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1 INTRODUCTION 

Our goal in compiling this working paper was twofold. Firstly, we map the strategies of national 
funding agencies for supporting the collection of longitudinal survey data to support policy-making. 
Secondly, we explore the status of existing national survey infrastructures alongside potential future 
strategies, for which the planned longitudinal pan-European child and youth well-being survey 
EuroCohort is a potential option. We aim therefore to explore the extent to which there could be an 
alignment of national strategies to collect longitudinal data to support policy-making with the goal of 
promoting child and young person well-being. 

The following working paper deals in large part with the National Research Infrastructure Roadmaps 
(NRIR-s). The role of European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI) cannot be 
underestimated in encouraging these national roadmapping activities. ESFRI is a strategic instrument 
to develop the scientific integration of Europe and to strengthen its international outreach. It was 
established in 2002 with the aim to support a coherent and strategy-led approach to policy-making on 
research infrastructures in Europe (ESFRI, 2019). 

The ESFRI is a self-regulated body, which operates openly and on a consensus basis. ESFRI Delegates 
are senior science-policy officials, who represent ministers responsible for research in their country. 
A senior science-policy official represents the European Commission. By regularly carrying out analysis 
of research infrastructure (RI) landscapes ESFRI captures and describes the key RI defining the entire 
landscape, identifies gaps and enables stakeholders at institutional, regional, national, European and 
global level to position their RI initiatives within a broader context and identifies synergies and 
complementarities with existing RI to refine their strategic priority setting. ESFRI organises open calls 
for proposals, selects proposals based on strict eligibility criteria and reviews them in a clear and 
transparent manner (ESFRI, 2019). 

In 2006, ESFRI published its first roadmap for the construction and development of the next 
generation of pan-European research infrastructures. The roadmap was updated in 2008, 2010, 2016 
and 2018, to include projects and landmarks that intend to foster European leadership across a broad 
range of scientific fields. Currently the Roadmap 2021 Update has been launched. The ESFRI Roadmap 
contains European science facilities chosen through a thorough evaluation and selection procedure. 
It combines ESFRI Projects, which are new research infrastructures in progress towards 
implementation, and ESFRI Landmarks, successfully implemented Research Infrastructures. It also 
describes the broader Landscape of research in Europe (ESFRI, 2019). 

The working-paper is based on work done in the frames of T5.2 of European Cohort Development 
Project (ECDP) “Dialogue with national funding agencies on their strategies for supporting the 
collection of longitudinal survey data to support child well-being policy-making”. Following a short 
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introduction, the 2nd part of the working-paper gives an overview of the data and methods used to 
carry out this task. In the 3rd part, the editors summarise the information presented in country reports 
to give an overview of different aspects of longitudinal data collection strategies across Europe. Lastly, 
the fourth section of this working paper presents some of the country cases to give a more in-depth 
view of the cross-country similarities and differences. 

 

2 DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

The analysis presented in this working-paper is based on reports from 10 countries forming the 
EuroCohort core group: Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Slovakia, Spain and 
UK. Researchers from all listed countries compiled a country report following guidelines for analysis 
and report template. The guidelines (see Annex 1) were developed by researchers at Tallinn University 
and discussed with the whole project consortium. The country reports were completed in the first half 
of 2019 so the current working-paper gives a snapshot of the NRIR-s in this timeframe.  

The analysis carried out by the country teams had two parts. Desk research was foreseen to describe 
the formal procedures to become a part of NRIR and covered the following topics:  

 What is the path of a survey into the NRIR, what are the procedures? 

 Whose support is needed to get support for a new initiative?  

 How many longitudinal surveys belong to current NRIR, does any provide information on 

children and youth well-being? 

In case information was not publicly available the researchers made inquiries via email, phone or face-
to-face from administrator of national funding agency. Still, in some countries no up-to-date 
information was available. In these cases, the desk research is based on the information on the 
previous round of updating the NRIR with the presumption that nor the process neither the 
requirements will drastically change in the next round. 

The second part of the analysis aimed to show the social practice beyond formal regulations. It 
included at least two interviews: one interview with person belonging to a decision making body of 
NRIR and one interview with a leading figure of one current social science survey (preferably 
longitudinal), which belongs to the NRIR. 

The interview with the member of decision-making body had the goal of gathering information about 
funding opportunities, the process of applying to be part of NRIR and the role of different stakeholders 
in this process. It was also asked, how EuroCohort could relate to current strategies. The goal of the 
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interview with a representative of a one current social science survey on the roadmap was to gather 
information about the social practice of supporting research. The interviewees were asked to describe 
how their road to the NRIR was and if and how the results they have accumulated are used in policy-
making. 

The interviews were recorded, but not transcribed. Instead, summaries across the main topics covered 
were made.  

Due to different country contexts, explained in more detail in the following parts of this working paper, 
some countries followed a different scheme of collecting interview data. Table 1 gives an overview of 
the sample of interviews in each country. 

Table 1 The number of interviews conducted in each country 

 Interview with person belonging to a 
decision making body of NRIR 

Interview with a representative of a one 
current social science survey belonging to 
the NRIR 

Croatia 1 3 (representing 2 surveys) 

Estonia 1 1 

Finland 1 1 

Germany 1 0** 

Greece 1 1 

Hungary 1 2 

Italy 1 1 

Slovakia 0* 0* 

Spain 1 2*** 

* No NRIR exists 
** No social science surveys are included in NRIR 
*** Interviews were conducted with representative of social science survey, which is not included in the NRIR 

 

Researchers from the 10 countries providing the reports conducted the first level of analysis of the 
interview data by summarising the information under the questions listed in the guidelines. The 
editors of this working-paper continued with cross-country comparisons. 
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3 SUMMARY OF NATIONAL STRATEGIES FOR LONGITUDINAL DATA 
COLLECTION 

3.1 Possibility of becoming part of NRIR 

The reports from the 10 countries revealed that the opportunities for a research infrastructure such 
as EuroCohort of becoming part of NRIR differ largely across Europe. Firstly, the countries differ 
based on the fact if they have NRIR or not. In most of the countries, which have a NRIR, it is formally 
possible for social science survey to become part of it. However, still there are differences among 
these countries also. For example, in Germany, it is possible to apply, but the NRIR is aimed at very 
large and costly infrastructures (€ 20 million of establishment costs). As there are alternatives to find 
financing elsewhere, the effort of becoming part of NRIR might not be worth it. In Greece, where also 
NRIR exists, the main criterion for selecting the proposals is that they should be related to the National 
Innovation Strategy for Smart Specialisation (RIS3). In case such a criterion does not change, for 
research infrastructure like EuroCohort it could be almost impossible to be included in the roadmap. 
Lastly, the Estonian experts described that although formally it is possible to become part of NRIR, 
surveys are often not deemed infrastructures, although they function as such for social sciences. In 
addition, compared to other disciplines, social sciences are not considered a priority area. 

Among the EuroCohort core group, there are also two counties, Spain and Slovakia, which do not 
currently have a NRIR. In Spain, there is a map of Unique Scientific and Technical Infrastructure (ICTS) 
instead of NRIR. One of the areas of this map is “Socioeconomic Sciences and Humanities”, but 
databases and collections are not entitled to be ICTS unless they are related to physical facilities: i.e. 
building with laboratories, telescope, etc. However, there are other opportunities for social science 
surveys to be recognized. The Slovak Republic also currently does not have a NRIR. The processes of 
developing it were held up since 2017 and have only recently been picked up, but until now with no 
concrete results. When looking beyond the EuroCohort core group according to the web site of ESFRI 
in Belgium and Turkey, national roadmaps are under preparation whereas Slovakia is marked inactive 
together with Iceland, Latvia, Luxembourg and Malta (see ESFRI, 2019). 

Table 2 Possibilities of becoming part of NRIR 

  Countries 

Has NRIR  Available for social science Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 
Hungary, Italy, UK 

Not available for social science Greece, Spain  

NRIR in development Slovakia 
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3.2 Current state of longitudinal surveys in NRIR 

A brief glance at table 3 reveals that in NRIR-s currently in force longitudinal surveys are represented 
in small numbers or not at all. It is evident that Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe 
(SHARE) has been the most successful in being included in NRIR, whereas in Estonia, recently 
Generations & Gender Programme (GGP) was included. This is also the only example of a longitudinal 
survey providing information on children and youth included in NRIR. 

Table 3 Current state of longitudinal surveys in NRIR 

 Longitudinal surveys in NRIR Longitudinal surveys providing information 
on children and youth well-being 

Croatia SHARE - 

Estonia GGP GGP 

Finland SHARE - 

Germany - - 

Greece Not available for social sciences Not available for social sciences 

Hungary SHARE -* 

Italy SHARE -** 

Slovakia No NRIR in force No NRIR in force 

Spain Not available for social sciences Not available for social sciences 

UK n.a. n.a. 

* January 2018, the Hungarian Statistical Office Research Institute for Population Studies launched a 25-year 
longitudinal research with the support of the European Structural Funds among the cohort born in 2018, called 
Cohort’18. 

** National Register of Twins (Registro Nazionale Gemelli), a research institute that focuses on twins and 
occasionally performs surveys on their well-being. 

3.3 Description of procedures to become a part of NRIR 

3.3.1 Status of the proceedings of renewing NRIRs 

The proceedings of developing the next NRIR are in different stages in the EuroCohort core countries 
(see table 4). There are two countries – Hungary and Slovakia – where the process has come to a halt 
and there is no information for the timing of next steps. In Hungary, the last application round was 
held in 2016, but after that there is no information on the next planned call. In Slovakia, two drafts of 
the national plan were prepared in 2016 and 2017, but were not approved nor implemented. Currently 
a new draft is being prepared, but has not yet been made public. 
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Table 4 Status of the proceedings of reviewing NRIRs in EuroCohort core countries* 

Status of the proceedings of renewing NRIR  

On hold, unclear Hungary, Slovakia 

Currently going on Croatia, UK, Germany 

Recently completed Estonia, Greece, Italy 

Call will open soon Finland 

*Spain is not included in this table, as it has no NRIR in force or in planning stage  

The process of renewing the roadmap is currently going on in Germany, Croatia and UK and will soon 
start in Finland. The revised UK RI roadmap is planned to be published in summer 2019. In Croatia, 
the process began in February 2019 and will probably be completed in the first half of 2020. In 
Germany, the proceedings for the 2015-NRIR-call have not yet been completed: the ‘new’ NRIR was 
expected to be released in the beginning of 2018, but the final decision is still pending. In Finland, a 
new call for the Roadmap will be issued in September 2019. 

In Estonia the new roadmap was only recently published (February 2019) and next call is expected in 
3 to 4 years (2021-2022). In Greece, it is also expected that the national roadmap will start to be 
prepared around the same time (2022 or 2023). In Italy, there is a double system: projects either can 
be added automatically, when they are included in the European Roadmap for Research Infrastructure 
or can apply through open calls. The selection process is carried out every three years (2018-2020, 
2021-2023, etc.). 

