s celkovym rozpoctem 998,2 tis. € koordinuje Piirodovédecka
fakulta Univerzity Karlovy a jeho cilem je posileni védecké exce-
lence a inova¢ni kapacity laboratofi UK-BIOCEV (Biotechnologické
a biomedicinské centrum) prostfednictvim spoluprace se $pickovymi
partnery — Katolickou univerzitou v Lovani (KUL), Evropskou laboratofi

vyzkum (Research Executive Agency, REA) proto | ZgmE NAZEV | NAVRHY | ZISKANE | NAD POD | USPESNOST
provéfovala 482 navrha z hlediska pripustnosti CELKEM | GRANTY | PRAHEM | PRAHEM V %
a,uznatellnosti a ,\/yFadiIa 5vprojektﬂ,v!<teré nes‘plrllily, PT Portugalsko o4 8 39 17 12,5
zékladni podminky, napf. piekrocily maximalni
vysi rozpoctu, nezahrnuly minimélni pocet part- PL Polsko 41 - 29 12 -
ner( atp. Samotny proces hodnoceni 477 projekti RO Rumunsko 40 - 24 16 -
pak probéhl od 11.12. 2017 do 23. 2. 2018 a REA Cc7 Cesko 37 2 19 16 5,4
do né&j zapojila celkem 249 nezavislych expertd,
s s e SK Slovensko 30 - 20 10 -
z nichz kazdy hodnotil tfi projekty.
LT Litva 29 1 18 10 3,5
Rozpocet vyzvy ¢inil 30 mil. €, coz pfi maxi- RS Srbsko 29 3 20 6 10,4
malni vysi rozpo¢tu 1 mil. € na jeden tilety cy Kypr 29 5 15 P 22,7
projekt umoznilo financovani 30 projektt. K zis-
kani grantu bylo nutné dosdhnout minimalné HR Chorvatsko L& 3 10 6 158
8 Y
14 bodi a o granty se podélilo 11 zemi (mezi TR Turecko 19 - 11 8 -
nimi i Cesko) z 27 zptisobilych. Nejvice grantt EE Estonsko 18 - 11 7 -
ziskalo Portugalsko (8) nasledované Kyprem (5), HU Madarsko 18 1 8 9 5,6
po tfech ziskalo Chorvatsko a Srbsko, po dvou .
Cesko, Moldavsko, Malta a Tunisko a po jednom Lv LotySsko 18 _ 12 6 _
Madarsko, Litva a Lucembursko. Prahové hod- BG Bulharsko 17 - 4 13 -
noty 10 bod( a vice dosahlo 282 projektt a pod UA Ukrajina 15 R 11 4 -
prahem se umistilo 165 navrh(, pficemz projekt S| Slovinsko 14 i 1 3 i
na poslednim misté ziskal pouze 0,5 bodu. Pocty
podanych a uspésnych projektd jednotlivymi N Tunisko 1 2 5 4 18,2
zemémi poskytuje tabulka 1. AM Arménie 7 2 5 -
GE Gruzie 5 - 1 4 -
Primérnd Gspésnost této vyzvy byla 6,3 % (ve AL Albanie 5 i 3 ) i
vyzvé 2015 byla 12 %, v této souvislosti je viak
nutné uvést, ze celkovy rozpocet v r. 2015 byl MT Malta 4 2 2 - 50
vice nez dvojnasobny — 66,24 mil. €). K relativ- ME Cernd Hora 4 - 2 2 -
né nejlspésnéjsim zemim (dle poméru podanych MK Makedonie 4 _ 2 2 _
navrht a uspésnych projektt) patii Lucembursko MD Moldavsko 3 5 i 1 66.7
se 100% uspésnosti (jediny podany projekt zis- d
kal grant), nasledované Moldavskem s 66,7 % BA Bosna a _ 3 - 3 - -
Uspésnosti (2 granty na 3 podané projekty) Hercegovina
a Maltou, jejiz 2 ze 4 podanych projektd uspély. LU Lucembursko 1 1 - - 100
Vyzkumné organizace z Ceska podaly celkem CELKEM 477 30 282 165 6,3

37 navrht, z nichz 2 ziskaly financovani, coz
piedstavuje 5,4% uUspésnost. Ve vyzvé 2015 to

4 echo
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Tabulka 1 - Statistické udaje vyzvy TWINNING 2017 podle zemi




molekuldrni biologie (EMBL) a Institutem Jaques Monod (Paris 160
Diderot University) v oblasti komplexniho molekularniho
profilovani biologickych systémd (mikrobioma), které budou 10
sméfovat k inovativnimu vyzkumu mikrobidlnich komunit 120
a jejich dopadu na zdravi a zivotni prostiedi.

100
SINNCE: STRENGTHENING NANOSCIENCE AND 80
NANOTECHNOLOGY RESEARCH AT CEITEC &6
Projekt s celkovym rozpoctem 998 tis. € koordinuje Vysoké 40

uceni technické v Brné v ramci aktivit CEITECu (Stfedoevropsky
technologicky institut) s cilem posilit oblast nanovéd a nano- 20
technologii ve spolupréci s Technickou univerzitou ve Vidni,

152
M podané projekty M Uspésné projekty
116
78
66 65
8 7 9 2 4
inZenyrskéa  lékarstvia Zivotni socidlni, matematikaa
fyzikdlnivédy védyo zZivé prostiedia humanitnia ICT
pfirodé zemédélské ekonomické
védy védy

$vycarskou Spolkovou technickou vysokou $kolu v Curychu ¢
(ETH Zurich) a Weizmannovym védeckym institutem v Izraeli.
Cesti odbornici sestavili $est vyzkumnych skupin, které se
budou zabyvat oblastmi povrchd, novych materidld a nano-
struktur, zobrazovanim, nanofotonikou, nanozafizenimi ¢i bio- Graf 1

elektronickymi systémy. Kazdd skupina pak bude mit pfifazeny
dva mentory ze spolupracujicich zahrani¢nich instituci.

Projekty mohly pokryt jakoukoli oblast vyzkumu spadajici pod Smlouvu
o fungovani EU, a proto bylo pro u¢ely hodnoceni rozdéleno 477 poda-
nych navrht do péti hlavnich oblasti vyzkumu. Nejvice projektt fesilo
inzenyrské a fyzikalni védy (152 navrht), nasledovalo lékaistvi a védy
o zivé piirodé (116 navrht), Zivotni prostiedi a zemédélské védy (78
navrht), socialni, humanitni a ekonomické védy (66 navrha) a matema-
tika a ICT (65 navrha). Grafické znazornéni zahrnujici i védecké oblasti
Uspésnych projekta poskytuje graf 1.

— Pokryti védeckych oblasti projektt TWINNING 2017

ERA CHAIRS 2017

Do vyzvy ERA Chairs (kédové oznaceni H2020-WIDESPREAD-03-2017)
bylo mozné podavat navrhy projekti v obdobi 12. 4. — 15. 11. 2017.
Do terminu uzavérky bylo piedloZeno celkem 103 navrha, ale tfi z nich
byly poté stazeny svymi predkladateli. Stovku navrha pak posoudila
REA z hlediska uznatelnosti a p¥ipustnosti a pro nesplnéni zakladnich
formalnich podminek byly vyfazeny 4 navrhy (pfedloZilo je Alzirsko,
které ale nespada mezi zpusobilé zemé). Do procesu hodnoceni, ktery
probihal od 11. 12. 2017 do 2. 2. 2018, proto postoupilo pouze 96 pro-
jektt a zapojeno bylo 63 nezdvislych expertu.
Celkovy rozpocet vyzvy ve vysi 33,91 mil. €

