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Abstract 

This report materializes the deliverable D1.10, titled "ENR Survey Evaluation" under the AREANA (Aviation 
Research Ecosystem Advanced Novel Approach) project. It presents the findings of a comprehensive 
survey aimed at understanding the expectations and legal requirements of stakeholders in European 
aviation research. The survey targeted national and regional funding bodies to gather insights on 
multinational cooperation, project administration preferences, proposal preferences, intellectual 
property management, and the use of common project languages. The findings will inform the 
development of new exemplary call designs and enhance the coordination of European aviation research 
funding strategies. The survey results underscore the importance of balancing national preferences with 
the benefits of multinational and integrated approaches to foster effective cooperation in the aviation 
research ecosystem.  
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1. Executive Summary 
 
This "ENR Survey Evaluation" report, provides an in-depth analysis of a survey conducted to assess the 
expectations and legal requirements of stakeholders involved in European aviation research funding. The 
primary objectives were to gather a comprehensive overview of these expectations, explore possible 
options for cooperation, and evaluate the readiness for shared use of research infrastructure. Main key 
findings can be summarized as follows:  
 

1. Multinational Cooperation: While most respondents support multinational cooperation, there are 
complexities involved. Preferences vary between binational efforts initially and a gradual shift 
towards broader multinational collaboration. 

2. Project Administration: There is a preference for separate administration by national authorities 
due to existing legal frameworks, though some openness exists towards integrated administration 
depending on project requirements. 

3. Proposal Preferences: The preference is mixed, with administrative ease favouring separate 
proposals, while broader projects prefer integrated approaches for enhanced multinational 
collaboration. 

4. Intellectual Property Management: There is general openness to flexible IP management through 
consortium agreements, with support for both integrated and national criteria. 

5. Common Project Language: While a minority insists on national languages, a significant number 
are open to using English to facilitate collaboration. 

6. The survey further highlights diverse strategic alliances, with a balance between bilateral and 
multilateral cooperation, emphasizing framework agreements and sector-specific collaborations.  

7. Standardized testing and measurement conditions are widely supported to enhance collaboration 
and interoperability, though national interests and existing infrastructure investments remain a 
concern. 

 
The main recommendations coming out of this survey implementation are to 1) pursue standardization 
efforts in infrastructure while addressing national concerns, 2) foster flexible and strategically aligned 
cooperation frameworks and 3) utilize the insights from the survey to inform future call designs and 
enhance coordination among European aviation research stakeholders. 
 
The survey's insights are pivotal for developing exemplary call designs that balance national preferences 
with multinational benefits, ensuring flexibility and strategic alignment. These results will significantly 
contribute to the coordination of European aviation research funding strategies, promoting a cohesive 
and advanced research ecosystem. 
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2. Introduction to AREANA 
 
The AREANA project addresses the call for "Aviation research synergies between Horizon Europe, AZEA 
and National programs" by providing advanced novel approaches to foster the European aviation research 
ecosystem. It encompasses three interconnected, yet thematically distinct parts.  
First, it seeks to improve the coordination of aviation funding programs by aligning and supporting 
synergies between European, National, and Regional R&I aviation programs. The project plans to facilitate 
joint calls or co-funding mechanisms that synchronize EU, National, and Regional activities in specific 
fields, accelerating the update and sharing of aviation technology infrastructures within the European 
Research Area.  
Second, the project will undertake the preparation of the upcoming Aerodays, proposed to be held in the 
first half of 2025 in Warsaw, Poland, coinciding with Poland's presidency of the Council of the European 
Union.  
Third, AREANA will support AZEA (Alliance for Zero Emission Aviation) activities by conducting mappings 
and analysis to identify technological and administrative gaps, as well as shortcomings in related R&I and 
standardization efforts, thereby removing obstacles to zero-emission aviation. Close collaboration with 
the Advisory Council for Aviation Research and Innovation in Europe (ACARE) and other institutions is 
anticipated.  
By connecting and aligning different funding mechanisms, organizing Aerodays, and supporting the 
Alliance for Zero Emission Aviation, the AREANA project aims to sustain and enhance the European 
aviation research ecosystem, contributing to environmental goals and ensuring European 
competitiveness. 

3. Introduction to Work Package 1 
The first work package of this comprehensive Coordination Support Action aims at advancing European 
aviation research and innovation (R&I) programs. The primary objective is to coordinate and support these 
programs at European, national, and regional levels while leveraging existing research infrastructure. 
Through the development of small-scale, readily implementable methods and tools, the project will 
indirectly facilitate the transition towards carbon-neutral aviation in alignment with the European Vision 
and Flight Path 2050. 
Different methods for joint transnational research calls are proposed. The idea is to widen the acceptance 
of joint calls, by offering tailor-made solutions which may be attractive to different groups of funding 
bodies. First, the current research funding and infrastructure landscape is mapped and analysed. 
Representatives from many European nations are included in this project, ensuring a direct link to the 
stakeholders. In addition, the United Kingdom, Switzerland, and Ukraine actively participate in this work 
package. The non-represented European and associated nations are considered explicitly as well. Second, 
the stakeholders are brought together enabling an exchange on strategy and the formation of the 
showcase groups. Strong interest, in these showcases, by parties participating in this project proposal has 
already been expressed. Fourth, the path to implementing these showcases is in plan to be mapped out. 
It has to be noted that under the Clean Aviation Joint Undertaking, the ECARE project is currently 
producing an extensive list of funding synergies for Clean Aviation. ECARE and AREANA projects have the 
main intention to optimize the cooperation in European aviation research funding. Using those synergies 
allows for avoiding redundant efforts, e.g. by considering the developed zero emission aviation 
technology nomenclature and survey results. The members of the first work package will be in close 
contact with significant research associations, such as ACARE and EREA including its Technology and 
Research Infrastructure Group (TRIG), throughout the project. 

https://ecare-project.eu/news/ecare-areana-joint-session-14th-easn-international-conference
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Within this work package, several strategies are proposed to enhance joint transnational research calls, 
catering to the diverse needs of funding bodies. Beginning with a thorough analysis of the current research 
funding landscape and infrastructure across European nations, the project ensures broad representation 
and direct engagement with stakeholders. Notably, active participation from the United Kingdom, 
Switzerland, and Ukraine enriches the collaborative efforts, with a deliberate consideration of other 
European and associated nations. 
Key activities within this work package include mapping out pathways for implementing joint calls, 
fostering strategic exchanges among stakeholders, and establishing showcase groups to drive innovation. 
It is important to highlight the synergy between this project and  ECARE, a Clean Aviation Joint Undertaking 
(CAJU) project, both aiming to optimize cooperation in European aviation research funding while 
maintaining independent objectives.  
 

3.1 Work package 1 Objectives  
As described above, the first work package focuses on coordinating and supporting European, national, 
and regional R&I aviation programs while also considering the available research infrastructure. The 
objectives of this work package are to:  

• Synchronize research strategies of European, national, and regional providers of research funding.  
• Evaluate the IT-tool provided by ECARE project and propose possible adjustments for optimal 

European, National and Regional R&I cooperation. 
• Develop a “growth plan” for midterm improvement of initial cooperation models to further 

optimize European research funding cooperation.  
• Include EU countries without own dedicated aviation research program, as well as non-associated 

countries with interest in participating in Horizon Europe 

3.2 Task 1.1  
Task 1.1 focuses on analyzing current research funding methods. The task commences with a 
comprehensive examination of outputs from the Clean Aviation JU ECARE project, initiated in 2023. Given 
the shared objectives of both projects in optimizing research funding across all levels, a meticulous 
evaluation of ECARE's initial findings is imperative to determine their applicability within the context of 
this specific project. 
Furthermore, Task 1.1 outlines the thorough process of conducting a detailed survey involving all relevant 
stakeholders (e.g. the State Representative Groups of the ACARE Members) to gather insights into existing 
expectations, legal and infrastructure requirements. These insights are crucial for informing the 
development of new exemplary call designs. The results from the survey will allow determining which 
specific approaches towards joint calls have the highest potential to be endorsed by existing funding 
bodies and supplied by the required finances.  
By synthesizing survey results and existing funding models, this task aims to identify several foundational 
options for the development of joint call designs. 
  

https://ecare-project.eu/
https://ecare-project.eu/home
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4. Survey Objectives 
This survey questionnaire aims to find out the expectations of the respective member states regarding 
possible options of cooperation in order to develop solutions that will then be practically implemented 
and utilized in the future. The main objectives are:  

- get a complete overview on the existing expectations and legal requirements which need to be 
considered during development of new exemplary call designs.  

- to find out the expectations of the respective member states regarding possible options of 
cooperation and the design and administrative processing of joint funding calls. 

- To discover the possible stronger coordination of national and regional funding strategies 
- To locate out about the possibility and readiness of shared use of research infrastructure. 

The survey results and existing funding models will be evaluated to select several basic options for newly 
developed joint call designs. 
 
4.1 Contribution of the Survey to the Objectives of AREANA 
The survey presented in this report serves to be one of the main foundational activities performed to 
achieve the AREANA project main goals which aim to 1) improve the efficiency of European aviation 
research; 2) to provide new technologies for aviation in time, to enable compliance with the ambitious 
goals of the "Green Deal" and the "Fit for 55" program, and 3) to strengthen the competitiveness of 
European aviation  
The table below reveals how this survey will contribute to reaching and achieving AREANA’s goals.  
 

Table 1: Contribution of Survey to AREANA Goals 

AREANA Objective Survey Contribution to the Respective Objective 

Greater harmonization of national research strategies 
within Europe  

The survey has a dedicated section with questions 
addressing strategy-related questions specifically related 
to a European Research Strategy.  

More intensive international cooperation in European 
research  

The survey has been distributed and implemented in non-
European and associated countries. 

Increasing the resources available for research  The survey poses questions to national funding bodies to 
form a better understanding of the funding environment 
and the possibility of cooperative funding programs.  

Strengthening of cooperation in aviation research with 
friendly nations outside the EU  

The survey is inclusive to nations outside the EU who are 
leaders in aviation research.  

Successful strengthening of political cooperation as 
part of Aerodays 2024/2025 

The outcomes of the survey will be communicated and 
disseminated during Aerodays 2024/2025 to pave the 
way towards the preparation of joint calls and 
cooperative projects.  

Strengthening of the Alliance for Zero Emission Aviation 
(AZEA) 

The survey's focus on identifying technological and 
administrative gaps aligns with the project's support for 
the Alliance for Zero Emission Aviation (AZEA).  
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5. Methodology and Implementation  
In this section, the methodology used for implementing the survey is elaborated, providing a thorough 
explanation of the identification of the targeted participants, the survey preparation phase, 
Implementation, and the respective adopted approach and process, reaching the collection of inputs.  
 
5.1 Target participants 
In preparation for a successful implementation and filling of the survey, the consortium took the decision 
to firstly compile all national and regional bodies with official positions in funding organizations in the EU 
and associated countries. The identification of the specific contact persons in each country was divided 
among the AREANA partners in such a way that the existing aviation research ecosystem in the countries 
is accurately represented and each AREANA partner identified and suggested contact point(s) from their 
own country. To secure full coverage of the EU countries, for countries not represented within the 
AREANA project, AREANA partner National Institute for Aerospace Research (INCAS) identified and 
contacted all those countries which are not represented in the project. Moreover, EU-associated and Non-
EU countries were identified and approached by the AREANA partner, UK-Research and Innovation (UKRI), 
to have a more comprehensive understanding of the respective countries' expectations regarding possible 
cooperation options to develop solutions that will then be practically implemented and used in the future. 
The full list of contacted stakeholders is available in Annex 1.  
A dedicated email/letter, available in Annex 2, was formulated in English in the request for a meeting to 
fill out the survey. This letter first introduced the project and survey to the receiver and then proceeded 
with requesting a dedicated meeting from the corresponding national/regional body to fill out the survey 
together. This specific approach was agreed upon, so as to make sure that the stakeholders are provided 
with the necessary explanations and clarifications, if needed, when filling up the survey. Some partners 
were able to arrange virtual meetings and some stakeholders filled out the survey themselves without 
further introduction or assistance needed. Several partners translated the email/letter to their home 
country language so that the communication is done using the official national language of the country 
and public administrative offices.  
Moreover, the introductory section of the survey included the respective contact details of the AREANA 
partners in the corresponding countries, so as to facilitate the reach and have a smooth communication 
system with the project partners in the respective countries.  
 

5.2 Survey Structure and Online tool 
The AREANA ENR survey preparation kickstarted in the early months of the project initiation. A first list of 
topics was created by the work package leader and shared with all work package partners for feedback, 
input, and additions from their perspectives and experience. Accordingly, a list of questions was 
formulated with thorough thoughts on how to best formulate the questions, to primarily be clear to the 
survey fillers, and secondly, to be phrased precisely so the requested exact information is received. The 
word file of the survey introductory section and all relevant sections is available in Appendix 3.  
The AREANA ENR Survey provides critical insights into the preferences and requirements of national and 
regional stakeholders in the European aviation research ecosystem. The collected data will guide the 
development of practical and effective solutions for international cooperation, ensuring that the 
proposed strategies align with stakeholder expectations and legal frameworks.  
As seen in Annex 3, the survey commences with an important introductory section, which introduces the 
participant to the project and the survey and includes guidelines on how to fill the survey, with specific 
guiding points on when unsure of how to answer a question. All questions were set to be mandatory and 

https://www.incas.ro/
https://www.ukri.org/
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if there was a question the participant is not sure how to answer it, the option to select “open” and then 
provide further clarification in the comment box was provided.  
The survey is composed of four sections. It commences with a general section in which overall background 
check queries are raised trying to identify and map the kind of funding bodies, the names, what entities 
they supervise, and if they already have any strategic alliances installed on the national level with other 
countries. The second section of the survey delves into understanding the expectations of these funding 
bodies. This section is the biggest segment of the survey asking detailed queries related to the preferences 
of possible cooperation types for bilateral vs. multinational calls, consortium structures, proposal 
integration, evaluation methods, funding allocation, project language, timing coordination, and reporting 
systems. The third section poses questions related to the coordination of national and regional funding 
strategies. This section explores attitudes towards European research strategy coordination, preferred 
frequency of dialogue, and strategic topic coverage by countries. The final and fourth section covers the 
topic of shared use of research infrastructure and questions in this section address current involvement 
in cross-regional projects, interest in supporting trans-regional projects, and suggestions for 
domains/topics requiring urgent coordination and funding for technology infrastructure development, 
upgrade, and access. This section ends by questioning if the respective survey filler would support any 
project related to Technology Infrastructures to have homogeneous testing conditions and measurement 
standards.  
The survey ends by thanking the person filling out the survey and asserts that results will be shared with 
participants for further evaluation and refinement, contributing to the advancement of coordinated 
aviation research efforts across Europe and beyond. 
Following the finalization of the survey questionnaire, the survey link was generated and created on the 
EASN-TIS survey tool. The survey tool used assisted in creating a user-friendly link that can be easily filled 
via a desktop or a tablet during the meetings with the relevant stakeholders.  
As several partners expressed that they would be the ones to fill the questionnaire online, the survey was 
created in a manner to allow no submission limits per IP address. Moreover, EASN-TIS enabled the feature 
that allows users to save drafts that were stored in their servers for two days, providing the capability for 
participants to edit and proceed to the final submission. After 48 hrs, the saved draft forms were 
automatically deleted by the system. 
On the survey link, all questions were set as mandatory, to help in collecting as much information as 
possible and ensure that all stakeholders’ opinions and expectations are expressed. If for any reason a 
stakeholder was not sure how to answer a question, the possibility of selecting the “open” option was 
available. This option also allowed the submission of further clarification in the comment box.  
As shown in the figures below, the survey link provides the reader with the AREANA grant agreement 
number, EU funding acknowledgment, and the EU emblem, in addition to the AREANA project official 
logo.  
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Figure 1: Screenshot - Survey Introduction and contacts 
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Figure 2: Screenshot - Survey General Section 
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Figure 3: Screenshot - Survey Expectations Section 

Figure 4: Screenshot - Survey Strategy Section 
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Figure 5: Screenshot - Survey Infrastructure Section 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6:Screenshot - Funding Acknowledgment and survey completion 
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5.3 Survey implementation approach and process 
The survey, which serves as the foundation for this deliverable, was conducted starting March 28, 2024 
untill May 23, 2024. In the initial plan, the given deadline for filling out the surveys was April 20, however, 
due to the scheduling of meetings with the respective stakeholders after the given deadline, and several 
public holidays during the given period, the consortium decided to extend the implementation of the 
survey to ensure a wider data collection from all major aviation funding stakeholders.  
The introductory guideline section was developed and validated by the consortium. As mentioned in the 
previous section, this guideline was included at the beginning of the survey link to guide the participants 
and the consortium partners while filling out the survey. The analysis of survey results allowed the 
generation of qualitative and quantitative data based on the answers provided. Qualitative in this context 
means that an open question was asked with the option to openly express and write their opinion and 
expectations and their answers were used in a non-numerical fashion e.g. analysed by the consortium. 
The data was used to identify the perceived needs of aeronautical stakeholders as listed in this deliverable. 
Quantitative data refer to numerical data that provide an understanding of the distribution of the 
responses. 
All questions left room for further comments by the interviewees and clarifications by the participant if 
needed. 
 

