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Executive Summary 

The SITPRO Plus project assesses the impacts of transport projects funded by the 

European Commission within the 5
th
 and 6

th
 Framework Programmes for Research 

and Technological Development. Its final aim is to use these findings to define new 

transport research policy objectives and to provide the European Commission with a 

methodology for impact assessment in ongoing and future Framework Programmes. 

The project is funded by the European Commission as part of the 7
th
 Framework 

Programme.  

This report is the first Deliverable of the SITPRO Plus project and contains an analysis 

of the full database of information on all 969 transport projects in FP5 and FP6 and 

information on the framework in which the EU transport research programme was 

designed and administered. The latter is vital for any project evaluation, since 

programme management provides the framework in which innovation takes place.  

The main purpose of this Deliverable is twofold. The first objective is to provide a 

description and analysis of the key characteristics of the FP5 and FP6 instruments by 

theme/mode, instrument, budget and partnership. The second objective is to set the 

stage for the sampling and evaluation of projects (and their impacts) in the second 

phase of SITPRO Plus.  

The following sources of information were used in this Deliverable: 

DG TREN and DG RTD provided datasets containing information about FP5 and FP6 

transport projects. CORDIS project files, project synopses and the relevant Work 

Programmes were used to complete the datasets.  

Interviews were conducted with eleven Commission officials from a variety of areas 

across both DG TREN and DG RTD. A qualitative analysis of the interview protocols 

was then undertaken. The interview guidelines can be found in Annex 2 and a list of 

interview partners in Annex 3.  

A review was conducted of the existing literature regarding the effectiveness of FP5 

and FP6 projects and the developments between the Framework Programmes. 

Commission documents, the Community Research and Development Information 

Service (CORDIS) and the Transport Research Knowledge Centre (TRKC) were 

consulted to find detailed information about the Framework Programmes and the 

relevant Work Programmes. 

Analysis of project data 

Of the 969 transport projects, 512 were carried out in FP5 and 457 in FP6. The 

analysis of the project data revealed three main developments between FP5 and FP6. 

First, although the budget for transport research in FP6 was larger than in FP5, there 
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were fewer FP6 transport projects. But the FP6 projects were generally bigger, both in 

terms of budget and number of participants; particularly within surface transport 

research (air & space projects were already fairly large). Second, FP6 saw a shift 

away from strategic and technology research and towards research on management, 

system and design. Third, the geographical distribution of project participants and co-

ordinators became, on the whole, slightly more órepresentativeô from FP5 to FP6, 

although óEasternô countries (i.e. new member states) were significantly under-

represented in both FPs, particularly as regards project co-ordination. A more 

unexpected discovery was the dramatic decrease in the proportion project co-

ordinators from the óNordic/UK/Irelandô region in FP6. 

Based on an analysis of the project data, literature of the FPs and interviews with 

Commission officials, it appears that, in many cases, these shifts can be explained 

both by a ónaturalô development in the research transport agenda from FP5 to FP6 and 

by the Commissionôs changes to the structure and thematic orientation of transport 

research in FP6. These changes occurred for a variety of reasons and included the 

introduction of two new instruments: IPs and NOEs (which have generally received a 

critical appraisal in the literature as well as within the Commission). The shift away 

from technology research towards management, system and design in FP6 can be 

explained, for example, by the need to explore the use and application of technologies 

developed in earlier FPs, as well by the extension of the transport programmeôs 

objectives (from increasing economic competitiveness to also including sustainability 

objectives) and by the increased emphasis on networking activities in FP6 (in which 

technology research is under-represented) by the Commission. Similarly, the 

reduction in strategic research can partly be explained by the success of previous FPs 

in building up óEuropean expertiseô in transport research (so there was less need to 

support it in FP6). But it is also due to the shift in the budget for transport research in 

FP6 away from DG TREN (where the results of strategic transport research are used) 

towards DG RTD, as well as the perception by some at DG TREN that strategic 

research was not providing results directly useful to policy making. 

Management and quality of transport projects 

As regards management, there appears to be a general consensus among 

Commission officials that the administrative workload on project management had 

increased since FP4, both due to an increased budget for transport research (but not 

personnel) and Commission-wide changes to rules and procedures. Whereas many 

felt the new instruments had eased this workload, it was suggested that this had come 

at the price of less control over individual projects and more difficult project 

management at the consortium level. There was less consensus about the 

relationship between DG TREN and DG RTD in the management of the transport 

programme and projects, with opinions turning on individual experiences.  

Most officials were, on the whole, satisfied with the quality of transport projects. 

Furthermore, the interviewees provided different understandings of what óqualityô might 

mean in transport research and offered some interesting insights into possible criteria 
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for the evaluation of transport projects. Some potential difficulties were also 

mentioned, including the possible tension between different understandings of quality 

(e.g. academic rigour and relevance for policy makers), and whether a narrower (i.e. 

restricted to the evaluation of a projectôs results) or a broader (i.e. taking into account 

the impact on the European research community) approach to a quality should be 

adopted. 

The most commonly levelled criticism regarding the quality of transport projects was 

that their results are often poorly presented and/or disseminated (including within the 

Commission itself), although there was quite a wide range of opinions on this issue, 

depending on personal experiences. Finally, there were some interesting observations 

that certain types of project perform better than others (e.g. TNs/CAs) and some 

worse than others (e.g. NoEs). 

Conclusions 

In view of the subject of the SITPRO Plus project, what we learn is that EU transport 

projects are highly heterogeneous in terms of project size (by budget and by number 

of participants), research topics and types of projects. Second, as SITPRO Plus aims 

at analyzing the effectiveness and impact pathways of transport projects, it is 

important to note that very different conceptual approaches to these issues are used 

by different groups of persons, even within the Commission. 

Thus, two sets of conclusions can be derived from the analysis above; one relating to 

the sampling of projects and the other to the evaluation of the impacts of projects. For 

the sampling process, two key dimensions emerge for determining the nature of 

projects. These should therefore be used as the primary criteria for drawing 

distinctions between groups of projects. The first is the topic of the research. The 

results presented in this report clearly show that the topic of a transport project is more 

than just a neutral object of study. It determines the context in which research is 

undertaken, which in turn influences the research design and thus the fundamental 

properties and objectives of the project itself. Air technology projects, for example, are 

designed and carried out in the very specific context of the European air sector, which 

is characterized by a small number of large industrial players and well integrated 

research organizations with a long history of co-operation and clearly specified 

objectives of technological development. Each of the other research areas has 

completely different circumstances and research objectives. Large sections of railway 

research, for example, concentrate on efforts to standardize and harmonize a wide 

range of different systems in a very heterogeneous field with a large spectrum of 

diverse actors and no history of European co-operation.  

The second key dimension for sampling is the type of project instrument. The idea 

behind the design and use of different instruments is to provide an appropriate 

structure for conducting different types of activities, such as basic research, 

networking, policy support, etc. Each of these activities has very different types of 

objectives, ranging from the creation of new knowledge to knowledge transfer. In order 



8 

 DELIVERABLE 1 

to make sure that the SITPRO Plus project covers the entire spectrum of objectives 

specified by the Framework Programmes, a balanced selection of instruments has to 

be ensured. 

Other sampling-relevant criteria include project size and the regional balance of 

partners. Project size can either be determined by budget or by the number of 

partners. The analysis above shows that the budget criterion is closely related to the 

instrument, and thus a balanced choice of instruments should lead to a fairly 

representative selection of project size by budget. The regional balance of partners 

will be used as a secondary criterion to check whether the sample is actually 

representative of the entire population of projects.     

As regards the evaluation of the impacts of projects, some important structuring 

elements and basic material can be derived from the results of this report for the 

formulation of research hypotheses. In order to speak about impact, the relevant 

output categories of EU transport projects have to be defined. The following main 

output categories were identified in the literature and interviews, depending on the 

topic and type of projects: 

Creation of knowledge ï This refers to the typical output of basic research activities, 

defined as cutting edge research advancing the state of the art and contributing to the 

(academic) knowledge base in a certain field. Actual outputs are usually publications. 

Technological development ï A large proportion of the European Research 

Programme is dedicated to applied research on various issues, ranging from new 

materials to entire machines. Anything from the development of new processes to 

demonstration objects or products may be an output in this category.  

Knowledge transfer ï This is the primary objective of networking projects, but this is 

a secondary output for most other types of projects. Knowledge transfer can be 

geographical (i.e. from one part of Europe to another), sectoral (e.g. from researchers 

to NGOs), (inter)disciplinary, or within a sector (e.g. within the transport sector from 

rail to urban).   

Building research capacity ï The training and career development of researchers is 

an inherent part of any project. This is usually a consequence of the three preceding 

points and a secondary output. But in some cases this can be separate aspect in a 

project.   

Integrating and structuring the research field ï The European Research 

Programmes have clearly led to increased co-operation among research organizations 

from different member states. One effect of this co-operation is a re-structuring of 

certain research fields. The actual integration of research activities is one of the prime 

objectives of the Framework Programme and is therefore a potential output to be 

considered by any evaluation.   
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Policy support ï Direct policy-oriented research has been a part of the Framework 

Programmes since FP4. Outputs are delivered either as explicit policy 

recommendations or implicitly through the transfer of relevant knowledge.  

The evaluation process in the SITPRO Plus project is strongly impact-oriented. But the 

project also places special emphasis on how these impacts were generated and, more 

specifically, how effective and efficient different types of projects were in achieving 

certain results. For this purpose, any method for project impact assessment should 

concentrate not only on the impact pathways following the end of a project, but should 

also analyze the main input and output factors during the projectsô lifetimes. This 

includes the monetary input to the projects as well as other resources and the time 

frame in which the work was accomplished.  

In conclusion, the findings of this report provide the basis for the selection and 

evaluation of single projects in the next stages of SITPRO Plus. In addition, the report 

should serve as a stand-alone document to provide basic information about the EU 

transport research programmes in FP5 and FP6 and an analysis of the most important 

developments over the years 1998 to 2006. 
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1 Introduction 

The SITPRO Plus project assesses the effects of transport projects funded by the 

European Commission within the 5
th
 and 6

th
 Framework Programmes for Research 

and Technological Development. Its final goal is to use these findings to define new 

transport research policy objectives and to provide the European Commission with a 

methodology for impact assessment in ongoing and future Framework Programmes. 

The project is funded by the European Commission as part of the 7
th
 Framework 

Programme. Along with four other research projects it forms part of a broader initiative 

in the EU Transport Research Programme for developing specific impact assessment 

methodologies for projects funded by the European Commission.  

The conceptual framework of SITPRO Plus for analyzing and evaluating transport 

research projects is based on an óobjectivesïledô approach where the types of impacts 

are measured against the following objectives: 

 Strengthening the industrial competitiveness of European industry; 

 Contributing to sustainable development and addressing societal problems; and 

 Improving Community and public policies.  

SITPRO Plus endeavours to analyze the research results of the FP5 and FP6 

transport projects in a way directly useful for providing feedback not only on the 

definition of new research objectives, but also on the development of the Common 

Transport Policy and the European Research Area. 

SITPRO Plus covers all modes of transport and thus covers all 512 transport projects 

funded under the GROWTH programme in FP5 and all 457 transport projects funded 

under Priorities 4, 6 and 8 in FP6. The methodological approach for evaluating the 

projects comprises the following seven elements. 

- Analysis of databases 

Basic information on all 969 projects is compiled from different sources to enable 

some preliminary analysis of the properties of the population.  

- Interviews with Commission officials 

Semi-structured interviews with Commission officials serve the dual purpose of 

accessing relevant data sources and identifying the crucial points for evaluating 

the strengths and weaknesses of transport projects in FP5 and FP6.    

- Project sampling  

A sample of 120 projects (12.4%) is drawn, based on three criteria: thematic 

area/mode, project instrument and size in terms of budget.  

- Desk review of project reports 

The sample of 120 projects is evaluated according to an in-depth procedure that 

takes into account at least the final project report and the initial óDescription of 

Workô.    

- Telephone interviews with co-ordinators 
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Telephone interviews are conducted with the co-ordinators of the 120 projects 

selected.   

- Internet questionnaire  

A survey is conducted among all 969 project co-ordinators based on an internet 

questionnaire.   

- Assessment of the impact of project pathways 

The project will develop a method for assessing project impacts according to their 

implementation pathway. This impact pathway methodology will be developed for 

typical projects and then applied to the assessment of individual projects, thus 

complementing the information collected through in-depth desk reviews and co-

ordinator interviews.  

This report is the first Deliverable of the SITPRO Plus project and covers the first two 

steps of the project plan outlined above, i.e. it contains an analysis of the full database 

of information on all 969 transport projects in FP5 and FP6 and information on the 

framework in which the EU transport research programme was designed and 

administered. The latter is vital for any project evaluation, since programme 

management provides the framework in which innovation takes place.  

The main purpose of this Deliverable is twofold. The first objective is to provide a 

description and analysis of the key characteristics of the FP5 and FP6 instruments by 

theme/mode, instrument, budget and partnership. The second objective is to set the 

stage for the sampling and evaluation of projects (and their impacts) in the second 

phase of SITPRO Plus.  

