Tools andActions forimpact
Assessment anéolicy
makersinformation

TP

Survey on Impact study:
reflections, practices and requirements

Lead Beneficiary: Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR)
Author(s): Bérangeére Virlon, Emilien Schultz
Date: 24.07.2015

Last update: 27.11.2015

Dissemination level : PU

Type: R

Date of validation by the WP L 27.11.2015

Date of validationby the
Coordinator:

Signature of the Coordinator %\{N

27.11.2015




* X x
* *
* *
* *

gk

Table of contents page
1. Introduction 5
2. Summary 6
3. Results of the online survey 7
3.1 Outline of the survey 7
3.2 Section 1- About the countries and the organizations 7
3.3 Section 2 Current status of impact studies 8
3.4 Section 3 Implementation of impact studies 10
3.5 Section 4 Tools and methodologies 11
3.6 Section 5 Results exploitation and engsers 18
3.7 Section & TAIPI 20
3.8 Section ¢ Documentation 21
3.9 Synthetic view by country 22

4. hO@SNBASg 2F (GKS adNBSeQa NBadzZ G6a oMaSR 2y |

4.1 How is impactiefinedand what are the main methods used? 24
4.2 How is the activity of impact assessment organized? 26
4.3 What are the technical considerations to take into account when conducting
impact studies? 27
4.4 What are the main difficulties and the envisaged solutions? 28
4.5 Are there particular needs about the Flagships evaluation? 29
5.  Conclusion: Lessons learned for Taipi 30
6. Annexs 32
6.1 Annex 1: Questionnaire used for the online survey 32
6.2 Annex 2: Questionnaire used for the interviews 32
* X 3k
¥*
* *
*
* 5 K

TAIPI is funded by the Horizon 2020 Framework Programme feanes, technological
development and demonstration under grant agreement no 650029.




T

Pl

24.07.2015

29.07.2015

22.10.2015

05.11.2015

10.11.2015

16.11.2015

25.11.2015

27.11.2015

Bérangeére Virlon
Florian Knecht
Bérangeére Virlon
Florian Knecht
BérangereVirlon
Bérangeére Virlon
Patrick Haouat

Bérangere Virlon

V1

V2

V3

V4

V5

V6

V7

V9

D22. 221t S

G{ dzNBSe

2y LYLJ} O

{ GdzR& ¢



* X ok
* *
* *
* *

* ok

About TAIPI;

During the 7 Framework programme (FP7), the European Commission set up a new
AYAGALFGAGS OlFftftSR aC9¢ Cflr3aKALAEET Syfl NAAY3
(FET) instruments.

In January 2013, two Flagships were selected out a Flagship Competitiviiecddiuman
Brain Project (HBP) and Graphene. Launched in October 2013, these two Flagshipsg aim to
provide worldbeating science and innovation over a 10 year period, during which they will
NEOSA@®S SIOK dzZLJ 2 mnn a € UUWohdmBebdtandpaswell i K Cf |
as several associated countries and more than 150 institutions.

Therefore, this initiative, addressing highly important challenges that humanity is facing, thus
receiving huge support from the European Commission and Member Staesls to be
monitored and supported continuously in order to ensure the achievement of its objectives.

TAIPI¢ Tools and Actions for Impact Assessment and Policy makar€oordination and
Support Action (CSA) started in January 2015 till December. 204ims to support and
a0NBy3aGKSYy Cc9¢ CflF3akKAaLlA FyR GKS AyAGAlFGASS
FOGABAGASEA | yR aO2ff SO0 A Y Assksgritest NV be Gakrizdouty SSR T
onthe basis oEcientific, technological, economical and societal impact.

The information which will be collected while carrying out the impact assessment will
contribute to the actions regarding the policy making support. It will allow to provide pplicy
makers with neessary background information and scenarios needed to push or change
existing policies or to establish new crahemes policies. Finally the information collected
and processed via the impact assessmenteméiblean evidencebased policy making.

