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Summary
The aim of this report is to explain what is meant by the concept of “Common Programs”, and to
provide guidance on implementing this approach for collaboration within SEAS-ERA. It provides
conditions for success and explains benefits that can arise.
By way of introduction, the paper gives some background to common programs in the context of the
wider European arena, including collaborative instruments such as ERA-Nets, JPIs, EUROCORES and its
place in other organizations such as the Marine Board, EFARO and ICES.
Secondly, the report mentions the outcomes of the previous experience of the ERA-Net MariFish in
developing common activities at the regional level or at pan European scale. The collaboration
developed through MariFish has set a firm foundation on which further similar collaboration can be
built within the Seas-era project.
The report also provides good practice guidance which aims at helping Seas-era to develop its own
common programs.
In the last part of the report, the authors, having taken into account the S.W.O.T analyses of the
previous experiences, explain the difficulties to build Common Programs in relation with the partnership
composition of all the ERA-Nets. The analysis also shows that it is often easier to have an efficient
collaboration at the regional level due to the closer interest of the actors involved.
At this time of decreasing science budgets there is an urgent need to make maximum use of
investments in research. A priority for all funders should be to consider how to combine efforts and
resources, both human and infrastructure, to face the coming challenges.
One of the goals of SEAS-ERA is to demonstrate the feasibility and effectiveness of working together
including though common programs at the regional and pan-European levels.
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Introduction
The aim of this paper is to explain what is meant by the concept of “Common Programs”, and
provide guidance on implementing this approach to collaboration within the Seas-era project. It
provides conditions for success and explains the benefits that can arise. One core aim to be achieved
in the Seas-era project is to foster synergies, mobilizing non-competitive funds for research in a more
coordinated way through Common Programs at regional and pan-European level, opening to
excellent high level research collaboration. The WP2 in Seas-era is in charge of designing Common
Programs. The global objective is to push national programs towards European collaboration in order
to increase coordination between the major Research Performing Organizations (RPOs) for more
efficiency and critical mass effect.
The main rationale of the report is to propose a clear definition of the concept of Common Program,
to explain what a step by step approach towards Common Program could be and to propose to
identify and define key conditions for success and what could be the added value of Seaes-era.