The title of the Deliverable, óUser requirementsô, refers to the need to understand the 

most important dimensions of project impact assessment for the European 

Commission. For this purpose, interviews with Commission Officials and a document 

review were carried out to distil the key issues for project evaluation  

The Deliverable consists of six parts. Following this introduction, chapter two 

summarizes the methodology for collecting, completing and re-classifying information 

on the relevant transport projects. A detailed description of these processes is 

provided in Annex 1. Chapter three gives an overview of the transport programme in 

FP5 and FP6. Chapter four addresses the major changes from FP5 to FP6 and 

provides an analysis of the types of projects that were carried out. Chapter five 

addresses administrative issues and presents key concepts for assessing the quality 

and impact of projects. Finally, the conclusions in chapter six focus on the relevance 

of the  findings of the Deliverable for the rest of the project, particularly concerning the 

selection of relevant sampling criteria and the methodology for the evaluation of the 

project . 
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2 Methods and approach for Deliverable 1 

This chapter presents the primary sources of information for this Deliverable. It also 

summarizes the processes of completing the datasets and analyzing the qualitative 

information. 

2.1 Sources of information 

Several sources of information were used in this Deliverable: 

Project data ï DG TREN and DG RTD provided datasets containing information 

about FP5 and FP6 transport projects. CORDIS project files, project synopses and the 

relevant Work Programmes were used to complete the datasets. The process of 

completing the datasets is outlined below and a full description is provided in Annex 1. 

Interviews ï Interviews were conducted with eleven Commission officials from a 

variety of areas across both DG TREN and DG RTD. A qualitative analysis was then 

undertaken of the interview protocols. The interview guidelines can be found in Annex 

2 and a list of interview partners in Annex 3.  

Literature ï A review of the existing literature regarding the effectiveness of FP5 and 

FP6 projects and the developments between the Framework Programmes was 

conducted. 

Commission documents, Community Research and Development Information 

Service (CORDIS) and Transport Research Knowledge Centre (TRKC) ï These 

sources were consulted to find detailed information about the Framework Programmes 

and the relevant Work Programmes. 

2.2 Completing the datasets 

Six datasets were received from the European Commission (separate FP5 and FP6 

files from DG RTD Units H2 (surface transport) and H3 (air transport), and DG TREN) 

describing transport research projects under the two Framework Programmes; e.g. 

project title, contract number, acronym, duration, number of partners and instrument. 

Sampling-relevant information was missing for most projects, especially for FP5 ones. 

A particularly significant omission was the lack of information about projectsô thematic 

objectives. It was therefore necessary to complete the datasets using other sources of 

information, i.e. project records on CORDIS and transport projectsô synopses 

(available for FP5) published by DG RTD (DG Research 2002a). Some projects were 

also added from CORDIS, and some projects which were not relevant for this study 
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were removed. A full description of these processes of completing and compiling the 

datasets can be found in Annex 1. 

2.3 Preparing the datasets for sampling 

To allow for a survey of the nature of the transport research projects in both FP5 and 

FP6, the information on instrument, thematic objective and country was re-classified in 

the completed datasets. This section provides an overview of how this re-classification 

was performed. A more detailed description can be found in Annex 1.  

Project instrument ï Some project instruments were common to both FP5 and FP6. 

Others were unique to one of the Framework Programmes. Where instruments were 

comparable across the two Programmes, they were grouped together in one category, 

e.g. óResearchô or óSupportô. The groupings made and the titles used to describe them 

in the following chapter are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Project instruments in FP5 and FP6 

Acronym Instrument 

 

Research 

Research, demonstration & combined projects, cost-sharing 
contracts, RTD projects (FP5); STREPs (FP6) 

Support 
Preparatory, accompanying and support measures (FP5);  
specific support actions (FP6) 

TN/CA 
Thematic networks/concerted actions (FP5);  
co-ordination actions (FP6) 

TP Technology platforms (FP5) 

CRC Co-operative research contracts (FP5) 

IP Integrated projects (FP6) 

NoE Networks of excellence (FP6) 

 

Thematic objective ïThematic objective captured information about the specific Work 

Programme, Key Action (FP5)/Thematic Priority (FP6) and Research Objective/Area 

in which a project took place. This information was re-classified to show the mode of 

transport (Air & Space; Surface Transport; Policy) and the type of research (Strategic; 

Technology; Management, System & Design) for each project. These re-

classifications are shown in Table 2 and Table 3 for FP5 and FP6 respectively. 
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Table 2: Re-classification of transport research objectives by type and mode for FP5 

 
 
Table 3: Re-classification of transport research area/objectives by type and mode for FP6 

 

 * Research Area óSUSTDEV-2.1 New technologies and concepts for all surface transport modes (road, rail, waterborne)ô covered various types of research. This 
Research Area was therefore re-classified at the more detailed level of Research Priorities. This re-classification can be found in Table 10 of Annex 1. 

Key Action Research Objectives Type Mode

2 Sustainable Mobility and Intermodality 2.1 Socio-economic scenarios for mobility of people and goods Strategic Policy
2.2 Infrastructures and their interfaces with transport means and systems Strategic Surface

2.3 Modal and intermodal transport management systems Management, system & design Surface

2.3.3. Second generation GNSS Technologies Air & Space

3 Land Transport and Marine Technologies 3.1 Critical technologies for road and rail transport Technologies Surface transport

3.2 Critical marine technologies Technologies Surface transport

Technology Platforms Technologies Surface transport

4 New Perspectives in Aeronautics 4.1 Reducing aircraft development cost and time to market Management, system & design Air & Space

4.2 Improving aircraft efficiency Management, system & design Air & Space

4.3 Improving environmental friendliness of aircraft Strategic Air & Space

4.4 Improving operational capability and safety of aircraft Strategic Air & Space

Technology Platforms Technologies Air & Space

Thematic Priority Research Area/Objective Type Mode

AERO-1 Aeronautics AERO-1.1 Strengthening Competitiveness Management, system & design Air & Space
AERO-1.2 Improving Environmental Impact with regard to Emissions 

and Noise
Technologies Air & Space

AERO-1.3 Improving Aircraft Safety and Security Management, system & design Air & Space
AERO-1.4 Increasing the Operational Capacity and Safety of the air 

transport system
Management, system & design Air & Space

AERO-2 Space AERO-2.1 Galileo Technologies Air & Space

AERO-2.2 GMES Technologies Air & Space

AERO-2.3 Satellite telecommunications Technologies Air & Space

SUSTDEV-2 Sustainable Surface Transport
SUSTDEV-2.1 New technologies and concepts for all surface transport 

modes (road, rail, waterborne)
Various* Surface transport

SUSTDEV-2.2 Advanced design and production techniques Technologies Surface transport

SUSTDEV-2.3 Rebalancing and integrating different transport modes Management, system & design Surface transport
SUSTDEV-2.4 Increasing road, rail and waterborne safety and avoiding 

congestion
Strategic Surface transport

POLICIES-3 Underpinning the economic potential 

and cohesion of a larger and more integrated EU

POLICIES-3.1 Underpinning European integration, sustainable 

development, competitiveness and trade policies
Strategic Policy

POLICIES-3.2 The development of tools, indicators and operational 

parameters for assessing sustainable transport and energy systems 

performance (economic, environmental, social)

Strategic Policy

POLICIES-3.3 Global security analysis and validation systems for 

transport and research relating to accident risks and safety in mobility 

systems

Strategic Policy
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Country ï In order to evaluate the distribution of the participants in, and co-ordinators 

of, FP5 and FP6 transport research projects across the member states and  

associated countries1, these countries were re-classified in two different ways. First, 

countries were grouped geographically, as óContinentalô, óSouthernô, óEasternô, 

óNordic/UK/Irelandô. The second grouping was performed according to country óstatusô, 

as defined by date of EU Membership (i.e. before 2004 or after 2004) and country size 

(i.e. population smaller or larger than 40 million). All other countries which had 

participants (not project co-ordinators) in transport projects were classified as óNon-

EUô. 

Table 4: Country groups (by geography) 

Group Countries (Total = 30) 

Nordic/UK/Ireland Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, UK 

Continental Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Luxemburg, 

Netherlands, Switzerland 

Southern Cyprus, Greece, Israel, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Spain 

Eastern Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, 

Lithuania, Latvia, Poland, Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia  

 

Table 5: Country groups (by size) 

Group Countries (Total = 30)  

EU 15: Large France, Germany, Spain, Italy, UK 

EU 15: Other Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, 

Luxemburg, Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden 

New Member States & 

Associated Countries 

Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, 

Israel, Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Norway, Poland, 

Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia, Switzerland 

 

2.4 Conducting the interviews 

The purpose of the interviews was to attain first-hand information on the design and 

management of the transport programmes in FP5 and FP6. This included factual 

information that was not easily available from written documentation, such as the 

                                                      

1
 The designation of óassociated countriesô is limited to Norway, Switzerland and Israel to allow 

for a meaningful comparison of the distribution of the different types of projects between 

different countries between FP5 and FP6 (see Annex 1). 
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formal and informal co-ordination procedures between DG TREN and DG RTD, as 

well as the project officersô subjective assessments of the strengths and weaknesses 

of various programme components and administrative structures. 

The interviews were carried out as semi-structured interviews based on interview 

guidelines. These guidelines essentially structured the interviews into seven sections. 

The first section asked for background information about the interviewee such as 

current position, job description during FP5 and FP6, educational background, etc. 

The second section focused on the changes in thematic orientation from FP4 onwards 

to FP5 and FP6. The third section was dedicated to project instruments with a specific 

focus on the introduction of Networks of Excellence and Integrated Projects in FP6. 

The fourth and fifth sections discussed the administrative procedures for programme 

design and project management . The final two sections focused on the perceived 

quality of the projects and their impacts. The complete interview guidelines are 

attached as Annex 3 to this document.    

Twelve Commission officials were selected for the interviews on the basis of their 

responsibilities in the design phases of FP5 and FP6 and the subsequent 

management of projects. Eleven of the twelve persons selected agreed to be 

interviewed by phone or in person for approximately 45 minutes. During FP5 and FP6 

seven of those persons worked for DG TREN and four for DG RTD. From DG RTD, 

officials managing projects in air, maritime and rail transport were interviewed. The DG 

TREN interviewees included officials responsible for strategic research, urban 

transport, rail and intermodal transport, air, space and GALILEO, as well as FP 

programme design and internal research co-ordination. A complete list of interviewees 

is attached to this document as Annex 4.  
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3 Transport research in the 5th and 6th Framework Programmes 

Transport research has been a part of the EU Framework Programmes (FP) since the 

start of FP2 in 1987. During this period it has rapidly increased in size and there have 

been several changes in thematic orientation and implementation modalities. 

According to DG RTD,2 transport research in FP2 and FP3 was largely focused on 

increasing industrial competitiveness, whereas environmental concerns and other 

issues of public interest were added to the research agenda as of FP4. This trend 

continued with FP5 and with an additional emphasis on social issues, thus the 

overarching goal of sustainable development. With the creation of the concept of a 

European Research Area (ERA) in 2000 (cf. European Council 2000) and the terrorist 

attacks of 11 September 2001, two new issues appeared in the design stage of FP6. 

The first was the introduction of new instruments for research funding specifically 

designed to support the re-structuring required for the establishment of the ERA. The 

second was research on security in the transport system, which was given a 

prominent role in the Work Programme. 

European Community decisions on research are made under the co-decision 

procedure, with the Commission being in charge of drafting initial legislative proposals. 

These are then discussed and revised by the Council and the European Parliament. 

According to Graham Stroud, Head of Unit for the Support for the Implementation of 

the Research Programmes in DG RTD, the Commissionôs starting point for drafting 

proposals for Framework Programmes, is ñalways the previous Framework 

Programmes and the results and evaluations of outputsé Results can continue to 

come in a long time after the project finishes, maybe three to five years or more, so 

you may not see the whole picture for some timeò . (CORDIS 2006) The Commission 

drafts its proposals after, and alongside, extensive public consultation with 

stakeholders, including academia, industry, civil society and other European 

Institutions (DG Research 2009).  

This process also requires significant intra-Commission consultation. Five Directorate-

Generals were involved in managing FP6, for example: DG Research, DG Information 

Society, DG Transport and Energy, DG Enterprise, DG Fisheries. Programme 

Committees also play an important role. These committees are composed of experts 

from Member States and representatives from associate countries, and they consult 

on, and have to agree to, the Commission's management of a specific Work 

Programme (CORDIS 2006).  

The Commissionôs proposal for the Framework Programme is simultaneously 

submitted to the Council and European Parliament (EP) for amendment and/or 

adoption according to the rules of co-decision. The details of the specific programmes, 

                                                      

2
 Interviews carried out for SITPRO Plus project with 11 officials from DG RTD and DG TREN 

(see Annex for details). 
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Rules for Participation and the Work Programmes are worked out in parallel to the co-

decision procedure (CORDIS 2006).  

3.1 Adoption of the Fifth Framework Programme 

The Commission submitted its proposal for FP5 in April 1997 (EC 1998). The 

Framework Programme was not adopted until 17 November 1998 in the fourth 

meeting of the Conciliation Committee between the Council and EP, due to a 

disagreement over the budget. (The EP, advised by its Research Committee, 

supported the Commissionôs proposed budget of ECU 16,300 million, while the 

Council wanted to limit it to ECU 14,000 million (EU Parliament 2009). The final sum 

agreed upon was ECU 14,960 million. (CORDIS 1998)) There were also some 

disagreements concerning the Programmeôs implementation and structure.  

The Joint Text agreed on by the Conciliation Committee included an outline of the 

Programmeôs óThemesô and óKey Actionsô. (The initial structure proposed by the 

Commission had been amended during co-decision. The Councilôs Common Position 

of 14 January 1998, for example, suggested the addition of Key Action óLand 

Transport and Marine Technologiesô to the GROWTH Programme.) The Joint Text 

also described the aims of each Key Action and specified appropriate points for 

research, development and innovation. 