ZEME NAZEV NAVRHY | ZISKANE | NAD POD | USPESNOST |  umoznil financovani 13 projektt, nebof maxi-
CELKEM | GRANTY | PRAHEM | PRAHEM malni rozpocet na jeden projekt nesmél prekrocit
PT Portugalsko 13 1 10 2 7,7 2,5 mil. € na pétileté obdobi. K ziskani grantu
PL Polsko 12 1 6 5 8,3 bylo nutné dosdhnout minimalné 13,5 bodu
a o granty se podélilo devét zemi (mezi nimi
EE Estonsko 10 4 4 2 40 i Cesko) ze 27 zpusobilych. Nejvice grantd zis-
Sl Slovinsko 10 1 5 4 10 kalo Estonsko (4) nasledované Kyprem (2) a po
cz Cesko 8 1 5 2 12,5 jednom pak ziskalo Cesko, Litva, Lucembursko,
cy Kypr 8 5 3 3 5 Polsko, Portugalsko, Slovensko a Slovinsko.
Prahové hodnoty 10 bodli a vice dosdhlo 45
LT Litva / 1 2 4 14,3 projektd a pod prahem se umistilo 38 névrha,
Lv Lotyssko 6 - 1 5 - pii¢emz projekt na poslednim misté ziskal pouze
RS Srbsko 4 ; 1 3 _ 4,5 bodu. Poc¢ty podanych a uUspésnych projekta
BG Bulharsko 3 _ 3 _ _ jednotlivymi zemémi poskytuje tabulka 2.
HR | Chorvatsko 3 - 1 2 - Pramérnd Uspésnost této vyzvy byla 13,5 % (ve
MT Malta 3 - 2 1 - vyzvé 2014 byla 18,2 %, a to zvlasté z toho
SK slovensko 2 1 1 _ 50 davodu, Ze pocet zpusobilych projekti byl v r.
LU Lucembursko 1 1 i i 100 2014 r?iiél' - 7,7 navrht — pfi v p.odstaté ‘stej—
né vysi celkového rozpoctu). K nejlispésnéjsim
AL Albdnie 1 ; ; 1 ; zemim (dle poméru podanych ndvrhii a Gspé&s-
BA Bosna a 1 - - 1 - nych projektd) opét relativné patii Lucembursko
Hercegovina se 100% uspésnosti (jediny podany projekt ziskal
GE Gruzie 1 _ 1 i _ grant), nasledované Slovenskem s 50% UGspésnos-
HU Madarsko ] _ _ ] i ’.u’ (1 ic;rant ze.2 podanych projelftﬁ) a Esvtonskem,
- jehoz 4 projekty z 10 podanych uspély (40%
ME Cerna Hora 1 - - 1 - GspéEnost).
UA Ukrajina 1 - - 1 -
CELKEM 96 13 45 38 13,5 Projekty mohly pokryt jakoukoli oblast vyzkumu

Tabulka 2 — Statistické udaje vyzvy ERA Chairs 2017 podle zemi

spadajici pod Smlouvu o fungovani EU, a proto
bylo pro uc¢ely hodnoceni rozdéleno 96 podanych
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Vyzkumné organizace z CR podaly celkem 8 navrhd, z nichz

30
H podané projekty

M Uspésné projekty

1 ziskal financovéani, coz predstavuje Uspésnost 12,5 % (ve
vyzvé 2014 Cesko podalo 4 navrhy, ale neuspélo ani s jed-

nim). Uspé&sny cesky projekt probihd od 1. 7. 2018 do 30. 6.
2023 a jedna se o nasledujici:

J. Heyrovsky Chair: ERA Chair at J. Heyrovsky Institute of
Physical Chemistry AS CR —The institutional approach towards

ERA
Projekt s celkovym rozpoctem ve vysi 2,483 mil. € Fesi Ustav

fyzikalni chemie J. Heyrovského AV CR, v. v. i., ktery se chce
pomoci grantu soustiedit zejména na ziskani védeckych kapa-
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socialni,
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cit v oblasti nanotechnologie a podpofit dalsi rozvoj klicové
oblasti chemické katalyzy. Cilem tohoto projektu je proto
vyvolat zmény v instituciondlni kulture najmutim mezinarod-
né uznavané osobnosti, ktera nasledné zalozi sviij mezinarod-
ni vyzkumny tym v oblasti nanokatalyzy. Za ucelem zvyseni
mezinarodni viditelnosti a vykonnosti se vedeni uUstavu roz-
hodlo realizovat nékolik strukturalnich zmén, k nimz napft.

Graf 2 — Pokryti védeckych oblasti projektt ERA Chairs 2017

navrht do 5 hlavnich oblasti. Nejvice projektt fesilo inzenyrské a fyzi-
kalni védy a lékafstvi a védy o zivé piirodé (po 27 navrzich), Zivotni
prostiedi a zemédélské védy (20 navrhi), matematika a ICT (14 navrha)
a socialni, humanitni a ekonomické védy (8 navrht). Grafické znazor-
néni zahrnujici i védecké oblasti Gspésnych projekt poskytuje graf 2.

patii lepsi vyuziti kapacit jak v oblasti vyzkumné infrastruktu-

ry, tak i v oblasti lidskych zdroj, zvyseni mezindrodni aktivity

grant ERC, vyssi zapojeni do evropskych siti a vétsi pocet koordinova-

nych mezinarodnich projektt a v neposledni fadé posileni proaktivni
politiky lidskych zdroja a internacionalizace.

ANNA VOSECKOVA,

TECHNOLOGICKE CENTRUM AV CR, VOSECKOVA@TC.CZ

Evropska unie a jeji prechod k obéhovému hospodarstvi

Pojem ,obéhové hospodaistvi” ¢i ,cirkulari ekonomika” je v posledni
dobé ¢asto sklofiovanym vyrazem jak na globalni, tak lokalni drovni.
Vyjimkou neni ani evropskd droveri, na které bylo v roce 2018 pfijato
nékolik opatfeni za ucelem ochrany nasi planety pfechodem k tomuto
novému modelu hospodafistvi. To je zaloZzené na minimalizaci tvorby
odpadu a na opravé, renovaci ¢i recyklaci existujicich produktd a materia-
[G s cilem jejich opétovného vyuziti. Posun smérem k obéhovému hospo-
daistvi znamena snizeni negativnich dopadu na zivotni prostiedi, zvyseni
bezpec¢nosti dodavek surovin, posileni konkurenceschopnosti a inovaci,
vyssi riist a tvorbu novych pracovnich mist. Evropskd komise odhaduje, ze
by jich mohlo v této souvislosti v EU vzniknout kolem padl milionu.

Pro podporu usili o transformaci evropského hospodaistvi na udrzitel-
néjsi a na podporu realizace ambiciézniho akéniho pldnu obéhového
hospoddistvi piijala Evropska komise v lednu 2018 tzv. Bali¢ek pro
obéhové hospodafstvi, obsahujici zménu Sesti odpadovych smérnic
EU. Nova pravidla, vychazejici z balicku predlozeného EK v pro-
sinci 2015, maji pfispét k predchazeni vzniku odpadd, a pokud to
neni mozné, k podstatnému zvyseni recyklace komundlniho odpadu
a obalovych odpadu. Balicek byl nasledné v kvétnu 2018 schvélen
i ¢lenskymi staty EU.

Dle novych opatieni by se do roku 2025 mélo recyklovat alespori 55 %
komunélniho odpadu, tedy odpadu z domacnosti a malych podnikii,
a tento podil by mél do roku 2035 dosahnout alespori 65 %. Recyklovat
by se v roce 2025 mélo také minimalné 65 % odpadu z obald, pficemz
tento podil by mél do roku 2030 vzriist na 70 %. Nova legislativa sta-
novuje také samostatné cile pro jednotlivé obalové materialy, napriklad
pro papir, karton, plast, sklo, kov a dfevo.
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S pfechodem na obéhové hospodaistvi souvisi také Evropska strategie pro
plasty, vibec prvni celoevropska strategie tykajici se plastt, kterd byla
piedstavena na zacatku roku 2018. Novy soubor opatieni ma prispét ke
zménam zpusobd, jak jsou plasty a vyrobky z plastd navrzeny, vyrabény,
pouzivany a recyklovany. Strategie si stanovuje za cil dosdhnout toho, aby
byly veskeré plastové obaly na trhu EU do roku 2030 recyklovatelné, ome-
zit pouzivani plastd na jedno pouziti a zakazuje imysliné pouzivani mik-
roplastd. V té souvislosti navrhla EK v kvétnu 2018 nova unijni pravidla
pro deset druht jednordzovych plastovych vyrobki, které nejcastéji konci
na evropskych plazich a v moftich. Ambici EU je zakdzat od roku 2021
prodej plastovych vyrobki na jedno pouziti, u kterych existuji dostupné
a cenoveé prijatelné alternativy. U produktd, které nelze snadno nahradit,
se navrh zaméfuje na jejich omezeni prostiednictvim snizovani spotieby
v jednotlivych stétech. Clenské staty budou povinny podle navrhi EK také
do roku 2025 zajistit sbér 90 % jednorazovych plastovych lahvi od napo-
ja, napfiklad prostfednictvim systém vratnych zaloh. Clenské staty by
dle smérnice mély také vypracovat narodni plany na podporu pouZzivani
vyrobka vhodnych pro vicendsobné pouziti a na recyklaci.

Evropsky parlament na Fijnovém plenarnim zasedani ve Strasburku
navrh smérnice o plastech z dilny EK jesté zpfisnil. Parlament do
pavodniho seznamu zakdzanych plastti p¥idal i obaly ¢i nadoby pro
rychlé obcerstveni vyrobené z polystyrénu. Nasledné opatieni odsou-
hlasil Vybor stélych zastupct pii EU.