In brief, TAIPI will generate a flow of useful information from the Flagships towards policy
makers regarding the impacts of the Flagships on science, technology, economy and spciety.

http://taipi.eu/

TAIPI Coordinator:

ERDYNonsultants (France)
Patrick Haouat, Florian Kneclmgrid ClémentPinar Temel, Khye Sejourné, Sandra Megg,
Olivier Fallou

TAIPI Partners

Zentrum fur Soziale Innovation GMBH (Austria)
Manfred Spiesberger, Katharina Busel, Alexander Degelsegger, 8thush, Stephani
SmolinerKonzett

4%

SP Sveriges Tekniska Forskningsinstituut AB (Sweden)
Niklas Ferngvist, Johanna Ulmanen

Ecole Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne (Switzerland)
Livie Kundert, Kathleen Elsig

Agence Nationale de la Recherche (France)
BérangéreVirlon
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1. INTRODUCTION

There is a growing demand fromational European and international political decision
makers to assess the impact of public policies, including science gadiogequentlypublic
research organisations,national funding agencies, the European Commission and large
European research programmes are increasingly requested to produce analyses to estimate
both the quantitative and qualitative effects of their actions on the research landscape, on
industry and on society as a wie.

Thisneed of accountabilitys explainedby the financial constraints on the public budgets
and the demandsaisedby citizens to government authorities to justify the benefits and
relevance of public expenditures. Beyond classical evaluation, whedns assessinthe
OO A2y aQ A YihgistakeS 16 gdinia brdaderknowledge on the range of their
impacts:on economy, health, environment, wdlking, etc. While manyacknowledgesuch
impacts, it is however complex tneasure themn a reliableand unbiased wayMoreover,
while various attempts to evaluate these impacts have been undertakdrere is no
consensus yet odefinitions and methodologies

The aim of the TAIPI survey is to provide an insight into European fuBdi@ I Y AT I G A2y &
practces on impact assessmefthe objective is tgather information related talefinition

and conceptual framework of impact assessment, impact assessment organization, practices

in impact assessmemctually used inside the funding organizations to complenavailable

guidelines.

To this end, TAIPI conducted a suntbg results of which are presented irthe present
report:

- A first part dedicated to the results @&n online surveydesigned to capture an
overview of impact assessment practices

- A second partconsisting onqualitative additional interviewsto explore more
specificallythe local organizations.

1Van Noorden, R. (2015). Seven thousand stories capture impact of sdiaiase

2 Penfield, T., Baker, M. J., Scoble, Ryykes, M. C. (2014). Assessment, evaluations, and definitions of research
impact: A reviewResearch Evaluatio@3(1), 2X32.

S For instanceESF. (2014aResearch Funders and Research Output Colled®hR. (2014bThe Challenges of
Impact Assessmme or Guthrie, S., Wamae, W., Diepeveen, S., Wooding, S., & Grant, J. (2@a3)ring
research A guide to research evaluation frameworks and.tools
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2. SUMMARY

A survey was designed ttharacterize the evaluation practices conductedtiy FLAGERA
organizations to identify andquantify the effects ("impacts”) otheir funding policy.

The survey was launched at the end of April 2015 for a period of four witekas sent to
113 FLAEERA contact points, corresponding to 38 organizations (26 countries and the
European Commissio&C)).

19 organizations responded and 18 answemsre fullycompleted. These 18 answers were

from 13 countries andhe European CommissioAbout half of the contacted organizations

RARY QO FyagSNI G2 GKS &adzZNIDSe ® IcdusedhBydateRot 6 S Ay U S
yet implemented impact assessmeifithiswould givean idea of the extent of this activity in

the Europearorganizations.