3.2 Adoption of the Sixth Framework Programme 

The Commissionô proposal for FP6 was transmitted to the Council and EP in February 

2001 by DG Research Commissioner Philippe Busquin (EC 2001). The EP suggested 

319 amendments to the proposal in its first reading, most which were (in whole or in 

part) accepted by the Commission (EC 2002). The Commission then submitted a 

modified proposal to the Council on 23 November 2001, who adopted its Common 

Position in December (Times Higher Education 2002a).  

An agreement on FP6 was reached in the second reading following an informal 

trialogue (organized by the Parliamentary Committee on Industry, External Trade, 

Research and Energy) in May 2002. The Council and EP representatives agreed to 34 

compromise amendments, principally on matters of ethics and individual programme 

budgets (Times Higher Education 2002b), which were then endorsed by the 

Commission (EC 2002). During co-decision, the EP had also proposed the concept of 

a óstairway of excellenceô (an initiative to support ñresearch activities of a more limited 

scope and ambitionò via specific targeted research projects and co-ordination actions 

(DG Research 2002b)) and pushed the Council to support it more fully. (Caudron 

2002) Rapporteur Gérard Caudron (of the Committee on Industry, External Trade, 

Research and Energy), for example, expressed concern that FP6 risked excluding 

smaller research actors, including SMEs and participants from the candidate 
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countries, by ñgiving priority to the funding of priority themes via the new instrumentsò . 

(Caudron 2002) The EP also introduced an amendment adding references to Article 6 

of the Treaty of Amsterdam and the conclusions of the Gothenburg European Council 

in June 2001 regarding sustainable development. The proposal for FP6 was signed by 

the Council and EP on 27 June 2002. 

3.3 Implementation and management of the Transport Programme 

Following the official adoption of a new Framework Programme, specific thematic 

committees are formed to produce a multi-annual work programme. In the case of 

transport research, the committee is comprised of representatives of DG RTD and DG 

TREN and may include consultation with external experts. The draft work programme 

contains a broad outline of relevant research themes within each area of transport and 

a draft schedule for their implementation throughout the Framework Programme. The 

draft work programme is then submitted to the so-called Programme Committee, 

composed of delegates from each Member State, and a final schedule is set for its 

implementation. Following its adoption by the Programme Committee, the Work 

Programme is officially published. 

The Work Programme is implemented through a set of calls for proposals. DG RTD 

and DG TREN launch separate calls for proposals, containing different research tasks. 

Sometimes calls are launched simultaneously, but sometimes one of the DGs 

launches a call on its own. There are numerous different types of calls, including 

(unique) periodic calls, in which very specific tasks are published, and open calls are 

announced with regular cut-off dates where proposals for certain areas of research 

can be accepted over a prolonged period of time.  

Proposals answering to the calls undergo a peer evaluation process, which is 

organized and paid for by the European Commission. Successful projects usually 

begin between 12 and 18 months after the proposal was submitted, following 

extensive negotiations with the Commission services responsible. Indeed, this period 

was somewhat longer in FP6 than in FP5 due to stricter financial checks and 

administrative requirements. 

Once the contract has been signed, projects are continuously monitored during their 

lifetime by the project officer responsible from DG TREN or DG RTD. This monitoring 

includes the review of project deliverables and regular progress/activity reports, which 

are considered important for increasing the relevance and effect of transport projects.  
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4 Transport projects in FP5 and FP6 

In FP5, all transport projects were concentrated in the Specific Programme 

óCompetitive and Sustainable Growthô. Within the programme they were grouped into 

the following three thematic areas, called óKey Actionsô. (cf. CORDIS 2009a) 

 Key action 2: Sustainable mobility and intermodality  

 Key action 3: Land transport and marine technologies  

 Key action 4: New perspectives in aeronautics 

In FP6, transport projects were dispersed over three different top-level priorities of the 

Research Programme. óAeronautics and Spaceô constituted a Priority of its own 

(óPriority 4ô), whereas surface transport was one of three sub-priorities in óPriority 6 ï 

Sustainable development, global change and ecosystemsô. Finally, strategic transport 

research was split between the sectoral research areas in Priorities 4 and 6 and 

óPriority 8 ï Research for Policy Supportô.  

Each Key Action in FP5 and Priority in FP6 contained several sub-themes. For the 

purpose of analysis and presentation in this report, these were re-classified into mode 

(Air & Space; Surface Transport; Policy) and type (Strategic; Technology; 

Management, System & Design), as illustrated in section 2 above. Table 6 shows the 

number and distribution of FP5 and FP6 projects organized by mode of transport (Air 

& Space; Surface Transport; Policy). The first and most obvious observation is that the 

overall number of transport projects was reduced from 512 in FP5 to 457 in FP6, while 

the budget was increased from 2.4 million to 3 million. This clearly shows a significant 

increase in average project size, mostly due to changes in the types of instruments 

used. A detailed discussion of this shift in instruments can be found in section 4.2. 

In terms of transport modes, in FP5 just over half of the projects were dedicated to 

surface transport, approximately one third to air transport and just over 10% to policy 

research (such as the long-term planning of the European transport system). As a 

result of larger project sizes in the air sector, the overall budget distribution was 

strongly in favour of air transport (56%), with 36% allocated to surface transport and 

only 8% to policy research.  

For FP6 the picture looks slightly different. Table 6 shows that a larger proportion of 

the 457 transport projects was devoted to air & space (52%), while the number of 

surface transport projects was reduced in absolute numbers (from 277 to 210) and in 

proportion (from 54% to 46%). But it is important to note that in terms of absolute 

budget there was in fact an increase for surface transport (from 860 million Euro to 

more than 1.2 billion). The reason for this divergent trend was the large increase in 

average project size for surface transport from FP5 to FP6, whilst the average size of 

air transport projects was largely stable. The total budget for air & space increased 

from 1.4 to 1.8 billion, which is a similar proportional increase to that of the surface 

transport budget. 
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Table 6: Number and budget of FP5 and FP6 transport projects by mode 

 
 

 
FP5   

 
FP6  

  

Number 
of 

projects 

Share of 
projects 

in % 

Cumulative  
budget 

(in 1000 Euro) 

Share of 
budget in 

% 

Number 
of 

projects 

Share of 
projects 

in % 

Cumulative 
budget 

(in 1000 Euro) 

Share of 
budget in % 

Policy 68 13.3 199,630 8.3 10 2.2 12,860 0.4 

Surface 
transport 

277 54.1 859,948 35.7 210 46.0 1,209,436 39.7 

Air & space 167 32.6 1,352,139 56.1 237 51.9 1,821,523 59.8 

Total 512 100 2,411,718 100.0 457 100 3,043,820 100.0 

 

Due to changes in the structure of the transport programmes, the project and budget 

figures for policy research are not easily comparable between FP5 and FP6. While in 

FP5 most policy research projects were grouped together in the thematic area óSocio-

economic research scenariosô, in FP6 the same kind of research projects were 

dispersed over several areas. In FP6, for example, urban transport including policy 

research became a separate category within ósurface transportô and is statistically not 

attributed to ópolicyô in Table 6. 

For this reason, and in order better to understand the distribution of types of research, 

a second re-classification was made that distinguishes between strategic research, 

research on management, systems and design, and technology research (see Table 

7). A comparison of this classification between FP5 and FP6 shows not only that 

policy research was dispersed over different thematic areas from one Framework 

Programme to the next, but also that the overall number of all kinds of strategic 

research projects was in fact reduced by more than 60%. 3On the other hand, the 

types of projects related to transport management, systems and design increased 

markedly from 24% of all projects in FP5 to 52% in FP6. This was also at the expense 

of technology research, which was reduced from 41% of all projects to 33%.  

  

                                                      

3
 In this classification óStrategic Researchô includes all policy projects, but also strategically 

oriented surface transport projects related to infrastructure planning and charging, safety, 

environment, etc. A detailed description of how this classification was conducted is presented in 

Section 2.   
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Table 7: Number and budget of FP5 and FP6 projects by type 

 
 

 
FP5   

 
FP6  

  

Number 
of 

projects 

Share of 
projects 

in % 

Cumulative  
budget 

(in 1000 Euro) 

Share of 
budget in 

% 

Number 
of 

projects 

Share of 
projects 

in % 

Cumulative 
budget 

(in 1000 Euro) 

Share of 
budget in % 

Strategic 177 35 552,468 23 68 15 263,896 9 

Management, 
system and 
design 

123 24 553,950 23 238 52 1,796,055 59 

Technology 212 41 1,305,300 54 151 33 983,869 32 

Total 512 100 2,411,718 100.0 457 100 3,043,820 100.0 

 

Commission officials mainly attribute the shift from technology research towards 

projects in the area of management, system and design to the overall thematic 

evolution of the transport programme. The early Framework Programmes were mainly 

designed as support for industrial research with the aim of increasing competitiveness 

and most of the research therefore focused on technology. In recent years, however, 

the objectives of the Framework Programmes have broadened to include more 

general societal concerns and to support a wider range of EU policies, and so from 

FP5 to FP6 there was a shift to a wider range of research activities supporting the 

overarching goal of sustainability. Furthermore, once technologies have been 

developed, the emphasis of research naturally shifts towards how these technologies 

can be used and applied, and therefore towards research concentrating on issues of 

management, system and design. 

In air transport, for example, a new emphasis was placed on issues such as 

passenger comfort and passenger rights. In this specific field, non-technological safety 

and security research has also come to the fore over the last few years and matters of 

airspace control have grown in importance with increasing congestion in the sky and 

at airports. In a similar way, in surface transport a broad range of topics was 

emphasized at the expense of technology research.  

In addition to changes in thematic orientation and the shift in focus to the use and 

application of technologies, technology research appears also to have been reduced 

due to more structural changes in the Framework Programmes. On the whole, there 

has been a slight tendency to increase networking and integration activities in line with 

the attempts to establish a European Research Area (ERA) (see also Table 8). Since 

technology projects are over-represented among the research and demonstration 

projects and under-represented among the networking activities, a move towards the 

latter will automatically reduce the number of technology projects.      

The shift away from strategic research appears to be due to several inter-related 

factors. The first concerns the joint administration of the Work Programme by DG RTD 
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and DG TREN. Traditionally, DG TREN had been in charge of policy research 

because they were the main beneficiaries of this type of research. For good reasons 

DG TREN decided they wanted to be as closely linked to the research activities as 

possible. In FP4, the transport projects managed by DG TREN were monitored by a 

separate research unit. This was changed in FP5 with the decision to dissolve the DG 

TREN research unit and assign the project officers directly to the policy units. This 

way it was hoped to strengthen the direct interaction with policy makers even further. 

DG RTD, on the other hand, concentrated on those aspects of transport research that 

were not directly policy-relevant, such as technological development and basic 

research. In the process of designing FP6 a larger proportion of the transport research 

budget was allocated to DG RTD than in FP5 and thus the scope for policy research 

at DG TREN was somewhat reduced. 

A second factor was the perception of policy research by the DG TREN hierarchy. 

Apparently, certain key policy makers were dissatisfied with the direct applicability of 

FP4 and FP5 research projects for the development of European Transport Policy. 

The three most frequently voiced criticisms were that the results of research projects 

were too theoretical; they were not conveyed well or not in a useful format for policy 

makers; and research projects were too slow in delivering results as compared with 

consulting studies directly commissioned by DG TREN. For these reasons, at the end 

of FP5 it was decided to rely more on the latter and reduce the number of policy 

projects in the Framework Programme.  

Third, it was mentioned by two senior EC officials that, in a way, certain types of policy 

research had become obsolete for the Commission after FP5. Policy research had first 

been introduced into the Framework Programmes in the design of FP4, directly 

following the experiences of DG TREN with the drafting of the first Common Transport 

Policy White Paper (CTP) in 1992. During this process the Commission realized that 

they not only lacked much of the policy-relevant data and information for developing a 

CTP, but there were also no genuinely European networks of transport experts that 

could be consulted for this purpose. Therefore part of the FP4 transport programme 

was dedicated to establishing a European transport research community. By FP5 the 

community of experts was already much better integrated and provided the necessary 

linkages between the national and the European levels. Indeed, at the end of FP5, the 

proliferation of óEuropean expertiseô had reached a point where the Commission did 

not deem it necessary to continue supporting it on a large scale. 

4.1 Project instruments in the Framework Programme 

With two exceptions, similar types of instruments were used for research, 

demonstration and networking projects in FP5 and FP6. Table 1 in section 2 above 

presents the seven different types of instruments and indicates in which Framework 

Programme they were used. For the first three groups ï research, support and co-

ordination ï there was basically only a change of names between FP5 and FP6. The 
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remaining four groups are Framework Programme specific. The most important 

change between the two FPs was the introduction of Networks of Excellence and 

Integrated Projects. This is described in detail in section 4.2.   

Table 8 shows the distribution of project instruments in FP5 and FP6. The vast 

majority of projects were research projects in both FPs, whereby they were divided 

between ótraditionalô small-scale research projects and Integrated Projects in FP6. In 

the area of networking projects the number of Thematic Networks and Concerted 

Actions in FP5 was roughly the same as the number of Co-ordination Actions in FP6. 

However, with the additional introduction of NoEs in FP6 the networking component of 

the transport programme was significantly strengthened. A small increase can be 

observed for óSupportô projects.   