6. Results 
 
6.1 Key figures of the survey 
 
Key Figures of the Survey  

• 4 sections with a total of 28 questions  
• Time required: The requested meeting for filling up the survey was 1 hour. 
• Tool: EASN-TIS Online Survey tool  
• Contacted: 88 
• Participants: 27 
• Opened: 28 March, 2024 
• Closed: 23 May, 2024  

Key Facts of the Survey Respondents 
- 12 Ministries 
- 4 Authorities 
- 4 funding Inc 
- 7 Others: these are governmental agencies, departments, regional governments and programme 

office of a national innovation programme 

 

6.2 Clarifications on the performed survey 
The statistical analysis of the survey has been performed by using both quantitative and qualitative 
analysis approaches, depending on the nature of the question. The raw data from the received surveys 
has been exported to .xls files for analysis, which can be found in Annex 3.  
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In total, 88 stakeholders and national/regional bodies within the EU and associated countries were 
identified and contacted in a request for a meeting to fill out the survey during the dedicated meeting. A 
total of 27 responses were received via the survey link marking a 30.6% response rate.  
The filled surveys were received from the following countries: Austria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, France, 
Germany, The Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Portugal, and the United 
Kingdom. The successful participation of funding bodies in this survey from these countries reflects the 
dominant role of these countries in Aviation research and funding strategies with well-established 
national and regional public entities and systems.  
It is important to mention that several factors have impacted the current response rate to this survey: 1) 
The provided period for the implementation of the survey, including the initiation of contact and then 
scheduling the meeting with the public bodies and offices required extensive follow-up up which required 
additional time, considering the survey participants’ schedules; and 2) several public holidays coincided 
this specific period which resulted in this relatively low number of respondents. 
The consortium has not received any form of response from numerous contacted stakeholders. Three 
stakeholders have replied suggesting contacting alternative colleague at their administrative offices who 
can be of more relevance to fill out the survey. The meeting request also received 4 rejections from 
stakeholders in the Netherlands, two of those were late to fill out the survey by the given deadline, and 
the two others mentioned that the survey is not well applicable to their organisation, as they consider 
themselves not a policy-maker organization, and the other rejection reply was also similar to the first as 
it the contacted stakeholder is not a funding organization. Consortium partners from the Netherlands, 
NLR, held discussions with the respective organization as they are members of the of the SRG of ECARE 
project in which they have showed interest and commitment towards collaborative research.  
Further explanation to the limited interest in responding to surveys from some of the other countries, is 
that 1) the requested time for filling up the survey was too long, or 2) the consortium was not able to 
reach to the right person at the national, regional or European entities, or 3) these stakeholders do not 
have a well-established national and regional public entities in aviation research funding and strategies 
and somewhat interpreted by them to be rather “political” matters.  
Most of the surveys were filled with relevant and constructive comments and suggestions, expressing 
their readiness towards cooperation, where one survey filled from Cyprus was considered irrelevant, as 
the person/department filling the survey was not from the national funding body.  
The selected participants for the meetings were identified based on their vast experience and current 
position as representatives of the Stakeholders on aviation research funding, national strategy and policy 
making. Countries with a stronger involvement as well as less involvement in Aviation research funding 
and policy have been contact and represented in this survey.  
As mentioned in the previous sections of this document, the AREANA project also encompasses associated 
countries, such as the United Kingdom, Switzerland, and Ukraine. The first two have successfully 
participated in the survey with responses from Swiss National Funding Agency (Innosuisse), The Swiss 
Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA), and the UK Research and Innovation (UKRI). No participation was 
possible from Ukraine, as funding of the State Target Scientific and Technical Program for the 
Development of the Aviation Industry for 2021-2030 (Ukraine) has been frozen since the beginning of the 
full-scale Russian war in Ukraine, since the beginning of 2022. Since the national program for the 
development of the aviation industry has been stopped, the consortium considered it not a suitable period 
to discuss plans for synergy with European programs in this field with representatives of the Ministry of 
Strategic Industries of Ukraine. 
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6.3 Analysis of Results 
This section delves into the responses received within the survey. The following subsections elaborate on 
the answers received per survey section, analysing each question’s replies, opinions, and perspectives 
expressed, which in turn provide a better understanding on which specific approaches towards joint calls 
have the highest potential to be endorsed by existing funding bodies and supplied by the required 
finances. 
 
6.3.1 General 
As included in section 6.1, the participants of the survey represented a wide range of funding bodies, 
with a majority of ministries, and the remaining divided between authorities and funding inc. Ministries, 
Authorities and funding bodies. Figure 7 provides a visual illustration of the survey participants based on 
the type of funding body and Table 2 below provides a full list of the survey respondents including their 
names and country. 

 

  

Figure 7: Survey Participants based on Funding Body Type 
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Table 2: Survey Respondents 

# Name of the Survey participant Country  

1 BMK - Federal Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, 
Energy, Mobility, Innovation and Technology 

Austria  

2 Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports Czech Republic 

3 Technology Agency of the Czech Republic Czech Republic 

4 Department of Civil Aviation Air Transport and Airports 
Section 

Cyprus 

5 Direction Générale de l'Aviation Civile France 

6 Region Occitanie France 

7 Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Klimaschutz (BMWK), 
Bundesrepublik Deutschland 

Germany 

8 Ministerium für Wirtschaft, Industrie, Klimaschutz und Energie 
des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen 

Germany 

9 Ministry of Universities and Research Italy 

10 ANI - Agência Nacional de Inovação Portugal 

11 Ministry of Research, Innovation and Digitalization Romania 

12 The Executive Unit for the Financing of Higher Education, 
Research, Development and Innovation (UEFISCDI) 

Romania 

13 Intermediate Body for Research  Romania 

14 Ministry of Investment and European Funds  Romania 

15 Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management The Netherlands 

16 Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management The Netherlands 

17 Province of Zuid-Holland - ERDF (Operational Program Kansen 
voor West) 

The Netherlands 

18 Ministry of Economic Affais and Climate Policy The Netherlands 

19 Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie The Netherlands 

20 CDTI Spain 

21 ICECYL (Institute for Business Competitiveness of Castilla y 
León) is part of the Regional Ministry for Economy and 
Finance-Region of Castilla y León-Spain 

Spain 

22 Reginal Government of Aragon Spain 

23 Consejería de Educación, Ciencia y Universidades Spain 

24 Swedish Agency for Innovation Systems- VINNOVA Sweden 

25 Innosuisse - Swiss National Funding Agency Switzerland  
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26 Federal Office of Civil Aviation – FOCA Switzerland 

27 UK Research and Innovation United Kingdom  

 
When asked on what entities the survey filler supervises, 4 replied that they supervise “Agencies”, 1 
supervises “ministries”, 3 replied that they supervise “regional governments or entities”, 8 replied that 
they do not supervise any entity, and 2 replied “yes” with no further details. The remaining 8 replies 
provided further details on what kind of other entities they supervise, which varied between specific 
statements on which entities they supervise, what kind of supervision they undertake, and further 
elaboration towards why they answered “No”. A detailed analysis is available here in Table 3 with the 
exact responses and an interpretation of what their role and scope is.  
 

Table 3: Analysis of Responses on Supervised Entities by Respondents and their Role and Scope 

# Respondent Response Role  Scope 

1 Institute for Business 
Competitiveness of 
Castilla y León (ICECYL), 
Spain 

We help mainly enterprises 
and entrepreneurs, but 
also technological centers 
and collaborate with 
universities. Additionally, 
we promote the 
cooperation within the 
quadruple helix 

Promoting 
cooperation 
within the 
quadruple 
helix 
(business, 
academia, 
public 
institutions, 
and civil 
society). 

Broad, involving 
various types of 
entities and 
emphasizing 
collaboration. 

2 The Executive Unit for the 
Financing of Higher 
Education, Research, 
Development and 
Innovation (UEFISCDI), 
Romania 

Universities, public 
institutions, R&D national 
institutions, joint-stock 
companies, SME’s and 
Large companies, NGOs 
(associations, foundations, 
etc.), others, with research 
and innovation within their 
activities.  

Focus on 
research and 
innovation. 

Broad, with a 
detailed list of 
specific entity types 
involved in R&D. 

3 Technology Agency of the 
Czech Republic 

We do not supervise any 
entity. We supervise 
projects that we fund if we 
can say so. 

Supervising 
projects rather 
than entities. 

Specific to projects 
receiving funding. 

4 Regional government 
(province of Zuid-Holland), 
The Netherlands 

Not directly applicable. The 
province of Zuid-Holland 
participates in the ERDF 
program (OP Kansen voor 
West). Together with our 

The province's 
participation 
in an ERDF 
program and 
connecting 

Regional focus with 
an emphasis on 
facilitating 
connections. 
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regional development 
agency Innovation Quarter 
we connect companies and 
knowledge institutes. 

companies 
with 
knowledge 
institutes. 

 

 

5 Stichting Luchtvaart in 
Transitie, The Netherlands 

coordination, monitoring 
and project control of 
consortia with projects 
that have been awarded 
funding. 

Coordination, 
monitoring, 
and project 
control. 

Specific to managing 
and overseeing 
projects. 

6 Swedish Agency for 
Innovation Systems- 
VINNOVA 

Universities, public 
institutions, R&D national 
institutions, joint-stock 
companies, SME’s and 
Large companies, NGOs 
(associations, foundations, 
etc.), others, with research 
and innovation within their 
activities. 

Research and 
innovation. 
 

Similar to the 
second response, 
indicating a broad 
involvement with a 
variety of entities. 
 

7 Italian Ministry of 
Universities and Research 

Research institutions and 
Universities 

Focused on 
research and 
academic 
entities. 

Narrower, centered 
on academia and 
research. 

8 Bundesministerium für 
Wirtschaft und 
Klimaschutz (BMWK), 
Bundesrepublik 
Deutschland 

Project Funding 
Organization 

Project 
funding 
organization. 

Focus on funding 
projects rather than 
supervising entities. 

9 FOCA, Switzerland The Federal Office of Civil 
Aviation (FOCA) is 
responsible for aviation 
development and the 
supervision of civil aviation 
activities in Switzerland. 

Supervision of 
civil aviation. 

Specific to the 
aviation sector 
within Switzerland. 

10 Direction Générale de 
l'Aviation Civile (France) 

No entity supervised - 
DGAC is an operator 

DGAC is an 
operator 

Indicates a role as an 
operator rather than 
a supervisor. 

 
Summary 
• Broad Entity Supervision: Responses 1, 2, and 6 supervise a wide range of entities, mainly focusing 

on research, innovation, and collaboration. 
• Project Supervision: Responses 3, 5, and 8 supervise projects rather than entities, indicating a focus 

on funded initiatives. 
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• Sector-Specific Supervision: Response 9 supervises activities within a specific sector (civil aviation). 
• No Direct Supervision: Responses 4 and 10 do not supervise entities directly, either facilitating 

connections or functioning as an operator. 

Overall, the responses highlight diverse roles in supervision, ranging from broad entity oversight to 
specific project management and sector-focused supervision. 
When asked on if they have any strategic alliances (i.e. do you have joint calls or other regular forms of 
cooperation) installed on the national level with other countries, 21 replied that they do, 4 mentioned 
that they don’t have, and 1 not aware. Those who stated that they do not have such strategic alliances 
either kept the reply as such in order not to reply to anything they are not sure of, or they are not in a 
position at their organization that gives them access to such information.  
From those who replied that they have strategic alliances, qualitative descriptions have been reported, 
and various descriptions of strategic alliances, including cooperation with specific countries, general 
statements about partnerships, and some preferred formats. Each unique entry appears only once in the 
dataset of the survey and the provided answers are available in Appendix 4, indicating diverse responses. 
The received data on strategic alliances at the national level indicates a variety of cooperative frameworks, 
mechanisms, and partnerships across multiple countries. A detailed analysis of the strategic alliances 
clarifies key forms of existing cooperations with notable patterns and trends, and specific opportunities 
and considerations is put together in Table 4 below.  
 

Table 4: Existing Strategic Alliances, Notable Patterns and Trends, Opportunities and Considerations 

Key Forms of Cooperation Notable Patterns and Trends 
 

Opportunities and 
Considerations 
 

1. Joint Calls and Funding Mechanisms: 
- Austria and Germany: The Take Off 
program in Austria and the LuFo program 
in Germany collaborate. 
- ICECYL: Manages a joint annual call for 
incubators with ESA and participates in 
several ERA-Nets with respective joint calls 
(e.g., ERAMIN, MERANET, MANUNET). 
- Various Countries: Participating in 
EUREKA, EUROSTARS, Horizon Europe 
Partnerships, and other multilateral 
frameworks like ERA-NET and European 
Partnerships. 
- UK and Sweden: The ATI programme has 
had joint bilateral calls with Sweden. 
2. Memorandums of Understanding 
(MoUs) and Framework Agreements: 
- ICECYL: MoUs with Clean Sky and ESA for 
specific technological development and 
project funding frameworks. 

1. Preference for Framework 
Agreements: Many entities 
prefer signing MoUs and 
establishing framework 
agreements for cooperation 
rather than engaging in joint 
funding calls. This allows for 
flexibility and a broader range 
of collaborative activities. 
2. Multilateral Engagement: 
Participation in European-
wide programs and initiatives 
such as Horizon Europe, 
EUREKA, and ERA-NETs is 
common, indicating a 
preference for large-scale, 
multilateral cooperation 
frameworks. 
3. Sector-Specific Focus: 
There is a notable focus on 
sectors like aerospace, 

- Strengthening Joint 
Calls: While many 
entities have 
frameworks for 
cooperation, there is 
room for increasing the 
number of joint funding 
calls to facilitate more 
integrated project 
development. 
- Expanding Sector-
Specific Alliances: 
Leveraging existing 
sector-specific 
collaborations to include 
more countries and 
create broader consortia 
could enhance 
innovation and funding 
opportunities. 
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- Various Entities: Signing of MoUs with 
Germany, France, UK, and other countries 
for strategic cooperation, often without 
direct funding cooperation. 
- General Bilateral Agreements: Including 
bilateral cooperation agreements, 
although some are limited to networking 
rather than specific project funding 
3. Multilateral and Bilateral Cooperation: 
- Multiple Countries: Involvement in 
projects and partnerships under programs 
like Horizon Europe, H2020 Eranet, 
European Partnerships, and other 
multilateral initiatives. 
- Specific Bilateral Initiatives: Focused 
cooperation with countries such as 
Switzerland, Turkey, France, Belgium, USA, 
Norway, and others for various projects. 
4. Sector-Specific Collaborations: 
- Air-Rail and SAF: Cooperation with France 
and Germany in air-rail integration and 
sustainable aviation fuel (SAF) and 
hydrogen/electric flying technologies. 
- Regional Clusters: Specific regional 
clusters in the automotive and aerospace 
sectors are involved in European projects 
e.g. Alliance Regions Automotive ( ARA). 
5. Institutional Collaborations: 
- Swiss National Foundation: Collaboration 
through the Bridge program. 
- CDTI (Spain): Agreements and 
collaborations for funding R&D projects in 
Castilla y León, although not through joint 
calls. 

automotive, and advanced 
manufacturing, with specific 
collaborations targeting these 
industries. 
4. Geographic Spread: 
bilateral cooperation spans a 
wide range of countries, from 
European neighbours to more 
distant partners like Brazil, 
Germany, UK, France, India, 
Israel, USA, South Korea, 
Canada, Japan, China, 
Singapore, Switzerland. 
 

- Improving 
Infrastructure 
Cooperation: 
Emphasizing the need 
for improved 
cooperation in research 
infrastructure, as noted 
by some entities, could 
support more seamless 
and efficient 
collaborative research 
efforts. 
 

In summary, this variety of strategic alliances suggests that the responses are highly individualized, 
reflecting specific strategic partnerships or general preferences. The strategic alliances reflect a diverse 
and robust network of international cooperation, with significant involvement in European multilateral 
initiatives and a range of bilateral partnerships. The focus on framework agreements and sector-specific 
collaborations highlights the strategic priorities and potential areas for future enhancement in joint calls 
and project funding mechanisms. 
 