Briefly analyzing responding organizations, it appears that

0 Majority of the respondents (14/19)answeredto be wellinvolved in impact
assessment studies

U Sudies are characterized by a great diversity of definitions and methodologies
i Generallythey do notusea standardized frameworto study the impact$éut :

o Aformalizedimplementation exists or at lesh reflection is in progress

0 Severalmpact studieave beeralreadyconducted

o0 Impact studiesinvolve different teams: dedicated officéor evaluation
scientific offices, anthird partyd NS & S| NOKSNAR X LINAGIFGS O2Y]

o Even if nofully standardized, data collection &itomatizedin most cases

o Different types of impacts are osidered (the most obvious onecientific
impaci

0 A mix of quantitative and qualitative methods are used
o Specific indicators are developéd2 FA G (KS FF3ISyOASaQ Yiaa
il These impact evaluations are used for strategic decisions, policy making, internal
management and communication

U The final uses arslightly different depending on whether it is a ministry (national
decisions, policies and lawsgcommendations culture of evaluation) or a funding
agency (program management, communication, transparency)

0 The suggestionmade by the organizationabout the Flaghips are to develop a
common setof indicators, as well aspecific indicators depending on the area of
research

1 FLAGERAS an ERANET whighthers most regional and national funding organisations (NRFOSs) in Bwuitbpe
the goal of supporting the Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) Flagship concept and more specifically, the
FET Flagship initiatives Grapkeand Human Brain Project (HBRp://www.flagera.eu/

2The number2 ¥ NBaLRyRSyGa R2SayQd ltft2¢ adlIGAaGAOFE aAIYATA
which are usually limited to case studies or a benchmark of model agencies
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3. RESULTS OF TABELINESURVEY

3.1 Outline of the survey

The surveytargeted FLAGERA organizations which are involviedthe coordination and
funding of the twofollowing FlagshipgiGraphen& and é6HumanBrain Project. Thesurvey
has been designed to characterize the evaluation practices conductdebbg organizations
and identify/measure the "impact'of their funding mlicy. The gquestionnaire waghen
followed by 5 supplemental individual interviews with the personsin charge ofthe
evaluation activieswithin organizationghat regularly conduct impact studies.

The surveycompries 35 questions divided in Fectionsas described below; the complete
versionof the questionnairas presented in Anex 1.

1- YOUR ORGANIZATION

2- CURRENT STATUS OF IMPACT STUDIES (RGANRZATION
3- IMPLEMENTATION OF IMPACT STUDIES IKDRGARIZATION
4- TOOLS AND METHODOLOGIES USED IRRGARIZATION

5- RESULT EXPLOITATION AND END USERS

6- TAIPI

7- DOCUMENTATION

The survey was launchexh 27 April 2015 for a period dfweeks It was sent to 11FLAG
ERA contact points, corresponding to 38 organizations, 26 cdaatrand European
Commission (EC).

The answers to the survey were submitted through the online and open source software
LimeSurveyOverall, 19 answers were collected, of which 18 were-ftdipipleted. Thesed
answersstemfrom 18 different organizationd3 countries and European Commissi

3.2 Sectionl - About the counties and the organizations

The number of responding partners varied across coun(fiable 1)

- 2 answers fronfFrance (one frona nationalfunding agency the otherone from the
ministry of research)

- 2 answers fronireland(one froma nationalfunding agency the otherone from the
ministry of research)

- 3 answers fromNetherlands (three from two different funding agencies). NWO
answeredtwice (two independant responses)oth responses were considered and
included in the faal analysis

- 2 answers from Switzerlanarfe from a national funding agency the other one
from the ministry of researgh
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0 The majority

(13/19).

AUSTRIA
BELGIUM

FINLAND

FRANCE (2)

IRELAND (2)
LATVIA

NETHERLANDS (3)

PORTUGAL
ROMANIA

SLOVENIA
SWEDEN

SWITZERLAND (2)

UNITED KINGDOM =

+

EUROPEAN COMMISSION °

Tablel: Description of responding organizations by country and type of research funded

* Austrian Science Fund
* Research Foundation Flanders (FWO)

* TEKES

* Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR)
*  Ministry of Higher Education and Research

* Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation
* Science Foundation Ireland

* Latvijas Zinatnu Akademija

* Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO) (x2)