Daldim dalezitym krokem v oblasti obé&hového hospoddistvi byla
v roce 2018 aktualizace strategie bioekonomiky pro udrzitelnou Evropu
,A sustainable bioeconomy for Europe: strengthening the connection
between economy, society and the environment”. Za tGc¢elem vytvoreni


mailto:voseckova@tc.cz
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/circular-economy-factsheet-general_en.pdf

Kalenda¥ vybranych akci v oblasti obéhového hospodafstvi véetné akci a informaénich dni k vyzvam
programu Horizont 2020 zahrnujici témata obéhového hospodarstvi:

12. kvétna 2019 (Brusel, Belgie)

Infromacni den Bio-based Industries JU: https.;/www.bbi-europe.eu/
events/bbi-ju-info-day-2019

13.-17. kvétna 2019 (Brusel, Belgie)

EU Green Week: https;/ec.europa.eu/info/events/eu-green-week-2019_en
20.-22. kvétna 2019 (Berlin, Némecko)

Raw Materials Summit 2019: https./eitrawmaterials.eu/raw-materials-
-summit-2019/

30. kvétna 2019 (Santorini, Recko)

SmaCE 2019 - 1st International Workshop on Smart Circular Ekonomy:
https.//sites.google.com/view/smace2019/home

3.-5. ¢ervna 2019 (Helsinki, Finsko)

World Circular Economy Forum: https/www.sitra.fi/fen/projects/
world-circular-economy-forum-2019/

udrzitelné ob&hové bioekonomiky se EK v aktualizované strategii zava-
zala zavést v roce 2019 ¢trnact konkrétnich opatfeni zamérenych na
tii hlavni cile: rozsitit a posilit odvétvi zaloZzend na biotechnologiich,
rychle rozsitit bioekonomiku po celé Evropé, chranit ekosystém a poro-
zumét ekologickym omezenim bioekonomiky.

Obéhového hospodarstvi se dotyka také reflexni dokument o udrzitelné
Evropé do roku 2030, ktery byl EK pfedstaven v lednu 2019. Dokument
analyzuje rozsah vyzev pro Evropu a predstavuje mozné budouci scé-
nére, poskytuje voditka pro diskusi, jak Ize nejlépe dosdhnout cilti OSN
pro udrzitelny rozvoj (SDGs), a o mozném piispévku EU k dosazenfi
téchto cild do roku 2030. Scénéfe zdarazriuji potiebu dalsich krokd
tak, aby EU a svét zajistily udrzitelnou budoucnost.

K naplnéni téchto ambiciéznich cild nemtze dojit bez vyzkumu
a novych pralomovych inovaci. Z tohoto divodu se v RP Horizont
2020 dostalo obéhové hospodaistvi mezi tzv. Focus Areas s rozpoc-
tem témér 1 mld. €. Focus Areas se soustfedi na obdobnd vyzkumna
témata, kterd byla predtim roztiisténa a financovand z riiznych schémat
a nastrojii programu Horizont 2020. P¥echod od linedrniho modelu
hospodafstvi k obéhovému je finan¢né podporovan také z Evropskych
strukturdlnich a investi¢nich fondd (ESIF), které disponuji prostiedky ve
vysi 5,5 mld. € na naklddani s odpady.

Névrh nového ramcového programu pro vyzkum a inovace Horizont
Evropa klade ve II. pilifi Globalni vyzvy a pramyslova konkurence-
schopnost diraz na vyzkum a inovace podporujici redlny prechod na
obéhové, nizkouhlikové a nizkoemisni hospodarstvi, tedy na urychleni
ptechodu od linedrniho hospodarstvi zalozeného na fosilnich palivech
k obéhovému hospodaistvi. Aktivity budou financované predevsim
z klastru Potraviny a pfirodni zdroje a také z klastrd Digitalni oblast
a primysl a Klima, energetika a mobilita.

Kroky na drovni EU se budou muset zaméfit na slozité hodnotové fetéz-
ce, systémovou a multidisciplinarni povahu technologii a vysoké naklady
na jejich vyvoj. Primyslové orientované infrastruktury, véetné pilotnich
linek, maji pomoci podnikiim v EU vyuzivat tyto technologie a zlepsit
svou inova¢ni vykonnost. Evropsky pramysl by se mél stat obéhovym
pramyslem: hodnota zdroji, materidld a vyrobkd by méla byt oproti
dnesku uchovana mnohem del3i dobu, a dokonce by méla oteviit nové
hodnotové fetézce. Integrovany pfistup bude zahrnovat dekarbonizaci,
uc¢inné vyuzivani zdrojd, snizovani znecisténi ovzdusi a pfistup k surovi-
nam. Cilem je rovnéz posilit obéhovost biohospodaistvi prostiednictvim

3.—4. cervence 2019 (Brusel, Belgie)

Informa¢ni den SC2 — Potraviny, zemédélstvi, vodni hospodafstvi a bio-
ekonomika: https:/ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/news/
horizon-2020-info-day-societal-challenge-2-calls-proposals-2020
17.-21. ¢ervna 2019 (Brusel, Belgie)

EU Sustainable Energy Week (EUSEW): httpsy/ec.europa.eu/info/
events/eu-sustainable-energy-week-2019-jun-18_en

zafi 2019 (Brusel, Belgie)

Informac¢ni den SC5 - Zména klimatu, Zivotni prostredi a vyuZzivan{
zdrojt a surovin

22.-23. Fijna 2019 (Berlin, Némecko)

European Bio-Based Coatings Technology Forum: https;/www.euro-
pean-coatings.com/Events/EC-Technology-Forum-Biobased-Coatings
Dalsi akce viz https://www.circulareconomyclub.com/events/

technologickych, systémovych a socidlnich inovaci a inovaci obchod-
nich modeld. Obéhové systémy vyroby a spotieby budou p¥inosem pro
evropské hospodafistvi, protoze snizi zavislost na zdrojich, zvysi konku-
renceschopnost podnikd a snizi tlaky na Zivotni prostiedi a klima.

Za uc¢elem podpory piechodu EU k obéhovému hospoddistvi, zlepseni
informovanosti a usnadnéni dialogu mezi zainteresovanymi stranami
byla také zavedena online platforma European Circular Economy
Stakeholder Platform. Zainteresované strany zde mohou zvySovat
povédomi o stavajicich narodnich, regionalnich nebo mistnich strate-
giich s cilem identifikovat mozné vyzvy a pfilezitosti a sdilet své vlastni
osvédeené postupy a udalosti.

Soucasti aktivit spojenych s Akénim planem EU pro obéhové hospodarstvi
jsou také vefejné konzultace, jejichz cilem je ziskat informace o ndzoru
odborné verejnosti. Vysledky konzultaci se nasledné odrazi ve formulaci
budoucich pravnich predpist i nelegislativnich iniciativ. Seznam aktualné
otevienych konzultaci je k dispozici na https;/bit.ly/2wSh8RO0.

Pokrok EU v pfechodu na obéhové hospodaistvi je mozné sledovat na
strankach Evropského statistického tradu Eurostatu na https./bit.ly/2qx-
SakR. Vice informaci o aktivitach EU v oblasti obéhového hospodarstvi
viz https//bit.ly/1njgll6. Dalsi odkazy na jednotlivé iniciativy:

— A sustainable bioeconomy for Europe: strengthening the connec-
tion between economy, society and the environment — https;/bit.
ly/2ydgVab

— Akéni plan EU pro obéhové hospodaistvi — https./bit.ly/2xa2ztg

— Bali¢ek pro obéhové hospodaistvi — https/bit.ly/2PdAwBC

— Evropska strategie pro plasty — https:/bit.ly/20S655F

— European Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform — https./bit.
ly/2DqOiun

— Focus Area: Cirular Ekonomy — https:/bit.ly/2mrzsd2

— Navrh smérnice o omezeni dopadu nékterych plastovych vyrobku
na zivotni prostiedi — https.;//bit.ly/2JK5FX]

— Reflexni dokument o udrzitelné Evropé do roku 2030 — https./bit.
ly/2sXp31S

DENISA FANCOVA,

TECHNOLOGICKE CENTRUM AV CR,

CESKA STYCNA KANCELAR PRO VYZKUM V BRUSELU (CZELO),
FANCOVA@TC.CZ
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A brief look at the activity of coordinators from EU member
countries in SC7 — Secure societies in H2020 and at the quality of RIA
and IA proposals submitted by coordinators from member countries
in terms of the evaluation process

This article was created under the title of the international H2020 project: 786680 SEREN 4 — WP3 Strengthening participation, Task 3.1.
Analyses of participation. The article briefly analyses the activity of coordinators from EU member countries who submitted RIA and IA project
proposals to one stage calls in three core parts of SC7 Security: SEC - Security (Border security and external security, Disaster resilience, Fight
against crime and terrorism), DS - Digital security and CIP — Critical infrastructure protection. There is also particular focus on the quality of
project proposals in terms of eligibility and the evaluation score. For the classification of EU countries into clusters according to the similarity
or difference of indicators, resulting from partial analyses of coordinators’ activities hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA), was used. Partial
analyses and results presented in this article are based on data from the non-public e-CORDA database, which was published by the European
Commission (EC) in December 2018.