Table 8: Number of projects by instruments 

 FP5 FP6 

 
Number of 

projects 
% 

Number of 
projects 

% 

Research 343 67.0 253 55.4 

Support 64 12.5 74 16.2 

TN/CA 40 7.8 46 10.1 

TP 23 4.5 - - 

CRC 42 8.2 - - 

IP - - 74 16.2 

NoE - - 10 2.2 

Total 512 100 457 100 

 

 

A first analysis of the distribution of project instruments in Table 8 may suggest a large 

reduction in the number of research projects from FP5 to FP6, a stable number of 

networking projects and a large number of projects which are óNew Instrumentsô in 

FP6. However, if we were to assume, for the purpose of comparative analysis, that IPs 

are essentially large research projects and NoEs correspond to large-scale TNs/CAs, 

Table 8 actually shows that the introduction of the New Instruments did not lead to a 

large change in the structure of the transport research programme from FP5 to FP6. In 

FP5, 343 projects were research, demonstration or combined projects (RTD), which 

corresponds to 67% of all projects. In FP6, 327 projects were RTD projects or IPs, i.e. 

70% of all projects. A similar observation can be made for networking projects; in FP5 

there were 63 Thematic Networks, Concerted Actions and Technology Platforms,4 as 

opposed to 56 Co-ordination Actions and NoEs in FP6.  

                                                      

4
 Technology Platforms are not solely dedicated to networking activities.   
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The only significant change can be observed for the Support projects where the 

number of projects remained largely the same, but the average project size in terms of 

budget was reduced by more than 50%. A more detailed analysis shows that this is 

not due to a few óoutliersô of very large Support projects in FP5 or a few, very small, 

projects in FP6, but rather to a real systematic shift reducing the average project size.  

4.2 Introduction of óNew Instrumentsô in FP6 

In FP6, two new instruments for research funding were introduced; Integrated Projects 

(IPs) and Networks of Excellence (NoEs). IPs are large-scale research projects with 

the objective of ñintegrating together the critical mass of activities and resources 

needed to achieve ambitious clearly defined scientific and technological objectivesò. 

(EC 2003a, p.1) NoEs, on the other hand, are networking projects designed to 

ñovercome the fragmentation of European research where the main deliverable 

consists of a durable structuring and shaping of the way that research in Europe is 

carried out on a particular research topicò. (EC 2003b, p.1) 

According to the official decision establishing the 6
th

 Framework Programme, there 

were three principal reasons for introducing the New Instruments (cf. Decision 

1513/2002/EC). First and foremost, they were seen as a means to support the 

integration of European research activities in line with the decision of the Lisbon 

Council Meeting to establish a European Research Area (ERA) (cf. European Council 

2000). Second, larger projects were to help to attain a critical mass of capacities in the 

fragmented research sector. Third, the New Instruments were expected to simplify 

management procedures by concentrating efforts on fewer, but larger projects.  

Interviews with European Commission officials suggest that there might have been a 

range of additional reasons of varying importance for the decision. Most officials agree 

that simplification of management procedures and thus a reduction of the 

administrative workload on the Commission played an important role. But, instead of 

an overall reduction in workload, there was rather a shift of the burden from the 

Commission services to project management teams (see also section 5 below). This 

became necessary given ever growing EU research budgets, not accompanied by 

corresponding increases in European Commission personnel.  

In some sectors, especially in aeronautics, the need for bringing together critical mass 

in large projects appears to be undisputed. This is due to the wide range of expertise 

required for certain types of research, as well as the feasible minimum size for 

industrial development in the aeronautics sector. In many other sectors, however, 

critical mass considerations seem strangely out of place. This was mentioned by EC 

officials particularly for urban transport and many types of strategic research.  

The most commonly mentioned additional reason for introducing the New Instruments 

was the urge to innovate and to show that the Framework Programmes are constantly 

improving. This was referred to by one interview partner as ñpolicy entrepreneurshipò 



  DELIVERABLE 1 26 

and by another as ñchange for changeôs sakeò. It was also mentioned that a general 

bureaucratic tendency to favour fewer, larger projects may have come into play, with 

the desire for increased visibility to relevant stakeholders and the general public. 

Finally, some respondents saw the New Instruments also as a reaction and a signal to 

the new target group of large industrial consortia, for whom autonomy in project 

management would be important.  

Both of the New Instruments are characterized by their large size, both in terms of 

budget and number of partners. The median budget in the FP6 transport programme 

was more than 19 million Euro for IPs and 5.5 million for NoEs (see Table 9). This 

means that the average IP was more than five times as large as the average research 

project in FP5, and the average NoE was roughly four times the size of the FP5 

Thematic Networks. The only comparable instruments in FP5 were the Technology 

Platforms (TPs) with a median budget of around 6 million Euro and with more than 30 

partners on average. However, only 23 TPs were carried out in FP5, as opposed to 84 

IPs and NoEs in FP6. 

Table 9: Median
5
  FP5 and FP6 project budgets by instrument (in 1000 Euro)  

 FP5 median budget FP6 median budget 

Research 3,577 3,676 

Support 804 355 

TN/CA 1,323 1,150 

TP 6,863 - 

CRC 1,188 - 

IP - 19,447 

NoE - 5,500 

 

What the information on budget does not reveal, however, is potential changes in 

participation between different types of instruments. According to the 2004 evaluation 

of the effectiveness of the New Instruments, the participation of SMEs and project 

partners from the New Member States was particularly low in IPs and NoEs (cf. 

Marimon 2004).  

After nearly six years of experience with the New Instruments their record can at best 

be described as mixed. Whilst the 2004 evaluation was still hopeful that there was a 

ñbroad consensus on the relevance of the New Instrumentsò (Marimon 2004, p.10), 

more recent reports have questioned their success and usefulness (e.g. COWI 2009).   

                                                      

5
 The median is the number separating the higher half of a population from the lower half. Thus, 

the median can be found by arranging all the observations from lowest value to highest value 

and picking the middle one (cf. Wikipedia). Unlike the mean (or average), it is immune to 

óoutliersô, i.e. very large or very small values which may distort the average.   
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In general, the main criticism focuses on the administrative burden on the project 

consortium, the size and composition of consortia and the expectations for durable 

integration. According to Marimon (2004), the latter two issues are particularly 

problematic for NoEs, where consortia are often artificially large in order to achieve a 

specific project size or regional balance. Competitors might also be willing to co-

operate in a project, but they are very unlikely to integrate in the way initially foreseen 

for NoEs. Realizing these problems, the air transport programme of DG RTD decided 

two years ago not to issue any new calls for NoEs. 

4.3 Project sizes and number of participants 

The number of partners in European transport projects ranges between one and more 

than one hundred in FP5 and FP6. More than half of all projects, however, are in the 

range of between six and twelve partners. This section illustrates the project sizes in 

terms of project participants for different modes and types of transport projects and the 

development from FP5 to FP6.    

Table 10 shows a breakdown of the differences in project size (defined by the number 

of participants) across research under the different modes (policy; surface transport; 

air & space) for FP5 and FP6 respectively. Over half of the transport projects in FP5 

had 6-12 participants (57%). It is interesting to note that the average number of 

participants for policy research and surface transport were almost equal, whereas in 

air transport there were only a few small projects and many large ones. More 

specifically, the percentage of large projects (13+ participants) was 43% for air as 

compared with only approximately 27% for surface transport and policy research. Only 

7 out of 156 air & space research projects in FP5 were small projects with 1-5 

participants.  

In FP6, the overall proportion of medium-size projects with 6-12 participants fell to 

45%. In air & space and surface transport research there was a shift to larger projects. 

The increase in the proportion of surface transport projects with more than 13 

participants was particularly striking (27% to 40%). The shift was proportionally 

smaller for air & space (44% to 51%) because the number of large projects within this 

mode was already quite high in FP5. This shift to more project partners can be 

explained by the introduction of the New Instruments in FP6. Although Technology 

Platforms in FP5 generally had a lot of participants,6 they only accounted for 4.5% of 

projects (see Table 8). By contrast, IPs and NOEs accounted for 18.4% of projects in 

FP6.7  

                                                      

6
 Technology Platforms in transport research in FP5 had an average (mean) of 35 participants, 

with the size ranging from 5 to 130 participants.  

7
 IPs had an average of 31 participants and a range of 6-67; NOEs an average of 26 

participants and a range of 13-70. 
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Table 10: Number of participants by mode 

   

Number of participants per 

project Total 

 Mode   

Small 

(1 ï 5) 

Medium 

(6 ï 12) 

Large 

(13+)   

Policy 

  

% within FP5 (n=58) 15.5 56.9 27.6 100.0 

% within FP6 (n=10) 0 80.0 20.0 100.0 

Surface 

transport 

% within FP5 (n=258) 13.2 59.7 27.1 100.0 

% within FP6 (n=200) 13.0 47.0 40.0 100.0 

Air & space % within FP5 (n=156) 4.5 51.9 43.6 100.0 

% within FP6 (n=202) 8.4 41.1 50.5 100.0 

Total 

  

% within FP5 (n=472) 10.6 56.8 32.6 100.0 

% within FP6 (n=412) 10.4 44.9 44.7 100.0 

 

Table 11 shows the number of project participants by the type of research. In FP5, by 

far the highest percentage of large projects can be found in the area of management, 

system and design with almost 47% of all projects. In comparison, in the areas of 

strategic research and technology there were much fewer large projects (33% and 

23% respectively). This also illustrates the overall picture; there were very few small 

projects in management, system and design, while more than two thirds of all projects 

were either ósmallô or ómediumô for the other two areas. 

Not surprisingly, the number of large projects increases for two of the three areas 

(management and technology) in FP6 and remains stable for the third (strategic) one. 

What is more surprising, however, is the increase in the percentage of small projects 

for management, system and design at the expense of medium-sized projects. One 

possible explanation is the reduction in the average size of Specific Support activities 

from FP5 to FP6 (see Table 9). In fact, in the specific case of management, system 

and design the number of Specific Support activities increased from four projects (3% 

of all management projects) in FP5 to 32 projects (13%) in FP6. This could also be 

due to a number of technologies, developed in earlier FPs, entering the 

demonstration/use stage and entailing a shift in research to a management, system 

and design focus, which is often less resource-driven than the initial technology 

research.  

On the whole, both Table 10 and Table 11 once more illustrate the results of the 

introduction of the New Instruments in FP6. Regardless of how the projects are 
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organized, nearly all categories show a steep increase in the number of large projects 

with 13 or more participants.     

 

Table 11: Number of participants by type 

   

Number of participants per 

project Total 

Type   

Small 

(1 ï 5) 

Medium 

(6 ï 12) 

Large 

(13+)   

Strategic  % within FP5 (n=160) 11.2 55.6 33.1 100.0 

% within FP6 (n=67) 16.4 50.7 32.8 100.0 

MGMT, system 

& design 

% within FP5 (n=120) 4.2 49.2 46.7 100.0 

% within FP6 (n=234) 10.3 40.6 49.1 100.0 

Technology % within FP5 (n=192) 14.1 62.5 23.4 100.0 

% within FP6 (n=111) 7.2 50.5 42.3 100.0 

Total 

  

% within FP5 (n=472) 10.6 56.8 32.6 100.0 

% within FP6 (n=412) 10.4 44.9 44.7 100.0 

 

4.4 Country distribution of project co-ordinators and participants 

As a general principle any country may participate in the Framework Programmes, but 

the procedures for participation and the access to funding depends on the country in 

question. From FP5 to FP6, the number of countries represented in transport research 

grew from 37 to 56, although the vast majority came from the Member States and 

associated countries (who also pay a share of the Programmeôs overall budget). In 

FP6, associated countries included the EEA countries (Iceland, Norway, Lichtenstein), 

candidate countries (e.g. Turkey, Croatia), as well as Israel and Switzerland (cf. EC 

2009). Furthermore, the Commission encourages a regional balance within projects, 

i.e. the involvement of researchers from across the Union. However, no project co-

ordinators came from Cyprus, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania or Malta in FP5 or FP6. 

This section compares the distribution of project participation and project co-ordination 

within the European Union and the associated countries in FP5 and FP6. To achieve 

this, Member States and (selected) associated countries were re-classified into groups 

according to both ógeographyô and ósizeô. These groupings are shown in Table 12 and 

Table 13. (All other countries from which participants, but not co-ordinators came were 



  DELIVERABLE 1 30 

grouped as óNon-EUô.) In analyzing the distribution of projects, population was used as 

a guide as to whether the proportion of participation/co-ordination from each country 

group was órepresentativeô. (See Annex 1 for more details on methodology.) The 

assignment of specific countries to the country groups is presented in Table 4 and 

Table 5 above. 

The first observation to be made from Table 12 and Table 13 is that the different 

regions are not equally represented in the Framework Programmes. Table 12 shows 

that transport research projects were particularly concentrated in óContinentalô 

countries (with around 50% of the participants in both FP5 and FP6, while accounting 

for only 37% of the total population) and away from óEasternô countries (accounting for 

21% of the population, but with only 4% and 8% of the participants in FP5 and FP6 

respectively). This observation is reflected in Table 13 by the over-representation of 

the óEU-15: Otherô group and the under-representation of new Member States and 

associated countries.  