* Stichting FOM
* Foundation for Science and Technology
* Executive Agency for Higher Education, Research,

Development and Innovation Funding (UEFISCDI)
* Ministry of Education, Science and Sport
* Swedish Research Council
* State Secretariat for Education, Research and Innovation
* Swiss National Science Foundation

DG CONNECT

Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC)

Basic research
Basic research
Applied research
Both
Both
Both
Both
Both
Basic research

Both
Both

Both

Both
Basic research
Both
Both

Both

Both

ofrespondingorganizations fundg both basic and applied research

U The majority of respondentare national funding agencies (12/19), one is a regional

funding agency (FWO in Belgium) and temaining(6/19) are ministries or strategic

govermmental organizationgFigure 1)

Isyour organization?

M A ministry or a strategic
government organization

M A national funding agency

i Other

Figurel: Typology of the responding organizations

3.3 Section2 - Current status of impact studies

In thissection the organizations were asked abdhbg status oftheir impact studies.

Throughout the survey, the term « impact study » is used to represenaetiyitiesrelated

to quantifying andinterpreting consequencesf scientific policy actions. In the case of a
fundingagency, impact studies can focus on, for egiam
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impact on scientificommunities, impact on the organizan of research, etc.).

0 A majority of the respondents (11@) had alreadyinitiated reflection and/oractions
aroundthe notion of impactt the time the surveyTable 2)

How would you describe the current status of reflection around the notion « impact »
within your organization?

. . . Progressive discussion without = Some references to the notion,
Formalized implementation

systematic implementation but has not yet been applied
FINLAND AUSTRIA
IRELAND (2)
BELGIUM
LATVIA France (ANR*)
ROMANIA NETHERLANDS (3) France (Ministry of Research)
UNITED KINGDOM PORTUGAL SLOVENIA
SWEDEN
EUROPEAN COMMISSION SWITZERLAND (2)
TOTAL =7 TOTAL =10 TOTAL =2

*ANR: Agence Nationale de la Recherche

Table2: State ofadvancement of impact assessment activitieg country

U The majority of theespondentq14/19) alreadyconduct impact studie§~igure 2)

Do you currently conduct impact studies in your organization?

0 2 4 6 3 10 12 14 16 18 20
W Yes, for all of our initiatives M Yes, for some of our initiatives
H No M/ don't know

Figure2: Extent of impact studies

D22 22180 &{ dNBSe 2y LYLI OG { idRé¢é E
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3.4 Section3 - Implementation of impact studies

From this sectionall the question®f the survey were optional anicusedon organizations
whichalready conduct impact studie$he organizationgot involved inimpactstudieswere
invited to go directly to the sectiont® fulfill the questions relave to the FLAGSHIPS.

Ourresults show that:

0 Most of the studieg13/19)are conducted locally and punctually by different teams
0 LINR 3 NJ Y a&drding aleiNGeeds

U Infewercases (8), there is a dedicated office in charge of the impact studies

U Nevertheless, most of the organizations (15) do not have a standardized framework
or do not answer preciselhis question

0 Most of them (13) delegata part oftheir studies to a third party which can be
public or privatg(Table 3)

Are these impact studies or evaluations conducted internally or delegated to a third party?

Mostly conducted Completely
Conducted internally internally with some M?Stly delegated toa delegated to a NA
K . third party .
external intervention third party
FRANCE (2)
LATVIA IRELAND (2)
NETHERLANDS NETHERLANDS (2) UNITED KINGDOM AUSTRIA BELGIUM
SLOVENIA PORTUGAL
SWEDEN ROMANIA FINLAND SWITZERLAND
SWITZERLAND EUROPEAN COMMISSION
TOTAL=3 TOTAL =7 TOTAL =4 TOTAL =2 TOTAL =3

Table3: Internalized/externalized implementation of impact studiéy country

U Generally, the third parties involved in the impact studies come from thielip
sector:academic labord 2 NA S& 3> LJdzof AO I RYAYAAUGNI GA2Yy X 6
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Who are the individuals or agencies involved in carrying out the impact studies?