1. The potential contribution Common Programs can make

The objective of the ERA-NET scheme is to enhance the cooperation and coordination of research
activities carried out at national or regional level by the Member States and Associated States
through the:
• Networking of research activities conducted at national or regional level, and
• Mutual opening of national and regional research programs.
The scheme contributes to making the European Research Area a reality by improving the coherence
and coordination of research programs across Europe. The scheme also enables national systems to
take on tasks collectively that they would not have been able to tackle independently. Both
networking and mutual opening of programs require a progressive step by step approach. The ERANet scheme therefore has a long-term perspective that must also allow for the different ways that
research is organized in Member States and Associated States to merge to a consensual basis for
common management.
The collaboration within the “joint Call” approach, which involves partners agreeing to commit new
funds to support a research topic, is well understood within the context of ERA-NETs. The “Common
Program” concept, which aims at stimulating collaboration without “new” funds, is less well
understood or applied and can still be considered as being at the experimental stage. Whilst it is
possible to draw on the experience of other ERA-NETs when designing and managing joint calls, such
experience is not available for common programs.
Furthermore, drawing up Common or Joint Program in the ERA-Net scheme is innovative and it can
be considered that it is still at the experimental level.
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1.1 Some examples of collaboration supported through EU systems and instruments
In order to help develop an understanding of what is meant by the concept of common programs,
and its potential scope, it is worth summarising examples of improved collaboration that are
developing under other instruments.
As few ERA-Nets develop “joint action plan” which will ultimately lead to a new RTD program based
upon cooperation, it could be considered that for these reasons, the EU created the articles 169 (now
185) to enable their development.
BONUS, an Article 185 initiative based in the Baltic area, is developing cooperation through its
regional strategic research agenda. It aims to link common programs with new projects funded
through competitive calls.
The EUROCORES scheme seeks to provide an effective and efficient need-driven collaboration
mechanism at a multinational level within Europe, responsive to emerging priorities of national
funding agencies within the ESF membership. Whilst leaving funding 'ownership' with the national
agencies, it aims to enhance existing national structures through collaboration. A budget has been
allocated to help cover the additional cost associated with the collaborative projects.
Several other EU instruments which promote networking, for example EUREKA and Technology
Platforms provide specific funds to support cooperation.
EUROMARINE, a cluster of previous networks of excellence in Marine research (Marbef, Marine
Genomics, Eur-Oceans), is mostly composed by senior scientists who as such do not represent any
institution. It could explain why only a few common projects mainly based on Human Capacity
Building are developed when budget-lines are co-funded by the Commission.
Within the Joint Programming Initiative concept, the marine-related proposal, “Healthy and
Productive Oceans and Seas”, is currently under development and has yet to define how it will use
the common program approach in some case studies. Experience gained from building common
programs within SEAS-ERA, and the earlier ERA-NET MariFish, could potentially contribute to the
development of enhanced collaboration under this JPI. JPIs offer the opportunity for a more efficient
utilization of scarce resources and bringing a new dimension to European research by aligning
national programs across participating countries. By working together towards a common vision and
strategic research agenda and by pooling together limited resources, Member States will be able to
make significant contributions to research by avoiding duplication, filling gaps and creating critical
mass. This will increase the visibility and impact of the European research at the international level.
Commitment by Member States is essential if common programs are to contribute to the
establishment of a long-term, significant research base which will foster innovative, high impact
research in Europe. The JPI FACCE (Agriculture) provides a good example of what can be achieved.
FACCE is aligning national programs across participating Member/Associated States to address the
research questions defined in the strategic research agenda and to “share the burden”. To this end,
partners have shown a great willingness to work together and to advance rapidly as demonstrated by
the implementation of pilot joint actions and by the use of a new JPI-specific instrument known as a
FACCE-JPI Knowledge Hub. Other ways of developing a common research agenda are being
considered, including harmonising methodologies and data analysis. The additional cost of
collaboration is covered by contributions provided by the partners.
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1.2 Context of the collaborations achieved through organizations
The Marine Board -ESF, established in 1995, is a network of 30 leading European Marine Research
Institutes from 20 European countries. The Marine Board is actively involved in promoting the
marine research agenda at both European and Member State levels and in fostering research
cooperation between its Member Organizations and Member countries. The Marine Board has had
significant input to the European Research Framework Program Agenda and to the recent European
Strategy for Marine and Maritime Research (2008) through strategic position papers and through the
influential Galway, Aberdeen and Oostende Declarations. However the Marine Board has not
managed to build cooperation in implementing collaborative programs.
The European Fisheries Aquaculture Research Organizations (EFARO), established in 2004, is a
network of the directors from 25 research organizations, working in the area of Fisheries,
Aquaculture, Seafood processing and Marine Environment. Its goal is to share the best practices and
knowledge between the research institutes, to achieve some foresight studies and to promote them
to DG Mare and DG research. EFARO also facilitates scientific collaboration between its members in
the European Research Area, connecting its members to elaborate common proposals. However the
network has not managed to build Common Programs, even though some members have dedicated
budgets to facilitate the cooperation.
The International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), founded in 1902, is a network of
more than 1600 scientists from 200 institutes linked by an intergovernmental agreement between
the 20 states (the ICES Convention) to add value to national research efforts. Scientists are working
through ICES to gather information about the marine ecosystem. It coordinates and promotes
marine research on oceanography, the marine environment, the marine ecosystem, and on living
marine resources in the North Atlantic. Members of the ICES community now include all coastal
states bordering the North Atlantic and the Baltic Sea. ICES cooperates with organizations and
institutes on an international scale.
ICES successfully coordinates collaborative programs at national expenses because the programs are
mainly governed by advice on fisheries, ecosystems and environment for its members, for EU
commissions, for all the other regional organizations and for the Oslo, Paris and Helsinki conventions.
As all the members states are committed to produce this advice, they find it more convenient,
efficient and scientifically more credible, to participate in the cooperative works even if the
cooperative programs are not funded. In that case the environmental and fisheries commitment is so
strong that it can force the Members states to cooperate. But ICES is an international institution, not
just a European one. It is involved for example in North America and Russia.
There are strong opportunities for EU instruments to develop Common research Program avoiding
overlapping and increasing mutual benefits.
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1.3 Conditions to design Common Programs in ERANETs
1.3.1- Common program is cooperation among national programs already funded.
By cooperation, it is intended a junction of some national programs funded through their national
marine research organizations (Operators – RPOs), in a view of contributing collectively to Common
research Programs.
Thereby research programs carried out at national or regional level should have the following
characteristics:
 be strategically planned, i.e., should be composed of a number of research projects focused on a
defined subject area or set of problems, scheduled to run for a set dedicated period of time and
have a coordinated management;
 be carried out at national or regional level, and
 be already funded by national or regional public bodies(*)
The major objective is to push these national programs to build collaboration at European level, so
based mainly on non-competitive funds, in order to stimulate the coordination and to increase the
critical masses among the major Research Performing Organizations (RPO) of the EU.
(*) in major cases the funders of national programs are:
• Ministries
• Government or regional authorities
• Research Council or agencies
• Research Foundations

