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Executive Summary

The Water Joint Programming Initiative (Water JPI), which currently counts on nineteen partner and five
observer countries, aims at achieg sustainable water systems for a sustainable economyrop& and
beyond. The WatEUr Coordination and Support Action (WatEUr CSA) has been supporting the
development and implementation of the Water aRt contributing to the realisation of its objeatis

The Work Package 2 (WP2) of the WatEUr CSA includes a mapping exercise aiming at the acquisition of a
solid knowledge of the Water RDI sector across European natidhstugal, through Foundation for
Science and Technology (FCT) and Norway, through Emvironmental Agency (NEA) are the leader and
co-leader ofthis WP, respectivelyand they have counted on the valuable contribution from Kiaistry of
Economy and Competitiveness (MINECE&pain).

This Mapping Repoit put into frame in the contexbf the Water JPland the WatEUICSA (Chapterl). A
description of the Water JPI and WatEUr CSA objectives is providdds WP is at the core ofthe
WatEUr CSA, and this manuscript makes use of varied instruments (questionnaires, desk research and
interviews, which are detailed in this section.

Chapter 2 deals with the methodology used to build this Mapping Report. The design of the questionnaires,
the procedures and overall objectivese described, as well as how the interviews were outlined hod/

the interviewees were selected and invited. The criteria used in the desk research that was conducted by
MINECO is also addressed, with detailed informationforo w t h e dat a rel ati ve t
productionand seven other countries, representing deyeld and emerging nationsas acquired.

Chapter 3 describes the analysis of the results and discussion of the data, in a close relationship with the
information gathered from the interviews. Data was usedct@racterise research strategies, policies and
programmes, as well as research projects, infrastructures and mobility schemes from the participating
organisations from the differemhember states. In addition, a bibliometric analysis provided information on
the number of publications, patents, and ma@ si ng r ates of producti vity.
was compared to the rest of the WorldAdditional information was gathered regarding coordination
activities in Europe, and data was collected that allowed to understand current strengths antbgssk

The last part of this manuscripGhapter4, deals with the conclusions and future directions.

The participation of 108 organisations that contributed to the questionnaires must be highlighted, and the
separation of the questionnaires by differéyppes of actors and themes is of greater efficiency, but there is
still room for improvement.

Also of great relevance is to develop mechanisms to increase the number of participating organisations and
the countries involved. Interestingly, the interviewer® a great asset to this Mapping Report and it is
remarkable that the information collected from the questionnaires and desk research is so inextricably
linked to the answers provided by the interviewees.

The desk researcs onf i r med Eur o\Waed RDI, larel halvea ishsfthidwards itaokling present
water-related challenges is being seriously undertaken by all types of European institutions and actors.

Overall, the progress that has been made since the beginning of the Water JPI is nqtaridute efforts
made by the organisations towards a unified European strategy is clearly visible throughout this document.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Framing the mapping exercise within Water Joint Programming
Initiative and WatEUr Coordination Support Action (WateEUr CSA):
background, connections and objectives

Water availability in sufficient quantities and adequate quality is an issue of highest priority and represents a
panEuropean and global societal challenge. However, Water challenges cannot be sucdes&fally
through the isolated effort of individual national research and innovation programmes.

The Water Joint Programming Initiative (Water JRihich currently countson nineteen partner and five
observer countries, aims at achieving sustainable watstems for a sustainable economy in Europe and
beyond. The WatEUr CSAhas been preparing and supportirthe successful development and
implementation of the Water JPI. This Coordination and Support Actias been mediatinipe structures

of the Water JPto impulse pogress towards its objectives.

Joint activities are of crucial importance in makitige Water JPI instrumental to the Research,
Development and InnovatioffRDI) community In addition, joint efforts augment the effectivenass
addressing antackling European wateelated challenges. The current mapping of national and regional
RDI institutions their programmesprojectsand funding scheme®nstitutesone of these instruments.

A coordinated and strategic approach to puldind privatenational and regional research and innovation
funding in Europe is conditioned by particular policies and very different scientifte@miblogical national
systems, includingraditional RDI institutions and companies. Also, one should take into accdo@t
disparities in the available funds and all tmsyncrasies inherent to eactountry. Therefore,it is
understandable how critical solid knowledge of the Water RDI s®r across European nations is.