6.3.2 Expectations 
This section of the survey is the comprehensive section of the questionnaire with 17 questions asking 
questions related to the expectations of the relevant European, national, and regional stakeholders to get 
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a complete overview of the existing expectations and legal requirements that need to be considered 
during the development of new exemplary call designs. 
The following paragraphs provide a detailed overview of the answers provided and analysis on each 
question’s answers.  
 

1- Expectations 1: Do you prefer bilateral cooperation between two nations or are you also open 
to multinational tenders? 
 
Key responses and results  
 

Table 5: Preferences for bilateral cooperation between two nations or multinational tenders 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Open to multinational 
tenders and cooperation 

18  - It very much depends on the call and subject. It should 
be helpful in gaining our goals and fitting for the phase 
we are in. 

- Binational to start with, but multinational is the 
preferred way to go on the long term. 

- open to multilateral but we view it as significantly 
more complex 

- Both type of cooperations are needed. 
- Open to cooperation only about research strategy and 

not for joint calls 
- Open to cooperation for strategic alignment but not 

for joint tenders which are difficult to manage 
- EUREKA 
- Horizon Europe 
- For aviation, the AirTN network launched 

transnational funding programmes with limited 
success. See ww.airtn.es. See the open access paper 
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-
6596/2716/1/012103 

- Multinational 
- We promote international research both at the 

bilateral and multilateral levels (e.g. Horizon Europe, 
G7, G20, etc.) 

- It has to be noted that the resources of the special 
financing of civil aviation are already very limited at the 
present time. It should also be noted in this context 
that the measures supported must achieve a certain 
level of effectiveness/benefit in Switzerland. 

- We are able to use both tools, depending the countries 
and common goals. Multilateral schemes such as 
European co-funded partnerships have in our 
experience very smooth implementation and large 
possibility of cooperation. 

https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-6596/2716/1/012103
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-6596/2716/1/012103
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Prefer either binational or 
multinational (2 
stakeholders from the 
Netherlands  
1 from Romania 
1 from Spain)  

4  - 2 prefer Binational who are from the Netherlands 
- 2 prefer multinational cooperation from Romania and 

Spain 

Empty field  5 

 
Analysis 

The received responses provide an understanding that there is general openness and for multinational 
tenders with 18 respondents. This suggests a willingness to engage in larger, more complex projects that 
involve multiple countries. Some responses indicate that the preference for bilateral or multinational 
cooperation depends on the specific call and subject matter which shows a flexible approach where the 
nature and goals of the project dictate the type of cooperation. Preferences can be influenced by the 
current phase and strategic goals of the organization. Starting with binational cooperation may be a 
stepping stone to more complex multinational collaborations in the long term.  
There is an acknowledgment that while multilateral cooperation is favoured, it is also viewed as 
significantly more complex to manage. This complexity can be a deterrent for some participants.  
Some respondents are open to multinational cooperation only for research strategy alignment, not for 
joint calls, highlighting a selective approach to collaboration based on manageability and strategic fit. 
Additionally, various mechanisms and frameworks are mentioned, such as EUREKA, Horizon Europe, and 
AirTN network, indicating the diverse tools and platforms that are available and utilized for international 
cooperation by the different countries. There is flexibility to use both bilateral and multilateral tools 
depending on the countries involved and common goals. Multilateral schemes like European co-funded 
partnerships are appreciated for their smooth implementation. 
A note about the limited resources for special financing of civil aviation in Switzerland suggests financial 
constraints that influence cooperation preferences. This points toward a need for efficient allocation of 
resources to maximize benefits. 
From the four replies received expressing preference towards either binational or multinational, 
respondents in the Netherlands have expressed preference for binational cooperation, while those from 
Romania and Spain prefer multinational cooperation without further elaboration on the reason for their 
preference. Five survey fillers have kept this field empty with no further explanation.  
Generally, there is a positive inclination towards multinational cooperation, showing a progressive 
attitude towards broader cooperation. The choice between bilateral and multinational cooperation is 
often strategic, depending on the specific project's goals, phase, and the involved entities' capabilities. 
While multinational cooperation is desired, its complexity is a significant consideration. Simplifying 
processes or providing more robust support systems might encourage more participation. Resource 
limitations can affect the preference for certain types of cooperation, highlighting the need for careful 
resource planning and potentially more funding mechanisms. Preferences can vary significantly by 
country, influenced by national policies, available frameworks, and historical cooperation patterns. 

 
2- Expectations 2: What type of cooperation would you prefer: A joint multinational consortium, 

separate national consortia/individual participants or the integration of associated partners 
from another nation into a national consortium within a national funding program? 
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Key responses and results  
 

Table 6: Type of preferred cooperation 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

open  12 - We are open to any cooperation. 
- It will depend on the ambition of the program, the 

challenges, and the geographical context. 
- According to the law, The Ministry deals with both 

types of cooperation. 
- Generally open. The scope and depth of possible 

cooperation, varying between the kind currently 
used for EU projects and that of national projects is 
to be decided based upon individual benefits of 
governments and partners. Should be a case to case 
decision as no solution fits all circumstances. 

- This question needs to be examined and cannot be 
answered at the present time. 

Prefer 7 - 2 Separate 
consortia/in
dividual 
partners 

- 4 combined  
- 1 associated 

partners 

- separate national consortia 
with cooperation agreements 
and exchange of data/results 
seems simpler and easier to 
achieve. 

- Association of one or more 
entities from another nation is 
achievable where the project's 
goals necessitate this. 

- We prefer the partnership type 
of multinational calls and the 
separate national consortia. 

Mandatory  4 Separate 
consortia/individ
ual partners 

- ICECYL only can fund their regional 
entities. 
- Possible to have a multinational 
consortium but the region only funds 
regional beneficiaries 

Empty field 4  A comment: The Section has not at 
this time human resources dedicated 
on the development of Aviation 
related Horizon Europe projects. 

 
Analysis 
 

12 Participants have expressed a general openness and willingness to engage in various forms of 
cooperation, whether multinational consortia, separate national consortia, or integrating associated 
partners. This indicates flexibility and adaptability in how they approach collaboration. The type of 
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cooperation preferred often depends on the context of the project. For example, the specific goals, scope, 
and requirements of the project will influence whether a multinational or national consortium is more 
appropriate as expressed by the Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Klimaschutz (BMWK), 
Bundesrepublik Deutschlandand.  
From those who have selected a combined approach, a comment on the preference for partnership type 
of multinational calls and the separate national consortia expressed by the Technology Agency of the 
Czech Republic. There is a notable single response by the Czech Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports 
to involving associated partners in projects without further elaboration in the comments section.  
Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie from the Netherlands has selected preference towards having both 
separate consortia and individual partners with a comment on having separate national consortia with 
cooperation agreements and exchange of data/results seems simpler and easier to achieve. From those 
who have expressed that it is mandatory for a specific form of cooperation, ICECYL from Spain has 
expressed that they can only fund their regional entities and Region Occitanie (France) has expressed that 
it is possible to have a multinational consortium but the region only funds regional beneficiaries. This 
refers to the legislative limitations on some of these stakeholders toward having multinational consortia 
and that administrative and legal considerations play a significant role. National consortia might be 
preferred in contexts where legal frameworks and administrative processes are simpler and more 
streamlined. 
Generally, survey responses surface a willingness to adapt to different cooperation structures based on 
the specific needs of each project, highlighting a pragmatic approach to collaboration. The choice between 
multinational and national consortia is heavily influenced by the project's context, including its goals, 
scope, and required expertise. National consortia may be preferred in contexts where administrative and 
legal processes are simpler, reflecting a desire to minimize bureaucratic hurdles. Past successful 
collaborations also influence current preferences, with a tendency to replicate previously successful 
cooperation models. 

 
 

3- Expectations 3: Do you prefer integrated or separate* proposals? *(each participating nation 
having its own proposal) 
 
Key responses and results  
 

Table 7: Preference on integrated or separate proposals 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Open  7 - Open to integrated applications but there 
should be a French leader for applications 
including French participants. 

- We don’t have a specific preference. 
- It depends very much on the tools/scheme 

that we use. 
- If we use bilateral cooperation scheme, we 

prefer separated proposals (however with 
one common part). If we use partnership 
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tool, the integrated proposal is preferred and 
used. 

Preferred  13  
(7 country 
specific: 6 
integrated) 
 

country-specific comments:  
- For national administrative reasons, country 

specific proposals are easier to handle. 
However, this is not mandatory in case the 
offered integrated solutions meet national 
requirements. 

- Legal framework currently necessitates this.  
integrated comments:  
- In order to stimulate bilateral or multilateral 

R&D projects it would be helpful to have the 
possibility of integrated proposals with 
integrated funding schemes. 

Mandatory 3 ICECYL can accept an integrated proposal as a 
whole overarching the individual projects, but 
actually our regional companies in order to be 
funded by ICECYL must submit an individual 
proposal to our specific regional call. 
Probably this could change, because historically 
we have done it in this way to comply the R&D 
funding laws. It would imply a global revision of the 
R&D EU regulation. 

Empty field  3 A comment: The Section has not at this time 
human resources dedicated on the development 
of Aviation related Horizon Europe projects. 

 
Analysis 

From the 13 responses who expressed that they have a specific preference, inclination towards integrated 
vs. separate proposals are mixed with 7 favouring country specific proposals and 6 favouring integrated. 
From the ones favouring country-specific proposals, comments mention that this is due to administrative 
ease highlighting the advantages in terms of simplicity and alignment with national administrative and 
legal frameworks. The choice between integrated and separate proposals often depends on the project's 
context, including its scope, goals, and the strategic interests of the participating countries. Projects with 
broader scopes and higher ambitions may favour integrated proposals to better leverage multinational 
collaboration. 
 There is openness to integrated proposals, particularly for projects with significant multinational 
collaboration. This suggests a strategic approach where the benefits of integration outweigh the 
administrative complexities. 
 A recurring subject matter is the need for flexibility, allowing for both integrated and separate proposals 
depending on the specific project and its requirements. This flexibility is seen as a way to balance 
administrative ease with the potential benefits of integrated approaches. 
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4- Expectations 4: Do you prefer a joint* evaluation of the proposals or should the evaluation be 
nationally separated? * “joint evaluation” meaning a jointly selected multi-national team 
performing the evaluation based upon an agreed common list of evaluation criteria. 
 
Key responses and results  
 

Table 8: Preference on joint or separate evaluation of the proposals 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Open 11 - A joint evaluation made by independent experts is 
possible, but in addition, with the current regulation 
ICECYL has to check that the project fits the regional 
requirements. 

- Open to a joint evaluation within a two-stage 
application process: joint evaluation + national 
evaluation 

- We are able to cope with both. Once more, in bilateral 
scheme we use separated evaluation, in partnerships 
a joint evaluation. 

- The Section has not at this time human resources 
dedicated on the development of Aviation related 
Horizon Europe projects. 

Mandatory 3 3 separate  One comment: Legal 
framework necessitates this. 
 

Preferred  13 

6 prefer separate 
evaluation 

7 prefer joint evaluation 

Separate:  
- In general, within the 

context of the MoUs we 
sign, each Participant 
evaluates beneficiaries of 
its own country 

- Both models have 
advantages and 
disadvantages. A national 
independency of 
programs is political 
preferred. The transfer of 
national decision-making 
powers would have to be 
clarified. Success is 
doubtful due to 
expectations of 
parliament, national 
decision makers and 
public interest. 
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Joint:  
- The national 

requirements must be 
met. 

- depending on the 
instrument type 

- I think it is important that 
participating nations have 
a vote. I do not prefer to 
have non-participating 
nations in the evaluation 
board. 

 
Analysis 

Similar to the previous question, preferences are mixed with 11 being open to any kind of evaluation with 
comments referring to the need to check the project appropriateness with regional requirements, and 
with suggestions on having a joint evaluation within a two-stage application process: joint evaluation + 
national evaluation. Also, respondents refer to prior experience which has proven to be successful such 
as having joint evaluation in partnerships.  
From the 13 respondents who have a specific preference, 6 prefer separate evaluation and 7 prefer joint 
evaluation. Those who prefer having country-specific evaluation, 2 comments received refer to prior 
experiences of signing MoUs where each participant evaluates beneficiaries of its own country, and the 
other referring to the fact that the political framework necessitates this. On the other hand, the 7 
respondents who have selected their preference to be joint evaluation, comments highlight the need to 
have the national requirements met to have a joint evaluation, and also depending on the instrument 
type. A suggestion is to have participating nations vote for this and a strong preference of not having non-
participating nations in the evaluation board. The remaining 3 responses have selected the mandatory 
choice of having a separate evaluation nationally, and these are the Direction Générale de l'Aviation Civile 
(France), Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie (Netherlands), and Ministry of Investment and European Funds 
(Romania), with a clear indication from the respondent from the Netherlands that the legal framework 
necessitates this. Generally, there is a wide zone of flexibility, with specific reservations, considerations 
and suggestions towards having a joint evaluation possible in the future. The minority who responded 
with the mandatory need of having a separate national evaluation indicate towards having a legal 
obligation.  
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5- Expectations 5: Is it important to you that your national funding only benefits national 
applicants? 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 9: Importance of national funding only benefiting national applicants 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Mandatory 10 - ICECYL only can fund their regional entities. 
- Only national applicants 
- up to 20% of the total funding amount is 

possible for foreign project partners, 
subcontracting is possible for foreign entities 

- Normally, only national entities benefit from 
calls and national instruments. 

 

Open 6 - According to the law, already now we accept 
applicants from EU and EEA countries. 
However, in multilateral and bilateral calls the 
aim is to support cooperation on both sides. 
Therefore, it is logical that each country 
finances its beneficiaries. 

- It would be nice if it is also possible to fund 
project partners from other nations in bilateral 
or multinational R&D projects. But it is 
important than that all nations work like that. 

- The Section has not at this time human 
resources dedicated on the development of 
Aviation related Horizon Europe projects. 

Preferred  8 - in principle, beneficiaries must have an 
established legal entity in the country and 
perform the R&I there. Exceptions are possible 
where a capability that is necessary for the 
project is not present in-country. 

- I don't know what the exact Dutch policy is on 
this. As a country you should get back (at least) 
that what you have invested! 

- In general, within the context of the MoUs we 
sign, each Participant funds beneficiaries of its 
own country. 

 

Not applicable  3  

 
Analysis 
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Responses to this specific question reveal that there is a clear inclination that national funding only 
benefits national applicants, with 10 responses on having this as a mandatory implementation. While 6 
responses have expressed being open, there is also a clear preference with 8 responses to still have 
national funding only benefiting national applicants. Having said this, the ones who prefer that national 
funding only benefits national applicants, have mentioned that exceptions are possible where a capability 
that is necessary for the project is not present in-country, and that in the context of MoUs each participant 
funds beneficiaries of their own country. Additionally, a comment by the Ministry of Infrastructure and 
Water Management in the Netherlands states that the national policy states this and as a country, a return 
on investment has to be considered.  
Those who have selected the mandatory option, have mentioned that this is the current usual practice, in 
addition to a comment by the Federal Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, Energy, Mobility, 
Innovation and Technology, which mentions that up to 20% of the total funding amount is possible for 
foreign project partners and subcontracting is possible for foreign entities. Yet, the 6 responses which are 
open to national funding benefiting other nations, have included further elaboration towards their 
provided reply. A comment by the Technology Agency of the Czech Republic mentions that according to 
the law, the Czech Republic accepts applicants from EU and EEA countries and that in multilateral and 
bilateral calls the aim is to support cooperation on both sides and that it is logical that each country 
finances its beneficiaries. On the other hand, the Regional Government (province of Zuid-Holland) from 
the Netherlands, mentions that it would be nice if it is also possible to fund project partners from other 
nations in bilateral or multinational R&D projects, pinpointing the importance that all nations work like 
that. The comments highlight the importance of setting the ground for a win-win situation for all 
participating nations. 
 

6- Expectations 6: Is it important that the funding is integrated, i.e., the funds are distributed from 
a single source, or do you prefer national funding allocation? 
 

Key responses and results  
Table 10: Integrated vs. National funding allocation 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Mandatory 9 - One national consortium leader required 
for Austrian partners. 

- At this stage, we would not be able to 
send allocation of a programme to a 
common pot. We would not find a legal 
basis for it. (Technology Agency of the 
Czech Republic) 

- Legal framework necessitates this 
(Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie, The 
Netherlands) 
 

Open  5 - It depends on the characteristics of the 
financing instrument and requirements 
(ANI - Agência Nacional de Inovação, 
Portugal)  
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- A national government must be able to 
show what has been invested and what 
had been delivered. (Ministery of 
Infrastructure and Water management, 
the Netherlands) 

- The Section has not at this time human 
resources dedicated on the development 
of Aviation related Horizon Europe 
projects. 