The overall aims of Common Program are to foster practical cooperation between Partners on
existing or planned research programs, and to improve the collaboration between scientific
institutions in Europe where appropriate, and to introduce more complementarity among the
National Programs definition.
The aim behind this challenge is to try to move closer together on important areas of research
already targeted and funded by partners. By experience, it appears that many of the research
challenges are actually common across Europe. Therefore, working collaboratively will bring added
value and benefits.
1.3.2- Common program is different than bilateral cooperation
A common Program does not seek to substitute bi- or multi- lateral initiatives or projects, but aims at
harmonizing and clustering existing joint research priorities already developed at the regional and
pan- European level.
The implementation of Common Program requires a minimum of three countries involved.
The most optimal implementation way could be the regional level with the involvement of all the
neighbouring countries which share the same sea with similar management concerns.
Common Program aims to increase or strengthen multinational cooperation according to regional
focus and/or topical thematic issues. In addition, it can induce structure changes among the involved
RPOs with concern about the full sharing of existing services and the achievement of critical masses: -
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e.g sharing and specialization of some tasks, creation of virtual laboratories, putting in network all
the available expertise for a given scientific challenge.
The regional (European eco-region) approach between the Member/Associated States in Common
Program is also a practical way to involve bordering non-EU countries. It has been achieved in
ARIMNet with the countries of the south of Mediterranean Sea.

2. Developing Common Programs within an ERA-NET – a practical example
provided by MariFish
MariFish was a five year ERA-NET project composed of 18 European partners from fifteen Member
and Associate States. It aimed to improve collaboration between the funders of marine fisheries
research by providing opportunities for fisheries managers to work together in a collaborative
partnership. A significant effort was directed at developing common programs, and this section
provides details on what was achieved.
Within Marifish, the term “Common Programs” was used for the activity aimed at stimulating
collaboration “without additional funds”. Common programs are not to be confused with the
“Common Pot” approach which involves partners agreeing to commit new funds to support an
agreed research topic.
For the MariFish partners the rationale for adopting common programs was very clear. Partners’
combined annual investment in fisheries science was approximately €190 million. A common pot, the
final goal for all ERA-NETs, was successfully funded, at a level of approximately €2million per annum
over three years. Yet this represented only 1% of the total funds committed by the partnership
annually. In other words, 99% of the partners’ science had no formal collaboration under MariFish,
highlighting the need for the common program approach aimed at bringing together at least some of
the existing work.
Advantages arising from such collaboration identified by MariFish included:
•
Sharing experiences and output from research;
•
Bringing added value by drawing together research funded by several partners;
•
Sharing scientific equipment;
•
Providing opportunities to exchange personnel;
•
Providing critical mass to address common challenges;
•
Identifying research gaps;
•
Avoiding duplication.
The collaboration achieved under MariFish illustrate that collaboration undertaken by MariFish has
extended outside the strict focus of developing joint research projects. Collaborative activities have
included: developing detailed databases on current research to help identify common priorities and
avoid duplication; reaching agreement on the sharing of data on fishing vessel activity in the Channel
and on ground fish surveys in parts of the Mediterranean; bringing together gear technologists and
modellers to share experiences. Future research needs and the scope for collaboration were
identified through focus workshops, for example on integrated ecosystem models and indicators for
inshore and deep waters.
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3. Guidance on developing Common Programs within SEAS-ERA

Within Seas-era a number of activities are aimed at developing common programs, as listed
in Table 1.
Task
1.1
2.1

2.2
2.3
6.1
6.2
7.1
7.2

Activity
Collation and synthesis of existing science and technology plans and strategic priorities. Inform
the development of common programs
Updating existing inventories of priority programs. Analysis of these to determine common
priorities and visions. Identify new areas or themes for joint funding (and collaborative
programs).
Developing guidelines for implementing collaborative programs.
Implementing up to two common programs at EU level.
Develop strategic marine research plan for the Atlantic region which identifies potential ideas
for collaborative programs.
For the Atlantic region identify and select topics for common programs. Pilot common
programs involving partners and develop further for Atlantic region.
Develop strategic marine research agenda for Mediterranean Sea which identifies potential
ideas for joint research activities.
For the Mediterranean region review existing programs and activities. Identify themes that
could be addressed using collaborative programs. Implement programs.

