Annex: 
Analysis of the comments received from the I3 Forum (Ref.  Letter of Professor R L McGreevy to A. Mitsos of 12.10.04) on the various elements of the Research Infrastructures activity in view of FP7 
	Proposal
	Comments

	1. Integrated Infrastructure Initiatives (I3)
	

	1.1 General aspects
	

	· I3 should remain a key part of the Research Infrastructures activity  in FP7
· There should be an active dialogue between the current I3 and the Commission aimed at streamlining procedures both for FP6 and FP7. 

· Allowed management costs should be increased from 7% to 10%.

· Partners using the additional cost model should be allowed to charge management costs relating to core staff.
	· OK. In line with our proposal for FP7

· This dialogue is permanent, via the scientific officers who ensure the follow-up of the I3s. In addition, the “Working Seminar on the management and implementation of I3 and CA contracts” of 12 November 2004 will allow an in depth discussion. 

· Probably not possible. However, the reduction in the periodicity of audit certificates (e.g. every two years) will help to reduce the management costs. Also, in accordance with the Marimon report, the big IP and I3 contracts should limit the number of partners to typically 10-15, thus improving effectiveness and reducing management costs.
· Contractors using the AC model can already charge costs of permanent staff involved in the project for management of the consortium activities (providing the eligible direct costs can be identified and justified with precision).



	1.2 Financing reporting
	

	· In FP7 it should be specified that public bodies are not required to use external auditors. 

· The allowed timescale for financial reporting in FP6 is totally unrealistic and should be relaxed.

	· Already done (Article 26.3. of Annex II of the contract specifies that for a public body contractors, the audit certificate can be delivered by a public competent officer).

· The contract specifies that periodic progress report should be submitted within 45 days of the end of the period in question. This is not unreasonable.




	Proposal
	Comments

	1.3 Access Activities
	

	· The user fee system for Access Activities is simple and generally accepted and should be continued in FP7. 

· The current mechanisms for peer review based on scientific merit work well and should not be changed.

	This will not changed under FP7.



	1.4 Joint Research Activities
	

	· The allowed costing models for the participation of SME in JRA should be more flexible, with the responsibility for negotiation being  delegated to the I3 coordinator.

· I3 should be allowed to provide outline plans for JRA within the proposal and contract negotiation, to be prioritized and then specified in the required detail as the project progresses. 
· I3, in particular new consortia, should be allowed to develop JRA ideas as an early stage of Networking Activities, for submission to a second call for proposals for the programme.


	· The reimbursement rate depends on the cost model and not on the type of participant. The specific case of SME could be explored.When the coordinator is a public body, this may be in contradiction with the rules on State aids 

· This is exactly the present situation where the DoW contains only an outline implementation plan and a detailed implementation plan for the next 18 months period to be reviewed annually.

· The foresight activities are part of the Networking Activities, and new JRA ideas can of course be explored. However, the possibility of topping-up existing contracts at subsequent calls, although a reasonable proposal, could not be followed in FP6 for budgetary reasons.  


	1.5 Networking Activities
	

	· Networking activities must remain a key part of any I3

	· Networking activities will continue to remain the core component of I3s in FP7. They will be mandatory in FP7, as they are in FP6.



	1.6 Training
	

	· Training Activities should be a formally allowed activity for an I3. A flexible link should be established between the Research Infrastructures Activity and Marie Curie Actions. (See also 1.8)
	· Like all other activities in the Research Infrastructure action, training activities are supported to the extent they contribute to a better use or a better performance of RIs (e.g. training for new users acceding to a facility).


	Proposal
	Comments

	1.7 Participation of Third Countries
	

	· I3 should be permitted to apply for supporting funding through International Cooperation Activities. 
· Participation by scientists from less developed countries in I3 Access Activities should be permitted at a level of up to 10%.
	· In FP6 the horizontal activities were not considered for the topping from the International Cooperation programme. However, funding for third countries was possible for the research infrastructures action through its own budget.

· Researchers from third countries can already benefit from the access to an infrastructure through I3 or Transnational Access contracts provided that they are part of an eligible user group (leader + majority of the group are from MS + AS). 



	1.8 Interactions between I3 and with other Framework Programme Activities

	· More flexible mechanisms should be put in place to encourage interactions between I3s, and with other relevant parts of the Framework Programme. 
· The Commission should establish a ‘Round Table’ of I3 coordinators.

	· A better coordination wit the thematic priorities is foreseen in FP7.
· This possibility will be discussed at the working seminar organised by unit B3 (to be held 12/11/04) for Coordinators of I3 and CA.


	1.9 Funding of I3
	

	· The budget for I3 should be kept separate from that for Construction and Design Projects 


	· The budget for the I3 activities, and more generally fro the support to existing infrastructures, will be identified in FP7 and will not suffer from the implementation of a new  approach for the development of new infrastructures.


	2. Design Studies and Construction of New Infrastructures

	· The budget for Design Studies and Construction of New Infrastructures in FP7 should be substantially increased, in addition to exploiting the possibilities of Structural Funds, the European Investment Bank etc.


	· This is in line with our proposal for FP7.


	Proposal
	Comments

	2.1 Design Studies 
	

	· Design Studies should continue into FP7 on a similar basis to FP6, but with an increased overall budget.


	· Again, in line with our proposal for FP7.

	2.2 Construction of New Infrastructures
	

	If infrastructure construction projects in FP7 are to continue to be a bottom up activity then the eligibility rules must be significantly relaxed. If they become a top down activity, with prioritization through a European Road Map for Research Infrastructures, then the process for developing this Road Map needs to be transparent and based on scientific criteria. In either case a significant increase in the budget available for this activity is necessary.

	· The construction of new infrastructures will indeed become a “top-down” activity. The method that will be followed is in line with the suggestions, i.e. development of a European Roadmap though a transparent process and significant increase of the budget.