Preferred  13 7 Separate: 
- ICECYL prefers to manage their allocated 

funds, although they could be integrated 
in a global cooperation call. (ICECYL, 
Spain) 

- I do not think that it is necessary that the 
funds are distributed from a single source. 
But important that participating nations 
use the same funding 
rules/schemes/planning. (Regional 
government (province of Zuid-Holland) 

 
6 integrated: 
No comments 

 
Analysis 

Provided responses are spread between having the funding integrated or nationally allocated. 9 
respondents selected a mandatory choice due to the legal framework mainly expressed by stakeholders 
from the Netherlands, Austria, and the Czech Republic. On the other hand, 5 respondents expressed 
openness to any form of funding distribution with two main comments which indicate 1) the flexibility of 
how funding can be distributed depending on the characteristics of the financing instrument and 
requirements expressed by ANI - Agência Nacional de Inovação, Portugal and 2) the firm obligation of the 
national government to be able to show what has been invested and what had been delivered expressed 
by the Ministry of Infrastructure and Water management, the Netherlands. 13 respondents selected a 
specific preference that they have, with 7 preferring separate distribution of fund, and 6 integrated. It is 
noticeable that there were no further comments or elaboration from those who prefer integrated 
distribution of funds. While this is the case for those who prefer integrated distribution, those who prefer 
a separate distribution have expressed their preference to manage their allocated funds within a global 
cooperation framework (expressed by ICECYL, Spain) in the comments box. Also, an opinion expressed by 
the Regional government (province of Zuid-Holland) is that it is unnecessary for funds to be distributed 
from a single source, as long as participating nations adhere to the same funding rules, schemes, and 
planning. 
The overall preference is leaning towards maintaining national funding allocation rather than integrating 
funds into a single source. This preference is driven by legal frameworks that necessitate national control 
over funds and the ability to track and report national investments and outcomes. The flexibility to 
manage funds according to national rules is seen as crucial. Many stakeholders emphasize the importance 
of being able to demonstrate national investments and deliverables clearly. There is some openness to 
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integrating funding under specific conditions, especially if it ensures that participating nations use 
consistent funding rules and schemes. However, the practical implementation of such integration remains 
complex due to legal and administrative hurdles. 
 

7- Expectations 7: Do you value a common project language, or must applications and project 
processing be carried out in the respective national language? 

Key responses and results  
Table 11: Value a common project language vs. National language 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Mandatory  2 - French mandatory 
- ICECYL must receive a Spanish proposal to 

fund it. 
Open 6 - English possible 

- 1 Should be English  
- National preferred  
- “The official language is German” for final 

documents etc, for preparation etc English 
is ok 

- The Section has not at this time human 
resources dedicated on the development 
of Aviation related Horizon Europe 
projects. 

Preferred 19 - 12 prefer English possible  
- 4 national language (1 German, 1 

Portuguese, and 2 Spanish stakeholders) 
with one comment  

o Normally proposals for calls 
and national instruments are 
submitted in the national 
language 

 
Analysis 

Most respondents prefer using English (12 responses) as the primary language for communication and 
documentation in multinational collaborations. This preference is driven by the widespread use of English 
as the global language in academic and professional settings. While 12 prefer English as the language of 
communication, still 4 others prefer their national language with 1 from Germany, 1 from Portugal and 2 
from Spain and 2 stakeholders expressing the required need for having projects in their respective 
national language in France and Spain. It is noticeable that Spanish stakeholders have different responses 
where one has mentioned that their local language is mandatory to be used to fund it and the other 2 
Spanish stakeholders expressed a preference for national language and not mandated. This contradiction 
is responses is worthwhile further investigating to understand the reason if it is based on a legal 
requirement or not. From those who are open, there is some level of openness to using either English or 
the national language, which shows flexibility both from the stakeholders and their national legal 
framework.  
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Figure 8: Preferred Language (common vs. national language) 

 
As seen in Figure 8, a common language is preferred 19 responses out of the total 27, with 12 responses 
expressing English are the preferred language for communication and documentation in international 
collaborations due to its status as the global lingua franca. Robust translation and interpretation are 
essential to ensure inclusivity and effective communication among all participants, specifically those who 
have a national language dominance in the working system. Providing key documents in multiple 
languages can enhance accessibility and inclusivity, ensuring that information is available to a broader 
audience. Being mindful of different linguistic backgrounds and accommodating diverse language needs 
is crucial for fostering inclusive and fruitful collaborations. 
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8- Expectations 8: Different funding programs are generally not time coordinated. This can lead to 

difficulties in implementing joint consortia. In your opinion, is a uniform duration and a uniform 
start date necessary for the entire project? 
 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 12: Opinions on having a uniform duration and a uniform start date for the entire project 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Mandatory 3 Uniform start 
date/duration 

One comment: In our opinion, the same starting date for 
all the beneficiaries is necessary in order to be 
coordinated. (ICYCL, Spain) 

Open 9 - Projects should last between 24 and 48 months and 
start dates are project specific. The only condition 
is that the project should start after the application 
is finalized (Region Occitanie, France) 

- Both can be. However, in case the start of the 
project is different and the duration as well, it must 
be justified by the activities - one partner starts 
earlier because the results of his work will feed the 
work of the partner, etc. (Technology Agency of the 
Czech Republic)  

- Uniform start date and duration are good theory, 
but almost impossible to achieve in practice 
(Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie, The Netherlands)  

- In general; too much fixation is limiting successful 
results of programs, because flexibility is necessary 
for real innovation 

- The Section has not at this time human resources 
dedicated on the development of Aviation related 
Horizon Europe projects.  

Preferred 15  14 Uniform start date/duration: 
- Uniform start date and duration could definitely 

help. 
- To avoid the situation of only partial approval of 

some members of an international consortium it 
would be preferable to have a coordination of 
approval processes. It may be difficult due to 
administrative reasons to coordinate the start 
dates which should not exclude participants. 

- 1) Different funding programs are generally not 
time coordinated. This can lead to difficulties in 
implementing joint consortia. 2) Uniform start 
date/duration: To avoid the situation of only partial 
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approval of some members of an international 
consortium, it would be preferable to have a 
coordination of approval processes. It may be 
difficult due to administrative reasons to 
coordinate the start dates which should not 
exclude participants. (Bundesministerium für 
Wirtschaft und Klimaschutz (BMWK), 
Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Germany) 

 
1 Separated starting date/duration with a comment: 
Desirable that projects start at the same time, flexibility 
required depending on the nature of the project. Note 
that not all projects will desire the same duration so end 
dates will vary. (UK Research and Innovation)  
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Figure 9: Number of stakeholders valuing a common project language vs. national language 

 
Analysis 

Results are skewed towards the preference of having a uniform duration and a uniform start date for the 
entire project, with 14 responses selecting this option and only 1 from the UK Research and Innovation 
preferring to have a separate starting date/duration with a comment that projects should start at the 
same time, and that flexibility is required depending on the nature of the project and adding a note that 
not all projects will desire the same duration so end dates will vary.   
The 14 who have expressed a preference for uniformity in start dates/durations of projects to aid in 
project coordination and help avoid partial approvals and ensure synchronized project execution. 
Additionally, a comment by the BMWK in Germany expresses that different funding programs are 
generally not time coordinated and that this can lead to difficulties in implementing joint consortia. 
Furthermore, the comment explains that a Uniform start date/duration will aid in avoiding the situation 
of only partial approval of some members of an international consortium it would be preferable to have 
a coordination of approval processes and that it may be difficult due to administrative reasons to 
coordinate the start dates which should not exclude participants.  
The 9 stakeholders who are open to having a uniform duration and a uniform start date for the entire 
project, have expressed their flexibility in project timelines. According to the Region Occitanie, France, 
projects should ideally last between 24 and 48 months, with start dates being project-specific and starting 
after application finalization. Even though partners have selected to be open, some comments highlight 
the difficulty in the implementation if the start date and duration are fixed in the project for all partners, 
and that flexibility is crucial, as the nature of some projects might necessitate staggered start times to 
allow results from one partner to inform another's work, as expressed by the Technology Agency of the 
Czech Republic, the Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie, The Netherlands, and the Ministerium für Wirtschaft, 
Industrie, Klimaschutz und Energie des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen, Germany. The 3 stakeholders who 
expressed that projects must have a uniform start date/duration have stated that it is seen as essential 
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for ensuring that all project participants are aligned from the beginning is deemed necessary for 
coordinated efforts. 
In summary, a uniform start date and duration are generally preferred to facilitate coordination and 
synchronization among international consortium members. This is particularly important to prevent 
delays and misalignments in project execution. Despite the preference for uniformity, practical 
implementation remains challenging due to the diverse nature of projects. Flexibility is necessary to 
accommodate different project requirements and ensure that innovative efforts are not stifled by overly 
rigid timelines. While administrative difficulties in achieving uniform timelines are recognized, the benefits 
of synchronized starts and durations in fostering effective collaboration and avoiding partial project 
approvals are also emphasized. 
 

9- Expectations 9: Should the reporting system be standardized or should it be based on the 
respective national requirements? 

Key responses and results  
Table 13: Standardized reporting system vs. national 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Mandatory 4 All National with 2 comments provided:  
- In addition to the fulfilment of EU and 

national laws, ICECYL must check that the 
project results fit our regional requirements. 

- Legal framework necessitates this 
Open 5 - National projects: national requirements. 

- International projects: standardized 
- It depends on the case, for European projects 

it could be standardized but in the national 
perspective it could vary according to the 
requirements. 

 

Preferred  18 7 National:  
- If the funding is coming from a national 

targeted support than the reporting must 
correspond to the requirements of the 
programme and thus to the national reporting 
requirements. However, we see more and 
more that on the top of the national 
requirements there are requirements from the 
international level. 

- For national administrative reasons, country 
specific reporting is preferable. However, this 
is not mandatory in case the offered solutions 
meet national requirements. 

11 European: 
- The national requirements must be met. 
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Analysis 

The majority of stakeholders have responded to having a specific preference with 18 replies in total 
divided into 11 replies favouring the European reporting standardized system and 7 favouring the national 
requirements to be followed for reporting. Having said this, only one comment was provided by those 
who favour a European standardized reporting system mentioning that the national requirements must 
be met. National reporting is preferred for administrative reasons, but this preference is not absolute if 
solutions can meet national standards as expressed by the Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und 
Klimaschutz (BMWK), Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Germany. Moreover, a response by the Technology 
Agency of the Czech Republic, refers to the fact that if the funding is coming from a national targeted 
support then the reporting must correspond to the requirements of the programme and thus to the 
national reporting requirements. However, we see more and more that on the top of the national 
requirements there are requirements from the international level.  
Stakeholders who are open to any kind of reporting system have expressed that this is a national 
requirement and that it depends on the case, for European projects it could be standardized but from the 
national perspective it could vary according to the requirements. Finally, those who expressed that 
national reporting system must be in place, have expressed that the legal framework necessitates this, 
specifically mentioned by the Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie from The Netherlands, and ICECYL has 
expressed that in addition to the fulfilment of EU and national laws, ICECYL Spain, must check that the 
project results fit their regional requirements.  
Based on the received replies, the need for projects to fulfil national reporting requirements is driven by 
legal and administrative frameworks, which necessitate compliance with regional, national, and EU laws. 
This compliance ensures that project outcomes align with the regulatory expectations of each 
participating country. While national reporting is mandatory for national projects, there is openness to 
standardization in international projects. This flexibility helps in aligning international efforts and 
simplifying the reporting process for multinational consortia. A balanced approach is emerging, where 
national reporting forms the base, and additional international requirements are layered on top. This dual-
layer reporting structure ensures compliance with national laws while facilitating international 
collaboration. Although national reporting remains a strong preference, there is a trend towards 
incorporating standardized elements to streamline processes and improve coherence across international 
projects. This trend acknowledges the complexity of managing multinational projects and aims to reduce 
administrative burdens. 
In summary, while national reporting requirements are mandatory and preferred due to legal and 
administrative necessities, there is openness to standardizing the reporting system for international 
projects. This approach aims to balance the stringent requirements of national regulations with the need 
for streamlined international cooperation.  
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10- Expectations 10: Should the administration of the entire project be integrated, or should it be 
carried out separately by national authorities? 
 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 14: Integrated vs. Separate nationally administered project 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Mandatory Separate 
administration 

8 - The legal framework necessitates this 
- Once we engage resources from a programme 

managed by our agency, the agency monitors 
the project and administrates its Czech part. 

- National authority. 
- At the moment, due to legal reasons no 

alternatives possible 
- Separate administration, some mechanism 

required to coordinate between funding 
bodies. 

Open 6 - Open to discussion. It depends on the grade of 
administration you refer to. 

- I do not have an opinion. I think it is good to 
ask the businesses and knowledge institutes 
what they prefer. 

 

Preferred  13 8 Separate 
5 Integrated 
No comments on both preferences.  

 
Analysis 

This question addresses whether the administration of the entire project should be integrated or managed 
separately by national authorities, to which, 8 responded of having a separate administration is a must 
for their authority. The legal framework often necessitates separate administration by national 
authorities. This includes countries like the Czech Republic, which must monitor and administrate the 
project domestically once resources are engaged. Legal reasons currently prevent alternative approaches. 
Some responses highlight the necessity of coordination mechanisms between funding bodies despite the 
separate administration. Of those who expressed a specific preference, 8 have chosen a separate 
administration and this preference is based on practical and legal considerations, on the other hand 5 
have expressed preference towards having integrated administration, without specific comments 
provided to justify this preference. Finally, 6 respondents have expressed flexibility, suggesting the 
approach depends on the level of administration required. No strong opinions were expressed, and it's 
suggested that the preferences of businesses and knowledge institutes should be considered. 
The prevailing opinion among respondents is that separate administration is mandatory due to existing 
legal frameworks and national requirements. While there is some level of openness to discussing different 
administrative structures, the practical and legal constraints of current systems make separate 
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administration the preferred and often necessary approach. Coordination mechanisms between different 
national bodies are essential to ensure the smooth functioning of projects involving multiple countries. 
 