Clanek stru¢né analyzuje aktivitu koordinatort z ¢lenskych zemi EU, ktefi ptedlozili navrhy projektt typu RIA a IA do jednokolovych
vyzev tii hlavnich ¢asti Spolecenské vyzvy Bezpecnost (SC7 SECURITY): SEC - Bezpecnost (Bezpecnost hranic a vnéjsi bezpecnost,
Odolnost viici katastrofam, Boj proti zloc¢inu a terorismu), DS - Digitalni bezpe¢nost a CIP - Ochrana kritickych infrastruktur. Zvlastni
pozornost je vénovana kvalité navrhi projekti z hlediska jejich miry formalni zpuasobilosti a ziskaného bodového hodnoceni. Pro
klasifikaci zemi EU do klastrd podle podobnosti nebo rozdilu ukazatelt vyplyvajicich z dil¢ich analyz aktivity koordinétort, byla
pouzita hierarchickd klastrova analyza (HCA). Hlavnim zdrojem dat pro analyzy a vysledky prezentované v tomto ¢lanku byla neve-
fejnd databaze e-CORDA publikované Evropskou komisi (EK) v prosinci 2018. Clanek vznikl pod hlavi¢kou projektu financovaného
z programu H2020 - 786680 SEREN 4.

ACTIVITY OF COORDINATORS FROM EU MEMBER COUNTRIES IN SC7 - SECURE SOCIETIES OF H2020 PROGRAMME

The activity of coordinators from EU member countries can be examined in many ways. The easiest is to compare the number of project
proposals submitted by coordinators in absolute terms — see Figure 1. It is obvious that the highest number of project proposals is prepared
under the leadership of coordinators from the largest European countries such as ES, IT, UK and DE. Coordinators from these four countries
manage the preparation of more than 50 % of project proposals. Institutions from the ES and IT coordinate more than one third of project
proposals. Smaller countries are involved with smaller shares. The correlation coefficient between country sizes (country population) and the
absolute number of project proposals submitted by the coordinators from these countries is 0.73, which means a relatively strong dependence.
An absolute dependence is upset by smaller countries with relatively high numbers of coordinators such as AT, FI and IE. The dominance of
the “old” EU member states in managing the preparation of projects is significant. Twelve EU-15 (from ES to FI) countries are responsible for
preparing almost 88 % of project proposals.
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B Number of ineligible proposals submitted by coordinators from EU countries
¥ Number of eligible proposals submitted by coordinators from EU countries

* Total number of proposals submitted by coordinators from EU countries

O Cumulative % of proposals submitted by coordinators from EU countries

Figure 1: Number of RI and IA project proposals submitted by coordinators from EU member countries. Pareto chart: total number of proposals sub-
mitted by coordinators from EU countries are represented in descending order by columns and the point line represents the cumulative total. Source:
Own processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018.
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Figure 2: Ratio of national coordinators of RIA and IA project proposals to a country’s total participation. Source: Own processing of e-CORDA data —
12/2018.

The ambition of coordinators from the EU to manage and lead H2020 projects in SC7 is illustrated well by Figure 2. The bar graph shows, which
part of participants from a given country, the coordinators represent. The low share of coordinators in EU-13 countries (except SK and LT) indicates
the relatively low ambitions and abilities of research teams from these countries to actively influence the development of H2020 projects. Research
organizations from EU-13 countries seem to prefer to use their professional skills in projects. This means that they contribute to investigating
projects as authors of partial scientific ideas and implementation methodologies instead of managing a large consortium to achieve the objectives
formulated in the work programmes of individual calls for proposals.

QUALITY OF RIA AND IA PROPOSALS SUBMITTED BY COORDINATORS FROM EU MEMBER COUNTRIES IN SC7 - SECURE SOCIETIES OF
H2020 PROGRAMME

The RIA and IA project proposals submitted by coordinators in one-stage calls of SC7 undergo a comprehensive and complex evaluation process.
Unfortunately, the e-CORDA database, which is used as a main data source for this analysis, contains only limited information on the evaluation
of project proposals. The first step of the evaluation process is an admissibility and eligibility check of project proposals performed by the EC.
Proposals that do not comply with these basic conditions are considered ineligible and are labelled in this way in the e-CORDA database. If a
proposal is admissible and eligible, an independent expert evaluation follows, which ends with the allocation of the overall evaluation score. (see
Article 15 of the Horizon 2020 Rules for Participation Regulation No 1290/2013). The maximum overall evaluation score is 15 points. Eligible
proposals without formal accountability are divided in two main groups based on the evaluation score reached in each call: above and below the
threshold. The overall minimal threshold is 10 points, but its exact value varies in different calls.

Like the activity of coordinators, the quality of project proposals can be assessed from many points of view. The first indicator of quality we can
use is the “ineligibility rate”, which is the ratio of the total numbers of proposals that did not enter into the evaluation process due to serious formal
errors to the total number of submitted proposals. Figure 3 indicates the lower ability of coordinators from EU-13 countries to write and compile
project proposals without formal errors. The share of proposals that were found ineligible was higher for proposals managed by EU-13 coordinators
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Figure 3: Ineligibility rate of RIA and IA project proposals submitted by coordinators from EU member countries. Countries with a number of coordi-
nators smaller than 5 are marked with * (outliers). Source: Own processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018.
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(7.3 %) than for proposals under the leadership of EU-15 organizations (4.5 %). However, it is necessary to add that EU-13 coordinators prepare
significantly fewer proposals in comparison with coordinators from EU-15 countries and therefore each of their failures is reflected more strongly
in the resulting statistics than is the case for coordinators from EU-15 countries. However, low activity and high error rates during the preparation
of project proposals are typical for some EU-13 countries and therefore need to be analysed. Coordinators from some countries (AT, FI) are able to
submit a large number of project proposals without formal deficiencies. Coordinators from CY, CZ, and EE prepare a significantly lower number
of project proposals, but their project proposals are formally correct as well. On the contrary, there are coordinators from BG, LT and HU, where
the ineligibility rate is strongly above the EU-15 and EU-13 average. These countries have a relatively low level of coordination activity, and every
deficiency is more pronounced.

The rate of high-quality proposals is another indicator of the quality of project proposals that can be applied. The rate of high-quality proposals
for each EU member country is calculated as the ratio of the number of high-quality proposals submitted by coordinators of the given country to
the total number of proposals prepared by coordinators of a given country. High-quality proposals are eligible proposals that have score above the
evaluation threshold. Excluding countries whose institutions are rarely acting as coordinators (HR, MT, Sl and LV - so called outliers), it is easy to see
that EU-13 coordinators prepare a significantly lower share of high-quality project proposals compared to EU-15. Regarding EU-15 coordinators,
approximately 55% eligible project proposals achieve above-threshold values, while in the case of EU-13 coordinators, only every fourth eligible
proposal exceeds the evaluation threshold. From this point of view, coordinators from LU, AT, EL, FR, DE, and IT are the most successful. Their
share of high-quality project proposals exceeds 57%. Conversely, coordinators from BG, LT and SK have very low share of quality project proposals
— below 15%. Coordinators from HU and LV have not yet submitted any above threshold project proposal.
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Figure 4: Share of high-quality RIA and IA proposals submitted by coordinators from EU member countries. Countries with a number of coordinators
smaller than or equal to 5 are marked with * (outliers). Source: Own processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018.

Table 1 presents basic summarising statistics of the evaluation score of RIA and IA eligible project proposals submitted by coordinators from two
groups of countries: EU-15 and EU-13. Clearly, the basic statistics characterizing the participation and qualitative evaluation of proposals managed
by coordinators from old and new EU member states are very different. The number of proposals prepared by coordinators from EU-15 is about 11
times higher than the number of proposals under the leadership of coordinators from EU-13. Coordinators from EU-15 produce proposals of much
higher quality, which usually receive more evaluation points than proposals submitted by institutions based in some EU-13 country. Three quarters
of proposals processed under the leadership of a coordinator from a EU-15 country reach at least 12 evaluation points (Q3 — third quantile). In the
case of proposals from EU-13 coordinators, it is only 10.5 evaluation points. The big differences between these two groups of countries are also
manifested in the two basic measures of positions — mean and median. For both of these statistical indicators, the difference in the evaluation score
of proposals submitted by coordinators from the two groups is very high. In terms of the proposal evaluation process, the difference of 1.9 points
in the case of the arithmetic mean and 2 points in the case of the median, means a lot. After the Mann-Whitney test application, we can say that
the difference between the evaluation score of EU-13 and EU-15 coordinators is highly statistically significant (P < 0.05).

