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OVERVIEW

" Outline of Presentation

= 1. Slovenia’s involvement in previous grants &
procurements

2. External review of grants & procurements
impact
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EFSA ART.36 LIST — SLOVENIAN ORGANISATIONS

[ 1. National Institute of Public Health
! ‘w
K 2. Agricultural Institute of Slovenia

3. Slovenian Institute for Hop Research and Brewing

4. Veterinary Faculty University of Ljubljana

5. University of Ljubljana, Dept. Food Science and Technology, Biotechnical Faculty

—~ 6. University of Maribor, Faculty of Agriculture and Life Sciences and Medical Faculty

7. Jozef Stefan Institute

{ N 8. National Institute of Biology (NIB) Department of Biotechnology and Systems Biology

f 9. University of Ljubljana, Biotechnical Faculty, Dept. of Agronomy, Chair of Entomology
e and Phytopathology

10. University of Ljubljana, Biotechnical Faculty, Zootechnical department

11. Public Health Institute of Maribor

- o ' 12. Slovenian Forestry Institute

The organisations that have applied to EFSA calls (during 2009 - 2013)
are indicated in bold.
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PARTICIPATION OF ART.36 ORGANISATIONS IN EFSA"S G&P

e # not applied for calls

applied for calls

Article 36 organisations

ilis
2

AT BE BG CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES F FR HU E IS M LT LW LV MT NL NO PL PT RO SE@SK UK

country

7 ~ Number of Article 36 organisations, per country, which have applied
to (at least one) EFSA call for proposal (grant) and/or call for tender
(procurement) in 2009 - 2013.

Activity rate - Slovenia: 33.30%
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PARTICIPATION OF ART.36 ORGANISATIONS IN GRANTS

“successfully  ® unsuccessfully

no. of times of applied

IT FR NL BE UK DE DK FI AT SE ES NO EL IE HU PL RO LV PT CY CZ EE LT SK I5 LU MT

country

Number of times Article 36 organisations applied for EFSA calls for
proposals (grants) in the period 2009-2013.

Success rate: 50%
Total value of EFSA grants with Slovenian participation: €100,000

= unsuccessfully Art3g-org. = unsuccessfully others

= successfully Art36-org. successfully others

wo. of times of applied

0 0o 0

€ W PT EE LT NU@SK HU  PL BG IS MT

country

Number of times tenderers applied for EFSA science procurement calls

in the period 2009 - 2013, distinguished between:

i) Article 36 organisations - success rate - Slovenia: 2/2 = 100%

ii) Other organisations and/or companies and individual experts -
Slovenia: 0/0, i.e. none

BE FR AT EL E SE F W RO




2. External review of grants &
procurements impact on EFSA"s
output

European Food Safety Authority www.efsa.europa.eu

Specific Objectives

"j_‘ 2 to provide an overview of the way and
y extent to which:

delivering EFSA scientific outputs
supporting scientific risk assessment
supporting capacity building

fostering networking of EU Member States &
EFSA

2. specific expertise of contractors/beneficiaries
affected the delivery of EFSA’s tasks

3. the cost of G&P projects affected the delivery of
EFSA’s tasks

1. G&P projects supported and contributed, esp., to:
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Information Collected

N Project data Documentation
LT e.g. duration, budget, e.g. Terms of References/
|2 no. of partners Specifications

-

Project deliverables

Consultations
(surveys & interviews)

Surveys
Beneficiaries/
contractors
‘Wider scientific
community’
2964 ‘ 267
/ -7 P
Total: 418
respondents
Members of Scientific EFSA staff
Committee & Panels
10




Reaching the Right Audience

People mainly received information
about a call by:

Article 36 Other
organisations | organisations
Publication on EFSA’s website 38% 64%

Publication in Official Journal of

0, ()

the European Union (TED) 3% 4%
Notification from Focal Point 29% 0%
EFSA e-mail informing about 26% 0%
launch of call

Informe?tlon from colleagues or 35% 16%
professional contacts

Involvement as an EFSA expert 19% 12%

Attracting Interest

Affected by:

mclarity of call documents (esp. ToR)
mlength of application period

mproject duration (time to undertake work)
mproject budget

malignment of project tasks with existing
activities

mactive support from organisation to respond to
calls
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Terms of Reference

m well-developed in terms of
clarity, specificity and complexity

Very clear;
45%

Don't
know /
don't
remember;
1%

Sufficiently
clear; 48%

Unclear;
6% N=94

Project Budget

m Budgets were consistent across EFSA for projects
with similar work

= About 60% of contractors/beneficiaries indicated
the budget was sufficient

—

For the level of available funding,

Project duration was too
short

Type of project was not
appropriate

Project was too complex

N=94 — 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

= Although occasionally lower, budgets were similar
to projects of other organisations
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Reasons for not having applied to projects

| 1 did not see/receive information about
= published calls

o4 Published calls were not relevant regarding
area of work

] 1/my organisation did not have the right
2 expertise

Institutional/individual capacity was not
available

The time available for application was too
short

The project duration was too short
The project budget was too low
1/my organisation did not pursue EU funding

My organisation was not eligible to apply

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%
N=269 5

Contribution to EFSA Task Delivery

EFSA science G&P projects have:

- » had an important role in supporting EFSA in
its task delivery
m contributed positively to:
- quality and robustness of EFSA outputs
- practice of scientific risk assessment in EFSA
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G&P projects had a strong positive benefit in:
m facilitating collaboration between MS org.

m forging new, lasting relationships, esp. for Art.36
org. Article 36 org. reported inclusion of new partners more often (73% vs. 52%)

Didyour consortium include partners ‘ | ‘ ‘ | ‘
that you have not worked with before?
N=73

Did your consortium include partners ‘ ‘ ’ ‘

N=76 I

‘ 1 No
e |

partners since working together on this project?
N=46 f

[ I I I

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Use of project deliverables by organisations

to publish findings

to develop a new study or research
programme

to support existing study or research
programme

to expand a research network and
collaboration with new partners
to support teaching activities

to expand the organisation's offer in its
main area of work

to get additional work with EFSA in the
organisation's main area of work

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

1 Private company / organisation (N=17) B Other public organisation (N=33) B Governmental organisation (N=44)
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Benchmarking

"f \ g Organisations
& = ‘Sister’ agencies: ECDC, ECHA, EMA
g = DG SANCO, DG RTD

& Administrative burden of science projects
= Similar for all benchmarked organisations

= Difference:

procedures related to identification of conflicts of
interest - more burdensome for EFSA

Suggestions
\ & o

N Reduce disincentives to applying: ’\%
he / = reduce administrative burden related to

- identification of conflicts of interest

o

I
AN
|

- = increase time to apply to calls

= increase budget and project duration
(for some projects)

Improve project monitoring system

Increase dissemination of calls and outputs

Greater use of grant-funded projects

Thematic grants
Framework Partnership Agreements
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Thanks for your attention!
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