Table 1 – List of activities in SEAS-ERA DoW related to the development of collaborative programs

What is offered is general guidance rather than “best practice” since there are a number of
alternative approaches that could be adopted. It is suggested that there are main stages in
developing and adopting Common Programs: Identifying candidates; refining the list and developing
a work program; and finally formalising the collaboration.
Based on the previous experience, it is proposed to implement Common Program at both regional
and Pan-European levels in a way that ensure that the priorities and interests of all partners are
taken into account. The general guidelines proposed below set out different stages and different
levels of involvement of the various actors.
Building Common Programs is anyway a new step by step approach that requires strong
commitments and also flexibility from the partners, involving ministries, funding agencies, research
operators and experts. The roles of each actor must be well defined in a participative way.
It is also a step by step approach to translate the strategic research agenda of the ERA-net and of the
JPI in a variety of eligible Common Programs.

3.1 Identifying common research theme to develop collaboration
At first, the ERA-Net projects focus mostly on updating inventory and analysis of existing national and
regional science and technology strategic plans and address the priorities of the partners (in general
RFOs) at the pan-European and regional level.
One part of this exercise may help at informing the development of Common Programs taking into
account the definition of common themes priorities to be addressed at European and regional levels
by the major marine and maritime research components.
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Indeed, by comparing the national priorities, the analysis allows to identify common themes
considered as necessary for a collective development.
Then a negotiation phase is necessary to gain a consensus among the interested partners on so
called “selected topic” or “research area”.
 At the end of this process, the Seas-era partners establish a broad theme to develop
collaboration and agree that each specific research area would benefit from enhanced
collaboration in order to avoid duplication, to share expertise and achieve improved
standardisation

3.2 Refining the selected topic and developing a work program
The next stage is to refine the selected topic and develop a detailed work program for the key
scientific challenge. Ideally planning needs a close co-operation between scientific experts who have
detailed knowledge and expertise of the research area; program managers who can map out current
research programs; and policy-makers who use the output from research to develop policies
3.2.1.Inventory of National programs and projects on the selected topic
It is proposed on the selected topic/research area, an inventory and an identification of existing
national programs/projects and corresponding planned programs/projects for the next years by the
national research performing organizations.
A detailed analysis of the existing research will show the convergence, the gaps and the alignment of
the different projects, leading to identify the contents of the Common Program.
The mapping of the national programs/projects for each partner will address the partner/country
profile and the European added values for designing Common Program.
3.2.2. Work up into detailed plans using Experts groups (experts and managers)
The objective is to list partner’s priority research areas in relation to the “selected topic” to develop a
set of priority projects and potential partnerships that addressed true gap areas and avoided
duplication.
The RPOs that perform the national program have to be involved in the elaboration of the precise
content and in the discussion on how the national projects could be interlinked, what areas would be
most valuable for collaboration, with which schedule.
In the general case, the scientific leaders and national experts from a research organization
participate in the drafting of the Common Programs.
 At the end of these steps [the mapping of the existing national programs/projects on the
selected topic (3.3.2) and the Experts group results (3.3.3)], the Seas-era partners
interested in future collaborative work should achieve to define the corresponding content
of the Common Programs and the agenda.
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3.3 Formalising a Collaborative Program through an agreement
The Seas-era partners involved in Common Program sign an agreement or Memorandum of
Understanding that set out what would be achieved and the modalities for partners to work
together. The MoU is a mutual statement of intention among the partners agreeing to make efforts
to fulfil their intentions and which also establishes the nature and the specific governance attached
to the agreed collaboration in terms of shared resources, timing and practical interactions between
project participants. It could normally be signed for the total duration of the program even if it lasts
longer than the duration of the ERA-Net.
A Steering Group is created including the leading scientific actors as well as the concerned partners
of the ERA-Net to follow up the results and to achieve continuous improvement of the collaboration.
The follow up of the activities is an important process with periodic analysis of the activity reports
and results of the Common Program.

3.4 Knowledge management
It is essential to implement communication to the Members countries, to the stakeholders and to the
general public the results through the Seas-era web site or all other appropriate means.