3.3.2 Requirements of applying to be part of the NRIR 

Before going in more deeply to the evaluation criterions, in some countries there are specific 
prerequisites set to projects, which desire to be part of NRIR. In countries like Croatia, Greece and Italy 
it is stressed that the projects need to comply with the Smart Specialization Strategy, i.e. that they 
are in line with the national thematic priority areas. In case of Greece, if such a criterion does not 
change, EuroCohort will be almost impossible to be included in the roadmap. 

In some countries, it is stated that NRIR is only meant for very big investments. For example, in 
Germany, this can be an obstacle for EuroCohort even to apply to be part of NRIR, as the threshold of 
€ 20 million (German share of the costs) of establishment costs apply (operating costs cannot be 
included) to projects in the fields of humanities and social sciences. The high cost, without the exact 
number attached to it, is also mentioned in the application requirements of Estonia, Croatia and 
Finland. 
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3.3.3 Evaluation criterions 

The criterions, which are evaluated when choosing infrastructures for NRIR across the core group of 
EuroCohort, are largely similar, but there are also country-specific requirements, which need to be 
filled. It is self-evident that one of the main criterions is argumentation and justification - why is this 
new infrastructure needed. The other criterions can be divided among the following six categories: 
impact, team, users, costs, position in country and miscellaneous. The different criterions across 
countries can be seen in the following table 5. 
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Table 5 Evaluation criterions across EuroCohort core group 

  Croatia Estonia Finland Germany Greece Hungary Italy UK 

Impact Actuality, 
addressing current 
societal challenges 

X X X X X    

Significance and 
impact on science 
and teaching 

X X X X X X X X 

Significance and 
impact on industry 
and business 

X X X X X  X  

Contribution to 
innovative 
processes 

X  X X X  X  

Contribution to 
countries 
international 
visibility 

   X X    

Team Competent 
governance 
structure and 
personnel 

X X X X X  X X 

Scientific 
excellence 

X X X X X X X  

Interdisciplinarity X  X  X   X 

Priorities of the 
host institution 

  X      

National-level 
network 

    X    

Internationality      X   

Users Easy access, incl. 
user support 

X X X X X X X X 

Many potential 
users 

X X X X X X X X 

Data management 
plan 

  X X   X X 

Costs Scale and scope of 
infrastructure 

X X X X     

Investment costs X X X X    X 

Costs of running 
the infrastructure 

X X X X     

Position 
in 
country 

Connection to 
strategies 

X X X X X X   

Uniqueness X   X  X  X 

Strategic 
significance 

X  X X X    

Miscella-
neous 

Time schedule X   X     

Development 
potential 

     X   
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Impact of the infrastructure is evaluated in different ways. In most countries under investigation, the 
significance and impact on science and university teaching as well as local industry and business are 
considered. A bit less often, the impact on coping with actual societal challenges as well as on 
innovative processes is taken into account. As an additional criterion, in Greece, also the impact on 
the countries international visibility is considered. 

The team’s competence is evaluated in most cases in at least two ways: to be successful in applying 
to be NRIR the infrastructure needs to have competent governance structure as well as scientifically 
accomplished personnel (in terms of the results of the researchers’ previous work). In several 
countries, also the interdisciplinary cooperation gives an advantage. There are also criterions unique 
to one country: in Hungary, international cooperation is valued, whereas in Greece the infrastructure 
has to have an established network at national level. In Finland, the strategies and priorities of the 
host institution(s) are also included in the evaluation to guarantee long-term commitment to running 
the infrastructure after it is established. 

Based on the analysed evaluation criterions the potential users of the infrastructure are highly valued. 
In all the analysed countries, easy access to the infrastructure needs to be guaranteed. This also 
includes efficient user support. The applicants should demonstrate that the new infrastructure would 
have many users who access it continuously. In case of Italy, an additional criterion that 30% of them 
should be international users is added. In addition, several countries evaluate the plan for access to 
and preservation of collected data and/or materials.  

The costs related to the infrastructure are also taken into account in several countries. As described 
above, in some countries it is clearly stated that the NRIR should be large-scale projects with high 
costs. Therefore, the scope and scale of the infrastructure is evaluated and the infrastructure should 
be extensive enough so that individual groups cannot manage them on their own. In addition to this, 
the initial investment costs as well as the cost and sustainability of running the infrastructure are 
evaluated. 

The position of the infrastructure within the country is also deemed important. In several countries, 
it is considered how the new infrastructure relates to national strategies. It is also evaluated, how the 
new infrastructure would fit in the existing research infrastructure or how unique it is considering the 
existing infrastructures. 

Lastly, there are two criterions, which are explicitly stated in only one country. In Croatia, the time 
schedule of the intended infrastructure is evaluated, whereas Hungary evaluates the development 
potential of the infrastructure.  

3.3.4 Evaluation process 

The stages of establishing roadmaps across the EuroCohort core countries are at different stages: 
some have roadmaps and they have been renewed, some have roadmaps, but there has never been 
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a revision, some have the regulations, but have not yet reached to an established roadmap. Due to 
this, any similarities or differences in the procedures are hard to describe, but still some common traits 
appear.  

Firstly, the evaluation process is lengthy and can be further delayed by changes in the political 
setting or even because of the change of the responsible minister. An example here is Slovakia, where 
the processes of preparing the NRIR have been delayed by several years because of changes in political 
leadership. However, even when there are no such delays, by its setup the selection process often has 
several rounds which are time-consuming (for example: two rounds in Estonia and Finland and three 
rounds in Germany and Italy). Even when the designated committees have made their decision 
regarding the roadmap, this in most cases still needs to be approved by the respective Ministry or the 
whole government. For example, in case of Germany the process of 2015-NRIR-call is still pending in 
this phase. 

Concerning the stages of evaluation, the most common pattern seems to be to start with check of 
formal requirements and eligibility criteria followed by an anonymous evaluation of the proposals by 
(international) panel of experts. This has also at least two rounds in the countries, where this 
information is available to us. These rounds can be either focussing on different aspects of the 
proposal (as in case of Germany where there is a differentiation of science-driven evaluation, 
economic evaluation and social relevance) or by eliminating some of the proposals in the first round 
and considering only selected proposals in the second. After the panel of experts has made their 
decision the proposal of renewed roadmap is presented and sent to be approved to the body making 
this decision, depending on how the system is organized in the country. 

3.3.5 Evaluators and supporters 

There are two aspects of the process of evaluation: the formal system and the informal lobby. The 
formal system established most often consists of an organization, which coordinates the process of 
renewing the NRIR and putting together the committees of (international) experts who are evaluating 
new proposals. These bodies do not make decisions themselves, but enable the process and forward 
the committee’s decision to the respective government structure who have the power to approve it. 
In some countries, where the process of renewing the NRIR is not well established the interviewed 
experts imply that the body responsible for it is in fact inactive or does not function (for example in 
Croatia). 

The importance of lobbying is different across countries. For some countries (for example Croatia and 
Hungary) the importance of lobbying on personal or/and political level is deemed to be crucial. In 
others, it is estimated, that even though the lobbying may help to overcome some obstacles the 
proposal itself still needs to be strong (Greece, Italy, Estonia). Still, the support of relevant 
stakeholders may be crucial in the final stages of the process, when granting funding. It is also 
important to ensure the support of influential universities or research institutes. In case of Finland, 
the universities prioritise Finnish Research Infrastructure (FIRI) - and Roadmap- applications and are 
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the official applicants. For Italy, the support of a large Research Institute represents a keystone for a 
successful Research Infrastructure application.  

3.3.6 NRIR-status and funding 

The connection of being on NRIR and being funded is a bit different across countries, but the most 
prominent pattern is that although being on the roadmap gives some advantages it does not 
guarantee funding. This is the situation in Croatia, Estonia, Finland and Germany. In case of Finland, a 
small part of funding is possible to get through the Academy of Finland. In Germany, the NRIR is no 
funding opportunity, but rather a requirement for funding for large-scale projects. Subsequently, 
again a proposal submission to find support for funding is needed. 

In Greece, the situation is a bit different. In the previous processes of renewing the roadmap, there 
were two phases. Projects to be included in the roadmap were chosen in the first phase, and amongst 
those in the second phase it was decided, which were granted also funding. Therefore, inclusion to 
the roadmap does not automatically lead to funding, but gives some opportunities. 

In Italy, the “Fondo Ordinario per il finanziamento degli Enti e istituzioni di ricerca” (FOE), allocates 
approximately 100 million euros per year and funds all the Research Infrastructures. 

In case of Hungary, the financing is yet unknown for the new planning cycle. 

3.4 Using survey data for policy-making 

The experience of existing longitudinal surveys shows that at some level their results have been used 
in policy-making. It can be said that in Italy, Spain and UK this has been more extensive, compared to 
Croatia, Hungary, Greece and Estonia.  

In UK, there are multiple examples of longitudinal data being used to answer a broad range of research 
and policy related questions on different aspects of the life course. This goes back several decades 
and it can be said that using survey data in policy-making is a tradition. Some examples include welfare 
and work policy, encouraging savings for children and low-income families, acknowledging the risk of 
smoking to pregnant women, taking measures to combat overweightness etc. The Italian expert also 
states that the data from longitudinal surveys, namely SHARE has been extensively used for policy-
making. An example is designing a major reform of the Italian public pension system, the “Fornero 
reform”: to deal with the pension reform, Elsa Fornero, a professor of economics at the University of 
Torino and pension specialist, was appointed as Minister of Labour, Social Policies and Gender 
Equality. Based on the example it can be said that data was used in policy-making, but the existence 
of system supporting this remains unclear.  
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In Croatia, Hungary, Greece and Estonia, using survey data in policy-making is rather sporadic and 
irregular. There are some examples of data being used, which are however more one-time endeavours 
than a systematic action. In Estonia, some surveys are well established in policy-making as Programme 
for International Student Assessment (PISA) for instance, but this does not hold similarly to other/all 
surveys. In case of Hungary, it is said that the results are most often used indirectly by the decision 
makers (using publications, professional reports, and published static data). Croatian expert adds that 
the ministries often operate and make plans in 4-years election cycles, which does not encourage 
taking long-term perspective. 

 

4 SELECTED COUNTRY CASES 

4.1 Estonia 

Epp Reiska, Marge Unt (Tallinn University) 

4.1.1 Background information 

The Estonian Research Infrastructures Roadmap is an instrument for long-term (10 to 20 years) 
planning, which contains a list of new nationally important research infrastructure units, or of those 
in need of modernisation. The infrastructures can be either physical objects, network structures or 
membership in international research infrastructure organizations. More precisely these can be 
devices and conditions related to these devices, knowledge, methods, materials, activities and 
services, which can be used for creating, transferring, mediating or preservation of knowledge. The 
Roadmap is periodically (every 3-4 years) updated by the Estonian Research Council to match the 
changing needs and possibilities.  