Using the calculated coefficient of variation, we find that EU-13 project proposals submitted by EU-13 coordinators have, on average, lower
evaluation score, but a relatively higher divergence in the evaluation score than proposals prepared by coordinators from EU-15 (35.4 % vs.
21.4 %). The difference in the quality of the individual project proposals submitted by EU-13 coordinators is more apparent than in the case of
project proposals under the leadership of EU-15 coordinators. The frequency of evaluation scores of eligible RIA and IA proposals submitted by
coordinators from EU-15 and EU-13 countries is described in detail in Figure 5.

The predominance of the quality of project proposals prepared by EU-15 coordinators is naturally reflected by the level of average evaluation
scores in individual member countries. Coordinators from EU-13 submit project proposals that receive fewer evaluation points in the evaluation
process than those managed by EU-15 coordinators. Coordinators from LU, EL, and AT submit highly evaluated project proposals above the EU-28
and EU-15 average score (EU-28: 10.20 and EU-15: 10.36). The majority of project proposals managed by coordinators from EU-13 are of lower
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quality compared with project proposals prepared by coordinators from EU-15. For completeness, the median of the evaluation point score was
added to the chart. We can say that the mean and the median are not significantly different from each other.

From the perspective of organizations types (legal entity types), the biggest differences between the qualities of project proposals presented by
coordinators from both groups of countries can be seen in project proposals submitted by coordinators from higher or secondary education
establishments (HES). Conversely, the smallest differences are between proposals prepared by coordinators from the private sector (PRC) and
research organizations (REC). However, the differences in evaluation scores of project proposals and the share of high-quality proposals inboth
groups of countries are significant for coordinators from all three types of organizations.

Statistical quantities/group of countries EU-15 EU-13 EU-28

N | number of eligible proposals 1092 101 1193

Evaluation score - statistical indicators EU-15 EU-13 EU-28
QO | minimum 2,5 1,0 1,0
Q1 | first quartile 9,0 6,5 9,0
Q2 | median 10,5 8,5 10,5
Q3 | third quartile 12,0 10,5 12,0
Q4 | maximum 15,0 15,0 15,0
M modus 9,0;9,5;11,0 6,5 9,5
AM | arithmetic mean 10,4 8,5 10,2
SD | standard deviation 2,2 3,0 2,4
CV | coefficient of variation 0,2 0,4 0,2

Table 1: Basic descriptive statistics of the evaluation score of RIA and IA eligible proposals submitted by coordinators from given group of countries.
Source: Own processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018.
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Figure 5: Frequency histograms for the evaluation point score of eligible RIA and IA proposals submitted by coordinators from EU-15 and EU-13
countries. The number above the chart column of the relevant evaluation score indicates the number of submitted project proposals. Source: Own
processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018.
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Figure 6: Average and median evaluation score in RIA and IA eligible proposals submitted by coordinators from EU member countries. The average
evaluation score for each EU member country is determined as a ratio of the sum of evaluation scores of eligible proposals submitted by coordina-
tors from a given EU member country to the number of eligible proposals prepared by coordinators from this country. Eligible proposals are propo-
sals with a formal accountability (eligibility) under the H2020 rules that passed the whole evaluation process (peer-review evaluation). Countries
with a number of coordinators smaller than five are marked with * (outliers). Own processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018.

Organisation EU-13 EU-15

type

Number of Number of Mean

submitted .Share of Average submitted 'Share Of Average difference

o r high-quality Evaluation g high-quality Evaluation
eligible o eligible o
proposals (%) Score proposals (%) Score

proposals proposals
PRC 46 32,0 9,2 493 58,0 10,4 1,2
HES 27 17,9 7,9 329 51,3 10,2 2,3
REC 23 36,0 8,6 224 57,1 10,7 2,0

Table 2: Average evaluation score in RIA and IA eligible proposals submitted by coordinators from EU member countries in three main organizations
types. The share of high-quality RIA and IA proposals submitted by coordinators from EU member countries in the three main organization types.
Research teams from HES (higher or secondary education establishments), REC (research organizations - public research centres, private non-

profit research centres, international research centres), and PRC (private for-profit entities, consultancy firms, private/commercial research centres,
excluding higher or secondary education establishments) represent 96 % of coordinators. Source: Own processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018.
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Figure 7: Effect of cooperation with the TOP25 institutions during the preparation of RIA and IA project proposals by coordinators from EU member
countries in SC7. The column graph compares (for every EU member state) average evaluation scores of eligible project proposals submitted by co-
ordinators from EU member countries prepared jointly with the TOP25 teams (darker colour) and without the TOP25 teams (lighter colour). The point
chart (scaled on the right vertical axis) shows (for each country) the difference between the average score in proposals prepared jointly with the

TOP25 teams and proposals prepared without TOP25 teams. Source: Own processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018.
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International cooperation of research teams is the basis of framework programmes for research and development. In Horizon 2020 programme,
it is most commonly large research consortia consisting of teams from many countries and organizations that prepare project proposals and
investigate funded projects. For this reason, not only coordinators but also other partners in research consortia are responsible for preparation
of the project proposals. There is no doubt that the professional and organizational level of all members of a research consortium influences
the final project proposal and its chances for a successful investigation. The composition of a research consortium is therefore a key factor in
the success or failure of a project proposal during the process of peer review evaluation. It can be assumed that collaboration with top and
excellent research teams from high-quality research institutions will bring better quality to the preparation of project proposals. In our case,
we can define as significant players the 25 institutions (TOP25 institutions) that have received the highest financial support from the European
Commission (EC) to investigate RIA and IA projects in SC7. In Figure 7-, two average evaluation scores characterize each country: the lighter
column is the average evaluation score of eligible proposals submitted by coordinators from a given country and prepared without collaboration
with the TOP25 institutions. The darker column is the average evaluation score of eligible proposals submitted by coordinators from a given
country prepared jointly with the TOP25 institutions. Countries are ranked according to the decreasing difference of their average scores
in proposals prepared jointly with the TOP25 teams (the scale on the right vertical axis). The column graph indicates that preparing H2020
proposals in collaboration with the TOP25 considerably increases the average evaluation score for the majority of EU countries (except LU and
CY). The average evaluation score of proposals prepared jointly with the TOP25 is 10.8 points, while without the TOP25, it is only 9.5 points.
The average evaluation score of proposals prepared without collaboration with the TOP25 is significantly higher for EU-15 (9.8 points) than for
EU-13 (7.7 points). It is interesting that the statistical difference nearly disappears in proposals prepared jointly with the TOP25. The average
evaluation score of EU-15 countries in proposals prepared jointly with the TOP25 is 10.8 points, while for EU-13 it amounted to 10.2 points.
It is clear that preparing project proposals together with the TOP25 institutions balances the differences between average evaluation scores of
project proposals prepared by coordinators from EU-15 and EU-13. This information is particularly important if we take into account the fact
there is no organization from a EU-13 country among the TOP25 intuitions. The theory of cooperation with TOP institutions in the FPs as a form
of “spreading of excellence” was described in detail by Albrecht, V (2017).

HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER ANALYSIS

Previous partial analyses illustrate the considerable diversity of monitored indicators describing participations of coordinators from EU
member states in SC7 and the quality of project proposals prepared by them. An overall and clear evaluation of these variable indicators can
be done using a variety of techniques and procedures. However, it is useful to use those that allow us to adopt a more general view of the
overall level of the investigated objects and that summarize their most important characteristics. For these purposes, multivariate statistical
analyses for multicriteria evaluations of specific groups are used, and the hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA) is one of the most frequently used.
The following three indicators were selected for the HCA from previous analysed indicators,: a) ratio of national coordinators of RIA and IA
project proposals to the country’s total participation - this indicator can be interpreted as the activity of coordinators from H2020 countries,
ineligibility rate - i.e. the ability to prepare a project proposal without formal errors, and average evaluation score of project proposals
submitted by coordinators from the given countries as an aspect of the professional quality of the project proposals. Countries (HR, SL, MT, LV)
with a number of coordinators smaller than five (outliers) were excluded from cluster analysis. The clustering processes regarding coordinators
of EU member countries were carried out by computer processing using the SPSS statistical software. Before the clustering process, the
individual variables had to be modified using z-score standardization. For the final process of clustering, Ward’s Hierarchical Agglomerative
Clustering Method was selected. The result of this method is a graphical output in the form of a tree chart or dendrogram. The most similar
countries according to selected indicators are joined in the dendrogram first, whereas the most distant countries are added stage-by-stage in
later phases. Hierarchical clustering is recorded in Figure 8.