M Academic laboratories

M Public administration

u Private sector

M Other public services

Figure3: Typology of third parties in charge of impact studies

i Some organizations fB9) mention to be part of a specialized network or think tank
dedicatd to the reflection on impact.

0 Examples of national networks:
A Irish Public Seice Evaluation Network
A Finnish Evaluation Society
A Austrian Platform for Research and Technology Policy Evaluation (FTEVAL)
A German Society for evaluation (DEGEVAL)

o0 Examples of European networks:

A Working Group on Monitoring the ERA Roadmap

European Evaluation Society

EU RTD Evaluation Network

The European Network of innovation Agencies (TAFTIE)

Science Europe Working Group on Impact and Evaluation Indicators

> > > > >

3.5 Section4d - Tools and methodologies

Ourresults show that:

U Theranked list oimpacts assessedonsists inFigure 4)

0 The scientifiémpacts(averagel2.7 quotes)
A Scientific and technological outputs (14),
A Impacts on eganization of research (12),
A Impacts on sientific communities (12)

o0 The economidmpacts(average:8.7 quotes)
A Impacts on employment, jobs, ears @),
A Impacts on public/private partnership8)(
A Economidmpacts(start-dzLJa (%) 0

0 The societal impacts (average: 2 quotes):
A Territorial Impact (2),
Socioecultural Impact (3),

Political Impact (2),

Medialmpact (3

> >

D22 22180 &{ dNBSe 2y LYLI OG { idRé¢é



Scientific impacts

Economic impacts

Table4: Type of impacassessedby country

Other impacts

*
* *
*
* gk
Scientific and technological direct
utputs (publications, congress,
patents...)
14
Media Impact Impacts on the organization or
landscape of research
Impacts on scientific communities
Political Impact (networking, partnerships,
interdisciplinarity...)
Other impacts are
few considered
. Impacts on employement, jobs,
Socio-cultural Impact P ploy 2 J00s,
careers
o . Impacts on public/private
Territorial Impact (clustering...) P P . /P
partnerships)
Economical Impact (start-ups, The well assessed
benefits/costs ratio...) economic impacts
Figure4: Visualization of the type of impact assessed
In general, what types of impact does your organization study?
Scientific and Impactsonthe Impacts onscientific Impactson Impactson  Economic Territorial Socio-cultural Political Media
technologicaldirect organizationor communities employement, public/private Impact (start- Imp Imp Imp Imp
outputs landscape of (networking, jobs, careers  partnerships ups, (clustering...)
(publications, research partnerships, benefits/costs
congress, patents...) interdisciplinarity...) ratio...)
AUSTRIA AUSTRIA AUSTRIA AUSTRIA FINLAND FINLAND IRELAND IRELAND (2)  SLOVENIA AUSTRIA
FINLAND FINLAND FINLAND FRANCE FRANCE FRANCE NETHERLANDS SWITZERLAND
FRANCE IRELAND (2) FRANCE IRELAND (2)  IRELAND(2)  IRELAND (2)
IRELAND (2) LATVIA IRELAND ROMANIA NETHERLANDS NETHERLANDS
LATVIA NETHERLANDS (2) NETHERLANDS (2) SWEDEN ROMANIA ROMANIA
NETHERLANDS (3) ROMANIA ROMANIA SWITZERLAND SLOVENIA SWITZERLAND
ROMANIA SLOVENIA SLOVENIA SWITZERLAND UNITED
SWEDEN SWITZERLAND SWEDEN KINGDOM
SWITZERLAND UNITED KINGDOM SWITZERLAND EUROPEAN
UNITED KINGDOM UNITED KINGDOM COMMISSION  EUROPEAN EUROPEAN
COMMISSION EUROPEAN COMMISSION
EUROPEAN EUROPEAN EUROPEAN COMMISSION
COMMISSION COMMISSION COMMISSION
TOTAL=14 TOTAL=12 TOTAL=12 TOTAL=8 TOTAL=9 TOTAL=9 TOTAL=2 TOTAL=3 TOTAL=2 TOTAL=1