 

11- Expectations 11: Should the management of intellectual property be standardized or should it 
be managed according to national criteria? 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 15: Standardized vs. national criteria of intellectual property management 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Mandatory integrated  4 (2 integrated EU 
and 2 Integrated 
national) 

- New projects: mandatory and Integrated 
EU. (Ministry of Infrastructure and Water 
Management) 

- Running (national) projects: to be 
discussed. (Ministry of Infrastructure and 
Water Management) 

- Management of IP should be led by 
consortiums, led by national criteria but 
ultimately decided on by the consortium 
(UK Research and Innovation) 

Open 14 - IP should be managed by beneficiaries 
according to a consortium agreement. A 
CA is mandatory to benefit from the 
funding (condition to fulfil to receive the 
funding) but there is no formal model to 
adopt. (Direction Générale de l'Aviation 
Civile, France) 

- It is mandatory to have a consortium 
agreement and IP should be managed 
fairly between the partners according to 
their contributions (Region Occitanie, 
France) 

- Once we engage resources from a 
national programme, the intellectual 
property management must follow the 
rules of the programme. However, IP 
management is very similarly described 
on national and EU levels. (Technology 
Agency of the Czech Republic) 

- To be defined in the respective 
consortium agreement. This is task of the 
funded consortia. (BMK - Federal Ministry 
for Climate Action, Environment, Energy, 
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Mobility, Innovation and Technology, 
Austria)  

- Needs to be comparable 
(Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und 
Klimaschutz (BMWK), Bundesrepublik 
Deutschland, Germany) 

- National projects: national requirements. 
(National: Swiss National Foundation) 

Preferred  9  
 
- 1 preferred 

separate 
management  

- 5 prefer 
having 
integrated 
intellectual 
property 
management 
at the EU level  

- 3 prefer 
nationally 
managed  

Separate: Default is that each project (in the 
two or more countries) will have their own 
cooperation agreement and IP rules and 
arrangements. An overarching collaboration 
and IP agreement between consortia would 
be necessary. (Stichting Luchtvaart in 
Transitie, The Netherlands) 
 
Integrated EU:  
- In general, within the context of the MoUs 

we sign, the protection of intellectual 
property rights is guaranteed in 
accordance with the intellectual property 
legislations of the Countries involved. 
(Italian Ministry of Universities and 
Research) 

Integrated National:  
- But only if it is in the interest of the 

consortium partners. (Ministry of 
Economic Affairs and Climate Policy, The 
Netherlands) 

 

 
Analysis 

This question addresses the management of intellectual property, whether standardized criteria is an 
option or national criteria are needed. 2 respondents have expressed that it is a must to have integrated 
EU criteria and 2 expressed to have integrated national criteria. The Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and 
Water Management has expressed that for new projects it is mandatory an integrated EU Intellectual 
property management while running national projects need to be further discussed. A comment by the 
UK Research and Innovation also highlights that management of intellectual property should be led by 
consortiums, led by national criteria but ultimately decided on by the consortium. 9 respondents have 
expressed a specific preference, with only one preferring a separate management with a specific note by 
Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie, The Netherlands that default to each project having its own cooperation 
agreement and IP rules. An overarching collaboration and IP agreement between consortia would be 
necessary. The remaining 8 are divided between 5 having a preference towards an EU level management 
and 3 preferring the management to be undertaken nationally. A comment by the Italian Ministry of 
Universities and Research highlights that within the context of MoU signing an integrated EU management 
is preferred for intellectual property management, ensuring these rights protection as per the involved 
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countries' legislations. On the other hand, the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate Policy, The 
Netherlands has expressed a preference for integrated national management, but only if it aligns with the 
consortium partners' interests. The majority of respondents, with a total of 14 replies, have expressed 
openness towards any kind of intellectual property management. Several comments were received 
related to different implementation routes and experiences, mainly in multinational consortia. 
Stakeholders from France, Germany, and Austria have mainly highlighted that intellectual property should 
be managed according to a mandatory consortium agreement required to receive funding and needs to 
be comparable and managed fairly within partners of consortia based on their contributions, though no 
formal model for the agreement is specified. Stakeholders from Czech Republic, Switzerland For national 
programmes, intellectual property management must follow the respective national rules. However, 
intellectual property management practices are similar and standardized across national and EU levels.  
Analyzing these responses, it is noticeable that a significant portion of respondents advocate for 
mandatory integrated management of intellectual property for new projects at the EU level. This ensures 
a unified approach to IP management, though the specifics may be further discussed for running national 
projects. There is a consensus on the necessity of a consortium agreement to manage intellectual property 
fairly based on contributions. Flexibility is emphasized, allowing for both national and standardized 
approaches depending on the project's scope and funding structure. Opinions are divided between 
separate and integrated management of intellectual property. While a minority prefers a separate 
management approach tailored to each project with overarching agreements, others advocate for 
integrated management at either the EU or national level, contingent on consortium interests and legal 
frameworks.  
 
 

12- Expectations 12: Should the funding be paid centrally to the consortium leader (for further 
distribution to the project partners) or should it be paid out directly to the respective project 
partners? 
 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 16: Centrally paid funding to the consortium leader vs. paid out directly to the respective project 
partners 

Reply Number of Respondents Expressed Comments 

Mandatory 8 expressing mandatory 
obligation to being 
centrally consortium led 
(Technology Agency of the 
Czech Republic) 

- The budget should be allocated and 
managed by each country and it should 
be paid out directly to the respective 
project partners. It is much easier if there 
is the case, for example, for recovering of 
the some paid sums, that afterwards are 
declared ineligibles from different 
reasons. 

- Mandatory to protect financial 
information from each partner. 

- One national consortium leader required 
for Austrian partners. 
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- Mandatory to pay directly to the project 
partners due to legal requirements in 
Germany 

Open 8 - Usually in NL the payment is directly to 
each partner. In a collaboration each 
(national) project would follow its own 
rules and practices. 

- Normally it is centralized, in very specific 
cases it may vary. It will depend on the 
characteristics of the financing 
instrument. 

- The Section has not at this time human 
resources dedicated on the development 
of Aviation related Horizon Europe 
projects. 

Preferred  11 with 8 preferring 
directly paid to the project 
partners and 3 preferring 
to be paid centrally to the 
consortium lead 

Comments from those who expressed 
preference to pay directly to project 
partners:  
- It depends on the type of funding: paid 

out directly to the project partners (i.e. in 
case of regional and national funds) but 
we can assume the funding being 
distributed by the consortium leader in 
case of EU funds. 

- In general, we prefer the first option 
referring to the national consortium 
leader within a larger transitional 
consortium in Italy. 

 
Comments from those who expressed 
preference to pay the consortium lead:  
- for EU projects by the coordinator 
- for national projects by the Authorities to 

beneficiaries. 
 
 
Analysis 

When asked if funding should be paid centrally to the consortium leader (for further distribution to the 
project partners) or should it be paid out directly to the respective project partners, the responses are 
somewhat equally spread between 1) being open to any distribution method, 2) having a must to be 
disbursed to each project partner, with only 1 response mentioning that it is an obligation being centrally 
consortium led by the Technology Agency of the Czech Republic; 3) and 11 expressing a specific preference 
with 8 preferring directly paid to the project partners and 3 preferring to be paid centrally to the 
consortium lead. Assessing these replies and comments, it is noticeable that Germany, Czech Republic, 
and Austria indicated legal requirements for direct payments to respective project partners. Some, cited 
the need to protect financial information from each partner and the ease of managing recoveries of 
ineligible expenses if handled directly. From the 8 responses who are open to both approaches, The 
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Netherlands typically uses direct payments to each partner, following national rules, and some responses 
highlighted that the choice depends on the characteristics of the financing instrument. Comments 
received from those who have expressed a specific preference suggest that direct payments might depend 
on the type of funding (e.g., regional, national vs. EU funds), indicating a flexible approach based on the 
funding source. 
Once again, legal frameworks in some countries (e.g., Germany, Czech Republic, Austria) necessitate a 
restricted approach, especially obligating direct payments to project partners, making it mandatory. The 
rationale includes protecting financial information and simplifying the recovery of funds. 
Many respondents are open to both centralized and direct payment methods, depending on the project's 
specifics and the funding source. This indicates a practical approach, adapting to the requirements of 
different funding instruments. While there's a significant preference for direct payments, especially for 
regional and national funds, there's also an acceptance of central payment distribution for EU projects. 
This reflects a balance between maintaining compliance with national laws and adapting to the 
administrative needs of multinational projects. In conclusion, the analysis highlights a diverse set of 
preferences and mandatory requirements, with a notable trend towards flexibility and adaptation based 
on the specific funding scenario.  
 
 

13- Expectations 13: In your opinion, should additional funding be possible, i.e., if funding is not 
100%, should it be possible for another funding provider to provide additional funding? 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 17: Additional funding possibility if funding is not 100%, 

Reply Number of Respondents Expressed Comments 

Mandatory 3 in total, with 1 expressing that No, 
no additional funding possible from 
the Netherlands and the other 2 
expressing that additional funding 
should be possible from the 
Netherlands and Italy.  

- Current legal framework in NL 
makes two funding sources for one 
project impossible. 

This would need considerable 
effort to find a derogation or 
revision. 

- Yes, within the context of the calls 
financed by the Italian Ministry of 
Universities and Research, some 
forms of co-financing are allowed. 

The co-financing is intended for 
a given call and applicable to the 
full ranking list and not to a 
specific project. 

Open 8 - Preferred co-funding when expenses 
covered by each programme are 
different (Staff vs. investment) 

- Combination of funds is described in 
the guide for synergies and is 
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possible. However, to set the rules 
for combined funding is a challenge. 

- The maximum funding ratio must be 
kept, national and EU requirements 
should be taken into account. 

- Open to discussion. It can be 
necessary a global revision of 
regulations to check compatibility of 
funds. 

- Open, but note the complexity and 
additional administration this may 
introduce. 

Preferred  14 with 1 from Spain (CDTI) 
expressing a preference of not 
having additional funding.  
 

From those who expressed preference 
towards having additional funding 
possible:  
- Co-funding is a possibility but 

spendings covered by each funding 
should be separated to facilitate 
funding management by 
beneficiaries 

- based on state aid schemes 
- Otherwise the activities would not 

be possible to be implemented and 
the objectives and the results of the 
projects could not be reached. 

Empty fields 2  

 
Analysis 

This question explores whether respondents believe that additional funding should be possible if the 
initial funding is not 100%. Of those who responded that it is required to have additional funding for them 
to reach the total amount of the estimated project budget, 3 in total, 1 expressing that no additional 
funding is possible from the Netherlands, and the other 2 expressed that additional funding should be 
possible from the Netherlands and Italy. The legal framework in the Netherlands makes two funding 
sources for one project impossible and that this would need considerable effort to find a derogation or 
revision. On the other hand, the Italian Ministry of Universities and Research, has expressed that within 
the context of the calls financed by the respective Ministry, some forms of co-financing are allowed. 
8 stakeholders recorded being lenient and open to different combinations, stating specific preference for 
co-funding where expenses are covered by each programme are different (Staff vs. investment). 
Moreover, Technology Agency of the Czech Republic has expressed that combination of funds is described 
in the guide for synergies and is possible, however, setting the rules for combined funding is a challenge. 
The Austrian Federal Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, Energy, Mobility, Innovation and 
Technology also has stated that the maximum funding ratio must be kept, and national and EU 
requirements should be taken into account, to some extent contradicting the selection of being open. 
Both ICECYL Spain and UK Research and Innovation have commented being open to discussion and further 
expanded that it can be necessary a global revision of regulations to check the compatibility of funds, 
noting the complexity and additional administration this may introduce. 
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The majority of responses have a specific preference, with 14 respondents in total, of which 1 only, CDTI 
from Spain expressing preference of not having additional funding. From those who expressed preference 
towards having additional funding possible, A French stakeholder has expressed that co-funding is a 
possibility but spendings covered by each funding should be separated to facilitate funding management 
by beneficiaries. Moreover, Romanian stakeholders have provided a statement that it will be based on 
state aid schemes and that otherwise the activities would not be possible to be implemented and the 
objectives and the results of the projects could not be reached. 
Although the majority have stated that additional funding is preferred to cover the full estimated budget 
of projects, further discussion and exchange with the stakeholders would provide a better understanding, 
as some comments require further elaboration.  

 
 

14- Expectations 14: If there was a "European supplement" to the national funding amount, would 
you be willing to waive some of the preferred national requirements and/or be willing to 
provide a significantly higher portion of your national budget to joint programs/calls? 
 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 18: Willingness to waive some of the preferred national requirements and/or willingness to provide 
a significantly higher portion of national budget to joint programs/calls 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Yes  14 - In principle yes, but, it would depend on 
what the specific requirements what would 
need to be waived. 

- In general, additional European funding is 
an attractive option. However, funds 
received by national entities need to be in 
total at least as high as the national 
contribution to the program) and it depends 
on what kind of concessions would be 
required 

- yes, if funds are available 
- These solutions are already applied in some 

cases, such as co-funded partnerships. 
- yes, if the funds are available 

No  4 - This seems unlikely to be achievable 
- It would not change funding conditions but 

it would allow to fund more projects so it 
would decrease competition in the 
selection process. It would allow to fund 
projects that could not be funded otherwise 
due to limited funding 

- Avoid a big project co-funded by several 
funding bodies and favour smaller projects 
funded by the most relevant funding body 
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Specified  8 - It depends very much on the needs 
identified at the national level. It is a 
decision to be made at the national level, 
together with the representatives of the EC. 

- Open, undefined. At the moment there is no 
budget, thus it is not possible to answer. 

- Already now the European co-funded 
partnerships generate a top up which is up 
to 30% of funded projects. This top up 
comes back to the agency´s budget. I do not 
see a situation in which we would waive 
some requirements. 

- Question not clear 
- We are not responsible for the national 

budget. But it would be nice if this will be 
possible in the future. 

- If ICECYL funds a part of the project, our 
regional requirements must be complied. 

Empty field 1  

 
Analysis 

14 respondents supported the possibility of providing a higher portion of national budgets to joint 
programs/calls. Comments highlighted that additional European funding is attractive, contingent on 
available funds and specific requirements. The Portuguese stakeholder has further noted that such 
arrangements are already in place, such as in co-funded partnerships. Romanian stakeholders have voiced 
that this is possible if the funds are available. Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Klimaschutz (BMWK), 
Bundesrepublik Deutschland has also commented that in general, additional European funding is an 
attractive option. However, funds received by national entities need to be in total at least as high as the 
national contribution to the program) and it depends on what kind of concessions would be required. 4 
respondents opposed additional funding, expressing concerns including the potential difficulty in 
achieving this goal. Region Occitanie, France argued that it could reduce competition in the selection 
process, potentially allowing funding for projects that might not otherwise qualify due to limited initial 
funding. Additionally, Direction Générale de l'Aviation Civile France has expressed a preference for 
smaller, single-funded projects over larger, multi-funded ones. 8 respondents provided conditional 
responses. Technology Agency of the Czech Republic has mentioned that there was recognition of existing 
mechanisms where top-up funding from European partnerships already contributes significantly (up to 
30%) to project budgets. A Romanian stakeholder emphasized the decision must be made at the national 
level in conjunction with European Commission representatives. Other comments suggested that the 
feasibility depends on national budget constraints and regional requirements compliance. 
There is considerable support for the concept of additional funding, reflecting a desire for flexibility in 
project financing. The preference is to leverage co-funding mechanisms, especially within European 
frameworks, which are seen as beneficial for enhancing financial support. Opponents of additional 
funding raise valid points regarding potential challenges, including increased administrative complexity 
and the risk of diluting competitive standards. These concerns highlight the need for careful design and 
implementation of any additional funding mechanisms. The responses indicating conditional acceptance 
underscore the importance of aligning additional funding opportunities with national and European 
priorities and legal frameworks. The existing success of co-funded partnerships suggests a model that can 
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be further developed. There is a general openness to exploring additional funding avenues, provided these 
are carefully managed to align with both national and European Union requirements and objectives. 
 
 

15- Expectations15: Is the choice of national court seat a preferred or mandatory requirement for 
you to provide funding? 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 19: Choice of National Court 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

Mandatory 12 - national law and seat are mandatory under 
current framework. 

- Application of German law is mandatory. 
The possibility of suing in German 
administrative courts must remain 
available. 

- only legally registered organizations (2) 
Open 8 - I think it is rather mandatory as we manage 

state funds. But all depends on the role of 
the court. 

- No idea 
Preferred 6 no comments  

Empty field 1  

 
Analysis 

The analysis regarding the choice of national court seat for funding indicates that this requirement is 
predominantly seen as mandatory by the respondents. Specifically, 12 responses indicate that the choice 
of national court seat is a mandatory requirement. This includes stipulations like the application of 
national law being necessary and the need for access to national administrative courts, particularly 
highlighted by the German respondents. 8 responses suggest some flexibility, although there is an 
inclination towards mandatory requirements due to the management of state funds. 6 responses show a 
preference but not a strict requirement for the choice of national court seat, as no comments were 
spoken. 1 response stated that they do not have an idea about this topic, and another did not provide any 
input on this question. 
The overall tendency shows that while some stakeholders are open to discussion, a significant number 
consider the national court seat as a critical and mandatory aspect for providing funding. These are 
Austria, France (2), Germany, The Netherlands (2), Portugal, Romania (3), Sweden, and Switzerland.  
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16- Expectations16: What is your general attitude to closer European cooperation? (provided your 

fixed and preferred conditions stated above are met). 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 20: General attitude to close European cooperation 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

(very) positive 20 - as a closed economy we need European 
cooperation. (Technology Agency of the 
Czech Republic) 

- Regarding the big challenges in relation 
to sustainable aviation, it seems better 
to have closer European cooperation. 
(Regional government (province of 
Zuid-Holland) 

 

Neutral 5 - Would be positive if a clear value added 
for national programs or national 
participants is shown and national 
decision rights remain guaranteed 
(Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und 
Klimaschutz (BMWK), Bundesrepublik 
Deutschland) 

- Depending on nature and topic of call 
(subsidiarity principle) (Innosuisse) 

Undecided 2  

(very) negative 0  

 
Analysis 

This question surveys the general attitude of stakeholders towards closer European cooperation, 
particularly if their fixed and preferred conditions are met. The responses are categorized as very positive, 
neutral, undecided, or very negative. The results offer insight into the varying perspectives on European 
integration within the context of funding and collaboration in aviation-related projects. 
20 responses were (very) positive. Positive thoughts by the Regional government - the province of Zuid-
Holland emphasized the necessity of European cooperation to address significant challenges, particularly 
in sectors like sustainable aviation. Also, a response by the Technology Agency of the Czech Republic 
highlighted the necessity of European cooperation for closed economies to thrive.  
5 responses were neutral and opinions often hinged on the potential value added to national programs 
or participants and the importance of maintaining national decision rights, as expressed by the 
Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Klimaschutz (BMWK), Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Germany. The 
said stakeholder further expresses that closer cooperation would be positive if a clear added value for 
national programs was demonstrated and national decision rights were preserved. Another comment by 
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Innosuisse explains that it depends on the nature and topic of the call (subsidiarity principle). 2 responses 
were undecided and these responses indicate a lack of sufficient information or a clear stance on the 
benefits or drawbacks of closer European cooperation. None of the survey participants expressed outright 
negativity towards closer European cooperation and 5 kept the field blank which may represent either 
indifference, a lack of opinion, or other unspecified reasons for not providing an answer. 
The responses indicate a strong leaning towards positive views on closer European cooperation, with 20 
stakeholders, out of the 27 survey participants, expressing a (very) positive stance. The neutral responses 
reflect conditional support, contingent on the alignment of cooperation with national interests and the 
preservation of national decision-making autonomy. The lack of negative responses suggests broad 
support or at least an openness to European cooperation under the right circumstances. The undecided 
responses and empty fields suggest areas where further information or clarity might be needed to form a 
more definitive outlook. Overall, the data points towards a general willingness to engage in closer 
European cooperation, provided that it brings tangible benefits and respects national prerogatives.  
 