The current roadmap was recently approved and origins from year 2019 (SA Eesti Teadusagentuur, 
2019). The procedure of renewing the roadmap was described in the document “Eesti teadustaristu 
teekaardi uuendamine 2018” [The Renewal of the Estonian Research Infrastructures Roadmap 2018] 
(SA Eesti Teadusagentuur, 2018). As there are no universal rules for this process available, the 
following description of the process and requirements is based on this document. 

4.1.2 Path of a survey into the NRIR in Estonia 

Characteristics of a research infrastructure to be included in the roadmap: 
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 The infrastructure has scientific importance and its usage either gives added value on national 

or international level; taking into the consideration also if the infrastructure is already a 

member of some international research infrastructure (either ESFRI or some other level) or 

has the potential of becoming part of it. 

 The investments needed for the research infrastructure are big compared to other existing 

infrastructures in the same field. 

 The services provided by the research infrastructure are easily accessible to everybody, 

including businesses; the criteria for gaining access are clear and unclassified. 

 The users are guaranteed the necessary support. 

 Respectable number of local and international scientists use the infrastructure constantly. 

 The infrastructure has governance structure and personnel who are responsible for keeping 

the infrastructure running, for organizing the possibilities for using the infrastructure and/or 

organizing the necessary services to support the users. 

 The infrastructure possesses data or it is possible to describe indicators, which characterize 

the activeness and effectiveness of using the infrastructure. 

 The infrastructure is also used for educational purposes, for further education, to prepare the 

future scientists and/or qualified labour force. 

Additional characteristics for international infrastructures: 

 the scientific importance of the research infrastructure for Estonia; 

 the added value of Estonia in the international infrastructure;  

 other opportunities of using the infrastructure in Estonia; 

 the yearly cost of Estonian partners participating in the infrastructure; 

 the fees for using the infrastructure to Estonian scientists; 

 the estimation of how much the infrastructure will be used by Estonian scientists. 

Provided for every infrastructure: 

 the investment need of the infrastructure (one-time cost); 

 the plan for costs of operating the infrastructure (yearly costs). 

The process of renewing the roadmap has two parts: 

1) the review of the research infrastructures currently included in the roadmap (not in the focus of 
this working paper); 
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2) collecting and analysing new proposals (both new proposals for infrastructure objects in Estonia 
as well as participation in international infrastructures). 

New proposals should give clear answers to the main questions “What does this infrastructure 
enable/support?”, “How/on what principles does it operate?”, “How the infrastructure is run and who 
takes responsibility for its activities?”, and “Who will use this infrastructure? How much will they use 
it?”, “What is the need for developing this infrastructure further? In what direction?”, “Estimation of 
investment needed and yearly costs of running the infrastructure?”. 

The information is presented in the following main parts of proposal: 

 General information on the infrastructure; 

 Board and partners; 

 Justification; 

 Description of the infrastructure; 

 Significance and impact; 

 Usage; 

 Funding and sustainability; 

 International cooperation. 

New proposals are evaluated based on:  

The scale and scope of the infrastructure, argumentation of justification, inclusion of different parties 
and work distribution, actuality, significance and impact (to science, broader impact in Estonia to 
industry and business, cooperation, connection to strategies), scientific excellence, potential use, 
justification of investment costs, the cost and sustainability of running the infrastructure. In case of 
participation in international infrastructure, also the activities and duties of Estonia will be evaluated. 

Infrastructure commission of Estonian Research Council will evaluate the proposals: first meeting is 
dedicated to evaluation of infrastructures already on the roadmap; new proposals will be discussed in 
the second meeting. 

 To guarantee that the evaluations are as objective and consistent as possible all members of 

the commission will go through all proposals before the meeting. 

 All members of the commission will fill out a table for every proposal where they indicate their 

view on the importance of the infrastructure to the country and on the feasibility of the 

infrastructure and a decision if the infrastructure should be added to the roadmap, should not 

be added to the roadmap or it needs further discussion. 
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 All new proposals will be distributed among the members of the commission so that two 

members of the commission, of whom one will be the rapporteur, evaluate each proposal at 

least. 

 Both evaluators will give their evaluations and recommendations on a form dedicated to that. 

 The rapporteur will combine the two (or more) opinions and present this. The presentation 

will be followed by discussion in the commission. 

 New proposals will be discussed at the meeting and official evaluation will be drafted based 

on that. The recommendation to include/not to include the infrastructure to the roadmap will 

be given, if needed recommendations for changing, merging, presenting, on-spot visit or 

additional expert evaluation will be given. 

At the third meeting of the infrastructure commission, the final list of infrastructures included in the 
roadmap is discussed: 

 If needed, the proposals of infrastructures are presented. 

 Evaluations including the comments from commission members and proposals to the 

applicants will be finalized. 

 Rapporteurs formulate the wording of final evaluations. 

The commission will present the renewed roadmap with comments to the Estonian Research Council. 
The Council will send preliminary decisions including comments to the applicants and present the 
proposal of renewed roadmap to Estonian Ministry of Education the Research. The ministry will 
prepare a draft of the new roadmap, which will be discussed in the Commission of Science Politics and 
in the Research and Development Council before it is sent to Government. Lastly, the Estonian 
Government will approve the renewed roadmap. 

In case of participation in international infrastructures, the inclusion of the infrastructure to the 
roadmap does not automatically mean the decision to join the infrastructure. The procedure of 
joining depends on the international infrastructure and might need the decision to be taken by 
Government of Parliament. 

The inclusion of an infrastructure to the roadmap does not guarantee funding nor prioritize one 
infrastructure over others: the roadmap is an input to the investment decisions regarding research 
infrastructures. 
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4.2 Finland 

Terhi-Anna Wilska (University of Jyväskylä) 

4.2.1 Background information 

Finland’s roadmap for national research infrastructures (FRNIR) is a plan for key research 
infrastructures in Finland, which are under development or will be newly required over the next 10–
15 years. The current plan covers years 2014-2020. The plan also concerns a major upgrade of existing 
research infrastructures. Participation in new international projects and major overhauls and 
expansions of projects involving international cooperation, as well as memberships of international 
research infrastructures, are included in the roadmap. 

The Finnish research infrastructure ecosystem includes: 1) major national research infrastructures, 2) 
partnerships of Finnish actors in European infrastructure projects (ESFRI), 3) international research 
infrastructures that Finland has joined through state or other agreements, and 4) local infrastructures 
denoted as significant by their host research organisations. 

4.2.2 Path of a survey into the NRIR in Finland 

Proposals by the research organisations, on research infrastructures to be included on the roadmap, 
are evaluated in a two-stage process by international panels of experts. Based on the panel’s 
assessments, the Finnish Research Infrastructure (FIRI) Committee decides on the research 
infrastructures to be selected for the roadmap. The evaluations of the proposals seek to identify 
international-level research infrastructures that support the attainment of Finland’s research and 
innovation policy goals.  

The evaluations of the proposals sought to identify international-level research infrastructures that 
support the attainment of Finland’s research and innovation policy goals. Projects selected for the 
roadmap are to create added value in research terms and markedly lift the quality of research in 
Finland within the discipline in question. They are also to attract excellent researchers to Finland. 

When assessing the potential for the successful realisation of each research infrastructure, the panel 
members take into account the scope of the potential user community, multidisciplinary coverage, 
multi-sectoral reach and quality. All criteria are interpreted from Finland’s perspective. However, 
when weighing up participation in international research infrastructures, the panel assesses the 
quality and impact of research from the viewpoint of international needs.  
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General evaluation criteria for a research infrastructure project 

A research infrastructure must: 

 provide potential for world-class research and scientific breakthroughs; 

 be of broad national interest and enhance the international impact; 

 have a long-term plan for scientific goals, maintenance, financing and utilization; 

 be used by several research groups/users for high-quality research; 

 be open and easily accessible to researchers, industry and other actors; 

 have a plan for access to and preservation of collected data and/or materials; 

 be extensive enough so that individual groups cannot manage them on their own; 

 introduce new cutting-edge technology (if relevant). 

The development of research infrastructures involves several phases, from ideas, concept 
development, and planning to construction and operation, to occasionally upgrading, and eventually 
to phasing out. These phases have different financing needs. To assure that long-term research 
infrastructure needs are met, different types of support and financing are necessary.  

From a research infrastructure perspective, relevant types of funding include: 

 planning grants for design studies and planning of construction or collaboration; 

 grants for investing in equipment or databases, used to construct national or international; 

 research infrastructures or a single research infrastructure that is nationally accessible; 

 grants for operational costs of maintaining the operation in the long term; 

 grants for phasing-out the research infrastructure (when relevant). 

Specific evaluation criteria for research infrastructure projects 

Scientific quality and potential 

The leading principle of evaluation is enabling scientific excellence through the research 
infrastructures. Specifically, the following issues must be addressed: 

 The research infrastructure is of scientific significance and timely and provides added value at 

the national and/or international level. 

 Excellent researchers and research groups continuously use the research infrastructure. 
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 Existing research infrastructures shall provide an account of their activities, showing utilization 

rate and impact, for example, in the form of scientific outputs, new applications, patents, 

products, or generated business activities or other societal benefits. 

 The research infrastructure participates in the training of researchers or is utilized for these 

purposes. 

Open access and utilisation, Finnish and international users 

 There should be open access to the research infrastructure. Access may require approval of a 

research plan and reasonable user fees as a compensation for the maintenance, user support 

and other services. 

 The research infrastructure must have clear and well-functioning leadership and 

administrative structures, adequate personnel for the maintenance, services and user support 

of the research infrastructure. 

 The research infrastructure should show its utilization rate. 

 The research infrastructure should demonstrate its contribution to the training of doctoral 

students, e.g. provision of courses and professional guidance. 

 The research infrastructure should have a data management plan that consists of information 

on data acquisition, computation, storage, and ownership of the data. The purpose of this is 

to ensure future reuse of data by research community. 

Relevance to the strategies of host institutions 

 Building and operating a research infrastructure requires a long-term commitment from the 

research infrastructure itself and the host as well as other contributing institutions. Therefore, 

the strategies and priorities of the host institution(s) will also be included in the evaluation. 

National and international relevance 

 This dimension of evaluation relates to the added value the research infrastructure provides 

for the national and/or international research community, and how it contributes to the 

visibility, attractiveness and future development of Finnish research environment: 

o strategic significance of the research infrastructure for Finland; 

o societal impact of the research infrastructure in industrial-commercial terms or the 

common good either in the short (e.g. construction stage) or long term (e.g. utilization 

of results); 

o added value of the research infrastructure through international cooperation (e.g. 

mutual mobility) of Finnish research community. 
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Feasibility 

 The feasibility is assessed based on the technical, institutional (e.g. form of ownership, terms 

of use or membership) and personnel requirements during the whole life cycle of the research 

infrastructure. The expenses consist of planning, investment, operational and 

decommissioning costs during the whole life cycle of the research infrastructure. 