In the graph belowFigure 5)the number of responses by countaccording to thalifferent
types of impactshow that Ireland and Netherlan@®nsidera large range of impacta their
analysesfrom scientific and technological direct outputs to economical and socitural
impacts. Switzerland and European Commission have also exdiiied range of analysis.
Portugal and Belgiunwho R 2 yconilluct impact studiesdo not consider these different
types of impacts.
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Ireland
Netherlands
Switzerland
European Commission
Romania

France

Finland

Austria

United Kingdom
Slovenia
Sweden

Latvia

Portugal

Belgium

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Figure5: Number of positive responsebout the type of impacassessedby country

0 Thestudies are mostly aalucted at the project/progran{12) and instrument level
(10)(Figure 6):

Individual level

Scientific domain 12~

or Academic
discipline

. Team level

Instrument level Laboratory level

Project/program
fevel

/Consortium/net
work level

Institution/firm/
company level

Figure6: Visualization of the level of analysismpact studies

0 The main methods used are: bibliometrics (12), surveys (9)rvietes (8), case
studies (7) etc (Figure 7):

D22. 221 fSG a{dzNBSe 2y LYLI Ol { GdzRe¢
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What are the main methods used by your organization to evaluate impact?

Bibliometrics

Surveys

Interviews

Document review

Peer review

Case studies

Economic analysis

Data/text mining

Site visits & ethnographic studies/research

Patent analysis

Press analysis

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Figure7: Visualization of the min methods used for impact studies

Table5: Main methods used for impact studigsy country

In the graph belowFigure 8)the number of responses by countagcording to the main
methodsusedshow thatRomania and Irelandonsidera very large range of methods to
evaluateimpacts bibliometrics, patent analysis, case studies, data mining, interviews,
peer reviews, surveyspress analysis (for Romania), economic analysis (for Ireland).
Netherlands, France, Uniteingdom European Commission, Austria and Finland claim
to use at least 6 different methods.

The choice of methods seems to depend on type of impacts that is urder
considerationin the different agenciedor examplelreland andNetherlands who claim
to study a large range of impadseeaboveTable 4 and Figure) bise also a large range
of methods (sedable 5 and Figure 8).
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http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/docs/swd_br_guidelines_en.pdf
http://www.smalladvancedeconomies.org/wp-content/uploads/SAEI_Impact-Framework_Feb_2015_Issue2.pdf
http://www.smalladvancedeconomies.org/wp-content/uploads/SAEI_Impact-Framework_Feb_2015_Issue2.pdf
https://www.tekes.fi/globalassets/julkaisut/vaikuttavuusraportti_2015_eng.pdf
https://www.tekes.fi/globalassets/julkaisut/wellbeing_and_environment_308_2014.pdf
http://www6.inra.fr/asirpa
http://uefiscdi.gov.ro/Upload/12fa1792-0d22-4d82-98e2-9269410ef10d.pdf
http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/Specific%20Programme%20Horizon%202020_council_decision_establishing_the_specific_programme_implementing_Horizon_2020.pdf
http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/Specific%20Programme%20Horizon%202020_council_decision_establishing_the_specific_programme_implementing_Horizon_2020.pdf
http://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/Specific%20Programme%20Horizon%202020_council_decision_establishing_the_specific_programme_implementing_Horizon_2020.pdf
http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUK-prod/assets/documents/documents/RCUKDEconReport.pdf
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/ict/impact/documents/wing-pilot-fp6-final-report-18-12-09.pdf
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/ict/impact/documents/methodology.pdf
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/ict/impact/documents/mobile.pdf
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/ict/impact/documents/health.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/other_reports_studies_and_documents/assessing_the_socio_economic_impact_of_rtd_policies_2002.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/other_reports_studies_and_documents/assessing_the_socio_economic_impact_of_rtd_policies_2002.pdf


