 

17- Expectation 17: Please provide your best estimate of your programme budgets that might be 
dedicated to International options 

This final question of this section poses 2 separate questions: 1) the amount in percentage of the best 
estimate on programme budgets that can be dedicated to international options and 2) the respective 
amount in Million EUR. A first glance to the received responses is available in the below table 21 which 
shows which stakeholders from which countries have estimated their programme budgets that might be 
dedicated to international options.  

Table 21: Best estimates of programme budgets that might be dedicated to international options 
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Name of funding body Country  
Amount percentage of best estimate 
on programme budgets that can be 
dedicated to international options 

Amount in 
Million EUR Comments 

FOCA Switzerland 0% 0m€ 
 

Cyprus Department of Civil Aviation Air 
Transport and Airports Section 

Cyprus 0.00% 0m€ 
 

Region Occitanie (France) France  0% 0m€ Budget will depend on opportunities, on 
the quality of the projects and the benefits 
for regional stakeholders. 
Funds allocated will depend on the 
selected projects 

Direction Générale de l'Aviation Civile 
(France) 

France  0% 0m€   

ANI - Agência Nacional de Inovação  Portugal 0% 0m€ We do not have this information available, 
the budget allocation is assigned and 
evaluated in each instrument (separately). 

Ministry of Infrastructure and Water 
Management  

The 
Netherlands 

0% 0m€ IenW has currently no budget available. 

Regional government (province of 
Zuid-Holland) 

The 
Netherlands 

0% 0m€ It is not applicable for the province of 
Zuid-Holland. We do not have dedicated 
R&D funding programs in relation to 
aviation. 

Ministry of Infrastructure and Water 
Management 

The 
Netherlands 

0% 0m€ Some examples are: 
- Subsidies for NLR 
- Aviation in Transition 
- TSH regeling 
 
See our complete subsidy landscape. 

MUR Italy Italy 0% 0m€ There isn’t a specific amount, it depends 
on the call. 

CDTI Spain Spain  0% 0m€ I cannot estimate it. It will depend on the 
case. 
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 Ministerium für Wirtschaft, Industrie, 
Klimaschutz und Energie des Landes 
Nordrhein-Westfalen 

Germany 0.00% 0m€   

Innosuisse Switzerland 0% 0m€ No information 
ICECYL Spain  Spain  5% 5m€ This numbers are not real (we only write 

them in order to be able to pass to the 
next page) 
It depends of a lot of issues, mainly the 
funding conditions achieved. 

Consejería de Educación, Ciencia y 
Universidades Spain 

Spain  5% 10m€ It is not possible to provide this 
information. 

Reginal Government of Aragon Spain  10% 500.000m€   
MEYS Czech Republic Czech 

Republic 
10% 6m€   

Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie  The 
Netherlands 

10% 10m€ More potential exists if/when existing 
projects are linked to other projects in 
other countries 

BMWK Germany Germany 10% 40m€ Based on budget of today. 
Technology Agency, Czech Republic Czech 

Republic 
20% 20m€ This is a rough estimated not based on 

evidence. 
Ministry of Economic Affais and 
Climate Policy 

The 
Netherlands 

25% 100m€   

BMK Austria - Federal Ministry for 
Climate Action, Environment, Energy, 
Mobility, Innovation and Technology   

Austria  30% 3m€   

UEFISCDI Romania Romania 50% 2000000m€ max per project 
MRID - Romania  Romania 50% 2000000m€ max. per project 
Swedish Agency for Innovation 
Systems- VINNOVA 

Sweden 100% 2000000m€ 100% maximum 
2 million per year 

MIEF Romania Romania 100% 2m€   
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UKRI United 
Kingdom 

10% 10m€ I will need to get further input on this from 
the relevant departments. 

Romania Intermediate Body for 
Research 

Romania 100% 2m€ It has to be correlated to the type of the 
programmes, the priority set at national 
level and agreed with EC. 
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Figure 10: Percentage of best estimate on programme budget for international options per Stakeholder 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Count of Amount in Million EUR per Country 
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Figure 12: Best estimates per Country of programme Budgets total of (% vs amount) 
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Analysis 

This final question in this section of the survey addresses the stakeholders' best estimates of their 
programme budgets that might be dedicated to international options. This section explores two primary 
aspects: the percentage of the programme budgets and the absolute amounts in million euros that could 
be allocated for international collaborations. 
 
Table 21 provides a snapshot of the received detailed responses from various stakeholders across multiple 
countries, summarizing the percentage and the amount in euros of the budgets they estimate could be 
dedicated to international options. Simultaneously, figures 10, 11 and 12 provide visual illustrations of 
this data.  
A detailed look into the table, provides the following overview.  
 

- Switzerland (FOCA, Innosuisse): Both organizations reported 0% of their budgets would be 
dedicated to international options, with no amount in euros specified. 

- Cyprus (Cyprus Department of Civil Aviation Air Transport and Airports Section): Similar to 
Switzerland, Cyprus also reported 0% allocation. 

- France (Region Occitanie, Direction Générale de l'Aviation Civile): Both French entities also 
reported 0% allocation, though Occitanie mentioned that budgets would depend on project 
quality and benefits for regional stakeholders. 

- The Netherlands (5 responses): Several Dutch entities reported 0% allocation except for the 
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate Policy, which estimated 25% (€100 million). 

- Spain (4 responses): Estimates varied significantly, with ICECYL and Consejería de Educación 
Ciencia y Universidades estimating 5% (€5 million and €10 million respectively), and the Regional 
Government of Aragon estimating 10% (€500,000). CDTI provided no specific estimate. 

- Romania (4 responses): Various entities provided higher estimates, with MRID, MIEF, and the 
Romanian Intermediate Body for Research each allocating 100% of their budgets, corresponding 
to €2 million each. 

- Other Countries (Austria, Italy, Czech Republic, etc.): Estimates varied widely, with Austria’s BMK 
estimating 30% (€3 million) and Czech Republic’s Technology Agency estimating 20% (€20 million). 

 
Figure 10 delves into illustrating the percentage of the best estimate on programme budgets for 
international options per stakeholder. It highlights the variability among different countries and entities, 
showing that while some countries (like Romania and Sweden) are willing to allocate 100%, others (like 
Switzerland and Cyprus) have no budget allocation for international options. Following figure 10, figure 
11 shows the count of amounts in million euros per country. It visually represents the distribution of 
funding across different nations, indicating significant contributions from certain countries (e.g., Romania, 
The Netherlands) and minimal to no contributions from others. 
 
Figure 12 combines the percentage estimates and the corresponding amounts in euros, providing a 
holistic view of the potential international funding landscape. With this figure, the results reveal that 
although the estimated percentages on programme budgets that can be dedicated to international 
options per Stakeholder are relatively high, however, the respective estimated amount in Million EUR is 
relatively low from the majority of respondents. A close look at the results shows that Romania and 
Sweden have both high percentage of estimated programme budgets for international options and a high 
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amount of budget allocations in their respective countries. This shows that there is a contrast in the 
willingness to allocate budgets for international options. Countries like Romania and Sweden show a 
strong commitment, with up to 100% of their budgets dedicated, whereas several other countries report 
0% allocation. 
Moreover, even within the same country, there can be significant differences in responses from various 
stakeholders. For instance, in Spain, estimates ranged from 0% to 10% depending on the region and the 
specific funding body. 
Also, some entities have indicated that their budget allocations depend on the specific projects and their 
potential benefits. This conditionality is evident in responses from France and other countries, 
emphasizing the importance of project quality and alignment with regional priorities. 
 
The analysis reveals a heterogeneous landscape of budgetary commitments towards international options 
in aviation R&D across Europe. The significant variability between countries and even within countries 
underscores the complex and diverse funding environment, reflecting different national priorities, 
available resources, and strategic approaches to international collaboration. 
 
 
6.3.3 Strategy 
 

1- What is your general attitude toward an intensified European research strategy 
coordination/information exchange/dialogue 

Key responses and results  
 

Table 22: General Attitude toward intensified European Research Strategy Coordination and exchange 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Responses from 

(very) positive 22  

Neutral 4 - Swiss National Funding agency 
- Region Occitanie 
- FOCA 
- Ministerium für Wirtschaft, Industrie,  
Klimaschutz und Energie des Landes 
Nordrhein-Westfalen 

Undecided 1 - Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie, 
programme office of a national 
innovation programme Netherlands 

(very) negative   

 
Analysis 

This question examines the general attitude of stakeholders towards the intensified coordination, 
exchange, and dialogue of European research strategies. 22 out of the 27 survey participants indicate a 
predominantly positive attitude towards intensified European research strategy coordination. 4 
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responses are neutral, reflecting a cautious optimism. These stakeholders might recognize the potential 
benefits but are also aware of the practical challenges in implementation. A much smaller portion of 
responses is undecided with only one response, indicating that these stakeholders require more 
information or clarity on how the intensified coordination would be practically realized and its direct 
impacts on their interests. No responses expressed a negative attitude towards an intensified European 
research strategy, indicating a general openness or acceptance towards the idea, provided it is 
implemented effectively. 
The overall image of intensified European research strategy coordination, exchange, and dialogue is 
largely positive. The response rate reflects an understanding of the benefits that can be achieved through 
a unified approach. However, the neutral and undecided responses highlight important considerations 
and the root causes of these answers can be further investigated to better understand the reasoning 
behind them. This feedback can normally guide policymakers in refining their strategies to ensure that 
intensified European research coordination is both beneficial and feasible. 
 

 

2- What is your preferred frequency of a periodic European exchange/dialogue about a foreseen 
European research strategy? 

 
Key responses and results 

Table 23: Preferences on the frequency of periodic European exchange on European Research Strategy 
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Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Responses from  

Multiple times per 
year 

8 - Direction Générale de l'Aviation Civile (France) 
- ANI - Agência Nacional de Inovação k, Portugal 
- Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management, The 

Netherlands  
- Italian Ministry of Universities and Research 
- Reginal Government of Aragon, Spain 
- The Executive Unit for the Financing of Higher 

Education, Research, Development and Innovation 
(UEFISCDI), Romania 

- UK Research and Innovation, United Kingdom 
- Intermediate Body for Research, Romania 

Once a year 13 - FOCA, Switzerland 
- Ministerium für Wirtschaft, Industrie, Klimaschutz und 

Energie des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen, Germany 
- Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Klimaschutz 

(BMWK), Bundesrepublik Deutschland 
- CDTI, Spain 
- Institute for Business Competitiveness of Castilla y León 

(ICECYL), Spain 
- Consejería de Educación, Ciencia y Universidades 
- Technology Agency of the Czech Republic 
- Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports, Czec Republic  
- BMK - Federal Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, 

Energy, Mobility, Innovation and Technology, Austria 
- Ministry of Research, Innovation and Digitalization, 

Romania 
- Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie, The Netherlands 
- Ministery of Infrastructure and Water Management, 

The Netherlands 
- Ministry of Economic Affais and Climate Policy the 

Netherlands 
 

No preference 3 - Region Occitanie, France 
- Swedish Agency for Innovation Systems- VINNOVA 
- Intermediate Body for Research, Romania 

Never 0  

Do not know 3 - Innosuisse 
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Figure 13: General attitude towards an intensified European Research Strategy coordination/exchange 
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Analysis 
 

When asked about their preferred frequency of a periodic European exchange/dialogue about a foreseen 
European research strategy, the majority of respondents expressed having it once a year with 13 
responses and these are from Austria, the Czech Republic (2), Germany (2), The Netherlands (3), Romania, 
Spain (3), and Switzerland. At the same time, 8 prefer having multiple exchanges per year and these are 
from France, Portugal, The Netherlands, Italy, Spain, Romania (2), and the United Kingdom. 3 respondents 
do not have a specific preference and these are from France, Sweden, and Romania, while 3 others have 
selected the “do not know” option and these are from Cyprus, Netherlands, and Switzerland.  

 
Having the majority of respondents prefer an annual exchange suggests a common inclination towards 
structured, yearly assessments and updates. On the other hand, a significant minority (8 out of 27) prefer 
multiple exchanges per year, indicating a need for more regular and dynamic interactions. This might be 
driven by faster-paced projects or more active collaboration requirements. A small number of 
respondents (3 each) show either no strong preference or uncertainty about the optimal frequency, 
highlighting a degree of flexibility or the need for more clarity in their requirements.  

 

Figure 14: Preferred frequency of a periodic European exchange/dialogue about a foreseen European research 
strategy 

 
It is worth noting that when checking the responses closely, one can observe that different stakeholders 
from one country have different preferences, like the case of France, The Netherlands, Spain, and 
Romania. The majority of stakeholders who are at the ministerial level (except Italy) have expressed a 
preference for exchanging once per year, while operational research, regional governments, and 
intermediate bodies have a preference for more frequent exchange which can be due to the nature of 
their involvement in European research implementation rather than strategic planning.  
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At the strategic ministerial level, an annual European exchange would meet the majority of preferences, 
providing a structured opportunity for assessment and planning. And on the other hand, multiple 
engagements, supplemental meetings or updates could be arranged to ensure more frequent 
communication without overwhelming the broader majority who prefer annual meetings. The 
preferences indicate that a one-size-fits-all approach may not be ideal. A tailored strategy that offers 
flexibility, such as optional additional meetings or periodic updates, could cater to the varied needs. 
Generally, the data suggests a preference for annual European exchanges with an allowance for more 
frequent engagements for those who need it. This balanced approach can ensure effective 
communication and collaboration across different countries and organizations, catering to both the 
majority and the minority preferences. 

 
 

3- Would you prefer that a single country covers only one strategic R&TD topic solely, or do you 
desire that multiple countries should be allowed to address that same strategic R&TD topic? 

Key responses and results  
Table 24: Preference that a single country covers only one strategic R&TD topic solely vs. multiple 

countries 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Responses from  

Single Strategic R&D topic per 
Country 

0  

Multiple Countries per single 
R&TD Strategic topic  

22  

Preference that a single country covers only one strategic R&TD topic 
solely, or that multiple countries should be allowed to address that 

same strategic R&TD topic

Single Strategic R&D topic per Country Multiple Countries per single R&TD Strategic topic

No Preference Do not know



D1.10 – ENR Survey Evaluation 
 

67 
 

No preference 4 - Ministerium für Wirtschaft, Industrie, 
Klimaschutz und Energie des Landes 
Nordrhein-Westfalen,  

- FOCA Switzerland,  
- CDTI Spain, and  
- Ministry of Education and Sports Czech 

Republic  
Do not know 1 Department of Civil Aviation Air Transport 

and Airports Section Cyprus 
Figure 15: Preference that a single country covers only one strategic R&TD topic solely vs. multiple countries 

Analysis 
Based on the responses in the table above regarding the preference for a single country covering one 
strategic R&D topic or multiple countries addressing the same strategic R&D topic, a significant majority 
of respondents (22) preferred that multiple countries should be allowed to address the same strategic 
R&D topic. This indicates a strong inclination towards collaborative international efforts in R&D to 
leverage diverse expertise and resources. A minority of 4 respondents expressed no specific preference, 
indicating flexibility in their approach to R&D collaboration and these are the. Ministerium für Wirtschaft, 
Industrie, Klimaschutz und Energie des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen, Germany, FOCA Switzerland, CDTI 
Spain, and the Ministry of Education and Sports Czech Republic. One respondent from the Department of 
Civil Aviation Air Transport and Airports Section Cyprus is uncertain of their preference and there were no 
responses that indicate a preference for a single strategic R&D topic per Country.  
The overwhelming preference for multiple countries to address the same strategic R&D topic suggests 
that there is a recognized value in collaborative efforts across national boundaries. This collaboration can 
foster innovation through the pooling of resources, knowledge, and capabilities, leading to potentially 
more impactful and comprehensive R&D outcomes. In conclusion, the data indicates a strong preference 
for collaborative international R&D efforts, which should be reflected in policy and funding strategies to 
maximize innovation and resource utilization. 
 