At first glance, it is clear that BG, HU, LT, and SK are very different from the others 20 countries because they have joined with them in the last
phase of the clustering process. The coordinators from these countries submit very often project proposals with formal errors. Their ineligibility
rate is significantly above the average of the other 20 analysed countries. Their peer review-evaluated proposals receive a very low evaluation
score (under the average of EU-13 countries). In the case of LT and SK, there is a significant effort in relation to the total participation to
coordinate H2020 projects. This is the reason why they form a separate sub-cluster. The activity of coordinators from BG and HU from the
point of view of the ratio of national coordinators of project proposals to the country’s total participation is very low. Clearly, we can distinguish
the cluster composed of coordinators from NL, DE, UK, BE, and FR. The ratio of coordinators to a country’s total participation varies between
the total averages of EU-13 and EU-15 countries. The ineligibility rate is relatively low, and the average evaluation score of submitted project
proposals is close to the EU-15 average and exceeds 10 evaluation points. Coordinators from DK, PT, and SE can be characterized in a similar
way, but their share of ineligible proposals is higher (above EU-28 average) than that of coordinators from the previous five countries. Another
distinctive cluster includes five EU-13 countries - CY, CZ, EE, PL, and RO. As in the previous cluster, we can identify two smaller groups of
countries in this cluster. Coordinators from CZ, EE, and PL have a ratio of national coordinators of project proposals to the country’s total
participation higher (above average of EU-13 countries) than RO, CY, where the effort to coordinate projects is very small. With the exception
of RO, PL, submitted project proposals are without formal deficiencies. The average evaluation score of proposals prepared by coordinators
from CZ, EE, and PL exceeds the EU-13 total average, but at the same time, it is significantly below the total average of EU-15. The average
evaluation score of proposals prepared by coordinators from RO, CY is relatively closer to the EU-15 average. Seven countries — EL, LU, IT,
AT, IE, Fl, and ES form the last big cluster. Coordinators from these countries have big ambitions to coordinate H2020 projects, and the ratio
of coordinators to the total national participation is above the average of EU-15 countries. In addition, their project proposals have very high
evaluation scores. The evaluation score of proposals prepared under leadership of coordinators from AT, EL, IT, and LU is the highest from all
monitored countries. Project proposals coordinated by institutions from these countries, with the exception of ES, have generally acceptable
formal quality and the eligibility check is not a crucial problem for them.
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Figure 8: Country-clustering dendrogram according to selected indicators. Source: Own processing of e-CORDA data — 12/2018 using the SPSS soft-
ware. Cluster numbering is automatically created by used software.

CONCLUSIONS

The above-mentioned analysis has shown that there is a considerable gap between EU-15 and EU-13 countries in the overall coordinators’
participation and the quality of RIA and IA project proposals submitted by them in calls of SC7 of the H2020 programme. At the same time, it is
unquestionable that the quality of project proposals submitted by coordinators plays a crucial role in assessing the participation of countries and
research teams in FPs: coordinator failures generally mean the rejection of the whole project proposal and a subsequent rejection of the whole
team of participants who prepared the proposal. Poor performance by a coordinator always harms the entire consortium. Therefore, unsuccessful
coordinators significantly reduce overall participation of individual countries. In addition, coordinators are capable of attracting more researchers
from their own countries to FPs and receiving higher EC contributions. A detailed analysis (STOA 2018) reveals that due to the ineligibility of
proposals, EU-13 coordinators failed to get substantial financial support for project proposals that they submitted, while coordinators from EU-15
gained large financial volumes through successful proposals. It can be said that the quality gap of coordinators makes EU-13 participation in SC7
of the H2020 programme worse. On the other hand, it turns out the quality of project proposals depends on the quality of consortia that compile
and submit the proposals. If the research consortium has high-quality research teams from renowned research institutions, the chances for success
in H2020 are rising. Coordinators from EU-13 countries should pay attention not only to the technical content of their project proposals but also
to the composition of the research consortium as well and during the preparation of research intention try to attract quality research teams.
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Survey of Nano-Bio-Medical Research in the Czech Republic and EU
Framework Programs

This article focuses on Czech stakeholders who have been conducting research in the field of nano and bio-medicine since 2001. It is based
on data available from the public database of research and innovation projects funded by Czech grant providers (https://www.rvvi.cz/cep). It
is accompanied by an interactive visualization (https://www.strast.cz/cs/interaktivni-vizualizace) that illustrates collaboration relations between
stakeholders. The article also describes project portfolios and provides more detailed information about individual projects.

Clanek stru¢né predstavuje interaktivni ndstroj pro vizualizaci spoluprace ptijemct narodnich grant v oblasti nano- a biomediciny, infor-
mace o partnerech ve spole¢nych projektech a detailech jednotlivych projektd. Popis vizualizace je doplnén fadou informaci o podpore
vyzkumu a vyvoje v daném oboru v ¢eské republice, které vizualizace nezahrnuje. Clanek dale uvadi prehled podpory vyzkumu v oblasti
nanomediciny v poslednich dvou ramcovych programech Evropské komise a Gcasti ¢eskych subjektt ve financovanych projektech.

A part of the data for this survey was already collected in 2014 and used for presenting advanced research activities in the Czech Republic
to the European medical research community. This was included in the European Nanomedicine Map, which is available on the web page of
European Technology Platform Nanomedicine (https://etp-nanomedicine.eu/about-nanomedicine/european-nanomedicine-map/). Here we present
an updated survey supplemented with more recent research projects that were launched in the 2014-2017 period. We have now also included
projects from the field of biomedicine. This reflects the cross-cutting nature of nanotechnology research, which often addresses the same class of
medical issues and is conducted by identical stakeholders.

In addition to this, we want to provide an accompanying piece of information about the parameters and structure of national funding in this field
to complement its visual presentation. Last but not least, we also wish to comment on funding opportunities in the field of nanomedicine from
Framework Programmes of the European Commission and on Czech participation in funded projects.

VISUALIZATION OF THE CZECH NANOMED STAKEHOLDER NETWORK

The described network includes Czech stakeholders participating in projects launched between the years 2001 and 2017 in the mentioned field of
research. The network encompasses 153 research organizations and companies involved in 207 projects, which amounts to 499 participations in total.

The visualization of the network consists of 3 main consecutive components organized in a hierarchic manner, starting from the network of
stakeholders, proceeding to the summary of research projects of an individual stakeholder (nodes of the network, see Figure 1 on cover page)
and further to the dashboard (information pertaining to a single research project, see Figure 2 on cover page). The visualization of the network of
stakeholders is equipped with a filter which narrows the selection of stakeholders based on the type of their organization (e.g. research institutes,
universities, hospitals, companies). Selecting any stakeholder in the network provides a summary of all their projects together with all partners
involved in them. Finally, detailed information pertaining to each individual project can be displayed in the form of a dashboard. All functionalities
of the visualization are described in much more detail on the associated Help web page.

Some of the information we have gathered in the survey would have been difficult to incorporate into the visualization, which is why we are
presenting this complementary information in this article. The total budget of all projects amounted to 6 617 mil. CZK, of which public contributions
were 4 816 mil. CZK. The breakdown of public support from individual national providers is shown in Figure 3.

4 816 mil. CZK from
state budget

Figure 3. Breakdown of project counts and budgets

928 - from national grant providers (MEYS — Ministry
39 MEYS of Education, Youth and Sport; MIT — Ministry of
= MmIT Industry and Trade; MH — Ministry of Health; GACAS
= MH — Grant Agency of the Czech Academy of Sciences;
207 projects GACAS GACR - Grant Agency of the Czech Republic; TACR -
GACR Technology Agency of the Czech Republic)
TACR

T

The average budget per project was almost 32 mil. CZK (public contribution was 23.3 mil. CZK). It should be noted, however, that about 56% of the
total public budget, i.e. 2 696 mil. CZK, was spent on about 10% of projects (21 projects) that belonged to the “Centres, infrastructures” category. Of
this amount, about 486 mil. CZK (from public sources) was allocated to 3 projects funded by the TACR and about 1970 mil. CZK to 7 projects by the
MEYS. In case of the MEYS, this category of projects was the major part of its financial budget in the NanoBioMed sector as can be seen in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Breakdown of project counts among budget ranges
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Figure 5: Breakdown of number of participants per project

The average budget of the remaining 186 projects was about 11.4 mil. CZK from public sources. The budget of the vast majority of these
(157 projects) fell into the 5-30 mil. CZK range. The overall breakdown of budget sizes of all 207 projects is shown in Figure 4. The typical number
of participants per project is up to 3, as shown in Figure 5. Projects with 4 and more participants represent only less than 8% of all projects.