 

Table 12: Project co-ordination and participation across country groups (by geography) 

 FP5 FP6  

 Country groups 
% of co-

ordinators 
% of all 

participants 
% of co-

ordinators 
% of all 

participants 
% of total 
population 

 Nordic/UK/Ireland 29.5 23.2 16.0 19.7 17.5 

 Continental 54.3 52.5 59.7 47.2 37.4 

 Southern 15.0 19.8 19.7 22.4 24.3 

 Eastern 1.2 3.7 4.6 8.3 20.7 

Non-EU - 0.8 - 2.4 - 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

(Count) (512) (4045) (457) (5960) 
(497,056,3

80) 
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Table 13: Project co-ordination and participation across country groups (by geography) 

 FP5 FP6  

 Country groups 
% of co-

ordinators 
% of all 

participants 
% of co-

ordinators 
% of all 

participants 

% of total 
population 

EU-15: Large 66.0 64.3 63.2 59.0 60.6 

EU-15: Other 29.3 27.2 29.8 25.8 16.0 

New Member States 
and associated 

4.7 7.7 7.0 12.7 23.4 

Non-EU - 0.8 - 2.4 - 

Total 100 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

(Count) (512) (4045) (457) (5960) 
(497,056,3

80) 

 

The second observation is that the distribution of project participation is not the same 

as the distribution of project co-ordination. In both re-classifications, the over- 

(Nordic/UK/Ireland, Continental, EU-15) or under- (Southern, Eastern, 

New/associated) representation of each region in the Framework Programmes was 

more pronounced for the co-ordination of projects than for overall participation. This 

was most striking for Eastern Europe, which accounts for 21% of the population, but 

only 1% of project co-ordinators in FP5 and 5% in FP6. This discrepancy can be 

explained by the later entry of the óEasternô Member States into the EU, and suggests 

that project consortia still tend to select the project co-ordinator from one of the old 

Member States. The one noticeable exception to this observation is the representation 

of the óNordic/UK/Irelandô region (18% of total population) in project co-ordination, 

falling from 30% of co-ordinators in FP6 to 16% in FP5, compared with a fall in the 

proportion of total partners from the region of only 23% to 20%.  

Third, the distribution of project participation and co-ordination shifted from FP5 and 

FP6, in most cases towards a more órepresentativeô distribution. The most interesting 

change is the 14% drop in the proportion of co-ordinators from óNordic/UK/Irelandô, 

which was compensated by a rise in the proportion of co-ordinators from the three 

other regions (6% in óContinentalô countries, 5% in óSouthernô and 4% in óEasternô). 

The only other category to see a fall in its representation among project co-ordinators 

was the large EU-15, with a much more muted decrease from 66% to 63%. 

Specifically, there was a marked fall in the number of projects co-ordinated by the UK 

(falling from 81 to 41 projects), but there was a more than 50% fall in project co-

ordination in Denmark (12 to 2 projects), Ireland (7 to 2) and Norway (15 to 7) within 

the óNordic/UK/Irelandô region (see Table 14).  
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Table 14: Reduction in óNordic/UK/Irelandô co-ordinators from FP5 to FP6 

Country 
FP5 (Co-

ordinators) 
FP6  

(Co-ordinators) 
Change 

DK 12 2 -83% 

FI 7 5 -29% 

IE 7 2 -71% 

NO 15 7 -53% 

SE 21 16 -24% 

UK 89 41 -54% 

 

4.5 Summary of developments between FP5 and FP6 

The analysis of the project data in this chapter revealed three main developments 

between FP5 and FP6. First, although the budget for transport research in FP6 was 

larger than in FP5, there were fewer FP6 transport projects. But these projects were 

generally bigger, both in terms of budget and number of participants, particularly within 

surface transport research (air & space projects were already fairly large). Second, 

FP6 saw a shift away from strategic and technology research and towards research 

on management, system and design. Third, as regards project consortia, the 

geographical distribution of project participants and co-ordinators generally became 

slightly more órepresentativeô from FP5 to FP6, although óEasternô countries (i.e. new 

Member States) were significantly under-represented in both FPs, particularly for 

project co-ordination. A more unexpected discovery was the dramatic decrease in 

project co-ordinators from the óNordic/UK/Irelandô region in FP6. 

Based on an analysis of the project data, literature of the FPs and interviews with 

Commission officials, it appears that these changes can, in many cases, be explained 

both by a ónaturalô development in the research transport agenda from FP5 to FP6 and 

by the Commissionôs changes to the structure and thematic orientation of transport 

research in FP6. These changes occurred for a variety of reasons and included the 

introduction of IPs and NOEs (which have generally had a critical appraisal in the 

literature as well as within the Commission). The shift away from technology research 

towards management, system and design in FP6, for example, can be explained by 

the need to explore the use and application of technologies developed in earlier FPs, 

as well as by the extension of the transport programmeôs objectives (from increasing 

economic competitiveness also to including sustainability objectives) and by the 

increased emphasis on networking activities in FP6 (in which technology research is 

under-represented) by the Commission. Similarly, the reduction in strategic research 

can partly be explained by the success of previous FPs in building up óEuropean 

expertiseô in transport research (so there was less need to support it in FP6). But it is 

also due to the shift in the budget for transport research in FP6 away from DG TREN 
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(where the results of strategic transport research are used) towards DG RTD, as well 

as the perception by some at DG TREN that strategic research was not providing 

results directly useful to policy making. 
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5 Management and quality of transport projects 

This chapter is based on interviews with eleven selected Commission officials from DG RTD 

and DG TREN who were involved in designing and administering the transport programmes 

in FP5 and FP6. The interview guidelines are provided in Annex 2 and a full list of 

interviewees can be found in Annex 3.  

5.1 Relationship between DG Research and DG TREN in the transport programme 

Statement Number 

DG Research and DG TREN work together well 3 

DG Research and DG TREN do not work together well 2 

No experience of overlap in work or co-operation between the two 

DGs 

2 

 

Opinions were split on the quality of the relationship between DG Research and DG TREN. 

There were positive and negative remarks about the nature of the relationship, and, 

specifically, about the effectiveness of co-operation, from both DGs. But a more positive 

stance could generally be observed among those involved in strategic research.   

Three respondents had a positive impression of the relationship between DG Research and 

DG TREN. They mainly spoke of co-operation on the programme level, designing the Work 

Programme and administering calls, but two (one from RTD, one from TREN) also 

mentioned some co-ordination at the project level. A project officer from DG RTD 

commented that collaboration is vital to the success of the transport research programme. A 

respondent involved in research in DG TREN suggested that co-ordination will improve as 

the DGsô activities merge further. 

Two respondents (one from RTD, one from TREN) had a negative impression of the 

relationship between the two DGs, characterizing it as a rivalry. From the perspective of a 

strategic research project officer, this disharmonious co-existence between the DGs had a 

negative impact on the use of results.  

5.2 Procedures, management and administration 

There was a general consensus that the workload of project officers had increased from 

FP4, and six respondents suggested that larger projects (in the form of NOEs and IPs) were 

introduced in FP6 (at least in part) in the hope of reducing the overall burden of project 

management. This increase in workload was mainly attributed to two factors. First, the 

number of projects grew (due to a growing budget for research), whilst the number of project 

officers did not. Second, new regulations and procedures were introduced across the 
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Commission, particularly new financial rules in response to the Commissioner Cresson 

corruption scandal, which generally made the administration of projects more complicated. A 

project officer from DG RTD commented that these new financial rules had also led to a 

change in attitude towards FP projects, with the focus shifting from researchersô expertise to 

financial management. 

Most respondents felt that having fewer, larger projects had reduced the overall 

administrative burden of project management in the Commission. Two respondents (one 

from RTD, one from TREN) specifically mentioned that the clear hierarchical ópyramidô 

structure of the new instruments allowed for the efficient administration of large projects. But 

another respondent from DG TREN qualified that this observation was only true for the 

financial, rather than technical, management of projects. 

Some respondents implied that the overall corollary of more efficient project management 

was less control of individual projects. Two respondents from DG RTD said this lack of 

control gave rise to ñcheatingò, both with respect to projects not producing promised 

deliverables and expenses. Two respondents in the field of strategic research also 

suggested that larger projects carry higher risks, as research in a certain area stands or falls 

with the success of an individual project. 

Furthermore, five respondents expressed concern that these new instruments had a 

negative impact on project management at the consortium level. A respondent from DG RTD 

described the new instruments as effectively outsourcing the administrative burden of project 

management from the Commission to the project co-ordinator.  Another respondent 

suggested that the hierarchical structure had a negative impact on óhorizontalô integration 

and co-operation between project partners in aeronautics research. 

5.3 Project quality and impact 

Statement Number  

A high quality project produces useful results 4 

Academic quality is the measure of a projectôs quality 3 

A projectôs quality can be measured by its effect on the research 

community 

2 

 

It was generally assumed, particularly by those respondents with experience as project 

officers, that the delivery of promises was the first criteria by which a project should be 

judged, and that this is a precondition for the discussion of a projectôs quality. Beyond this 

prerequisite, most respondents employed several different interpretations of óqualityô when 

talking about the FP projects. 

Four respondents felt the quality of a project was reflected in the usefulness of its results, 

either for policy makers or for industry. This statement referred to the relevance of results 
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(i.e. whether the research addressed current policy issues), their presentation in an 

accessible way to non-academics, and their dissemination (i.e. results have to reach the 

potential users to be useful). 

Three respondents said the academic quality of a project was important. Academic quality 

was defined by a project officer in DG RTD as being cutting edge and ñadvancing the state 

of-the art in scientific researchò. Another DG RTD respondent remarked that, although 

academic quality and usefulness are both important criteria for evaluating a project, the two 

criteria may not coalesce: academically rigorous results may often not be accessible and/or 

relevant for policy makers, and the two criteria may even be contradictory where academic 

research is focused on longer term and/or theoretical insights.   

The restructuring and integrating effect of projects on research communities was seen as 

important by two respondents. One, from DG TREN, stressed that a broad understanding of 

ñsuccessò should be employed when evaluating projects, looking beyond their academic 

quality. By contrast, a respondent with experience in both DGs suggested that the success 

of a project should not be limited to its effect on the integration of research communities, as 

European networks are now well established.  

5.4 Evaluation of projects 

Statement Number 

The overall quality of projects is high 4 

The overall quality of projects is satisfactory 2 

The overall quality of projects is low 1 

The overall quality of projects has improved over time 3 

Some types of projects perform better/worse than others 4 

 

The majority of respondents were generally positive about research projects, with many 

stating that the quality of projects was either good or improving. Most respondents discussed 

quality in a general sense, rather than according to the criteria identified above. However, 

some specific interpretations of quality are borne out by the examples provided.  

Four respondents were on the whole very happy with the quality of projects. A project officer 

in surface transport detailed that some projects have advanced the ñstate of the artò and 

many have had a direct impact on European transport policy. Two respondents had mixed 

feelings about the overall quality of projects. For a DG TREN policy officer, the projects were 

worthwhile (because of their positive effects on the European research community), 

regardless of the quality of their results. Another respondent said that, although the 

academic quality of projects was generally high, their results were often not useful. One 

respondent from DG TREN was unhappy with the quality of strategic research projects 

because they provided few new insights (but acknowledged that the quality of technology 

research projects was probably higher).  
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Three respondents remarked that the quality of projects had improved. A DG RTD project 

officer defined quality in this statement specifically as academic quality, whilst the two 

supporting DG TREN respondents talked of quality in a more general sense. Moreover, they 

both attributed this improvement to a learning process; one said that researchers had learnt 

what policy makers were looking for and the other suggested that policy makers had learnt to 

articulate their desires more effectively.  

There were some interesting observations about the relative performances of different types 

of projects. Two respondents from DG RTD remarked that NOEs performed below average. 

A policy officer said that Thematic Networks and Concerted Actions were particularly useful 

because they provided the most relevant results. A project officer in the field of railway 

research noted that projects on new standards were of no real use. It was also observed by 

respondents from DG TREN that there was no correlation between the size of a project and 

the usefulness of its results. 

5.5 Dissemination of project results 

Statement Number 

Results are disseminated when they are published in academic journals 1 

Results are disseminated when they are distributed within the industry 2 

The dissemination of strategic research includes distribution to national 

policy makers 

3 

The dissemination of project results within the Commission could be 

better  

4 

 

It is clear that dissemination has different meanings in different contexts. It was highlighted, 

for example, that academic research results are published and the results of technology are 

contained in technology and product development. It was also noted that many results in 

aeronautics research are confidential (and so talking about dissemination is not relevant), 

but where they are publically available, they are well distributed within the industry. 

Dissemination of strategic research means distributing the results to policy makers. Three 

respondents also mentioned that the dissemination of results included their distribution to 

national policy makers. Two remarked that the distribution of strategic research to national 

policy makers was poor, while the third said that in the field of urban mobility research useful 

results were distributed widely to national policy makers. 

Most respondents from DG TREN said the dissemination of projects results within the 

Commission could be better, particularly between different units, but also acknowledged the 

difficulties of good dissemination. One respondent said, for example, that project officers do 

not organize regular meetings to inform their policy colleagues of pertinent results, but added 

that even if they did, policy officers would not have time to attend. Suggestions to improve 

dissemination included regular emails giving policy officers a brief overview of recent 



  DELIVERABLE 1 38 

research results and links to more information, a new bureau dedicated to disseminating 

research results (which could survey current research activities and invite researchers to 

come and talk about their work), and giving more guidance to researchers about how (and to 

whom) they could transmit their results within the Commission.  

5.6 Impact on European transport policy 

Statement Number 

Strategic research projects have a direct impact on transport policy 5 

Strategic research projects have limited impact on transport policy 

because their results are not useful 

3 

Strategic research projects have limited impact on transport policy 

because policy makers are not aware of their results 

3 

The impact of strategic research on transport policy depends on the 

willingness of policy makers to use their results 

3 

It is key that policy makers and researchers communicate for strategic 

research projects to be relevant to transport policy 

4 

 

Positive responses regarding the impact of strategic research on European transport policy 

came largely, and unsurprisingly, from DG TREN respondents. Examples included the 

CIVITAS programme and research on inland waterways and rail traffic management. Three 

respondents from DG TREN said they had personally used the results of research projects in 

their work as policy officers.  Among the DG RTD respondents, one acknowledged that 

projects managed by DG TREN (rather than the RTD research) mainly had an impact on 

policy and another said that results influenced policy recommendations, but these 

recommendations themselves did not have great impact.  