 
6.3.4 Infrastructure 
 
This section of the survey poses questions related to the existing infrastructure and technological 
development/upgrade cross-regional projects, in addition to exploring the interest, support, and 
suggestions for such trans-regional projects related to technology infrastructure and funding.  
 

1- Are you already involved in any infrastructure related cross-regional project/programme 
supporting the Technology development/usage/access, and if so, what is your role? 

Key responses and results  
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Table 25: Involvement and role in infrastructure-related cross-regional project/programme supporting 
Technology development/usage/access 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

No 14  

Yes, Funding Institution 
 

6  

Yes, Project/Programme 
Management  
 

1  

Yes, Other 5 - European Transonic Windtunnel should 
receive stronger support. Germany and 
its partners are providing significant 
resources to a key infrastructure which 
should be widely used in the EU 
(Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und 
Klimaschutz (BMWK), Bundesrepublik 
Deutschland)  

- Together with the Bremen region 
(Germany) we are trying to organize 
more R&D-cooperation between (some 
of our) field labs and companies. 
(Regional government (province of 
Zuid-Holland)) 

- Yes, Project/Programme Management 
(Consejería de Educación, Ciencia y 
Universidades, Spain) 

- Yes, to all kinds (Ministerium für 
Wirtschaft, Industrie, Klimaschutz und 
Energie des Landes Nordrhein-
Westfalen, Germany) 

- Yes, as coordinating institution (UK 
Research and Innovation) 

- Yes, the Italian Ministry of Univ and 
Research finances different research 
infr. In addition, officers from the 
Ministry participate in the council 
meetings of then the Council’s 
meetings of the research 
infrastructures funded by MUR. 
 

No answer 1  

 
Analysis 
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The data reveals that a majority (14 out of 27 respondents) are not involved in infrastructure-related 
cross-regional projects. This suggests a lack of engagement or opportunities in cross-regional 
collaboration for infrastructure development among these respondents. and indicates a potential gap or 
missed opportunities in cross-regional collaboration for technology infrastructure development. These 14 
stakeholders are: the Swiss national Funding Agency (Innosuisse), Direction Générale de l'Aviation Civile 
(France), ANI - Agência Nacional de Inovação (Portugal), Ministry of Infrastructure and Water 
Management (The Netherlands), Region Occitanie (France), Swedish Agency for Innovation Systems- 
VINNOVA, The Federal Office of Civil Aviation – FOCA  (Switzerland), Ministery of Infrastructure and Water 
Management (The Netherlands), Institute for Business Competitiveness of Castilla y León - ICECY (SPAIN), 
Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports (Czech Republic), Technology Agency of the Czech Republic, BMK 
- Federal Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, Energy, Mobility, Innovation and Technology (Austria), 
Ministry of Research, Innovation and Digitalization (Romania), Stichting Luchtvaart in Transitie (The 
Netherlands).  
6 respondents are involved in cross-regional projects in the capacity of funding institutions. This shows 
that there is a role for financial support in these projects, highlighting the importance of funding in 
facilitating cross-regional collaboration. This level of involvement highlights the critical role of financial 
support in enabling cross-regional projects. This underscores the need for robust funding mechanisms to 
encourage and sustain such collaborations. 
5 respondents have expressed different capacities in such cross-regional infrastructure 
projects/programme, including coordinating institutions and supporting national projects like those 
funded by the Italian Ministry of Universities and Research (MUR). Additionally, a comment specific 
suggestion on dedicated R&TD topics were received in the comments, specifically by the (BMWK), 
Bundesrepublik Deutschland) on the European Transonic Windtunnel for which Stronger support is 
needed for this infrastructure, with Germany and partners providing significant resources. Additionally, 
the Regional Government (province of Zuid-Holland) from the Netherlands elaborates an example of the 
Bremen Region Cooperation for which efforts are set to organize more R&D cooperation between field 
labs and companies. This variety indicates diverse ways in which respondents are contributing to 
infrastructure projects. These examples highlight the importance of tailored support and collaboration 
strategies to meet specific regional and project needs. 
Only one respondent, Consejería de Educación, Ciencia y Universidades form Spain, indicated involvement 
in project or programme management, which might suggest limited direct managerial engagement across 
regions and also depending on their mandated roles and responsibilities. This minimal involvement in 
project or programme management might suggest that while funding is available, direct managerial or 
operational participation in cross-regional infrastructure projects is limited. This could be an area for 
improvement to enhance the effectiveness of these projects. One respondent from Cyprus did not provide 
an answer to this question. 
Overall, the responses indicate a need for increased participation and more coordinated efforts to 
maximize the potential of cross-regional infrastructure projects supporting technology development, 
usage, and access. 
 
 

2- Would you be interested in trans-regional projects to support Technology Infrastructures that 
complement their test capabilities in selected topics? 

Key responses and results  
 



D1.10 – ENR Survey Evaluation 
 

70 
 

Table 26: Interest in trans-regional projects to support Technology Infrastructure that complement their 
test capabilities in selected topics 

Reply Number of 
Respondents 

Expressed Comments 

No 7 It is not in our mission. We do not deal with 
infrastructure at all (Technology Agency of 
the Czech Republic).  

Yes, as funding institution 8  

Yes, as coordinating 
institution 

2  

Yes, Other, please specify  10 (2 replied yes 
with no further 
elaboration).  

- Yes, open to discussion (Institute for 
Business Competitiveness of Castilla y 
León - ICECYL, Spain) 

- Yes, but the role still to be defined. 
(CDTI, Spain) 

- To be checked on a case-by-case basis. 
(Federal Office of Civil Aviation - FOCA, 
Switzerland) 

- Sujeito a analise (ANI - Agência Nacional 
de Inovação, Portugal) 

- Not applicable for DGAC (Direction 
Générale de l'Aviation Civile, France) 

- No opinion at this moment (Ministry of 
Infrastructure and Water Management, 
The Netherlands) 

- In general, a fair and open cooperation 
on technology infrastructures to avoid 
unnecessary double funding of 
infrastructure would be supported 
(Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und 
Klimaschutz (BMWK), Bundesrepublik 
Deutschland, Germany) 

- For example via Interreg and then 
involving several complementing 
Technology Infrastructures (TI) from 
several countries. It is important also to 
stimulate SME's to use these (TI's). 
Regional government (province of Zuid-
Holland, The Netherlands). 

 
Analysis 

Following the previous question on the involvement in already existing infrastructure cross-regional 
project/programme supporting technology development, this question further explores the interest of 
the stakeholders in trans-regional projects that complement their test capabilities in the selected topics. 
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Replies are rather interestingly distributed, with 7 respondents who have indicated that supporting 
technology infrastructures through trans-regional projects does not align with their mission, thus they are 
not interested, 8 respondents who are open to participating as funding institutions, which shows a 
willingness to provide financial support for such initiatives, and a majority of 10 respondents who are 
interested but prefer to define their roles clearly, with some being open to discussion, preferring case-by-
case evaluations, or indicating that they are subject to analysis or have no opinion at the moment. This 
suggests a need for flexibility and clear role definitions in project proposals. A smaller group of 2 
respondents have expressed interest in coordinating these projects, which involves more responsibility in 
managing and overseeing roles. A comment by (BMWK), Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Germany 
emphasized the importance of fair and open cooperation to avoid unnecessary double funding of 
infrastructure. Another comment by the Province of Zuid-Holland, The Netherlands highlights the 
importance of involving SMEs in these projects, suggesting a broad support for inclusive and 
comprehensive approaches to technological development. 
These responses indicate a varied but generally positive attitude towards engaging in trans-regional 
projects, provided the roles and responsibilities are clearly defined and aligned with their organizational 
missions. The interest spans from funding and coordination to open discussions about potential roles, 
indicating a need for structured frameworks that accommodate diverse participation models. This analysis 
shows that there is a strong interest in participating in trans-regional projects to support technology 
infrastructures, specifically from Spain, Switzerland, Portugal, The Netherlands, and Germany. The 
approach needs to be flexible and well-defined to cater to the varying capacities and missions of different 
organizations. 
 

3- Do you suggest any domain/topic where a cross-regional coordination and funding on the 
development/upgrade/access of Technology Infrastructures is urgently needed?  

If replied yes, please specify (multiple answers allowed) 
- Domain/topic 
- Development  
- Upgrade  

 
Key responses and results  

Table 27: Suggestions of urgently needed cross-regional coordination and funding domain/topics  

Reply Number of Respondents Breakdown of Suggestions 

Yes  14 of which 2 just replied yes without 
further domain/topic where a cross-
regional coordination and funding on 
the development/upgrade/access of 
Technology Infrastructures 

- 3 Development only (Ministry of 
Education, Youth and Sports Czech 
Republic, Direction Générale de 
l'Aviation Civile France, and Cyprus 
Department of Civil Aviation Air 
Transport and Airports Section) 

- 3 Development and upgrade access 
(Ministry of Economic Affairs and 
Climate Policy The Netherlands, 
BMK - Federal Ministry for Climate 
Action, Environment, Energy, 
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Mobility, Innovation and Technology 
Austria, and CDTI Spain) 

- 3 Domain/topic only (ANI - Agência 
Nacional de Inovação Portugal, 
Ministry of Infrastructure and Water 
Management The Netherlands, and 
Region Occitanie France) 

- 4 Domain/topic, Development, and 
upgrade access (Institute for 
Business Competitiveness of Castilla 
y León – ICECYL Spain, Ministry of 
Research, Innovation and 
Digitalization Romania, Italian 
Ministry of Universities and 
Research, and Ministerium für 
Wirtschaft, Industrie, Klimaschutz 
und Energie des Landes Nordrhein-
Westfalen Germany).  

- 1 Domain/topic and Upgrade access 
(The Executive Unit for the 
Financing of Higher Education, 
Research, Development and 
Innovation (UEFISCDI), Romania) 

No 10  

Empty 
fields 

3 Empty fields are received from: UKRI, 
Intermediate Body for Research 
Romania, and the Ministry of 
Investment and European Funds 
Romania.  

 
Analysis 

With this question respondents were asked whether they suggest any domain or topic where cross-
regional coordination and funding on the development, upgrade, or access of Technology Infrastructures 
is urgently needed. A significant number of respondents (14) indicated that cross-regional coordination is 
necessary. This interest was broken down into specific suggestions as seen in the above table which 
includes the specific replies from the different stakeholders. 10 respondents indicated no need for cross-
regional coordination in technology infrastructure development, upgrade, or access and 3 entities did not 
provide any response and these are the UKRI (United Kingdom), Intermediate Body for Research, 
Romania, and the Ministry of Investment and European Funds, Romania. 
The responses indicate a varied but substantial interest in enhancing cross-regional coordination for 
technology infrastructures. The distribution of responses among different aspects (development, 
upgrade/access, domain/topic) suggests that stakeholders see multiple areas requiring urgent attention 
and cooperation. This diversity also implies that while some regions are focused on developing new 
infrastructures, others are looking to upgrade existing ones or focus on specific technology domains, 
which is worth further investigation.  
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The significant number of affirmative responses highlights the recognition of the benefits that cross-
regional collaboration can bring, including 1) resource optimization by sharing resources and expertise 
that can lead to more efficient use of funds and technology, 2) Standardization through coordinated 
efforts that can help in establishing common standards, facilitating interoperability, and 3) collaboration 
will spur innovation and increase the competitive edge of regions involved. 
The analysis of the responses indicates that a cross-regional coordination and funding on the 
development/upgrade/access of Technology Infrastructures is urgently needed as the majority have 
expressed. It is recommended to have a further investigation with the stakeholders who have expressed 
this urgent need to explore potential entry points for a cross-regional coordination.  
 
 

4- Would you support any project related to Technology Infrastructures with the aim to have 
homogeneous testing conditions and measurement standards? 

If yes, please specify (multiple answers allowed) 
- Homogeneous testing conditions 
- Measurement standards 

 
Key responses and results  
Table 28: Readiness to support any project related to Technology Infrastructures to have homogeneous 

testing conditions and measurement standards 

Reply Number of Respondents Breakdown of replies 

Yes 15 - 3 homogeneous testing conditions (Ministry of 
Economic Affairs and Climate Policy in the 
Netherlands, Intermediate Body for Research 
Romania, and Ministry of Investment and 
European Funds Romania) 

- 2 measurement standards (Ministry of 
Education, Youth and Sports Czech Republic, 
and Ministry of Infrastructure and Water 
Management The Netherlands) 

- 10 Homogeneous testing conditions; 
Measurement standards (BMK - Federal 
Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, 
Energy, Mobility, Innovation and Technology 
Austria, ANI - Agência Nacional de Inovação 
Portugal, Ministry of Infrastructure and Water 
Management The Netherlands,  
Institute for Business Competitiveness of 
Castilla y León – ICECYL Spain, Ministry of 
Research, Innovation and Digitalization 
Romania, Italian Ministry of Universities and 
Research, The Executive Unit for the Financing 
of Higher Education, Research, Development 
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and Innovation (UEFISCDI) Romania, UK 
Research and Innovation, Swedish Agency for 
Innovation Systems- VINNOVA, and Consejería 
de Educación, Ciencia y Universidades Spain).  

No 9  

Empty 
fields 

3 Empty fields are received from: Department of Civil 
Aviation Air Transport and Airports Section, 
Ministerium für Wirtschaft, Industrie, Klimaschutz 
und Energie des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen, and 
The Federal Office of Civil Aviation (FOCA) 

 
Analysis 

This final question of the survey explores the readiness of the stakeholders in supporting any project 
related to Technology Infrastructures to have homogeneous testing conditions and measurement 
standards. The majority of respondents (10/15) expressed their support for projects aimed at achieving 
homogeneous testing conditions and measurement standards. This indicates a significant consensus on 
the importance of standardization in technology infrastructures across different regions. Although this 
question did not provide the space for further elaboration and clarification, the high number of affirmative 
responses suggests that many stakeholders recognize the benefits of standardization for facilitating 
collaboration, improving interoperability, and ensuring consistency in testing and measurement 
processes. 
Having said this, 9 respondents do not support any project related to Technology Infrastructures to have 
homogeneous testing conditions and measurement standards. The respondents who opposed such 
projects may have concerns related to specific national interests, existing infrastructure investments, or 
the feasibility of implementing standardized conditions across diverse nations. This opposition highlights 
potential challenges in achieving broad consensus and the need for addressing specific concerns and 
barriers that different regions might have.  Engaging further with the respondents who are opposed or 
undecided can provide valuable insights into their concerns. Additionally, the 3 empty fields could indicate 
uncertainty, lack of a definitive stance, or simply a lower priority given to this issue by these respondents. 
This might suggest areas where more information or discussion is needed to engage these stakeholders 
effectively. 
With a majority supporting standardized testing and measurement conditions, there is a clear mandate 
to pursue projects in this area. Emphasizing the benefits of homogeneous testing conditions and 
measurement standards, such as cost savings, improved quality, and better collaboration outcomes, can 
further strengthen the case for such projects. 
In conclusion, the responses demonstrate a strong interest in projects that promote homogeneous testing 
conditions and measurement standards, highlighting an opportunity to advance regional collaboration 
and technological harmonization. Addressing the concerns of the opposing respondents will be crucial for 
achieving a comprehensive and widely accepted standardization framework. 
 
  



D1.10 – ENR Survey Evaluation 
 

75 
 

6.4 Clarifications and future steps 
 
Throughout the implementation of this survey, several valuable lessons were collected about the actual 
survey process that have impacted, in one way or another, the results of this survey.  
Mainly, the duration for the collection of inputs proved to be insufficient. This is considering that the 
project team received positive responses for scheduling meetings with target stakeholders after the given 
timeframe. Also, a reply was received (in Word file) after the given timeline from the Campania Region in 
Italy. This input is not included in the analysis of this report as it was received in mid-June. These factors 
and received additional inputs are recommended to be further considered and studied during the 
implementation of the related future tasks within this work package.  
Once the report is finalized, the consortium will share the results of the survey with the respective survey 
participants.  
 