An inspection of the network of stakeholders clearly reveals the performance of individual stakeholders indicated by the size of the nodes, which
reflect the number of project participations. InTable 1, we present the best performing stakeholders of each stakeholder category. In the University
category, the stakeholders correspond to individual faculties of the 16 universities. The Research institute category consists of institutes not
belonging to the Czech Academy of Sciences, which is given as a separate category. It should be also noted that almost one half of the stakeholders
were private companies, and all of them had at least one partner in their projects. The best-performing stakeholders in each of the five categories
participated in almost one half of the listed projects and acquired about 8.4% of the total budget from public sources. This indicates that these best-
performing stakeholders did not participate in the above-mentioned projects of the “Centres, infrastructures” type with exceptionally high funding.

Organization No. of Best performing Projects Partners Total budget in Public sources in
type stake-holders beneficiary mil. CZK mil. CZK
CAS 21 CAS-IMC 41 34 192.7 173.7

University 46 CUNI-FMed1 15 13 59 58.8
Hospital 11 UH-KV 6 6 14.6 12.7
Research 9 IKEM 18 22 86.9 86.9

Private 70 PROSPON 11 15 136.3 71.7
Total 157 91 90 489.5 403.8

Table 1. Best-performing stakeholders in individual stakeholder categories. (Abbreviations are fully described in the visualization)

Projects in the Czech NanoBioMed sector as well as across other sectors are typically smaller than collaborative projects in European Framework
Programmes, both regarding the number of participants and budgets. The calls of Czech grant providers are mostly bottom-up oriented and do not
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necessarily address higher Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs), i.e. requiring closer to market results. All these aspects may explain the preference
of Czech stakeholders for applying for national funding of their research.

NANOMEDICINE RESEARCH IN FP7 AND H2020 AND CZECH PARTICIPATION

Nanomedicine research has been supported by the European Commission since the beginning of the 7th Framework Programme in 2007 within
the NMP priority (Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and New Production Technologies). The budget of 446 mil. € was distributed among
86 projects in 20 calls during the period of 2007-2013. The topics of the calls were chosen in accordance with the priorities set in the document of
European Technology Platform Nanomedicine (ETPN) Strategic Research Agenda for nanomedicine, published in 2006, and later supplemented with
Roadmaps in Nanomedicine towards 2020, published in 2009. Support for nanomedicine research has continued in 4 calls of H2020 within the NMBP
(Nanotechnologies, Advanced Materials, Biotechnology, and Advanced Manufacturing and Processing) work programmes in the period of 2014-2017.
The total budget of about 158 mil. € was distributed among 26 collaborative projects. Research topics have become more focused on selected research
fields in H2020, with an emphasis on bringing the project results closer to medical testing and market applications, as opposed to the more knowledge-
oriented research in the period of FP7. For more details about the history of ETPN, cooperation with the European Commission and related documents, as
well as Czech participation in projects of FP7 and the first two years of H2020, we refer the reader to an earlier article published in 2016 (ECHO 5/2016).

A cumulative overview of FP7 and H2020 nanomedicine calls is given in Table 2. It includes the results of nanomedicine calls in the years
2016-2018 that were not included in the previous article. The 2016 call included one ERA-NET Cofund action (EuroNanoMed llI) described
in more detail in further text.

EU CZ participation
Calls Topics Budget mil. € ;for}:ijs [?erl]rt;(i)l;itiszr: ;:()r]ngs CZ beneficiaries Budget mil. €

FP7 2007-2013 n/a 446 86 n/a 8 see ECHO 5/2016 3.636
H2020-2014 3 44.6 7 4 1 Contipro 0.601
H2020-2015 2 28.3 4 10 1 UMCh 0.479
H2020-2016 3 39 7 13 1 Contipro 0.297
H2020-2017 5 51.5 9 8 1 Biodevice Systems 0.400
H2020-2018 2 59.8 8 1 - -

H2020 subtotal 13 223.2 35 36 4 1.777

Table 2. Overview of FP7 and H2020 nanomedicine calls and Czech participation.

The results of the 2018 call are only provisional as the grant agreements have not yet been signed. It is apparent that the funding for nanomedicine
research in H2020 has dropped approximately to a half of that in FP7. One needs to keep in mind that there are no topics in the 2019 call in the
NMBP work programme and tentatively 4 topics in the 2020 call (update June 2018).

Participation of new member states remains low in H2020 nanomedicine projects. Apart from the 4 Czech participants, there have been only
9 participants from EU-13 (3 from Hungary — in one project with a Hungarian coordinator, 4 from Poland, and one from Lithuania and Romania)
among 396 participations in 34 collaborative projects. With the exception of the mentioned case of a project with a Hungarian coordinator, there
has been no other funded project with a coordinator from EU-13. Most frequently, coordinators come from Spain, namely 12 out of 34. A closer
look at the Czech participation in the H2020 nanomedicine calls reveals that the 4 successful applications resulted from 36 participations in project
proposals (2nd stage), which is not that far from the overall H2020 success rate of approximately 12%. The proposals with Czech participation
addressed 10 out of 12 research topics (RIA and IA actions), while the 2 Coordination and Support Actions (CSA) remained unaddressed.

In addition to this, there was one more ERA-NET Cofund action co-funded by 5 mil. € from the EC budget in 2016 (EuroNanoMed I1I) in which
two yearly calls were already implemented (2017-2018), and four calls still remain available during the project lifetime till 202 1. EuroNanoMed has
allocated about 67 mil. € to fund 76 transnational projects in nanomedicine through 8 successful Joint Transnational Calls launched from 2009 to
2017. For example, in the last 8th Joint transnational call in 2017 with total budget of 14 mil. €, there were 16 projects funded out of 126 proposals
submitted to the first stage of a two-stage call, which corresponds to a success rate about 12.7%. Of the 60 beneficiaries in this call, 5 were from
EU-13 countries (2 from Poland and 1 from each of Slovakia, Latvia, and Estonia). Unfortunately, Czech Republic was not participating in any
of the joint calls until 2018. However, starting in 2019, the EuroNanoMed IlI joint calls have become accessible to Czech participants under the
EPSILON programme of the Technology Agency of the Czech Republic.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

An assessment of Czech participation in the two recent Framework Programmes in general, as well as in their individual areas is a rather complex
task. When bringing the NanoMed sector in focus, we should keep in mind that the role of research with respect to innovation outcomes has
dramatically changed from FP7 to H2020. At the same time, the available budget dropped to less than one half of that available in FP7. From that
point of view, Czech participation in H2020 can hardly be declared as less successful.
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We are also struggling with a huge imbalance between funding at national and European levels. The European budget available to stakeholders
from 28 member states and more than a dozen of associated countries in the nanomed field is, from a national perspective, by an order of
magnitude lower than that available from national resources. As thematic restrictions at the national level is much lower than in European calls, it is
obvious why we observe many more and easier-to-reach funding opportunities and consequently achieve higher participation at the national level.

The experience of successful participants in EU projects confirms that transnational cooperation brings them new quality and impulses to their
work. As has been mentioned in several analyses of Czech participation in Framework Programmes, the qualitative level of project proposals also
rises with finding the right strategic partners for building project consortia. We believe that the current on-line presentation of the Czech NanoMed
landscape could raise its visibility from across the borders.

PETR PRACNA, JITKA KUBATOVA, PRACNA@TC.CZ

This article is dedicated to the memory of Jitka Kubdtova who passed away in June 2018. She joined the Technology Centre of the Academy
of Sciences of the Czech Republic in the year of its foundation in 1994 after leaving her research position at the Institue of Physics ASCR.
She worked in the TC ASCR until the last moments of her life, with an exception of the period 1996-1999 when she left for a position with
the Czech Export Promotion Agency CzechTrade.

As a former national contact point (NCP), she was very much involved in nanotechnologies and advanced materials and contributed
significantly to an awareness of the rapidly growing field of nanotechnology research in the Czech Republic in the early 2000s. She was
involved in the national programme for promoting nanotechnologies in higher education and several EU projects focused on the safety of
nanomaterials and responsible research, as well as on the cooperation network of NCPs (e.g. NanoRoadmap, FramingNano, NanoCode,
NMPTeAm). With her broad field of interests including nanomedicine, she contributed significantly to the part of this article describing the
Czech nanomedicine research landscape.