Three respondents from DG TREN mentioned that strategic research projects had a limited 

impact on transport policy because their results were often not relevant to current policy 

issues and/or were not presented in a readily accessible way to policy makers. One 

particularly emphasized that the format in which research results were presented often 

obscured their relevance for policy makers. A respondent with experience managing projects 

in DG RTD highlighted that some projects were oriented towards the research community 

and so their results would simply benefit researchers rather than policy makers. Three 

respondents also said that the poor dissemination of project results limited the impact of 

strategic research on transport policy.  

Three respondents across both DGs mentioned that strategic research had a limited impact 

on transport policy because policy makers were not always willing to use project results. A 

respondent from DG TREN specified that most projects produced relevant results, but their 

impact depended on the policy officerôs willingness to learn about them and to use them. 

One respondent said (in the context of the shift from FP4 to FP5 to FP6) that the Director 
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General of DG TREN did not see the value of strategic research and thought decisions could 

be made without it.  

It was agreed that the impact of strategic research on transport policy was greater when 

policy makers and researchers communicated well with one other. Communication was 

understood both as frequent contact and as the clear articulation by policy makers of what 

they want. This statement was evidenced by the impact of FP5 research on the óCity of 

Tomorrowô and the high relevance of results from Thematic Network and Concerted Actions 

for policy makers, both of which involved constant interaction between researchers and 

policy makers. It was also suggested that the integration of project officers into policy units in 

DG TREN was advantageous because it increased the direct contact between researchers 

and the potential users of their results. 

5.7 Impact on European industry 

Statement Number 

Research projects have an impact on Europeôs industrial 

competitiveness and sustainable development 

3 

Technology research projects have an impact on the structure of 

research in European industry 

1 

The impact of technology research is greater when the potential users 

are included in the process  

2 

 

Three respondents said that research projects had a positive impact on Europeôs industrial 

competitiveness and sustainable development. Two respondents discussed the direct impact 

of technology research, but a respondent from DG TREN also highlighted the indirect impact 

of strategic research projects on industrial competitiveness and sustainable development via 

EU policies. Examples of the direct impact of technology research were the Galileo 

programme, Europeôs mobile phone networks and the new generation of products and 

technologies in the aeronautics industry.  

A respondent highlighted that it was difficult to discern whether the impact of aeronautics 

research on sustainable development and industrial competitiveness was attributable to EU 

funding and might have been carried out anyway (either under national research 

programmes or for reasons of commercial interest.) As regards the European aeronautics 

industry, it was also mentioned that the Framework Programmes had had a positive impact 

on the integration of research between the large players, leading to collaboration even on 

important research projects (their ócrown jewelsô). 

Two respondents noted that technology research projects were likely to have a greater 

impact when the (potential) users of their results were involved in the process.  A project 

officer from DG TREN also observed that projects usually had a bigger impact when the 

partners had a self-interest in the results (and had written the project proposal themselves).  
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5.8 Summary of the management and quality of transport projects 

This chapter analyzes the findings from interviews with various Commission officials 

regarding the management and quality of transport projects in FP5 and FP6. Concerning 

management, there was general consensus that the administrative workload on project 

management had increased since FP4 (both due to an increased budget for transport 

research (but not personnel) and Commission-wide changes to rules and procedures). 

Whilst many felt the new instruments had eased this workload, it was suggested that this 

easing came at the price of less control over individual projects and more difficult project 

management at the consortium level. There was less consensus about the relationship 

between DG TREN and DG RTD in the management of the transport programme and 

projects, with opinions turning on individual experiences.  

Most officials were, on the whole, satisfied with the quality of transport projects. Furthermore, 

the interviewees provided different interpretations of what óqualityô might mean in transport 

research and offered some interesting insights into possible criteria for the evaluation of 

transport projects. Some potential difficulties were also mentioned, including the possible 

tension between different understandings of quality (e.g. academic rigour and relevance to 

policy makers), and whether a narrower (i.e. restricted to the (impact of the) results of a 

project) or a broader (i.e. taking into account the impact on the European research 

community) approach to quality should be adopted. 

The most commonly levelled criticism regarding the quality of transport projects was that 

their results were often poorly presented and/or disseminated (including within the 

Commission itself), although there was quite a wide range of opinions on this issue, 

depending on personal experience. Finally, there were some interesting observations that 

certain types of projects perform better than others (e.g. TNs/CAs) and some worse than 

others (e.g. NoEs). 
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6 Conclusions 

This report addressed the main properties of the transport programmes in FP5 and FP6. In 

addition to programme level information, it also provided insight into the key dimensions of 

individual transport projects and the context in which they are being carried out and 

managed. The project data analysis was based on fundamental quantitative information on 

all transport projects in FP5 and FP6, such as budget, number of participants, project 

instrument and research topic. The assessment of the programmes and their implementation 

was of a qualitative nature based on information from relevant literature and documents and 

interviews with Commission officials.    

The main findings can be summarized as follows. Of the 969 transport projects, 512 were 

carried out in FP5 and 457 in FP6. At the same time ï due to new, larger project instruments 

and slightly increased funding for most other project types ï the budget of the transport 

programme increased from 2.4 million in FP5 to 3 million in FP6. The most marked increase 

in budget and participants took place in the thematic area of surface transport, whilst in air 

and space the proportional increase was somewhat smaller. The budget for policy research 

was actually reduced. 

In terms of the types of activities funded, technology and strategic research were reduced 

from FP5 to FP6 at the expense of research on management, systems and design, which 

saw a large increase in the number of projects and in budget. The reasons behind this shift 

were found to be manifold, including a strategic re-orientation of the transport programmes 

from competitiveness to cover broader societal concerns. 

In addition to structural and thematic changes, the regional balance of transport projects also 

shifted significantly during the two Framework Programmes. In FP5, there was a strong over-

representation of Nordic countries, Ireland and the UK. On the other hand, participation from 

Southern European countries was below average and there was very little involvement at all 

of Eastern Countries. Towards FP6 the balance shifted away from the Nordic group and 

towards Continental Europe and the Southern and Eastern countries. These observations 

are largely the same, whether the analysis is carried out for project partners or co-ordinators 

(except, in a few cases, for Eastern Europe). The second change in country participation 

could be described as a óbalancingô effect, whereby the largest five Member States lost some 

of their dominance, thus leading to a more even distribution of projects among the óoldô EU 

15 Member States and a catching up process by the New Member States.    

On the whole, the management and administration of transport projects has become more 

cumbersome over the past decade, mainly due to stricter financial rules and accountability 

procedures for the work of European Institutions and increased budgets for research. With 

the introduction of new and larger project instruments, some of this additional burden was 

shifted from the Commission to project management teams. But for small-scale research, 

networking and support activities, the administrative requirements appear to have increased 

for both sides.  
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Various different concepts of óqualityô and óimpactô are implicitly and explicitly used in the 

discussion of the usefulness of European transport projects (see below). By and large, 

however, the most noteworthy finding is the questioning of the appropriateness of Networks 

of Excellence for reaching the specific goals for which they were designed (i.e. a structuring 

effect for certain research areas and the durable integration of partners).    

In view of the subject of the project, what we learn is that EU transport projects are highly 

heterogeneous in terms of project size (by budget and by number of participants), research 

themes and types of projects. Second, as SITPRO Plus aims at analyzing the effectiveness 

and impact pathways of transport projects, it is important to note that very different 

conceptual approaches to these issues are used by different groups of persons, even within 

the Commission. 

Thus, two sets of conclusions can be derived from the analysis above; one relating to the 

sampling of projects and the other one to the evaluation of project impacts. For the 

sampling process, two key dimensions emerge for determining the nature of projects. 

These should therefore be used as the primary criteria for drawing distinctions between 

groups of projects. The first is the topic of the research. The results presented in this report 

clearly show that the topic of a transport project is more than just a neutral object of study. It 

determines the context in which research is undertaken, which in turn influences the 

research design and thus the fundamental properties and objectives of the project itself. Air 

technology projects, for example, are designed and carried out in the very specific context of 

the European air sector, which is characterized by a small number of large industrial players 

and well integrated research organizations with a long history of co-operation and clearly 

specified objectives of technological development. Each of the other research areas has 

completely different circumstances and research objectives. Large sections of railway 

research, for example, concentrate on efforts to standardize and harmonize a wide range of 

different systems in a very heterogeneous field with a large spectrum of diverse actors and 

no history of European co-operation.  

The second key dimension for sampling is the type of project instrument. The idea behind 

the design and use of different instruments is clearly to provide an appropriate structure for 

conducting different types of activities, such as basic research, networking, policy support, 

etc. Each of these activities has very different types of objectives, ranging from the creation 

of new knowledge to knowledge transfer. In order to make sure that the SITPRO Plus project 

covers the entire spectrum of objectives specified by the Framework Programmes, a 

balanced selection of instruments has to be ensured. 

Other sampling-relevant criteria include project size and the regional balance of partners. 

Project size can either be determined by budget or by the number of partners. The analysis 

above shows that the budget criterion is closely related to the instrument, and thus a 

balanced choice of instruments should lead to a fairly representative selection of project size 

by budget. The regional balance of partners will be used as a secondary criterion to check 

whether the sample is actually representative of the entire population of projects.     
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As regards the evaluation of project impacts, some important structuring elements and 

basic material for the formulation of research hypotheses can be derived from the results of 

this report. In order to speak about impact, relevant output categories of EU transport 

projects have to be defined. The following main output categories were identified in the 

literature and interviews, depending on the topic and type of projects: 

Creation of knowledge ï This refers to the typical output of basic research activities, 

defined as cutting edge research advancing the state of the art and contributing to the 

(academic) knowledge base in a certain field. Actual outputs are usually publications. 

Technological development ï A large part of the European Research Programme is 

devoted to applied research on various issues, ranging from new materials to entire 

machines. Anything from the development of new processes to demonstration objects or 

products may be an output in this category.  

Knowledge transfer ï This is the primary objective of networking projects, but for most 

other types of projects this is a secondary output. Knowledge transfer can be geographical 

(i.e. from one part of Europe to another), sectoral (e.g. from researchers to NGOs), 

(inter)disciplinary, or within a sector (e.g. from rail to urban within the transport sector).   

Building research capacity ï The training and career development of researchers is an 

inherent part of any project. This is usually a consequence of the three preceding points and 

thus a secondary output. But in some cases this can be a separate aspect in a project.   

Integrating and structuring the research field ï The European Research Programmes 

have clearly led to increased co-operation among research organizations from different 

Member States. One effect of this co-operation is a re-structuring of certain research fields. 

The actual integration of research activities is one of the prime objectives of the Framework 

Programme and this is therefore a potential output to be considered by any evaluation.   

Policy support ï Direct policy-oriented research has been a part of the Framework 

Programmes since FP4. Outputs are delivered either as explicit policy recommendations or 

implicitly through the transfer of relevant knowledge.  

The evaluation process in the SITPRO Plus project is strongly impact-oriented. But the 

project also places special emphasis on how these impacts were generated and, more 

specifically, how effective and efficient different types of projects were in achieving certain 

results. For this purpose, any method for project impact assessment should not only 

concentrate on the impact pathways following the end of a project, but should also analyze 

the main input and output factors during the  lifetimes of the projects. This includes the 

monetary input to the projects as well as other resources and the time frame in which the 

work was accomplished.  

In conclusion, the findings of this report provide the basis for the selection and evaluation of 

single projects in the next stages of SITPRO Plus. In addition, the report should serve as a 

stand-alone document to provide basic information about the EU transport research 
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programmes in FP5 and FP6 and an analysis of the most important developments over the 

years 1998 to 2006. 
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8 Annex 1 ï Methodology for processing and transformation of data 

This Annex describes how information about the projects was collected, compiled and 

prepared for sampling. 

8.1 Original datasets 

Six files were received from the European Commission detailing transport projects 

under FP5 and FP6. Four files came from DG RTD (H2 & H3 files), two from DG 

TREN. The files did not all contain the same information and no file provided all the 

information relevant for sampling. Table 1 describes the contents of these files and 

which, if any, of the relevant criteria were missing. Table 2 summarizes this 

description, giving an overview of the extent to which the sampling-relevant criteria 

were available in the original data files. 

The data received for projects under FP6 was, in general, much better (more 

comprehensive and more complete) than for those projects under FP5. The biggest 

problem with the files received was the lack of thematic objectives. This information 

was not provided in any file, save FP6 H2. Even in FP6 H2, the information on 

thematic objectives was incomplete, as it did not correspond exactly to the structure of 

the Work Programmes and was not always consistent with the codes used in the 

CORDIS project records.  
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Table 1: Original datasets 

File Contents Notes 

FP5 H2 2 spreadsheets: ñProjectsò  gave contract 

number, project acronym, title, coordinator and 

country, total cost, EC contribution, key words 

and abstract for 172 projects; ñPartnersò  had 

project acronym, title; participant name, 

acronym, role, cost and EC contribution for 

1670 partners (172 projects). 

 Both spreadsheets contained information 
about the same 172 projects; 

 The information was complete for sampling 
relevant criteria; 

 Project instrument, duration, thematic 
objective and participant country were not 
provided. 