4. Proposals to go further in Seas-era ERA-Net

4.1- SWOT analysis of MariFish common programs
A SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) analysis has been performed to
identify key problems or success stories of common program developed within the MariFish ERA-Net
(Héral and Sergent 2010 - D-7.6 report MariFish). The results of this SWOT analysis are presented in
Annex 2, and can be summarised as follows:
Strengths identified included helping provide critical mass; identifying research gaps; and avoiding
duplication.
Weaknesses included insufficient time and resources allocated to involving scientists in
collaboration; and protracted time needed to identify common priorities and build collaborative
programs.
Opportunities included encouraging researchers to collaborate from the start; and offering an
effective way of maintaining research output as budgets decline.
Threats included the loss of momentum once the MariFish project comes to an end.

4.2- Challenges for Seas-era project: developing the concept of Common Programs further
A general analysis of the application of the Common Program has clearly demonstrated that this
concept is difficult to implement in reality without extra funding. Nobody has achieved to develop
them in a long perspective except ICES which benefit from the members being committed by
regional authorities to produce advice. Furthermore, all the ERA-Net structures are not well designed
to achieve this task due to the fact that the partnerships with the funding agencies are adequate to
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co-fund calls but not relevant to build collaborative project without extra funding. The absence in all
the Era-Nets consortia of the actors of the Common Program represents also a major difficulty.
Nevertheless, the ERA-Net Seas-era will try to demonstrate by following the steps methodology, it
could be feasible to implement regional case studies as common scientific interest could be stronger
and so easier to mobilize the scientific community.
The benefits that can arise from common programs are clear, as identified by the MariFish partners.
They include bringing added value by drawing together research funded by partners, sharing
experience and output from nationally funded research, helping to identify gaps, and avoiding
duplication. The SEAS-ERA work program includes two tasks that will build on the achievements of
MariFish at the regional level: Task 6.2 which involves identifying and selecting topics for common
programs in the Atlantic Region; and Task 7.2 which aims to do the same in the Mediterranean
Region. Planning is already underway for delivering on both these tasks.
A third task, Task 2.3, which involves implementing common programs at the pan-European level,
provides an opportunity to take common programs one step further. The specific challenge is for
partners to agree to shape a part of their national research programs around a single pan-European
topic. Analysis has yet to be undertaken on what that topic will be, but one suggestion is that efforts
should focus around the science needed to implement the Marine Strategy Framework Directive
(MSFD). The MSFD includes many science challenges, for example developing suitable Descriptors
and Indicators, and developing a better understanding of what is meant by Good Environmental
Status (GES). All member states are committing funds to these areas of research and therefore it is
an opportunity for SEAS-ERA partners to work together, at this formative stage when research needs
are still being identified, and develop a common program that helps deliver the appropriate
evidence. As highlighted in this paper, building common programs that are effective is dependent on
available fundings at adequate level. The partners may identify the need to commit all together
additional funds to this task beyond the ERA-Net.
SEAS-ERA also should not work in isolation, rather it should link through to the MSFD and GESrelated work that is already being undertaken, for example by OSPAR, ICES, the European
Commission and by JPI Oceans.
Seas-era project will seek to work with the main actors involved in research, beyond the only ERANet consortium but with its support, to build effective collaboration around this concept of Common
Programs to address significant advances as a part of the construction of the JPI Oceans.

5. Conclusions
Implementing common programs within ERA-Nets, JPIs or other instruments provides a significant
opportunity to build more collaboration in the ERA, opening up national programs, pooling
resources, improving cross border cooperation, achieving critical mass, avoiding duplication etc.
Their development and maintenance requires dedicated funding to cover project design,
implementation of the work, and production of publications and relevant advice, and return on
investment may take several years. A mechanism to support the financial effort associated with
developing and maintaining common programs does not exist at present at the EU or MS level.
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The recent Communication "Partnering in Research and Innovation" has emphasized the need for
long-term commitment from all Member States through multi-annual financial commitments and a
simplification of the partnering landscape. This will be achieved at least partially through the creation
of a new single and more flexible type of ERA-Net that combines features of ERA-NET and ERA-NET
Plus schemes. It was also suggested that in the future, EU funding may be conditional on appropriate
application of the voluntary guidelines known as the “Framework conditions”. These developments
are in line with the conclusions of the present paper. Any new instrument will need to facilitate not
only the production of calls but also to consider and promote the favourable conditions for common
programming.