Whose support is needed to get support for a new initiative/EuroCohort?  

The selection is made by the FIRI committee that comprises key actors in research infrastructure 
policy, such as representatives of the Academy of Finland; the Ministry of Education, Science and 
Culture; the Ministry of Employment and the Economy; the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health; 
Business Finland; Universities Finland UNIFI; state research institutes; and the Council of Research 
Institute and Directors and the Rectors’ Conference of Finnish Universities of Applied Sciences. 

The applicant is always the University or Research Institute that hosts the infrastructure. 

How many longitudinal surveys belong to current NRIR, does any provide information on children and 
youth well-being? 

Thirty-one national research infrastructures have been selected for Finland’s research infrastructure 

roadmap 2014-2020, 18 of which are ESFRI partnerships. In addition, there are two projects selected 

for the roadmap that have potential to develop into major national research infrastructures. However, 

there are no longitudinal research on the roadmap at all, and no surveys on child and youth well-

being. As concrete surveys, ESS and SHARE, for instance, are on the roadmap. 

4.2.3 Information from interviews 

Discussions with two people belonging to a decision making body of National Research Infrastructure 
Roadmap 

How could EuroCohort relate to current strategies?  

There is a growing interest in child well-being in policy-making. It is likely to end up to the programme 
of the new government, as there will be a general election in March 2019. There is also a committee 
preparing the so-called Childhood 2040- strategy. Not very much has been achieved yet, though. The 
main interest of the present government has been in early childhood education and childcare issues, 
and in increasing child poverty and mental health problems. These topics are relevant to EuroCohort.  
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Would it be possible to find support for funding? How to get on Roadmap, what are the steps towards it?  

It is possible to get funding, although not very easy. Only a small part of the funding is possible to get 
through the Academy of Finland (FIRI). The funding is allocated mainly to technical infrastructure and 
max. one coordinating person. Most of the funding could be granted directly through the sector 
ministries, (in this case, Ministry of Education and Culture, and Ministry of Social Affairs and Health). 
It is also possible to get funding from the Parliament, if the Ministry gives a so-called political letter to 
the Parliament. It is also possible to get part of funding from private foundations, but this is rarely 
permanent. Universities are also expected to fund the projects on the roadmap to some extent. 

A new call for the Roadmap will be issued in September 2019. The selection for the roadmap in Finland 
does not guarantee any funding. The Academy of Finland will grant some funding to infrastructures in 
the FIRI call. The next call takes place in April 2019, and the following on spring 2021. So far, no 
longitudinal studies have been in the Finnish roadmap. 

The international network and the consortium is very important: are other partners in their national 
roadmaps? Is there enough expertise? Is the economic plan long enough (see also the evaluation 
criteria above)? 

What is the role of different stakeholders in the process? 

Politicians and officers in Ministries are the most important stakeholders, as they have the power to 
grant funding. In addition, the role of the evaluators and experts in the Academy of Finland is 
important, as the FIRI committee selects the projects to the roadmap. The support of the management 
of the universities is also crucial, since the universities prioritise FIRI- and Roadmap- applications and 
are the official applicants. 

4.3 Germany 

Lisa Steinberg, University of Bremen 

The NRIR in Germany is characterised by an extensive national decision-making process. Central to the 
NRIR procedure are three separate and independent assessments: the science-driven evaluation, the 
economic evaluation and the prioritisation regarding social relevance. As the NRIR includes very costly 
infrastructures (establishment costs), the current 2015-NRIR process has not yet been completed (as 
of 27 August 2019), and the new one has not yet been started, EuroCohort may also look for other 
processes than the NRIR to find funding. Overall, (also apart from NRIR) to raise funding it is essential 
to have a concrete concept. 
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4.3.1 Background information 

The NRIR serves as a strategic instrument for prioritizing research investments. According to the 
Ministry of Science and Research (in the following BMBF), the process aims to ensure that 
infrastructures on this roadmap are characterised by high scientific quality, economically viable 
planning, and great social benefits (BMBF, 2016, 12-13).  

Research infrastructures for NRIR have the following features (BMBF, 2016, 5): 

 They are of national importance for research policy. 

 They have a long service life – normally at least ten years. 

 They have open access and the use is regulated on the basis of scientific quality standards. 

 The costs of their establishment and construction are so high so that they justify an extensive 

national decision-making process. 

 They have overarching governance adequate for the relevant tasks. 

From 2011 to 2013, the BMBF carried out a pilot process for the preparation of a National Roadmap 
for Research Infrastructures (BMBF, 2013, 2). As a result, three research infrastructures belong to the 
NRIR in Germany1: CTA – Cherenkov Telescope Array2, EU-OPENSCREEN – Open screening platforms 
for chemical biology3, and IAGOS – In-service Aircraft for a Global Observing System4 (BMBF, 2013, 5-
12). Based on the experiences of the pilot process the NRIR was established in 2015. The proceedings 
for the 2015-NRIR-call, however, have not yet been completed. Twelve submitted proposals passed 
the check of formal requirements (stage 1, see below) and were subject to the science-driven and 
economic evaluation. The decision for the 2015 NRIR-call was expected to be released in the beginning 
of 2018. The science-led and economic evaluation process was carried out between 2016 and 2017. 
The final decision, however, is still pending (as of 27 August 2019).  

The proposal projects as well as the three NRIR-projects belong to one of the following three research 
areas: Engineering and Natural Sciences, Environmental and Earth System Sciences, or Biological and 
Medical Sciences (BMBF, 2013, 5-11; German Council of Science and Humanities, 2017, 11). Therefore, 
we have not conducted any interview with the leading figure of one current social science survey. 

                                                            

1 By now they are also ESFRI landmarks (see: http://roadmap2018.esfri.eu/projects-and-landmarks/browse-the-catalogue/)  
2 The Cherenkov Telescope Array (CTA) is a planned next-generation ground-based gamma-ray observatory (see: 
https://www.cta-observatory.org/). 
3 EU-OPENSCREEN is an integrated high-capacity screening platform throughout Europe. It offers open access to a uniquely 
broad range of high technologies and tools for the systematic screening of chemical substances for their biological effects 
(see: https://www.eu-openscreen.eu/). 
4 IAGOS combines the expertise of scientific institutions with the infrastructure of civil aviation in order to provide essential 
data on climate change and air quality at a global scale (see: https://www.iagos.org/). 

http://roadmap2018.esfri.eu/projects-and-landmarks/browse-the-catalogue/
https://www.cta-observatory.org/
https://www.eu-openscreen.eu/
https://www.iagos.org/
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4.3.2 Path of a survey into the NRIR in Germany 

In the following, we will describe the procedures of the 2015-NRIR-call. However, criteria and 
procedures in the new NRIR-call may change.  

Universities and non-university research institutions can become part of NRIR. The NRIR contains a 
three-stage-procedure (see Figure 1): 

 

Figure 1 - NRIR three-stage procedure 

 

Stage 1 - check of formal requirements and eligibility criteria 

One of the central prerequisites to apply for the NRIR is that the research infrastructure already needs 
to be in a concrete planning stage and ready for assessment. The concepts to be submitted must have 
sufficient depth of planning and concrete information so that they can be included in the assessment 
process. Furthermore, NRIR only includes very large and costly research infrastructures. For research 
infrastructures in the fields of humanities and social sciences, a threshold of € 20 million (German 
share) applies5. Operating costs that “do not contribute significantly to the further development of 
data or information collections cannot be included” (BMBF, 2015, 5).  

                                                            

5 It is 50 million euros for projects in the natural sciences. 
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Stage 2 - science-driven evaluation, economic evaluation and prioritisation regarding the social relevance 

In stage 2, three separate and independent assessments take place: the science-driven evaluation, the 
economic evaluation and the prioritisation regarding social relevance.  

Science-driven evaluation 

The German Council of Science and Humanities is responsible for the science-driven evaluation. A 
mandated committee with members of the Council and external experts evaluates the proposals in 
two phases, an individual review as well as a comparative assessment of the project proposals. In 
other words, the projects are considered independently and with regard to competing and 
complementary research infrastructures (BMBF, 2015, 17). Science-driven evaluation is based on the 
following criteria:  

 the dimension of scientific potential: for example, the importance of the project to initiate or 

further develop (new) research fields; 

 the dimension of utilisation: for example, the size and origin of user groups, the regulations 

regarding the access to the research infrastructure, data management and good scientific 

practice in dealing with research data, publications etc.; 

 the dimension of feasibility: the institution’s technical and personnel prerequisites, its 

governance concept and associated risks etc. 

 the dimension of relevance to Germany as a location of science and research: the project’s 

relevance for Germany as a scientific location as well as its international visibility. 

(German Council of Science and Humanities, 2017, 15) 

Economic evaluation 

The DLR Project Management Agency6 is responsible for the economic evaluation. Economic efficiency 
of investments is a central criterion in the NRIR-process. Independent national and international 
experts from businesses and sciences conduct the economic evaluation of the proposals. 

The analysis of the research infrastructure’s financing concept is the basis for the economic evaluation. 
The focus here is on an additional independent estimation of the establishment costs, carried out by 
several experts based on the Delphi method. In addition, the appropriateness and proportionality of 
the funds used will be assessed. Furthermore, the implementation and realisation concept as well as 
the intended use (utilisation concept) of the research infrastructure with regard to their economic and 
organizational feasibility are checked for soundness and appropriateness. The experts pay attention 

                                                            

6 The DLR Project Management Agency (part of the German Aerospace Center (DLR) is one of Germany’s largest project 
management agencies. Among many other things, it supports the BMBF in the research infrastructure sector (see: 
https://www.dlr.de/pt/en/desktopdefault.aspx/).  

https://www.dlr.de/pt/en/desktopdefault.aspx/


 

 

 

Page | 28 

to possible imponderables when establishing the research infrastructure. They carry out risk 
assessments and, if necessary, submit proposals for alternative approaches and procedures (BMBF, 
2016, 17-18). 

Prioritisation/assessment regarding the social relevance 

The respective financier, usually the BMBF, or ministries, does the assessment regarding social 
relevance. Overall, the socio-economic, social and research policy implications of the concepts are 
examined. An important benchmark for the assessment is whether and how extensively the concepts 
address societal challenges: Can they contribute to the solution of global challenges such as climate 
change, demographic change or health and food security etc. Other evaluation criteria include, for 
example, whether the concepts contribute to the preservation and further development of a 
sustainable and excellent research landscape or promote young scientists (BMBF 2016, 18-19). 

Stage 3 – decision regarding roadmap inclusion 

In stage 3, the BMBF or another responsible ministry decides on the research infrastructure inclusion 
into the NRIR. The decision is based on the science-driven, economic and social relevance assessment 
(see stage 2). Further criteria are international obligations as well as whether and how the planned 
project contributes to the development of innovative research fields or the respective research 
strategy. The inclusion on the roadmap is linked to the intention to finance - carried out by the 
responsible ministries depending on the budget available (BMBF, 2016, 19).  