Interview with John Womersley: BREXIT, keep calm and carry on?

PROF. JOHN WOMERSLEY:
GRADUATED FROM CAMBRIDGE (B.A.) AND OXFORD (D. PHIL. EXPERIMENTAL PARTICLE PHYSICS, 1980),
1983-2005 POSTDOC AND WORK IN THE UNITED STATES, FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY, FERMILAB, SCIENTIFIC ADVISOR TO THE US
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY,
2005 RETURN TO UK, DIRECTOR OF THE PARTICLE PHYSICS DEPARTMENT AT THE STFC RUTHERFORD APPLETON LABORATORY,
2013-2016 CEO OF STFC
2013-2016 CHAIR OF EUROPEAN STRATEGY FORUM ON RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURES (ESFRI)
NOVEMBER 2016 — CURRENT; DIRECTOR GENERAL EUROPEAN SPALLATION SOURCE ERIC

JOHN WOMERSLEY LIVES WITH HIS WIFE CLAIRE DOUGAN AND THEIR CHILDREN EILIDH AND JAMES. THEY SPLIT THEIR TIME
BETWEEN COPENHAGEN IN DENMARK AND STIRLING IN SCOTLAND. JOHN WORKS AT ESS IN LUND IN SWEDEN

These days, BREXIT makes the headlines of media all over the world. European researchers speculate what impact this process and its implications
will have on their work as British researchers have been an asset for many consortia in framework programmes including Horizon 2020. The
Technology Centre of the CAS took the opportunity to ask Prof. John Womersley, a real expert in European research and British participation in
European and international projects, a couple of questions on this today’s relevant topic.

ECHO: The Withdrawal Agreement states that in years 2019 and 2020 the UK shall contribute to and participate in the implementation of
the Union Budgets. Can we assume the projects awarded before and during this period under Horizon 2020 will be funded without any
restrictions?

Womersley: That's correct. If the withdrawal agreement is signed, it means all EU law continues to apply to the UK for 21 months of transition
period. The UK government has also given assurances specifically about continued funding for H2020 projects.

ECHO: In case Hard Brexit would occur, would it change anything on the above?

Womersley: A Hard Brexit — leaving the EU without the Withdrawal Agreement in place — changes everything. It means EU regulations would
immediately cease to apply and the UK would immediately become a ‘third country’ as far as collaborative research projects are concerned.
The status of researchers from UK institutions in grants that have already been approved and funded grants is then totally unclear, but I think
we can expect that the EU would no longer see them as being eligible to receive funds. This situation would need to be fixed of course,
and it could be in time; but if a Hard Brexit occurs then solving other priorities like transport and trade and residency are likely to be much
higher priorities for legislative action both in the EU and UK.
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ECHO: Is there an idea how British researchers would be able to
participate in the next framework programme Horizon Europe,
which will begin after BREXIT will be completed?

Womersley: Yes — | think it is obvious to (almost) everyone that
even if the UK is outside the EU it must become an Associated
Country in the next framework programme Horizon Europe. This
will benefit both the UK and the EU, it will add to the excellence
of the research and give access to important capabilities for
both partners. The former UK science minister Sam Gyimah and
Research Commissioner Carlos Moedas have met and agreed this,
and both have stated publicly that this is their goal. Unfortunately
they have also taken the position that no negotiation on an
association agreement could take place until a withdrawal
agreement was signed between the UK and the EU. This means
nothing has happened to progress the goal of research association
for more than a year. This is a real shame and | think shows a lack
of political leadership because it has left the research community
with a great deal of uncertainty about the future.

John Womersley Photo: Roger Eriksson / ESS

ECHO: In case UK would not become an Associated Country to
the framework programme Horizon Europe, how would have British researchers secured support for activities similar to ERC or some MSCA
actions which do not permit third country participation?

Womersley: I've made a concrete proposal for how this could be done (though I am not sure that anyone was listening!). My idea is that the UK
government would set aside its own funds and agree to itself support UK researchers if their proposals were successfully reviewed through the EU
or ERC processes. The EU would then not be funding UK scientists and the UK would not be contributing to the scheme directly, but collaborative
research would be encouraged and supported just as it is now.

ECHO: The Withdrawal Agreement is not only about leaving the European Union, but also leaving the Euratom community. The Euratom
community is not only about fission installations but also on the fusion ones. The use of JET facility for fusion research, construction of ITER and
DEMO, is crucial. Will be UK participating in Eurofusion activities and how the support will be realised?

Womersley: I'm afraid I’'m not an expert on this... as | understand it the UK government has given positive signals about continued participation
in fusion activities but the detailed implementation would need to be worked through during the transition period covered by the EU withdrawal
agreement. So if there is a Hard Brexit, all bets are off.

ECHO: Your experience in negotiating UK participation in European large research infrastructures and international projects is well known
around the research community. Do you think BREXIT will influence UK membership and contributions to operation of large research
infrastructures and facilities like ESO, CERN or ESS Scandinavia?

Womersley: Organisations like CERN and ESO are set up as international treaty organisations and are not affected by Brexit. Here at ESS however
we are an ERIC (European Research Infrastructure Consortium). Since the ERIC legal instrument was created under EU law, the UK parliament
needs to pass a small piece of legislation recognising the ERIC legal status for participation to continue (the Swiss and Norwegian parliaments did
this already when the ERIC instrument was created). In terms of Brexit influencing UK science strategy towards large projects, | haven’t seen any
change in direction and in some ways there is a greater understanding in the UK of the need to show that they remain good partners in European
science despite political developments.

ECHO: Which positive effect BREXIT could have on European research and EU UK relationships in research and development activities?

Womersley: | think most British researchers would say as a matter of principle that they can’t imagine any positive impact from Brexit. Certainly for
non-UK researchers working in Britain, and for UK scientists like me working in Europe, there are big personal uncertainties about our continued
ability to live and work where we do which tend to overshadow the policy impacts right now!

But there can be positive impact on science collaboration from Brexit. These kinds of interactions have now come into increased focus after the
Brexit vote as an important area where continued close work and relationships will be even more important than before. Additional funding
support has been made available in the UK, and | have seen new science projects get approved and funded: of course to do excellent research
but also now with the added goal to ensure that good co-working is in place. It's important to see — and take advantage of - the opportunities that
any change can bring.

PROF. WOMERSLEY WAS INTERVIEWED BY N. WITZANYOVA
WITZANYOVA@TC.CZ
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Figure 1. Network of Czech stakeholders in the NanoBioMed sector based on their participation in research projects funded
at the national level.
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Title

Electron microscopy

No. of participants

8

Timespan

2012 - 2019

Acromym

TE01020118

Project budget (mil. CZK)

I Public

Project aim, abstract

The project aims at introducing in electron microscopes novel techniques
responding to needs of nanotechnologics, development of advanced materials, and
application of knowledge acquired in biology and medicine. This concerns imaging
of erystals including 2D ones, non-conductive surfaces, imaging the wave-optical
contrasts, etc. Novel materials, technologies of their processing and novel
components of the scanning electron microscopes will be developed, accompanied
with adequate methodology.

Topic

Centres, infrastructures

Project public finding (mil. CZK)

Contact
Biologické centrum AV f‘R. V. V. i
Contact person: Jana Nebesafova

CRYTUR, spol. s r.o.
Contact person: Petr Horodysky

DELONG INSTRUMENTS
Contact person: Vladimir Kol:

Ustav molekularni genetiky
AVCR,v.v. 1
Total number of projects:

EF16 _013/0001775 (330.28 mil. CZK)
TE01020118 (

Pub. funding (mil. CZ
Tot. elig. cost (mil. CZK): 430.51
Projects in cooperation: 7
Number of partners: 22

List of partners (common projects):
APIGENEX sro. (1)
Fakultni nemocnice Hradec Kralové (1)
Top-Bio. s.r.0. (2)
Institut klinické a experimentalni mediciny (1)
VIDIA spol. sro. (2)

Biologicke centrum AV CR, v v i (2)
Ustav makromolekuldrni chemie AV CR, v. v. i
@)

Nirodni tistav dusevniho zdravi (1)
Univerzita Karlova v Praze / 3. Iekarska fakulta

(&)
CENTRAL EUROPEAN BIOSYSTEMS

(1)

SEVAPHARMA as. (1)
Biotechnologicky Gstav AV CRv.v. i (e)]
BVT Technologies.a s. (1)
Mikrobiologicky Gistav AV CR, v.v.i. (1)
Proteix s.r.o. (1)

Statni zdravotni ustav se sidlem v Praze (1)
Univerzita Jana Evangelisty Purkyné v Usti nad

sr1.o.

v

Figure 2. Dashboard with overview of parameters of an individual project
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