The mapping exercisaecludedin the Work Package 2WP2) of WatEUr CSAaims at i) facilitating better
understanding of the European watexlated RDI landscapd) deliver a targeted inventory of national and
regional research s#tegies, policies and programii) examine the funding of research projects,
infrastructures and mobility scheméas Water RDI, iv) describerelevant multinational coordination
activities taking place in Europand v) provide a preliminary strategic analysis of the current water
research strengths, weaknesseqygand barers to cooperation.

This WP constitutes one of the core activities of the WatEUr CSA. The analysis of the results gathered is
intended to contribute to feeding the Water JPI Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda é8RI),

bring exhaustive informatth, new perspectives and ideas thaill complement and critically support the
development of the SRIA throught its implementation processnéw progressing from version 1.0 to
version 2.0.

Prior to the beginning of WatEUr CSA, Water JPI benefited framo tprevious mapping exercises. One

was accomplished by the European Commission in October 2011, tracing the main lines and thematic
funding between 2007 and 2011 for FP7 projedise fact thatWater was included in the Environmeait

sector diminished thempact of the data, and this exercise became more relevant for the overall framing
than for the Water sector itself.

The second mapping exerclseas developed in 2011 by the Water JPI, under the leadership of Ireland
(EPA). This mapping focused on watesearch and development, and particularly on competitive funding.
A four-page document, onlsddressing public RDI fundiragsessed the importance of SRIA topics for each
respondent (43 in total), funding data for water f@ots and projects in generdh addition,information on
international cooperatiorwas included, and it covered thgpe of funding and foreign institutions able to
receive funding. Efforts were also made to describe the réleaxh of the responding organisations, amd
enhance othethematic fields beyond water.

The current mapping exercise intends poovide more in-depthinformationthan its predecessorsn what
concernsthe mechaisms facilitating policiestrategies, funding sches and performance in Water RDI.

L water JPI Maturity Template
(http://www.waterjpi.eu/images/documents/Water_JPI_Maturity Template 201 1@4pO0.
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Efforts were @veloped amappingall types of organaions in the public and private sector, governmental
and fundingrganisatios, universities and cgpanies.

The highervalue contribution of his assembly of tasks expected to prove essenti@h providingthe
dedred critical mass on policies, programs, financing and performance of thaifsziand technological
sector. Ultimately,the challenges designed fitre Water JPwill be met with success

1.2. Selected instruments: questionnaires, interviews, desk rese arch

The WatEUr CSA European mapping in Water RB&s based on thre data collection instruments:
guestionnaires, interviews and desk research studies. The contents of these instruments were structured
and apprached under four main theme¥hematic Prioties, Governmental Strategies, Funding Schemes
and Performing in Water RDI.

The Questionnairesare electronically available the SURVS Platformhftp://www.survs.com and they
comprise he core of this exercise. In wdt startedas a singland extensivelocument it was laterdivided

into four separate questionnaires, eaghe addressing one of thaforementioned topicsThe first version

of the questionnaire, approved by the Governing Board (GB) on 14th May 2013jldsut internally by

the Water JPI andhe WatEUr CSA partners in 2013. The &hversion of the documensplit into four
individual questionnaires, was opened to the Water RDI community in February 2014. These
guestionnaires camstill be answered thwughoutthe CSA lifetime and the information vibe annually
collected, analysed and reported in due time.

Another important part of the mapping exercisgas to conduct a series of Interviews to leaders of
European initiatives in the field of water anchet relevant stakeholders in the private and public sectors.
These interviewgonstituted a solicdpportunity to convene the experience and personal thoughts of each
interviewee on different challenges inspired by water management and needs. Their ¢mtradlowed
obtainingvaluablénformationfrom experts,which complementedhe rigidity of the questionnaires

Desk research studies were conducted to collect data on waRl, through a bibliometric analysis
compiled from theWeb of Scienc&. This included several key scientific productivity indexes, namely
publications, and the most relevant research and funding institutions involved. The Patents analysis covered
patents registred underThe Patent Cooperation TreatyPCT), obtained fronWIPO database (World
Intellectual PropertyOrganisatiof and downloaded froneSPACENET

Thus, questionnaires, interviews and desk research studiesbgreefinition,complementary parts of a
mapping exercise thdtas soughto balance the accuracy and diversity of informatiom iguantitative and
gualitative approach, showimgt only objective data but also bringingto the discussion critical issues and
different points of view.A polyhedral perspective willwas attempted, in order toeffedively serve a
common endeawar.