4.3.3 Information from interviews 

Interview with a person belonging to the BMBF, the department supervises the NRIR-process. 

How could EuroCohort relate to current strategies? / Important conditions and advice to be successful 
in the application process 

Two things are crucial. First, it is very important that the submitted concept is fully developed and 
ready for assessment. The concept needs concrete planning in order to identify the technology needs, 
to know the size and the threshold of the concept (German share: 20 million, establishment costs). In 
the case of EuroCohort, it would also mean to have a data concept. EuroCohort needs e.g. to have 
clear ideas on where exactly data is collected and stored (and by whom), the amount of data, how big 
are the cohorts etc. The other point concerns the high scientific demand. It is important to make a 
scientific case. In Germany, there are some panel studies interviewing minors and partly cover 
EuroCohort topics (e.g. NEPS and SOEP). In this context, it is crucial to locate EuroCohort in the 
research landscape and distinguish it from other surveys. The German Council of Science and 
Humanities conducts a critical evaluation.  

How to get on Roadmap, what are the steps towards it?  
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The steps of a survey towards NRIR contain the three stages explained in section Error! Reference 
source not found.. The current 2015-NRIR-process has not yet been completed (as of 27 August 2019) 
and there is no fixed date for a new NRIR-call. Now, the tendering process for the new NRIR-call is at 
a very early planning stage. Therefore, there is no specific information available yet. Nevertheless, for 
the new call it is – to be expected that the three-stage-procedure will remain. Some framework 
conditions (such as the threshold, process and assessment adjustments) may change in the new call.  

What is the role of different stakeholders in the process? 

In the current 2015-NRIR-process, the German Council of Science and Humanities is responsible for 
the science-driven evaluation and the economic evaluation is managed by a project management 
agency. External national and international experts conduct the evaluation (see section Error! 
Reference source not found. for more information). 

Would it be possible to find support for funding? 

The NRIR is no funding opportunity, but rather a requirement for funding for large-scale projects. 
Subsequently, again a proposal submission to find support for funding is needed. The inclusion on the 
roadmap is linked to the intention to finance. Yet, the operating costs in the utilisation phase and the 
costs for the closure must be covered by the facility itself. 

4.3.4 Alternatives to NRIR for EuroCohort in Germany 

Due to various reasons: there is no new NRIR call yet and will not be before 2020, no certainty about 
framework conditions in the new call and the difficulty to reach a high threshold of maybe 20 million 
Euros (German share, establishment costs), EuroCohort may look for other options than the NRIR to 
find funding.  

Another option that also came up in the interview could be to apply for ESFRI, ask for national support 
and apply for national funding: In this option, besides the ESFRI proposal the German contribution 
needs to be outlined and submitted to BMBF in advance; a deadline applies. For political support as 
well as federal funding, it is necessary to approach the relevant department in the ministry. Here it is 
also necessary e.g. to “make a scientific case”. The national examination, however, is not as extensive 
as in the NRIR and the NRIR-threshold does not apply. Overall, it is important to have concrete ideas 
and a concept to apply for funding. 
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4.4 Greece 

Alexandros Sakellariou, Giorgos Alexias (Panteion University of Athens) 

The following chapter is based on two interviews, one with the person responsible for the ESFRI 
roadmap in Greece, based at the General Secretariat for Research and Technology at the Ministry of 
Education, Research and Religious Affairs and one with a person (researcher) from the SHARE project 
involved in the national roadmap process. Further, to that we conducted desk research collecting and 
analysing documents of the General Secretariat for Research and Technology through its website.7  

4.4.1 Path of a survey into the NRIR in Greece 

The General Secretariat for Research and Technology (GSRT), in its capacity as the public institution 
competent for Research, Technological Development and Innovation policy, has formulated a National 
Strategy for Research Infrastructures as well as a Multiannual Financial Plan for Research 
Infrastructures, highlighting the country’s priorities for long-term investments in large-scale research 
infrastructures. This is an initiative based on internationally accepted practices relied upon by most 
EU Member States. It must be noted that developing a National Strategy and a Multiannual Financial 
Plan for Research Infrastructures is an ex-ante conditionality for receiving structural fund financing in 
the last programming period (2014-2020). 

It is important to underline that the concept of research infrastructures is not limited to buildings and 
equipment, but also encompasses human resources, expertise, information, networking and all 
intangible assets required for their operation and optimal use. GSRT has designed and implements a 
transparent and robust procedure, based on European standards, to document the needs of the Greek 
research community and productive sectors as regards research infrastructures, to promote the 
required synergies and collaborations, to assess and to eventually identify the integrated national-
scale, open-access infrastructures with an outward-looking, sustainable and innovation-supporting 
character, which will have to be build and put into operation, as a priority, during the current 
programming period and beyond. 

The development of a Multiannual Financial Plan for Research Infrastructures (RIs) is an ex-ante 
conditionality for the activation of all NSRF 2014-2020 resources for RTDI actions. By letter of 
21/02/2017, the Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy confirmed the fulfilment by 
Greece of ex ante conditionality 1.2 «Research and Innovation infrastructure». This was the result of 
a long-standing effort by the GSRT to prioritize, with a view to receive funding from the Operational 
Programme EPAnEK, the most important Greek research infrastructures characterized by scientific 
and technological excellence and perfectly aligned with the National Smart Specialization Strategy 
(RIS3) objectives. The infrastructures were approved by decisions adopted by the Alternate Minister 
of Education, Research and Religious Affairs. Fulfilment of the ex-ante conditionality lifts the self-

                                                            

7 http://www.gsrt.gr/central.aspx?sId=128I508I1379I646I528351 (Accessed 18 March 2019). 

http://www.gsrt.gr/central.aspx?sId=128I508I1379I646I528351
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commitment to ensure full mobilization of the EPAnEK funds in the field of research, technological 
development and innovation. 

The bottom – up process started in 2013 by GSRT through an open call on research infrastructure 
offering a budget of 5 million euros. However, what the GSRT actually asked for was not for new 
research infrastructure but for the improvement and networking of existing ones.8 A series of review 
rounds followed using external reviewers until the final decision was made. However, according to 
the European Commission directive the main criterion for selecting the proposals was that all of 
them should be related to the National Smart Specialization Strategy (RIS3). In case such a criterion 
does not change, EuroCohort will be almost impossible to be included in the roadmap. The whole 
process was finalized in August 2016 with the selection of 20 research infrastructures to be funded 
with NSRF funds (4 million euros per infrastructure).9 A second round of calls followed in order to 
cover the sections of RIS3 not covered in the first round (agricultural food/nutrition and 
communications) which ended to the selection of another eight research infrastructures for funding 
in December 2016.10 In these two rounds, the SHARE project although part of the initial roadmap 
(2014) was not included, meaning that getting on the national roadmap does not lead necessarily to 
funding.  

The estimation of the ESFRI person interviewed was that under the presupposition that there is a 
social sciences and humanities section in ESFRI, and that the main criterion for the Commission will 
change, EuroCohort could be part of it, based on the theme and content of our project, although she 
was not sure why it should be considered an infrastructure. However, in order to do that it is very 
important to cover the requirement to be considered as infrastructure and network. It needs to be 
designed as an open infrastructure providing open access during the whole duration of the project. 
After the research has been conducted, the result has to lead to an open infrastructure, meaning that 
the research outcome should function as an open basis with open data available to researchers and 
policy makers, for example. The importance of a network was additionally underlined from both the 
interviewees. It is almost impossible to become part of the roadmap without having constructed a 
network of around 7-10 partners at a national level. 

Some of the procedures from a previous call were the following.11 

                                                            

8 SHARE project belonged into that category, since it had already started and run as a European Commission funded project 
and then asked to be part of the ESFRI roadmap. This could be an obstacle for EuroCohort in case the new call after 2021 
asks to develop and improve existing infrastructures.  
9http://www.gsrt.gr/Financing/Files/ProPeFiles88/%CE%91%CF%80%CF%8C%CF%86%CE%B1%CF%83%CE%B7%20%CE%A
D%CE%B3%CE%BA%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82%20%CE%91%20%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%AC%CE%B4%CE%B1
%CF%82%20%CE%95%CE%A5.pdf (Accessed 18 March 2019). From those 20 no one belonged in the social sciences area.  
10http://www.gsrt.gr/Financing/Files/ProPeFiles88/%CE%91%CF%80%CF%8C%CF%86%CE%B1%CF%83%CE%B7%20%CE%A
D%CE%B3%CE%BA%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82%20%CE%92%20%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%AC%CE%B4%CE%B1
%CF%82%20%CE%95%CE%A5.pdf (Accessed 18 March 2019). Again among those 8 no one belonged in the social sciences 
area. 
11http://www.gsrt.gr/News/Files/New713/RI_Roadmap_Guidelines_Phase2_Final(rev3)_2013_06_07.pdf (Accessed 8 April 
2014). 

http://www.gsrt.gr/Financing/Files/ProPeFiles88/%CE%91%CF%80%CF%8C%CF%86%CE%B1%CF%83%CE%B7%20%CE%AD%CE%B3%CE%BA%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82%20%CE%91%20%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%AC%CE%B4%CE%B1%CF%82%20%CE%95%CE%A5.pdf
http://www.gsrt.gr/Financing/Files/ProPeFiles88/%CE%91%CF%80%CF%8C%CF%86%CE%B1%CF%83%CE%B7%20%CE%AD%CE%B3%CE%BA%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82%20%CE%91%20%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%AC%CE%B4%CE%B1%CF%82%20%CE%95%CE%A5.pdf
http://www.gsrt.gr/Financing/Files/ProPeFiles88/%CE%91%CF%80%CF%8C%CF%86%CE%B1%CF%83%CE%B7%20%CE%AD%CE%B3%CE%BA%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82%20%CE%91%20%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%AC%CE%B4%CE%B1%CF%82%20%CE%95%CE%A5.pdf
http://www.gsrt.gr/Financing/Files/ProPeFiles88/%CE%91%CF%80%CF%8C%CF%86%CE%B1%CF%83%CE%B7%20%CE%AD%CE%B3%CE%BA%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82%20%CE%92%20%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%AC%CE%B4%CE%B1%CF%82%20%CE%95%CE%A5.pdf
http://www.gsrt.gr/Financing/Files/ProPeFiles88/%CE%91%CF%80%CF%8C%CF%86%CE%B1%CF%83%CE%B7%20%CE%AD%CE%B3%CE%BA%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82%20%CE%92%20%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%AC%CE%B4%CE%B1%CF%82%20%CE%95%CE%A5.pdf
http://www.gsrt.gr/Financing/Files/ProPeFiles88/%CE%91%CF%80%CF%8C%CF%86%CE%B1%CF%83%CE%B7%20%CE%AD%CE%B3%CE%BA%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82%20%CE%92%20%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%AC%CE%B4%CE%B1%CF%82%20%CE%95%CE%A5.pdf
http://www.gsrt.gr/News/Files/New713/RI_Roadmap_Guidelines_Phase2_Final(rev3)_2013_06_07.pdf
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Main Guidelines for the National Roadmap for Research Infrastructures 

Apart from compliance to the definition of Research Infrastructures given above – the proposals 
should take into account the following guidelines (describing the main features of the roadmap): 

A. National relevance 

To be included in the Roadmap, Research Infrastructures should, cumulatively: 

 address a broad national interest (defined in the strategy for research and innovation plan or 

the multi-annual Partnership Agreement 2014-2020 with the European Union); 

 enable cutting-edge research at the national level, with international visibility; 

 promote innovation at a national and regional levels; 

 form part of a coherent structure, with nodes available at one or more locations in Greece, in 

terms of distributed research installations or access points; 

 provide access to researchers, industry and the broader public domain in the country and 

Internationally. 