---------------------------
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ANNEXE 1- ERA-Net MariFish
Memorandum of Understanding for Mediterranean regional case study
Note: for WP7 collaborative project in Mediterranean Sea – Task “ Essential fish habitat of small
pelagic” - in 2009Italy and Croatiahave joined the Common Program as associated partner and
through the operators CNR-IAMC & IOF-Split – The group is now composed between 15 and 18
people involved in the work
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Annex 2: Extract from the MariFish SWOT analysis on Common Programs
4.1.1. Strengths
The Networkis (i) a close co-operation between scientists, funders and policy - makers, the forum
increases the culture of trust, (ii) improves communication and strong relationships between funding
agencies, managers, RPOs and scientists, (iii) brings the EC closer to the scientists, (iv) a real long
term Network closer to the scientists –and acts by signing MoU as a catalyst for long term
agreements despite the end of the ERA-Net.
The Network’s funds: the network develops operational research funded by the national budget
owners and a part of the cooperation costs is supported by the EU. The partners are budget holders
so they are committed to deliver practical results.
The collaborative work
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Learn experience from each other to overcome difficulties
Build upon on-going projects: increase efficiency
Find advantages to work together (1+1>2)
Linkage between Fisheries Policies and Marine Strategy Framework: increase convergence
Help to provide a critical mass, identify research gaps, fill the gaps and avoid duplication of work
Provide access to the infrastructure, technologies, and good practices of other countries
Favour data exchanges and common database
Address regional dimension for scientific and management reasons
Provide access to national funds for scientists to carry out smaller cooperative projects than
those normally commissioned by the EC
Focus on specific areas; making decisions more likely, more effective and responsive
4.1.2. Weaknesses

Institutional problems:
• Difficulties to involve Ministries, Funding agencies and Research organizations at the right level
• Long time to identify common real priorities and to build Common Program
• The priorities of all countries may be not the same
• Lack of consistency between MariFish partner institutions, Ministries / Funding agencies
• No real national connexion between funding agencies and RPOs: loose commitments
• Insufficient level of representation for funding agencies and RPOs in the Network
• Not all the EU countries have been involved
• The focus on fisheries should benefit from experts from other disciplines to encourage the
ecosystem approach
Funding issues:
•
•
•
•

Difficulties in raising awareness and mobilizing resources to implement the projects in particular
with the decrease of national budgets
Research is now organized by projects funded from different sources including competitive
money
Not enough research time allocated, time available from experts is an issue with the lack of
funding
Lack of dedicated resources for future cooperation
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Communication:
•

Time needed to communicate with all the actors on the concept of joint program and how to
build it and the benefits expected, many actors to convince

Necessary complementarities
•
•

Possible overlap with ICES, DG MARE (DCF) and DG RESEARCH in evaluating the gaps
Possible overlap with projects already funded by the E.C.
4.1.3. Opportunities

For research and strategy:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Joint Programming Initiative on “Healthy and Productive Seas and Oceans” is the way forward to
benefit from the experience gained
Possibility to encourage researchers to collaborate from the start of a project
Better connecting the application of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD)
Better coordination of research programs at the regional level in relation with national funding
difficulties will decrease the costs
Facilitate data exchange between researchers in different countries, possibly through contractual
obligation, to increase data usage
Provide resources for scientists to communicate their work and knowledge
Develop knowledge at a European rather than national scale and creating a space for more
coordination
Increase communication visiting some actors [RFO,RPOs] to explain the Common Program
approach
Possibilities to involve the RACs as regional stakeholders
Increase partnerships in the Med and in Black Sea where its lack is more important
4.1.4. Threats

•
•
•
•

Conceptual issues are difficult to communicate except to real experts
Need to find a niche or funds in order to continue the collaboration
Processes or structure becoming too complicated,
Available funds to communicate with a broad audience not identified
4.1.5. Conclusions of the S.W.O.T

It has been demonstrated that Regional approaches could be successful to build cooperation on a
long-term perspective because the states have common interests in managing the same sea and
science. Furthermore multidisciplinary approach is easier to implement at the regional level and to
build critical masses of scientists is more feasible as well as sharing data and infrastructure. But the
main weakness is due to the new way of research funding. Funds are more and more based on
competitive funds.
Therefore, in this period of decreasing budget dedicated to science, it is requested to make the most
efficient use of investments in research. Indeed a reflection should be engaged on how to better join
efforts, human and infrastructure resources to be able to keep pace with these challenges. In the
RPOs, there is now a lack of dedicated funds for future cooperation.
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There is also an important institutional problem as Common Program approach absolutely requires
working in close connection between the management actors, funding agencies and research
organization which are not formally involved in ERA-Nets. In theory ERA-Nets are built on the
concept that the Ministries and the funding Agencies are controlling all the national research
activities. But the reality is different from one country to another. Innovative research is often
independent from the Ministries.
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