6.5 Key Take Home Results 

 
1. Expectations 

 
a. Multinational Cooperation: Most respondents are open to multinational cooperation but 

recognize the complexities involved. There is a balance of preferences with some leaning 
towards binational efforts initially but aiming for multinational in the long term 

b. Project Administration: The prevailing preference for separate administration by national 
authorities is due to legal frameworks. However, some openness exists towards integrated 
administration depending on the project's requirements  

c. Proposal Preferences: Preferences are mixed between having integrated and separate 
proposals. Administrative ease and alignment with national frameworks drive the preference 
for separate proposals, while broader projects favour integrated approaches for better 
multinational collaboration  

d. Intellectual Property Management: Respondents are generally open to flexible IP 
management through consortium agreements. There is support for both integrated and 
national criteria, with some favouring a standardized EU approach 

e. Common Project Language: While a minority mandates national languages, there is 
significant openness to using English as a common project language to facilitate 
collaboration  

 
2. Strategy: There is a diverse range of strategic alliances reflecting individual preferences for 

bilateral and multilateral cooperation. European multilateral initiatives and bilateral partnerships 
are significant, with a focus on framework agreements and sector-specific collaborations. 
 

3. Infrastructure: Standardized Testing and Measurement: A majority of respondents, support 
projects aimed at achieving homogeneous testing conditions and measurement standards, 
recognizing the benefits for collaboration and interoperability. However, some concerns exist 
about national interests and existing infrastructure investments.  
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Figure 16: Take home Results per survey section 
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7. Conclusions 
 
7.1 Survey Contribution to the Project 
The conducted survey as part of the AREANA project plays a pivotal role in achieving the project's 
overarching goals. It serves as a foundational tool for understanding the landscape of European aviation 
research funding and the expectations of key stakeholders, which include national and regional funding 
bodies. Here are the specific ways in which the survey contributes to the project: 
 

1- The survey helps in identifying and harmonizing the diverse research strategies of European 
national and regional providers. By collecting detailed feedback on preferences for joint calls, 
proposal evaluation methods, and administrative processes, the survey facilitates the alignment 
of these strategies. This harmonization is essential for creating a more integrated and efficient 
European aviation research ecosystem. 

2- By including participants from non-European and associated countries, the survey provides 
insights into the willingness and readiness of these nations to engage in cooperative research 
efforts. This broader participation is crucial for fostering international cooperation, which is one 
of AREANA's key objectives. The survey's findings on the preferences for bilateral versus 
multinational cooperation and the readiness for joint infrastructure use will guide the 
development of frameworks that enhance international collaboration. 

3- The survey gathers information on the current funding landscape and the potential for 
cooperative funding programs. By understanding the funding environment and the specific needs 
and preferences of national bodies, the project can develop more effective and efficient funding 
mechanisms. This optimization ensures that resources are allocated in a way that maximizes their 
impact on aviation research and innovation. 

4- The survey's focus on identifying technological and administrative gaps aligns with the project's 
support for the Alliance for Zero Emission Aviation (AZEA). By pinpointing these gaps, the project 
can address obstacles to zero-emission aviation, contributing to the broader environmental goals 
of the European Union. The insights gained from the survey will inform strategies to remove these 
barriers and promote the adoption of zero-emission technologies. 

5- The detailed data collected through the survey allows for the development of tailored solutions 
and exemplary call designs that meet the specific needs of stakeholders. This strategic planning 
is essential for implementing joint calls and cooperative projects that are feasible and attractive 
to funding bodies. The survey ensures that these designs are grounded in the realities of 
stakeholder expectations and legal requirements. 

6- By providing a clear understanding of stakeholder needs and preferences, the project can 
facilitate discussions and collaborations during the Aerodays 2025. The dissemination of survey 
outcomes will help pave the way for future joint calls and cooperative research efforts, further 
strengthening political and research cooperation in aviation. 

7- The survey's exploration of preferences regarding project languages, IP management, and 
standardized testing conditions contributes to the development of common standards across the 
European aviation research community. These common standards are essential for ensuring 
interoperability and effective collaboration, which are critical for advancing the project's goals. 
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7.2 Final Remarks 
 
The survey results highlight the importance of balancing national preferences with the benefits of 
multinational and integrated approaches. Flexibility and strategic alignment are key to fostering effective 
cooperation. To achieve comprehensive and widely accepted frameworks, standardization efforts, 
particularly in infrastructure, should be pursued while addressing specific national concerns. The insights 
gained with the implementation of this survey will inform the development of exemplary call designs and 
enhance the coordination of European aviation research funding strategies.  
 
In summary, the survey is a critical component of the AREANA project, providing essential insights and 
data that drive the alignment of research strategies, enhance international cooperation, optimize 
resource allocation, support zero-emission aviation initiatives, inform strategic planning, facilitate major 
aviation events, and promote common standards. Through these contributions, the survey helps to build 
a more cohesive, efficient, and innovative European aviation research ecosystem. 
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8. Annexes 
8.1 Annex 1: Sample Letter used to contact Stakeholders  
Subject: Meeting request for the EU funded AREANA project 
 
Dear XX, 

We are reaching out to you, on behalf of the recently launched AREANA (Aviakon Research Ecosystem 
Advanced Novel Approach) project, with the kind request to schedule a mee{ng to introduce you to our 
project and invite you to par{cipate in our newly released Survey. 

AREANA is a Horizon Europe project which addresses the call for "Aviation research synergies between 
Horizon Europe, AZEA and National programs" by providing advanced novel approaches to foster the 
European aviation research ecosystem. A key objective of AREANA, is to develop new international 
cooperation opportunities in research collaboration in the aviation sector in Europe.  

In this context, a survey has just been launched, aimed at gathering valuable insights from national and 
regional funding bodies, regarding existing funding opportunities, joint calls and possible options for 
research strategy coordination. The survey results will be considered during development of new 
exemplary call designs.  

As your knowledge and experience are highly relevant to this topic, we would like to kindly request meeting you 
(in person or online) to discuss the AREANA activities and complete the survey together. Your contribution would 
be highly valued and would greatly impact the project’s outcomes towards shaping the future of aviation research 
funding within Europe and beyond.  

Our project timeline allows us to arrange our meeting and complete the survey by April 17, 2024. The 
meeting will not take more than one hour, including our discussions and filling the questionnaire. If you 
are not available during this period and wish us to have a meeting with a colleague of yours, we would 
appreciate connecting us.  

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you need any further information or clarifications.  

Thank you in advance for your time and we look forward to receiving your availabilities for scheduling our 
meeting.  

With kind regards,  

On behalf of the AREANA project 

XX 

  

https://e-survey.easn-tis.com/form/european-national-and-regional-s
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8.2 Annex 2: Questionnaire  

AREANA ENR Survey 
AREANA (Aviation Research Ecosystem Advanced Novel Approach) is a Horizon Europe project which addresses the 
call for "Aviation research synergies between Horizon Europe, AZEA and National programs" by providing advanced 
novel approaches to foster the European aviation research ecosystem. 
A key objective of the AREANA project is to develop new international cooperation opportunities in research 
collaboration in the aviation sector in Europe.  
The aim of this questionnaire is to find out the expectations of the respective member states regarding possible 
options of cooperations in order to develop solutions that will then be practically implemented and used in the 
future. 
This survey is targeted at all relevant, national and regional stakeholders to get a complete overview on the existing 
expectations and legal requirements which need to be considered during development of new exemplary call 
designs. The survey results and existing funding models will be evaluated to select several basic options for newly to 
be developed joint call designs. 
Your provided answers do not represent an obligation for future actions but serve the project to develop solutions 
that best meet your ideas about international cooperation.  
The survey is divided into three sections. In the first part, the questions relate to the design and administrative 
processing of joint funding calls. In a second part, the position on possible stronger coordination of national and 
regional funding strategies is queried. In the third part, there are some questions about the shared use of research 
infrastructure. 
Your answers will be used to develop the best possible solutions, which will be presented to you for evaluation and 
comment in the further process. The final proposed solutions should only be implemented after a multi-stage 
consultation process. Even then, it is of course still subject to the decision of each individual funding provider 
whether and, if so, to what level they participate in calls for proposals, the coordination of research strategies or the 
shared use of infrastructure. 
When answering your questions about the respective forms of joint tenders, we first ask you to state whether you 
are open to different solutions for the respective criterion (open), whether you prefer a particular solution 
(preferred) or whether a specific form is mandatory for you (mandatory). 
If you are not "open" you will be asked to indicate your preferred or mandatory option in the next column. In 
addition, a comment field is available for each question for further comments. 
Note: in the questions formulated, the term “national programs” is mentioned variously. For the sake of better 
readability, reference to regional programs was omitted. If you are responsible for a regional program, please answer 
the questions in this spirit (using "region" instead of "nation"). 
In case you are not sure how to answer a question, you can choose the option “open” and specify in the comment 
section. 
 
 
Disclaimer: The European Commission is not responsible for the content of questionnaires created using the EASN-
TIS online survey tool service - it remains the sole responsibility of the form creator and manager. The use of EASN-
TIS online survey tool service does not imply a recommendation or endorsement, by the European Commission, of 
the views expressed within them. 
Data protection: This survey will guarantee full confidentiality of the information you provide, and we will only ask 
for your personal information if you agree to participate. The results of this survey will be used for AREANA project 
purposes only.  
If you have questions about the survey, please contact your country’s corresponding contact person found in the list 
below:  
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Austria: Polina Wilhelm, polina.wilhelm@ffg.at and Vera Eichberger, vera.eichberger@ffg.at and Harald 
Krautgasser-Steidl, harald.krautgasser-steidl@ffg.at 
Czech Republic: Pavlina Lobpreisová, lobpreisova@vzlu.cz 
France: Anne-Lise Stephan, stephan@aerospace-valley.com 
Germany: Hartwig Hagena, hartwig.hagena@dlr.de 
Greece: Irene Pantelaki, irene.pantelaki@easn.net 
Italy: Marcello Amato, m.amato@cira.it 
Netherlands: Wilfred Rouwhorst, Wilfred.Rouwhorst@nlr.nl 
Poland: Beata Lubos, Beata.Lubos@ilot.lukasiewicz.gov.pl and jerzy.zoltak@ilot.lukasiewicz.gov.pl 
Portugal: Armindo Torres, armindo.torres@ceiia.com 
Spain: Andres Catalan, Andres.catalan@plataforma-aeroespacial.es 
Switzerland: Manual Waltert, wate@zhaw.ch 
 
 
Other EU countries: Daniela Mocenco, mocenco.daniela@incas.ro 
Non-EU and EU Associated Countries: Simon Masters, simon.masters@iuk.ukri.org and Louise Mothersole, 
louise.mothersole@iuk.ukri.org 
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This document is the property of Partners listed on the cover page and was produced within the AREANA Consortium. It shall not be distributed or 
reproduced without their written approval.  

GENERAL  

Question Answer options    
1- What kind of funding body best describes you? - Ministry 

- Authority 
- funding incs 

Other: please specify 

  

2- Kindly specify the name of your funding body EMPTY BOX TO WRITE NAME   
3- What entities do you supervise? - Agencies 

- Ministries 
- Regional governments or 

entities  
 

other: please specify 

  

4- Do you have any strategic alliances (i.e. do you have 
joint calls or other regular forms of cooperation) 
installed on the national level with other countries 

• Yes 
• No 
• Not aware off 

 
If yes please specify (free text) 

  

YOUR EXPECTATIONS  

Question Answer options (open / preferred / 
mandatory) 

If answered Mandatory or 
Preferred, Drop down opens 
with the below options to 
select 

Comment Box (always open to fill 
in, even if column 2 answered 
"open") 

5- Do you prefer bilateral cooperation between two 
nations or are you also open to multinational 
tenders? Please explain in the comment section, if 
you prefer any existing special cooperation 
instrument at the European level. 

(open / preferred / mandatory) • Binational 
• Multinational 

 

6- What type of cooperation would you prefer: A joint 
multinational consortium, separate national 

(open / preferred / mandatory) You can select more than one 
answer:  

 



D1.10 – ENR Survey Evaluation 

83 
 

consortia/individual participants or the integration of 
associated partners from another nation into a 
national consortium within a national funding 
program. 

- combined consortium 
- separate 

consortia/individual 
partners 

- associated partners 
7- Do you prefer integrated or separate proposals? 

(each participating nation having its own proposal) 
(open / preferred / mandatory) - Integrated 

- Country specific 
 

 

8- Do you prefer a joint* evaluation of the proposals or 
should the evaluation be nationally separated?  
* “joint evaluation” meaning a jointly selected multi-
national team performing the evaluation based upon 
an agreed common list of evaluation criteria. 

 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - Joint 
- Separated 

 

9- Is it important to you that your national funding only 
benefits national applicants? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) NOT APPLICABLE  

10- Is it important that the funding is integrated, i.e., the 
funds are distributed from a single source, or do you 
prefer national funding allocation? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - Integrated 
- Separate 

 

11- Do you value a common project language, or must 
applications and project processing be carried out in 
the respective national language? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - Yes national 
- Not national 
- English possible 

 

12- Different funding programs are generally not time 
coordinated. This can lead to difficulties in 
implementing joint consortia. In your opinion, is a 
uniform duration and a uniform start date necessary 
for the entire project? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - Separated starting 
date/duration 

- Uniform start 
date/duration  

 

13- Should the reporting system be standardized or 
should it be based on the respective national 
requirements? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - European  
- National 

 

 

14- Should the administration of the entire project be 
integrated, or should it be carried out separately by 
national authorities? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - Separate 
administration 

- Integrated  
administration 
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15- Should the management of intellectual property be 
standardized or should it be managed according to 
national criteria? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - Integrated (national) 
- - integrated (EU) 
- Separate 

 

16- Should the funding be paid centrally to the 
consortium leader (for further distribution to the 
project partners) or should it be paid out directly to 
the respective project partners? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - Central by consortium 
lead 
Directly to project 
partners 
 

 

17- In your opinion, should additional funding be 
possible, i.e., if funding is not 100%, should it be 
possible for another funding provider to provide 
additional funding? 

(open / preferred / mandatory) - Yes, possible  
- No, no additional 

funding 
 

 

18- If there was a "European supplement" to the national 
funding amount, would you be willing to waive some 
of the preferred national requirements and/or be 
willing to provide a significantly higher portion of 
your national budget to joint programs/calls? This 
would  increase the overall funding in the respective 
program for your national participants. 

- Yes 
- No 
- Please specify details in the comment section below 

 

 

19- Is the choice of national court seat a preferred or 
mandatory requirement for you to provide funding? 

- Open 
- Preferred  
- Mandatory 

 

20- What is your general attitude to closer European 
cooperation? (provided your fixed and preferred 
conditions stated above are met). 

- (very) positive 
- Neutral 
- Undecided 
- (very) negative 

 

21- Please provide your best estimate of your 
programme budgets that might be dedicated to  
International options 

1- Available box to fill percent value 
2- Amount in Million EUR 

 

STRATEGY  
22- What is your general attitude toward an intensified 

European research strategy 
coordination/information exchange/dialogue 

- (very) positive 
- Neutral 
- Undecided 
- (very) negative 
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23- What is your preferred frequency of a periodic 
European exchange/dialogue about a foreseen 
European research strategy?  

 

- Multiple times a year  
- Once a year 
- No preference 
- Never 
- Do not know 

 

24- Would you prefer that a single country covers only 
one strategic R&TD topic solely, or do you desire that 
multiple countries should be allowed to address that 
same strategic R&TD topic? 

- Single Strategic R&D topic per Country 
- Multiple Countries per single R&TD Strategic topic  
- No preference 
- Do not know 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE  
25- Are you already involved in any infrastructure related 

cross-regional project/programme supporting the 
Technology development/usage/access, and if so, 
what is your role? 

- No 
- Yes, Funding Institution 
- Yes, Project/Programme 

Management  
- Yes, Other 

If Other please specify 
 

26- Would you be interested in trans-regional projects to 
support Technology Infrastructures that 
complements their test capabilities in selected 
topics? 

- No 
- Yes, as funding institution 
- Yes, as coordinating institution.  
- Yes, Other 

If Other please specify 
 

 
27- Do you suggest any domain/topic where a cross-

regional coordination and funding on the 
development/upgrade/access of Technology 
Infrastructures is urgently needed? 

- No 
- Yes 

If yes, please specify (multiple answer allowed) 
- domain/topic 
- development 
- upgrade 
access 

28- Would you support any project related to Technology 
Infrastructures with the aim to have homogeneous 
testing conditions and measurement standards?  

- No 
- Yes 

If yes, please specify (multiple answer allowed) 
 
- homogeneous testing conditions  
- measurement standards  

 
 
 
Thank you! 
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We look forward to sharing the survey results with you soon! 
 
 
EU Emblem  Funded by the European Union, under Grant Agreement No. 101137574 
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8.3 Annex 3: List of Stakeholders Contacted 
Please refer to the attached excel file.  