B. Effective Networking and Synergies 

To be included in the Roadmap, Research Infrastructures should facilitate an effective coordination 
and networking among relevant research teams and establish critical mass in the corresponding 
research fields. Therefore, it is recommended that Research Infrastructure proposals should: 

A) Integrate similar research infrastructures into one network and submit one proposal for that 
(through its coordinator) and B) be consistent with experience and priority plans set by the research 
& innovation ecosystem 

These two conditions will be considered in relation to the Research and Innovation Strategy for Smart 
Specialization (RIS3), which is currently being drafted by GSRT. To that aim, endorsement letters / 
letters of interest from user communities and Regional Authorities are encouraged. 

C. Scientific & technical excellence and outstanding strategic importance 

To be included in the Roadmap, Research Infrastructures should respond to the state of the art in the 
relevant S&T field and receive high marks in the peer review process. Furthermore, Research 
Infrastructures with competitive advantage at the international and regional level (including RIs of the 
ESFRI Roadmap) will be prioritized. 

Some of the criteria mentioned in previous calls were:  
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 scientific, technological potential and maturity of the Research Infrastructure; 

 effective networking, synergies with the knowledge triangle and international visibility 

 access policy; 

 governance and sustainability; 

 innovation potential & contribution to private sector innovation; 

 contribution to national & regional growth & socioeconomic benefits. 

4.4.2 Information from interviews 

Interviews with a person responsible for the ESFRI roadmap in Greece, based at the General 
Secretariat for Research and Technology at the Ministry of Education, Research and Religious Affairs 
and one with a person (researcher) from the SHARE project involved in the national roadmap process. 

Whose support is needed to get support for a new initiative/EuroCohort?  

The person responsible from the ESFRI national contact point mentioned that based on her experience 
political support might help overcome other obstacles, but that does not mean that a strong proposal 
is not necessary. 

How many longitudinal surveys belong to current NRIR, does any provide information on children and 
youth well-being? 

None, SHARE failed to enter the final roadmap in order to get funding. No information on children and 
youth well-being is included. 

How could EuroCohort relate to current strategies? 

The estimation of the ESFRI person interviewed was that under the presupposition that there is a 
social sciences and humanities section in the next ESFRI national roadmap call, EuroCohort could be 
part of it, based on the theme and content of our project. Now such an opportunity does not exist 
because the previous guidelines from the Commission gave another direction and perhaps that is why 
SHARE did not get support at the end. If this does not change, her estimation was that EuroCohort 
could not get in the roadmap and be funded. No further details were mentioned. 

Would it be possible to find support for funding? How to get on Roadmap, what are the steps towards it?  

Now there is no opportunity for funding through the GSRT because all funding for the 2014-2020 
programming period is over. That means that the first step is to wait for the next ESFRI national 
roadmap call. In case EuroCohort becomes part of the European level ESFRI roadmap that would be 
an advantage for EuroCohort. From the previous 28 infrastructures, 17 were included in the ESFRI 
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roadmap, but as mentioned above being part of the national map does not lead to funding. The next 
ESFRI roadmap will be out in 2021 and at that time, it is expected that the national roadmap will 
start to be prepared through national calls, which of course might take time (2022 or 2023) under 
the precondition that there is funding available for research infrastructures and for social sciences in 
particular. The second step will be to prepare a rationale and feasibility (long) report in order to 
explain why this project is an infrastructure and why it should be included in the national roadmap. 
Of course, the steps will be analytically described when the call becomes public.  

In the decision making process after the review process and after considering the evaluation of 
proposals various stakeholders (on a horizontal basis) play also a crucial role (e.g. the president of the 
University Deans’ committee, the Hellenic Federation of Enterprises, a representative of the European 
Commission, the Hellenic Association of Mobile Application). Such stakeholders have also a saying 
during the last phase of the process and sometimes, the last word for selecting the proposals for 
funding. The General Secretary decides the inclusion of stakeholders, but there are no particular 
specifications for the constitution of the committees. 

EuroCohort could be also funded from ELIDEK the National Hellenic Research Foundation12 through 
its calls on infrastructures or through European Commission calls on infrastructures e.g. though 
Horizon2020 or the next research framework at least for the first waves.  

Funding could be also found from private sources (Foundations, Institutions) but with regard to state 
funding from the European Social Fund (ESF) as well.13 However, such resources are not available 
through the GSRT anymore but perhaps could be found through other Ministries (e.g. of Labour or 
Interior). 

What is the role of different stakeholders in the process? 

The descriptions below come from the previous process. 

Α. GSRT Working Group 

The GSRT Working Group is responsible for the following: 

 coordination of the two phases of proposals’ submission; 

 planning, support and overall coordination of the evaluation process; 

 support of the Advisory Committee; 

                                                            

12 http://www.elidek.gr/en/homepage/ (Accessed 18 March 2019). 
13 http://ec.europa.eu/esf/home.jsp (Accessed 18 March 2019). 

http://www.elidek.gr/en/homepage/
http://ec.europa.eu/esf/home.jsp
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 coordination of the open and targeted consultation processes, especially concerning issues of 

strategic prioritization of the proposed RIs based on the Research and Innovation Strategy for 

Smart Specialization (RIS3). 

Β. Advisory Committee 

The main task of the Advisory Committee is to supervise the overall evaluation process, in terms of 
methodology and criteria, leading to the RIs Roadmap. 

The members of the high level Advisory Committee are institutional representatives of the main 
stakeholders of the National Research and Innovation ecosystem, high calibre scientists, and 
representatives of the private sector and of the Ministry of Development, Competitiveness, 
Infrastructures, Transports and Networks, which is responsible for the national development strategy 
for the forthcoming programming period of the Structural Funds (2014-2020). 

C. Evaluation Committees 

The evaluation procedure has been designed according to international best practices. Following the 
description below, for the first thread of evaluation, committees covering the main thematic sectors 
of the call and comprising of high-level international experts will evaluate all proposals. Three experts, 
through an online evaluation platform at GSRT, will evaluate each proposal. Upon completion of the 
evaluation of individual proposals, consensus meetings will be led by the Chairs of the Committees 
(per thematic group of proposals) 

How was your way to the National Research Infrastructure Roadmap?  

The SHARE project did not start as part of the roadmap but funded by FP5 & 6 frameworks and run 
three waves (2004, 2006 and 2008-2009). In the next two waves, Greece did not participate because 
of lack of funding and in the last one; the European SHARE consortium funded only the private 
company to conduct the survey. After European Commission funding stopped there was an effort to 
include SHARE in the national roadmap (2010-2011). At that time SHARE (GR team) received funding 
(approx. 100,000 euros) to conduct a feasibility study which is an important part of the process in 
order to prove that it can be part of the ESFRI national roadmap, explaining why SHARE is important 
to get in the roadmap and why it is an infrastructure. The final 100page report conducted within one-
year period didn’t end to any obvious result, but 4 years later SHARE entered the national roadmap.14 
A couple of years later it was announced that due to the austerity measures, especially in social 
sciences, it was not selected for funding despite being part of the roadmap. This means that the whole 
process might be quite lengthy and bureaucratic and with no secured funding. 

                                                            

14 See the roadmap http://www.gsrt.gr/News/Files/New987/road-map-web_version_final.pdf (Accessed 18 March 2019). 

http://www.gsrt.gr/News/Files/New987/road-map-web_version_final.pdf
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How is your survey used in policy-making process? Is it sporadic or very systematic procedures supporting 
it? Any strategies, indicators etc. were this specific survey is in/used. 

For the SHARE project, the evidence was not actually used in policy-making so it could be said that it 
was rather sporadic, if any. As it was mentioned during the interview, SHARE is not used in order to 
design and implement national policies. It has been only used sporadically by its own researchers in 
publications and conferences. 

4.5 Italy 

Francesco Giovinazzi (University of Bologna), Anh Nguyet Tran Thi (World Bank) 

4.5.1 Background information 

The Italian National Program for Research Infrastructure 2014-2020 (PNIR) has been newly updated 
in 2017 based on the National Research Infrastructure Roadmap drafted in 2010. The PNIR is an 
integrated part of the National Research Programmes (PNR), defining a reference framework for the 
long-term strategic plan of the national research infrastructure (RI) network. The RIs, as enabling 
factors in promoting technological innovation and developing human capital, support the national 
strategies set out in the PNR and in the National Intelligent Specialization Strategy (SNSI). The PNIR, in 
coherence with other programs foreseen by the PNR, aims to overcome the critical conditions of the 
Italian RI system, characterised by excessive fragmentation, duplication and inadequate dimensions, 
both in material resources and human resources.  

The PNIR does not include any longitudinal survey dedicated to children and youth well-being. The 
Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe (SHARE) and the European Social Survey (ESS) are 
currently the only longitudinal surveys in the PNIR, but they do not directly address such issue. It is 
worth mentioning the National Register of Twins (Registro Nazionale Gemelli), a research institute 
that focuses on twins and occasionally performs surveys on their well-being. 

4.5.2 The path of a project into the PNIR in Italy 

In general, there are two approaches to be included in the Italian PNIR: (i) the top-down approach – 
being included in the European Roadmap for RIs; (ii) the bottom-up approach – going through the 
national application process.  

(i) Projects already included in the European Roadmap for Research Infrastructure will be 
automatically enlisted in the NRIR. This is the pathway for Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in 
Europe (SHARE) and European Social Survey (ESS) to be included in the Italian NRIR.  



 

 

 

Page | 37 

(ii) Projects can also apply to become a part of the PNIR through open calls and competitions 
published at the national and regional level. In general, the potential RIs would support six priority 
programs (see the list L1) and will be therefore part of defined strategies as set out in the PNR. Priority 
is given to RIs that fall into 12 National Thematic Areas identified by the SNSI (see the list L2).  

For the projects choosing the bottom-up approach, as we describe in details below, admission into 
the PNIR will be evaluated mainly on scientific merit (and other criteria related to governance, access 
policies, etc.). There is no mention about policymakers’ support or similar. Therefore, it is up to the 
applicants’ ability to demonstrate those qualifications. 

