TECHNOLOGICKE
rrrrrrrrr CRr

Participation of
the Czech Republic in the™
FP7 (2007 - 2008)

Vladimir Albrecht, Lucie Vavrikova

Technology Centre
of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic



N Elementary FP7 and EURATOM
namowact STATISTICS,

CENTRUM AV CR source. E CORDA: 2009

» FP7:105 calls for proposals, reaction: 37 698
proposals compiled by 187 532 teams (E-CORDA,
~ebruary 2009)

» Success rates vary according to countries (Europe:
NW highest, SE smallest) and priority and...

» Statistics of participation in signed projects: EC
Database E-Corda — June 2009

Total: 21 497 participations in 3 551 projects with
the total budget M€ 9 016.

Total EC support amounts to M€ 6 652,
corresponding to 12 % of the FP7 plus EURATOM

budget
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\,E Basic FP7 CZ statistics

o 2327 CZ teams participated in project prepah

e Main list: 375 projects with 439 CZ teams B

 Signed project (so far): 225 projects with 285 CZ
participants (1,6% of all participants)

 [Total budget of CZ teams: 69,7 M€
e lotal requested support: 51,1 M€




Towards factors governing country
participation in the FP

»country intensity of projet proposals preparation and the
country paticipant success rate*
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Towards factors governing country
participation in the FP

,,Ratio of coordinators among all country applicants*

UK IT SE EL IE DK NL FR EU- ES FI AT DE BE PT PL LU HU RO CY CZ SK SI LV BG EE MT LT
27




Towards factors governing country
participation in the FP

,comparing participants and coordinators success rate*
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Towards factors governing country
participation in the FP

Total budget, number of participations and participant success rate
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participations per 1 mil. population

NE—— .
Towards factors governing country

participation in the FP

Vision of the FP6 by absolute and relative Nr. of participation
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- ETTectiveness of CZ participation in
FP7 priorities
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' Structure and characteristics of

1

: the CZ participation
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FP7 (FP6,FP5) property: .what you
pay in(%) is what you get out (%)"
B
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CZ in FP7: a passive donor of the
European research ?
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- Success rates: quite good
* Low number of coordinators, moreover quality of CZ

Some conclusions

coordinators is doubted ( because they decrease the I'
CZ success rate)

** Due to preparing only low number of project

proposals CZ is ranked 22st position among EU-27
MS (participations/1 mil. population)

‘| Insufficient participation in priorities with bigger

budgets

‘B Since FP7: the CR requests lower support than what

corresponds to its contribution to the EU budget
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| Thank you for your attention!
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