FP5 H3 Project acronym, title, duration (days), EC 

contribution, start and end date; participant 

name, address, country, coordinator/not, 

SME/not and activity for 191 projects. 

 Duration was converted from days to months 
(figure divided by 30); 

 36 projects did not have an acronym; 

 Project instrument, total cost, thematic 
objective not provided. 

FP5 

TREN 

2 spreadsheets: ñSMIT_RTDò gave project 

acronym, title, nature, contract status, start and 

end date, estimated duration, project sector 

(key action), total cost, EC contribution; 

contractor number, acronym, name, address, 

role and country for 166 projects; ñSMIT_RTD 

(1)ò listed 168 projects by acronym/project 

number and detailed number of participants, 

project total cost and EC contribution. 

1. ñSMIT_RTD (1)ò contained information on the 
same 166 projects in ñSMIT_RTDò and on 2 
additional projects. The number of projects in 
the original file was therefore 168; 

2. Project nature gave an indication of 
instrument, but the codes used were neither 
precise nor clear; 

3. Total cost and EC contribution were missing 
for 3 projects, project nature for 6 projects 
and duration for 3. In total 8 projects were 
missing total cost, instrument or duration; 

4. Thematic objective not provided. 

FP6 H2 2 spreadsheets: ñProjectsò  had project 

number, instrument, acronym, title, total cost, 

EC contribution, pre-financing, duration, start 

and end date, thematic objective, topic 

description, abstract and keywords for 156 

projects; ñPartnersò gave project number, 

instrument, acronym, title, total cost, EC 

contribution; participant role, acronym, name 

and country for 2186 partners. 

 The ñPartnersò spreadsheet contained 
information on 11 projects not listed in the 
ñProjectsò sheet. The number of projects in 
the original file was therefore 167;  

 Thematic objectives did not correspond to the 
structure of thematic objectives in the 
Sustainable Surface Transport Work 
Programme (as they probably also captured 
the project call number). This information, as 
given, was therefore incomplete;  

 Total cost, EC contribution and duration were 
missing for 11 projects. These 11 also lacked 
thematic objective, as did 9 others.  

FP6 H3 Project acronym, number, title, abstract, total 

cost, EC contribution, status, instrument, start 

and end date, duration, Commission unit, call 

identifier, number of participants; participant 

role (coordinator/participant), name, country, 

address and contact details for 4390 

participants (300 projects). 

 File contained some energy projects under 
DG TREN calls; 

 Information complete for those criteria 
relevant for sampling; 

 Thematic objective not provided. 

FP6 

TREN 

Project acronym, title, sector description 

(thematic area), instrument, duration, start and 

end date; total EC contribution, EC contribution 

per contractor, total cost per contractor, 

contractor number, acronym, name and 

country for 2655 participants (203 projects). 

1. Information complete for sampling relevant 
criteria; 

2. Project number, thematic objective and total 
cost (as single value) not provided. 
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Table 2: Summary of availability of sampling-relevant criteria in original files (Yes, No or 

Incomplete): 

 

8.2 Completing the datasets 

CORDIS project files, project synopses and the relevant Work Programmes were used 

to complete the missing information relevant for sampling for each file. Table 3 

describes, by file, the process by which this was performed. This section then 

describes in detail how the information on the thematic objective was found, as this 

was the most difficult part of the process. 

  

File 
No. of 

Projects 
No. Acronym Title Instrument 

No. of 
Partners 

Total 
Cost 

Duration 
Them. 
Obj. 

FP 
Participant 
Country 

FP5 H2 172 Y Y Y N Y Y N N Y N 

FP5 H3 191 N I Y N Y N Y N Y Y 

FP5 TREN 168 Y Y Y I Y I I N Y Y 

FP6 H2 167 Y Y Y Y Y I I I Y Y 

FP6 H3 300 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y 

FP6 TREN 203 N Y Y Y Y N Y N Y Y 
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Table 3: Completing the datasets 

File Sources of information Notes 

FP5 H2  Project synopses published by DG 
Research

8
 (used to complete missing 

information on project instrument, duration, 
thematic objective). 

 16 of the 149 projects in the document were not in the original 
file. Details of these 16 projects were added to the database, 
bringing the total of FP5 H2 projects to 188. 

 CORDIS project records (instrument 
(contract type) and duration). 
 

 Used to complete data for 39 projects which appeared in the 
original data file, but not in the project synopses. 

 For one project
9
, duration was not unavailable. A proxy 

value was inputted according to the normal length of that 
type (instrument) of project in FP5.  

FP5 H3  Project synopses published by DG 
Research

10
 (instrument, total cost, thematic 

objective). 

 1 of the 134 projects in the document was not in the original 
file. Its details were added to the database, bringing the total of 
FP5 H3 projects to 192. 

 CORDIS project records (instrument 
(contract type), duration and acronym). 

  

 Used to complete data for 58 projects (in the original file, not in 
the project synopses) 

 Acronyms were found on CORDIS for only 14 of the 36 
projects without. The remaining 22 projects probably do 
not have acronyms. 

 EC contribution to project budget converted 
to total cost: 

 EC contribution as 100% of project 
total cost for Preparatory, 
accompanying and support, and 
Thematic Networks/Concerted Actions; 

 EC contribution as 70% of total cost of 
Research, Demonstration and 
Combined Projects, Cooperative 
research contracts and Techology 
Platforms. 

 Total cost was not available on CORDIS for the 58 projects 
where it was still lacking. Total cost was estimated based on 
the normal percentage of EC funding for different project types 
(instruments). 
Note: Research, Demonstration and Combined Projects, 
Cooperative research contracts and Technology Platforms 
receive different levels of funding, so the estimation of total 
cost for these projects may be less accurate. 

FP5 
TREN 

 Project nature converted to instrument: 

 GMA1/GMA2 to Preparatory, 
accompanying and support measures; 

 GTC1/GTC2 to Thematic 
Networks/Concerted Actions; 

 CORDIS project records (instrument for 
GRD1/GRD2 projects). 

 

 Project natures ñGMAò and ñGTCò appeared to directly 
correspond to specific instruments (Preparatory, 
accompanying and support measures and Thematic 
Networks/Concerted Actions respectively). This was checked 
and confirmed for each with 10 projects before the values were 
converted. ñGRDò appeared to capture a wide variety of 
instruments, so instrument was inputted on a project-by-project 
basis from the CORDIS. The outstanding project types (AUT, 
ETU, MCFH, SER and SUB) were not relevant for this project 
and removed from the database.  

 8 further projects (not found on CORDIS) were not relevant 
and removed. 

FP6 H2  CORDIS project records (total cost, 
duration, thematic objective). 

 Thematic objectives were changed to match the structure of 
thematic objectives in the relevant Work Programmes, using 
the information in the original file and the ñAction Lineò in the 
CORDIS project record. Where these were not available, the 
thematic objective was inferred from the project title and 
abstract. 

FP6 H3  CORDIS project records (thematic 
objective). 

 Thematic objective from taken from the project ñAction Lineò on 
CORDIS where possible, otherwise it was inferred from the 
project title and abstract. 

FP6 
TREN 

 CORDIS project records (project number 
(ñcontract numberò), total cost and thematic 
objective). 

3. As above. 

                                                      

8
 European Commission Directorate General for Research, Land transport and marine technologies: RTD activities 

supported under the growth programme 1998-2002 (Office for Official Publications of European Communities. 
Luxembourg, 2002) 
9
 FUEL-CELL ï FLYWHEEL HYBRID VEHICLE (ZEPHYR); 24 months inputted as proxy for duration. 

10
 European Commission Directorate General for Research, Aeronautics: RTD activities supported under the growth 

programme 1998-2002 (Office for Official Publications of European Communities. Luxembourg, 2002) 
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Thematic objective was the biggest gap in the original data files and the most difficult 

information to retrieve elsewhere: 

 FP5: For the most of the DG Research projects, this information was available in 

the project synopses published by the Commission. There was, however, no 

equivalent document for projects under DG TREN.  

 FP6: The thematic objective for many FP6 projects was available on the 

CORDIS, as ñAction Lineò in the project record. However, in many cases this 

information was not provided, for some projects multiple thematic objectives were 

provided, and for others the ñAction Lineò did not correspond with the structure of 

thematic objectives set out in the relevant Work Programmes. 

In order to complete the information on thematic objective, a catalogue of objectives 

was taken from the relevant Work Programmes in each Framework Programme11: 

 FP5: Transport research was conducted under Key Actions 2, 3 and 4 of the 

GROWTH Work Programme. Each of these Key Actions contained several 

Research Objectives, which in turn contained several Research Priorities. FP5 

project information on ñThematic Objectiveò was inputted at the level of Research 

Objectives, which are shown in table 4.  

 FP6: Transport research was spread across three different Work Programmes. 

These Work Programmes were: Thematic Priority óAeronautics and Spaceô; 

Thematic Priority óSustainable Development, Global Change and Ecosystemsô, 

Sub-Priority 2 óSustainable Surface Transportô; and Thematic Priority óPolicy-

oriented Research: Scientific Support to Policiesô. Similar to FP5, each of these 

Thematic Priorities captured several Research Objectives (called Research Areas 

in óAeronautics & Spaceô), which in turn captured several Research Priorities12. 

Table 5 lists the Research Objectives/Areas of transport research in FP6. As the 

Research Objectives in the óSustainable Surface Transportô Work Programme 

were very broad, the categories for ñThematic Objectiveò were expanded to 

correspond to the Research Priorities in this Programme.  

Once these tables were constructed, a thematic objective was assigned to each of the 

projects. This assignment was done using information about a projectôs ñCode Topicò 

or ñAction Lineò (in the original files and on CORDIS respectively), where available. 

Where this information was not available, thematic objective was inferred using the 

                                                      

11
 The final update of each Work Programme was used. Where structural changes occurred 

between different updates, these were minor changes and at a level of detail beyond that 

relevant for sampling. These changes were therefore not problematic for the categorisation of 

thematic objectives. 

12
 The Work Programme for Sub-Priority óSustainable Surface Transportô was published 

separately from the rest of Thematic Priority óSustainable Development, Global Change and 

Ecosystemsô. But the Sub-Priorities óAeronauticsô and óSpaceô were published together in one 

Work Programme. The only part of the Policy-oriented Research: Scientific Support to Policiesô 

Work Programme relevant to transport research was Sub-Priority 3 óôUnderpinning the economic 

potential and cohesion of a larger and more integrated European Unionô. 
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project title, abstract and the relevant Work Programmes. Where a project covered 

more than thematic objective, the most pertinent was inputted. Where there was not 

enough information to make a judgment about a projectôs thematic objective the code 

ñOther/N.A.ò was assigned to it
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Table 4: Research Objectives which fall under the three transport-relevant Key Actions of the 

GROWTH Work Programme in FP5  

 

Table 5: Transport-relevant Research Objectives/Areas in FP6 

 

 

Key Action Research Objectives

2 Sustainable Mobility and Intermodality 2.1 Socio-economic scenarios for mobility of people and goods

2.2 Infrastructures and their interfaces with transport means and systems

2.3 Modal and intermodal transport management systems

2.3.3. Second generation GNSS

3 Land Transport and Marine Technologies 3.1 Critical technologies for road and rail transport

3.2 Critical marine technologies

Technology Platforms

4 New Perspectives in Aeronautics 4.1 Reducing aircraft development cost and time to market

4.2 Improving aircraft efficiency

4.3 Improving environmental friendliness of aircraft

4.4 Improving operational capability and safety of aircraft

Technology Platforms

Thematic Priority Research Area/Objective

AERO-1 Aeronautics AERO-1.1 Strengthening Competitiveness

AERO-1.2 Improving Environmental Impact with regard to Emissions and Noise

AERO-1.3 Improving Aircraft Safety and Security

AERO-1.4 Increasing the Operational Capacity and Safety of the air transport system

AERO-2 Space AERO-2.1 Galileo

AERO-2.2 GMES

AERO-2.3 Satellite telecommunications

SUSTDEV-2 Sustainable Surface Transport
SUSTDEV-2.1 New technologies and concepts for all surface transport modes (road, rail, 

waterborne)

SUSTDEV-2.2 Advanced design and production techniques

SUSTDEV-2.3 Rebalancing and integrating different transport modes

SUSTDEV-2.4 Increasing road, rail and waterborne safety and avoiding congestion

POLICIES-3 Underpinning the economic potential 

and cohesion of a larger and more integrated EU

POLICIES-3.1 Underpinning European integration, sustainable development, 

competitiveness and trade policies

POLICIES-3.2 The development of tools, indicators and operational parameters for 

assessing sustainable transport and energy systems performance (economic, 

environmental, social)

POLICIES-3.3 Global security analysis and validation systems for transport and research 

relating to accident risks and safety in mobility systems
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8.3 Adding/Removing Projects 

A total of 36 projects were removed from FP5 whose nature/structure were not 

relevant for this project; e.g. ñBursaries, grants, fellowshipsò and ñExploratory awardsò. 

 41 projects were added to FP6 that were detailed on CORDIS under ñAeronautics 

and Spaceò, but were not in the original files. 

 121 duplicates were deleted from FP6 (appeared in DG RTD and DG TREN 

files). 

 129 entries were deleted from FP6 that were not transport projects. 

Table 6 shows a summary of the project information available at the end of these processes 

8.4 Preparing the Datasets for Sampling 

To prepare the compiled data for sampling, the information on instrument, thematic 

objective and country was re-classified. This section explains how this re-classification 

was done. 