The bottom up approach: application process for inclusion in the PNIR 

Eligibility to apply for the PNIR  

To apply for the PNIR, a RI must strictly follow the definition of RI by ESFRI. In the context of Italy, the 
full compliance with the ESFRI definition is also related to: 

 potential for the establishment of an ERIC with the advantages it involves;  

 favourable position to access to European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) and EIB 

loans.  

The criteria for eligibility is indicated in the application form and filled out by the applicant.  

RIs, which belong to the three categories acknowledged by PNIR, is eligible to apply:  

1. IR-G: the RIs with administrative headquarters in Italy, or if abroad, with significant Italian 

participation; providing research services of European or global significance; with 

international access, agreements or international consortium status (e.g., ERIC). 

Socioeconomic impact is measured in the medium-long term (>= 10 years); 

2. IR-EU: the RIs under construction or already operational; included in the ESFRI roadmap and 

either i) have headquarters or nodes in Italy; or ii) located in other EU countries with Italian 

participation and in-kind contributions by Italian institutions and industries. Socioeconomic 

impact of RIs range from the short to the medium-long term; 

3. IR-N: include i) national RI with international projection, ii) ‘research facilities’ that meet the 

ESFRI’s definition of RI and of which importance recognized by national or international 

networks. Socioeconomic impact is immediate.  

Assessment criteria for the PNIR candidacy (filled in by the applicants)  

The application of an RI will be assessed on seven criteria, listed below according to priority:  
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1. Scientific quality: the RI enables the conduct of frontier research internally, and/or in 

partnership with other national and international infrastructures. 

2. Technological quality: the RI represents a state-of-the-art scientific system and simulates 

innovations. 

3. Managerial quality: the RI is managed and governed as a complex system at the international 

level based on knowledge concentration, effectiveness in addressing research challenges, and 

efficiency in managing human and financial resources. 

4. Value-added at the European level: the RI is able to offer its services to international users 

that account for at least 30%, and researcher’s mobility and data availability.  

5. Connected services at high level: the RI is able to offer its services to industrial users, 

knowledge transfer for direct impact on industrial innovation. The RI must allow structured 

and open access to scientific and technological data.  

6. Free cross-country access on a competitive basis (peer review): the RI assesses request for data 

access and therefore, selectively supports promising and relevant applications.  

7. Open-accessed research output: the research carried out at the RI is open accessed with 

transparent data storage and access policies. The RI also undertakes proactive actions in 

research dissemination and translation.  

Evaluation procedure for applications to PNIR (Ex-ante evaluation) 

The Ministry of Education, Universities and Research (MIUR), once received nominations from all 
regions, undertakes the evaluation process. The selection process carries out every three years (2015-
2017, 2018-2020 …). 

1. Screening round: The National Steering Committee of the PNIR (CNI-PNIR) at the MIUR, 

chaired by the Minister of the MIUR, undertakes preliminary examination (not on the scientific 

ground) of the applications. 

2. Panel review: the selected projects are reviewed anonymously by an evaluation panel of 

international evaluators, first, individually, and then, through a virtual consensus meeting.  

3. Based on the evaluation of the Panel, the CNI-PNIR: 

 articulate the projects selected after the second round into three categories (IR-G, IR-EU, 

IR-N) and in twelve priority thematic areas of the PNR;  

 defines the priorities for project access to the Single Fund for Research Infrastructure 

(FUIR).  
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Ongoing monitoring and evaluation of PNIR projects (Ex-post evaluation) 

While the selection (evaluation to the inclusion) is taken every three years, the CNI-PNIR will annually 
monitor and evaluate the selected RIs and in case of unsatisfactory assessment, the FUIR loan can be 
suspended or revoked.  

Six months before the end of the three-year period, a panel of international evaluators carry out peer 
review ex-post evaluation on the performance of the projects included in PNIR. The procedure is 
similar to ex-ante evaluation for candidacy:  

 anonymous external evaluators;  

 independent evaluation; 

 virtual consensus meeting.  

If receiving unsatisfactory ex-post evaluation, a PNIR project is not eligible to apply for funding for the 
next three-year period. 

4.5.3 Additional information  

L1. Priority programs (objectives) set out in the PNR  

1. Internationalization;  

2. Human capital development; 

3. Research infrastructure: provide selective support to RIs, especially of fundamental research; 

the NPR sets out the RI assessment process and align it to the criteria and mechanisms of 

ESFRI; 

4. Strengthen public-private collaboration; 

5. Support research and innovation in Southern Italy; 

6. Efficiency and quality of expenditure through strengthening evaluation, monitoring, 

transparency, simplification and administrative reinforcement.  

L2. 12 National Thematic Areas identified by the SNSI 

1. Aerospace; 

2. Agri-food; 

3. Cultural Heritage; 

4. Blue Growth; 

5. Green Chemistry; 

6. Design, Creativity and Made in Italy; 
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7. Energy; 

8. Smart Manufacturing; 

9. Sustainable Mobility; 

10. Health; 

11. Smart, Secure and Inclusive Communities; 

12. Technologies for Living Environments. 

4.5.4 Information from interviews 

Interview with Gianluigi Consoli executive manager of Office VIII by the Italian Ministry of Education 
(“Programmazione e promozione della ricerca in ambito internazionale e coordinamento della ricerca 
aerospaziale”).  

How could EuroCohort relate to current strategies? 

As a general principle, the “Ministero dell'istruzione, dell'università e della ricerca” (MIUR), Ministry 
of Public Education, does not take position concerning the scientific merit or strategic value of specific 
research projects. The Ministry keeps a neutral/political role and follows the strategic indications of 
Italian research councils, major institutes and universities. In particular, Research Infrastructures 
(unlike other research projects) follow a path that is mainly dependent by financial credibility and 
funding opportunities. The “Fondo Ordinario per il finanziamento degli Enti e istituzioni di ricerca” 
(FOE), which allocates approximately 100 million euros per year, funds all the Research Infrastructures 
in Italy. These Research Infrastructures are extremely heterogeneous in terms of complexity level, 
field of research and structure (ERIC, EU Projects in ESFRI, etc.), but independently from their “degree 
of maturity” they all involve and are backed by a large Research Institute. Examples of such institutes 
are the “Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche” (CNR), also National Research Council, the “Istituto 
nazionale di fisica nucleare” (INFN), also National Institute for Nuclear Physics, and the “Istituto 
nazionale di astrofisica”, also National Institute for Astrophysics. According to Dr. Consoli, Research 
Institutes represent a keystone for a successful Research Infrastructure application. He remarks that 
it is essential to find a valuable backer for the project, since only Research Institutes can access to FOE 
funding. There are not examples, in Italy, of Research infrastructures that are financed directly by the 
Ministry. For example, behind SHARE-ERIC we have the CNR that has to confirm yearly the interest in 
the project (in order to get funding for SHARE from FOE). SHARE refers to CNR since 2013.  

Would it be possible to find support for funding? How to get on Roadmap, what are the steps towards it?  

The “Programma Nazionale per le Infrastrutture di Ricerca” (PNIR) describes the Italian Roadmap. This 
document contains a selection of the worthiest Research Infrastructures (56, now) and it is enclosed 
in “Programma Nazionale per la Ricerca” (PNR). The PNIR document with the 56 RIs has been created 
for financial reasons: in order to help in finding the 18 most valuable ones that could have access to 
structural funding. The Ministry opened a public call, restricted to the RIs in the PNIR, and identified 
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the 18 infrastructures to be financed for approximately 300 million euros. Concerning the possibility 
for EuroCohort to enter in this framework, Dr. Consoli stated that it is far too early to make any 
prediction. He is not even sure that another PNIR will be planned in the immediate future. He said that 
in the present program (2014-2020) the structural funds are completely drained by the 18 above-
mentioned Research Infrastructures. It is too early to make any evaluation concerning the opportunity 
of EuroCohort to enter a future PNIR. Dr. Consoli suggests that our project should prove financial 
stability and scientific value before even trying. The steps in his vision are: 1) start our future 
EuroCohort, 2) enter ESFRI Roadmap, 3) find an Italian Research Institute as backer and 4) request 
access to the National Roadmap. 

What is the role of different stakeholders in the process? 

When the Ministry is asked to support a research initiative in transitioning from a project (i.e. our 
future EuroCohort in ESFRI) to an infrastructure (i.e. ERIC), it follows two steps: 1) verify that the 
initiative is not already financed by other institutions or projects (originality) and 2) verify the 
existence of a vast national research community interested in the initiative (indeed a national Ministry 
is concerned with the INTERNAL impact). The national community can be considered the first 
stakeholder: The Research Infrastructure has to prove that its existence will entail a significant 
improvement in the quality of research of the widest possible environment. A list of main stakeholders 
can be: 1) an Italian Research Institute to ensure funding, 2) a wide Italian scientific research 
network/community to confirm scientific value and 3) ESFRI as a necessary step to prove worthiness 
and solidity. 

INTERVIEW with Guiglielmo Weber. He is country team leader for SHARE (Survey of Health, Aging and 
Retirement in Europe) and deputy director of SHARE-ERIC, the European Research Infrastructure 
Consortium that manages SHARE. 

How was your way to the National Research Infrastructure Roadmap?  

Initially, SHARE was a project initiated by a team of researchers from multiple European countries. The 
team then applied to the European Commission and received enough funding to run the survey in 
eleven countries and this type of funding mechanism was for waves one two and three. That was 
before the European Commission decided to put SHARE on the European Social Forum Research 
Infrastructure (ESFRI) Roadmap. The Roadmap signalled a number of projects that would be worth 
financing at the European level to make sure in the future European researchers could compete on 
the firm ground with US researchers.  

The idea was that there were not enough infrastructures for research. SHARE was considered together 
with European Social Survey as a potential infrastructure for social sciences research. The inclusion of 
a SHARE of the European Roadmap meant that in many countries SHARE was also introduced and 
inserted into the national RI Roadmap. At first there was something called the National Research Plan, 
which was then specialised in two parts, and one is the national RI Roadmap. Therefore, SHARE 
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happens to be included in the NRIR because of this European route. Being on the Roadmap does not 
guarantee anyway to get funding so SHARE gets partial funding now from the MIUR via the CNI 
National Research Council.  

How is your survey used in policy-making process? Is it sporadic or very systematic procedures supporting 
it? Any strategies, indicators etc. were this specific survey is in/used. 

Use of SHARE data in Italy 

In Italy, SHARE data have been extensively used for policy-making. A significant example is the 
“Fornero reform” case. To deal with the pension reform, Elsa Fornero, a professor of economics at the 
University of Torino and pension specialist, was appointed as Minister of Labour, Social Policies and 
Gender Equality (Minister of Welfare) (16 November 2011-28 April 2013).  

During her term as Minister of Welfare, Fornero used her experience with SHARE data (e.g., Fornero 
et al., 2010) to design a major reform of the Italian public pension system, in particular benchmarking 
Italy's position to other European member countries. Moreover, Italian SHARE data on old-age poverty 
was used in safeguarding the Italian minimum pension recipients from the cuts implied by the new 
benefit indexation rules. 

Use of SHARE data in European countries and at the Union level 

SHARE is a Europe wide survey and for this reason it is particularly relevant for the European 
Commission, e.g. the Director General Health, DG-employment have used SHARE extensively for 
European policies aimed at both employment policies and health care policies. This is a systematic use 
and, in fact, also specific countries have been using SHARE, particularly, European countries that have 
no similar survey at the national level.  

SHARE has several unique features that makes it particularly important and useful for policymakers. 
One is that because of its interdisciplinary nature, SHARE is not just about economics or social sciences 
but also speaks about the medical sciences from the social science side. Therefore, SHARE is a very 
rare example of collaborative project involving people from different areas of scientific research. This 
feature increases its importance because in most countries data of such a nature does not exist.  

Besides, SHARE is a panel study, it follows the same people over time (with refreshment) and two 
waves of SHARE are dedicated to elicit retrospective information about individual’s lives. Specifically, 
these individuals end up telling the stories of their lives and these are used to investigate which 
aspects of the childhood conditions and individual lives in general matter/ are important for the aging 
process. 

The third unique feature of SHARE is its international character. There is almost no other example in 
the world of a survey harmonized ex ante like SHARE. In general, surveys are harmonized ex post. This 
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ex post approach does not force the same procedure to each participating country but tries to 
assemble information at hand and makes them comparable by suitable, different techniques of 
aggregation. 

These features make SHARE data unique and particularly useful at the commission (EU) level, 
especially in countries where similar surveys do not exist. For instance, in Estonia or Czech Republic, 
SHARE data have been used occasionally in Italy and other Western countries when planning pension 
reforms or health care reforms. 

4.6 Slovakia 

Jaroslav Mihálik, University of Saints Cyril and Methodius 

4.6.1 Background information 

The Slovak Republic does not currently have a National Roadmap for Research Infrastructures. It 
belongs to a group of countries with inactive status of national roadmaps (Iceland, Latvia, Luxembourg 
and Malta) or in the process of preparation (Belgium and Turkey). Slovakia only participates in the 
implementation of some projects that are included in the European Strategy Forum on Research 
Infrastructure (ESFRI). Until 2009, Slovakia participated in the following areas: Social Sciences & 
Humanities, Environmental Sciences, Energy, Biomedical and Life Sciences, Material Sciences and 
Astronomy, Astrophysics, Nuclear and Particle Physics. Cooperation on projects took the form of a 
concluded agreement, the ongoing accession process for coordination at national level or without the 
conclusion of an agreement and coordination at national level. In the field of Social Science & 
Humanities, the Slovak Republic has concluded a cooperation agreement in the ESS (The European 
Social Survey) project and, without national coordination, participated in the CESSDA project 
(Council of European Social Science Data Archives). In 2010, there was a limited cooperation in 
research activities and the only active research was European Social Survey. In 2009, the state of 
cooperation of the SR in ESFRI projects stated that one of the priorities was the coordination of the 
involvement of the Slovak Republic in ESFRI projects and in particular the definition of the Slovak 
roadmap. Objectives and Status of Infrastructure Projects ESFRI Roadmap 1/2014 demonstrated the 
Slovak Republic's activity in the ESS project as an observer. Update of objectives and status of 
infrastructure projects ESFRI Roadmap 8/2018 identified the Slovak Republic in cooperation on 
CESSDA and ESS projects. In the case of CESSDA as an observer and in ESS, the status of an associate 
member has changed. Work on projects was performed by the Institute of Social Sciences of the Slovak 
Academy of Sciences (SAS). There are delegates and members from Slovakia in the ESFRI Forum, 
strategic working groups in the areas of ESFRI Roadmap and research infrastructures of ESFRI 
Roadmap. Despite the successful interconnection of priority areas according to RIS3 SK with the ESFRI 
Roadmap infrastructure, the Slovak Republic has not yet developed the National Roadmap for 
Research Infrastructures. 
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4.6.2 Information from interviews 

We have contacted various representatives in Slovakia as well as members and delegates from 
Slovakia in ESFRI to inquiry about future developments of the Slovak National Research Infrastructure 
Roadmap. The NRIR is in competence of Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Sport of the 
Slovak Republic. We have spoken with the national delegate representing the scientific community in 
ESFRI. 

The national plan of Slovakia which was prepared in 2016 was not approved nor implemented. In 
2017, there was a new National Plan under construction with the first draft that was elaborated. 
Subsequently, since the minister was recalled from his function, the works have been stopped. After 
a new minister was inaugurated, the preparation of national research Roadmap was moved into the 
framework of different Ministry section. The works on National research infrastructure roadmap have 
been re-established and currently, there is a new draft being prepared with a deadline end of March 
2019. This version will be a matter of appraisal and commenting. This draft also includes the rules and 
procedures on how to include projects into the National roadmap. 

4.7 Spain 

Pau Serracant Melendres, The Catalan Youth Agency 

4.7.1 Background information 

There is no Roadmap on RI in Spain. There is a Map of Unique Scientific and Technical Infrastructure 
(ICTS), which are defined as “facilities, resources, or services for the development of top-quality 
cutting-edge research, as well as the communication, exchange, and preservation of knowledge, the 
transfer of technology, and promotion of innovation. They are unique or exceptional in their fields, 
with a high cost of investment, maintenance, and operation, and are of a strategic importance that 
justifies their availability to all actors in the field of R&D&I. The ICTS share three fundamental 
characteristics: they are infrastructures with public ownership, unique and open to competitive 
access”. 

The first Map of ICTS was agreed upon at the III Conference of Presidents, held on 11 January 2007, 
and was prepared with the participation of the Autonomous Communities. The "Spanish Strategic of 
Science, Technology and Innovation 2013-2020", approved by the Council of Ministers in February 
2013, establishes that the ICTS Map is the long-term planning and development tool for these 
infrastructures in coordination with the CCAA. In accordance with this Strategy, the ICTS Map is 
updated every four years, being the Scientific, Technological and Innovation Policy Council (CPCTI) the 
competent body for its approval. 
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The first update was agreed at the CPCTI meeting on 7th October 2014 and has remained in effect 
until 6th November 2018, date on which the CPCTI has approved a new update for the period 2017-
2020. 

New initiatives should be backed by the Ministry of Science, Innovation and Universities, which is the 
Ministry in charge of the ICTS, and of the Region (Autonomous Community) where the Infrastructure 
is located. 

4.7.2 Alternatives to NRIR for EuroCohort in Spain  

However, for EuroCohort to become an ESFRI it is not necessary to be a Spanish national RI. This is the 
case, for example, of the ESS and SHARE. Spain is part of ESS and SHARE, which are ESFRI, while these 
surveys are not RI in Spain. Spain could also be part of ERIC-EuroCohort without EuroCohort being a 
RI in Spain.  

National funding can be obtained through other ways. The main general source of funding should be 
the National Research Plan (ESS and SHARE did) and complementary the Excellence Networks call. 
However, the ACJ has been suggested that before applying for such funding the first step should 
consist of obtaining the support of the Ministries that deal with EuroCohort main topics and targets: 
children, youth, social services, health and education. The last topic is responsibility of the Ministry of 
Education, and the other ones are responsibility of the Ministry of Health, Consumption and Social 
Welfare. Once the support (be it financial or not) of the concerned Ministries is achieved, then the 
Ministry of Science, Innovation and Universities should be contacted – particularly, the General Sub 
direction of Internationalization of Science and Innovation, in charge of the ESFRI in Spain. This Sub 
direction may both (co-)fund EuroCohort and manage the ESFRI process. 

Another objective for EuroCohort in Spain could be to become part of the Statistics National Plan, 
conducted by the Statistics National Institute (INE). The ESS is part of the Statistics National Plan, which 
is the basic norm that regulates the statistics and surveys carried out by the public administration in 
Spain. Being included in the Plan supposes an important support for the continuity of the projects and 
confers them academic, social and political visibility. SHARE is not included in the National Plan. 

4.7.3 Using evidence to support policy-making in Spain 

In general, terms, research plays in Spain the same role than in other European countries with regard 
to support policy-making: firstly, it provides a general framework of knowledge that allows for the 
identification of social problems and their causes and consequences, therefore enabling social policy 
to focus on certain topics. Secondly, research allows for the monitoring of particular issues, thus 
generating knowledge on their evolution and, indirectly, on the results programs are having. Thirdly, 
research focused on the evaluation of programs is aimed at improving social policy. In Spain, the first 
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two issues are integrated in policy planning. However, evaluation is still one of the main issues to 
develop in the design and implementation of social programs.  

An example of the impact research can have in policy-making is the Survey on violence against women 
in EU, promoted by the EU Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA), which in Spain helped to raise 
awareness and concern on gender violence, which led to the Pacto de Estado contra la violencia de 
género (State Agreement against Gender Violence) in 2017. 

More specifically centered on the children and young people, academic criticism on the concept, 
operationalization and use of the “NEET”, both in Europe and in Spain, has lead in Spain to a strong 
declining of its use and to a better design of the programs aimed at this group.  
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6 ANNEX 1 - GUIDELINES FOR T5.2 “DIALOGUE WITH NATIONAL FUNDING 
AGENCIES ON THEIR STRATEGIES FOR SUPPORTING THE COLLECTION OF 
LONGITUDINAL SURVEY DATA TO SUPPORT CHILD WELL-BEING POLICY-

MAKING” 

Topics in each country report 

 The procedure of becoming part of National Research Infrastructure Roadmap 

o regulations  

o social practice 

o example of concrete survey 

 How does collected evidence support policy-making? 

 The process how EuroCohort could become part of national research infrastructure roadmap 

Sample and methodology, main topics covered by desk research and interviews 

Main interest: National Research Infrastructure Roadmap (NRIR) 

Description of procedures to become a part of NRIR– based on desk research. If needed an information 
inquiry via email/phone/face-to-face from administrator of national funding agency.  

Topics:  

 What is the path of a survey into the NRIR, what are the procedures? 

 Whose support is needed to get support for a new initiative/EuroCohort?  

 How many longitudinal surveys belong to current NRIR, does any provide information on 

children and youth well-being? 

Interview with one person belonging to a decision making body of National Research Infrastructure 

Roadmap 

Topics:  

 How could EuroCohort relate to current strategies? (EuroCohort presentation sent 

beforehand) 

 Would it be possible to find support for funding? How to get on Roadmap, what are the 

steps towards it?  

 What is the role of different stakeholders in the process? 

Interview with the leading figure of one current social science survey, which belongs to the National 

Research Infrastructure Roadmap (preferably longitudinal) 

Topics:  

 How was your way to the National Research Infrastructure Roadmap?  

 How is your survey used in policy-making process? Is it sporadic or very systematic 

procedures supporting it? Any strategies, indicators etc. were this specific survey is in/used. 