8.4.1 Instrument 

Where instruments were comparable across the two Framework Programmes they 

were grouped together. Table 7 presents an exhaustive list of the instruments used for 

transport projects in FP5 and FP6 and the groupings that were made. 

Table 7: Project instruments (FP5 & FP6) 
 

Acronym Instrument 

Research Research, demonstration & combined projects, Cost-sharing contracts (FP5); STREPs (FP6) 

Support Preparatory, accompanying and support measures (FP5); Specific support actions (FP6) 

TN/CA Thematic networks/Concerted actions (FP5); Coordination actions (FP6) 

TP Technology Platforms (FP5) 

CRC Cooperative research contracts (FP5) 

IP Integrated Projects (FP6) 

NOE Networks of Excellence (FP6) 

 
 

File 
No. of 

Projects 
Number Acronym Title Instrument 

No. of 
Partners 

Total 
Cost 

Duration 
Them. 
Obj. 

FP 
Participant 
Country 

FP5 512 Y 22 without Y Y 
40 

missing 
58 

proxy 1 proxy N Y 40 missing 

FP6 457 Y Y Y Y 
45 

missing Y Y N Y 45 missing 
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8.4.2 Thematic Objective 

Thematic objective (as described in section 8.2) captured information on the Key 

Action (FP5)/Thematic Priority (FP6) in which a project takes place as well as the 

more specific Research Objective/Area to which it corresponds. The data on thematic 

objective was re-classified to allow for an overview of the types of transport research 

projects undertaken in the Framework Programmes. This selection explains how this 

re-classification was done.  

Each Research Area/Objective was re-classified according to the mode of transport it 

concerned (Air & Space; Surface Transport; Policy) and the type of research involved 

(Strategic; Technology; Management, System & Design). These re-classifications are 

shown in table 8 and table 9 for FP5 and FP6 respectively. 

In the case of Research Area SUSTDEV-2.1 óNew technologies and concepts for all 

surface transport modes (road, rail and waterborne)ô in the FP6 óSustainable Service 

Transportô Work Programme, this re-classification was done at the more detailed level 

of Research Priority because the Research Area captured all three difference types of 

research: Strategic; Technology; Management, System & Design. The re-classification 

of Research Priorities under SUSTDEV-2.1 is shown in table 10. 
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Table 8: Re-classification of Research Objectives by Type and Mode for FP5 transport research 
 

 
 
 
  
 
  

Key Action Research Objectives Type Mode

2 Sustainable Mobility and Intermodality 2.1 Socio-economic scenarios for mobility of people and goods Strategic Policy
2.2 Infrastructures and their interfaces with transport means and systems Strategic Surface

2.3 Modal and intermodal transport management systems Management, system & design Surface

2.3.3. Second generation GNSS Technologies Air & Space

3 Land Transport and Marine Technologies 3.1 Critical technologies for road and rail transport Technologies Surface transport

3.2 Critical marine technologies Technologies Surface transport

Technology Platforms Technologies Surface transport

4 New Perspectives in Aeronautics 4.1 Reducing aircraft development cost and time to market Management, system & design Air & Space

4.2 Improving aircraft efficiency Management, system & design Air & Space

4.3 Improving environmental friendliness of aircraft Strategic Air & Space

4.4 Improving operational capability and safety of aircraft Strategic Air & Space

Technology Platforms Technologies Air & Space
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Table 9: Re-classification of Research Area/Objectives by Type and Mode for FP6 transport research  
 

 
 

* Research Area óSUSTDEV-2.1 New technologies and concepts for all surface transport modes (road, rail, waterborne)ô captured various types of 

research. This Research Area was therefore re-classified at the more detailed level of Research Priorities. This re-classification is shown in table 10. 

 

 
  

Thematic Priority Research Area/Objective Type Mode

AERO-1 Aeronautics AERO-1.1 Strengthening Competitiveness Management, system & design Air & Space
AERO-1.2 Improving Environmental Impact with regard to Emissions 

and Noise
Technologies Air & Space

AERO-1.3 Improving Aircraft Safety and Security Management, system & design Air & Space
AERO-1.4 Increasing the Operational Capacity and Safety of the air 

transport system
Management, system & design Air & Space

AERO-2 Space AERO-2.1 Galileo Technologies Air & Space

AERO-2.2 GMES Technologies Air & Space

AERO-2.3 Satellite telecommunications Technologies Air & Space

SUSTDEV-2 Sustainable Surface Transport
SUSTDEV-2.1 New technologies and concepts for all surface transport 

modes (road, rail, waterborne)
Various* Surface transport

SUSTDEV-2.2 Advanced design and production techniques Technologies Surface transport

SUSTDEV-2.3 Rebalancing and integrating different transport modes Management, system & design Surface transport
SUSTDEV-2.4 Increasing road, rail and waterborne safety and avoiding 

congestion
Strategic Surface transport

POLICIES-3 Underpinning the economic potential 

and cohesion of a larger and more integrated EU

POLICIES-3.1 Underpinning European integration, sustainable 

development, competitiveness and trade policies
Strategic Policy

POLICIES-3.2 The development of tools, indicators and operational 

parameters for assessing sustainable transport and energy systems 

performance (economic, environmental, social)

Strategic Policy

POLICIES-3.3 Global security analysis and validation systems for 

transport and research relating to accident risks and safety in mobility 

systems

Strategic Policy
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Table 10: Re-classification of Research Priorities by Type and Mode under Research Area SUSTDEV-2.1 of FP6 
 

 
 
 

Research Area/Objective Research Priority Type Mode

SUSTDEV-2.1 New technologies and concepts for all 

surface transport modes (road, rail and waterborne)

2.1.1 Testing implementation and transition strategies for Clean Urban 

TransportïCIVITAS II
Management, system & design Surface Transport

2.1.2 High quality public transport Management, system & design Surface Transport

2.1.3 Advancing knowledge on innovative measures in urban transport Management, system & design Surface Transport

2.1.3-i CIVITAS dissemination and best practice transfer action Management, system & design Surface Transport

2.1.4 Technologies for propulsion and power systems increasingly based on 

alternative and renewable fuels and fuel blends in vehicles and vessels, in 

particular the optimisation and control of more flexible power trains, the 

development of new components and auxiliary systems, the combination of 

various types of motorizations and fuels and the implementation of advanced 

control technology for optimal propulsion efficiency and cleanliness

Technologies Surface Transport

2.1.5 Integrating zero or near-zero emission propulsion systems and 

components such as fuel cells which offer high-energy efficiency benefits
Technologies Surface Transport

2.1.6 Development of holistic noise abatement solutions which consider the 

entire vehicle/vessel and infrastructure system, new technologies and 

systems approaches for improved noise control at source and the further 

support to legislation. Particular attention will be given to urban areas.

Technologies Surface Transport

2.1.7 Integration and validation of measurement and sensing technologies to 

ensure the optimised environmental operation of both vehicles/vessels and 

infrastructure

Technologies Surface Transport

2.1.8 Technologies for the effective, safe and clean supply and delivery of 

alternative and renewable fuels at fuel distribution points
Technologies Surface Transport

2.1.9 Development of concepts for innovative, non-polluting means of 

transport to achieve a more effective organisation of urban transport of 

persons and goods that would, as a consequence, result in a more rational 

use of motorised traffic

Management, system & design Surface Transport

2.1.10 Research to develop, compare and assess possible scenarios for the 

transport system and energy supply of the future taking into account ongoing 

research outside the research framework programme undertaken by or in co-

operation with the Commission. The analysis includes modelling and 

forecasting and will consider such criteria as the autonomy and security of 

energy supply, effects on the environment and economic, technical and 

industrial viability including the impact of potential cost internalisation and the 

interactions between transport and land use

Strategic Surface Transport
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8.4.3 Country 

Information on the country of project participants was available for most, but not all, 

projects (see table 6). However, the country of the coordinator was available for some 

projects where complete information of participant countries was missing.  

In order to evaluate the distribution of the participants in and coordinators of FP5 and 

FP6 transport research projects across the member states and selected associated 

countries13, these countries were re-classified in two different ways. Firstly, countries 

were grouped geographically, as ñContinentalò, ñSouthernò, ñEasternò, 

ñNordic/UK/Irelandò. The second grouping was done according to country ñstatusò as 

defined by date of EU Membership (i.e. before 2004 or after 2004) and country size 

(i.e. population smaller or larger than 40 million). These groupings are shown in tables 

11 and 12. All other countries which had participants (not project coordinators) in 

transport projects were classified as ñNon-EUò.  

Table 11: Country groups (by geography) 

Group Countries (Total = 30) 

Nordic/UK/Ireland Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, UK 

Continental Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Luxemburg, Netherlands, 

Switzerland 

Southern Cyprus, Greece, Israel, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Spain 

Eastern Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, 

Poland, Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia  

 

  

                                                      

13
 Norway, Switzerland and Israel are described as ñassociated countriesò in this re-

classification. While this classification does not capture all the countries formally ñassociatedò 

with the 5
th

 and/or 6
th

 Framework Programme, it was made for two reasons: firstly, according to 

country participation in the FP; secondly, to allow for a comparison between the distribution of 

projects between countries in the two FPs. The aforementioned three countries are included 

because Norway and Israel were the only non-EU countries to coordinate transport research 

projects, and Switzerland had the most participants and FP5 after the member states. The list of 

associated countries is then limited to these three for the sake of consistency and comparison. 

There were more associated countries in FP6 than FP5, and if they were all included in the 

country groupings, the data on the shift in distribution of projects between the different regions 

and country groupings by size might be distorted. 
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Table 12: Country groups (by size) 

Group Countries (Total = 30)  

EU 15: Large France, Germany, Spain, Italy, UK 

EU 15: Other Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, 

Luxemburg, Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden 

New Member States & Associated Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Israel, 

Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Norway, Poland, Romania, Slovenia, 

Slovakia, Switzerland 

 

To provide a benchmark for analysing the distribution of projects across different 

country groups (i.e. the percentage of project coordinators and of project participants 

from each region) the population of each country group was calculated (Eurostat, 

2002 figures), and converted into a percentage of the total population (of the 30 

countries included in the groupings). These calculations are shown in tables 13 and 

14. 

Table 13: Population of country groups (by geography): 

Group Population % Of Total Population 

Nordic/UK/Ireland 87113917 17,5 

Continental 186019512 37,4 

Southern 121019314 24,3 

Eastern 102903637 20,7 

Total 497056380 100,0 

 

Table 14: Population of country groups (by size): 

Group Population % Of Total Population 

EU 15: Large 301015231 60,6 

EU 15: Other 79594513 16,0 

New Member States & 

Associated Countries 

116446636 23,4 

Total 497056380 100,0 
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9 Annex 2 ï Interview guidelines 

The interviews are anonymous in the sense that no statement will be directly assigned 

to any specific person.  

 

Demographics 

 Name 

 Which unit; how long; previous positions; different areas? 

 What does the job involve? How many projects? 

 Educational background 

 

Questions 

1. Researchers have observed a shift in content/themes from FP4 to FP5 to FP6 

towards more technology/application and networking oriented projects. Do you 

share this observation? Who prompted those changes and why? How has this 

affected your work and the evaluation procedures?  

2. A second shift has happened in terms of instruments towards larger projects. Do 

you share this observation? Who prompted those changes and why? How has 

this affected your work and the evaluation procedures? 

3. More recently research activities have been shifted from DG TREN to DG RTD. 

Do you share this observation? Who prompted those changes and why? How has 

this affected your work and the evaluation procedures? 

4. How have the above changes affected your work in terms of administrative 

procedures, including project management and project evaluation? 

5. On aggregate, how do you assess the quality of the FP projects you were 

managing? How would you define the criteria for good or bad projects? How 

happy were you with the output (i.e. fulfilment of objectives and quality of results), 

the exploitation potential and the actual dissemination/exploitation (e.g. to 

scientific community, national administration, EC, industry)? Did you observe 

differences by instruments? 

6. What is your perception of the impact of research on policy making? Do you use 

research (results) from FP projects? If no; is this because it is not useful or 

because it is not well disseminated and thus not accessible for you? 

7. Open question: Are there specific things we should be looking for in the projects? 
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10 Annex 3 ï List of interviewees 

 

DG RESEARCH 

 

o Peter Crawley,  DG RTD, H2, Surface Transport 

o Jose Martin Hernandez, DG RTD, H3, Aeronautics 

o Luidger Rogge, DG RTD,H2, Surface Transport 

o Claus Seibt, DG RTD, H2, Surface Transport 

 

DG TREN 

o Marcel Rommerts, DG TREN, A4, Urban Transport  

o Frank Jost, DG TREN E2, Rail transport and interoperability 

 

Former project officers in FP5 and FP6 

o Eric Ponthieu, now Economic and Social Committee 

o Catharina Sikow-Magny, now DG TREN, B1, International Transport Relations & 

Trans-European Transport Network Policy 

o Doris Schröcker, now DG TREN, F2-Single sky and air traffic control,  

o Anna Panagopoulou: now DG TREN, P3, International energy relations;  

o Keith Keen: now retired, previously DG TREN 
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11 Annex 4 ï Datasets of FP5 and FP6 Projects 

The complete datasets for all FP5 and FP6 projects are available in electronic format 

upon request from DG RESEARCH. 

Contact: 

Frank SMIT  

Policy Officer  

European Commission  

Directorate-General for Research  

Directorate H "Transport"  

Unit H1 "Horizontal aspects and coordination"  

Office: CDMA 04/124, BE-1049 Brussels  

E-Mail: Frank.SMIT@ec.europa.eu 

 

 