In this manuscript, it is outlined an introduction to the Water Joint Programming Initiative and the WatEUr
Coordination Support Action (Chapter 1). On Chapter 2, it is described the Methodology employed in this
Mapping Report, namely the questionnaires dedigm interviews and the desk research. Chapter 3 deals
with the results and the discussion of the data, in a close relationship with the information gathered from
the interviews. The last part of this manuscript, Chapter 4, deals with the conclusiorfatane directions.

The various supplementary information in the formArinex 1, Annex 2 Annex 3 Annex 4 Annex 5and
Annex 6 provides additional information on the methodology and procedure for thepping exercise,
copy of the questionnaires and documentation of suppitre, Country Fichgeneratedas well as thdoW
components on the mapping.

1.3. Coordination

Portugal, through Foundation for Science and Technology (FCT) and Norway, through the Environmental
Agency (NEA) are the leader and-teader of WP2 respectively

Other participant partners in this WP ar¢he Ministry of Economy and CompetigtmesgMINECO, Spain),
Natural Environment Research Coun@ERC,United Kingdom), Institute for Envanment Protection and
Researci{ISPRAIJtaly), Academy of Fimid (AKA, Finland), Environment Protection Agen&PA reland),
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Executive Agency for High Education, Research, Development and Innovation Fundid~ISCDI,
Romania), Research Promotion Foundati®PF,Cy pr us) and Office National
AquatigueONEMA, France).

2. Methodology

WP2 objectives according to th&/atEUr CSADescription of Work (DoW) were stated as follows:

oOWP2 will build on the preliminary mapping survVve
perbrmed by Commission Services on Water in the Framework Programme. The previous Water JPI mapping
focused only on programs funding RDI projects. WatEUr will broaden the scope of mappieRdudsities.
been designed to gather relevant inforroatiwaterelated research, development and innovation, at the national
and regional levels. Mapping will feed SRIA development (WP3). WP objectives include:

I. Facilitate better understanding of the EuropearelateterRDI landscape;

Il. Deliver a taeged inventory of national and regional research strategies, policies and programs, whe
they exist;

lll. Examine funding of projects, research infrastructures and mobility schemes in support of water F
which are in place or in planning across Europe;

IV. Describe relevant madtional coordination activities taking place in Europe; and

V. Provide a preliminary strategic analysis of the current water research strengths, weaknesses, gap:
barriers to cooperation as a key input to WP3.

A strong codrdition is needed between WP2 and WP3, since WP2 will provide key informatien and met:
informatiorfor WP3 (developing the SRTApperation from all Water JPI partner countries will be particularly
required for the success of this WP. 6

2.1. Questionnaire (s) design z Instrument, Methodology and Procedures

As aforementioned, the interndiased questionnairesomprisel a key basis of the mappirexercise,
representinga standardisd instrumentin order to facilitatethe compilation and statistical analysistloe
data.

Each questionnaire was built to be accessible through an individual link that did noerpgtepnal access
codes.The first page of each questionnaire contained information about the targeted respondents and
instructions on how to fillout the survey.The design was meant simple, with the sharp goal of collecting
objective information regarded as relevant and as accurate as possible. With this in mind, the majority of
guestions were closended(Yes/No, multiplechoice) limiting the operended questions to very specific
casesRespondents wereequired to identify themselveand (nane, function, contacts) and provide the

name of the organisatiofCompletion of the questionnairevas concludedb y pr essing t he but
Submission is pose with questions unanswered but seals the repamt validates the answers

Four questionnaires focused on specific themes were developed, after identification of the information
needed, the corresponding target organisations and all the variablestasésh According to their
objectives, they were named:

9 Questionnaire 1: Thematic Priorities;

1 Questionnaire 2: Government Strategies;

1 Questionnaire 3: Funding Schemes;

1 Questionnaire 4: Performing Organizations.

The first questi onaamprise 4% quaseonsand iit was drecied to all ttypes of
organisations: governmental, public, private, companies, NGOd;lating aseferencethe SRIA priorities
(including Ecological Engineering), respondents were asked to idémtifghematic prorities of the
organisationand the correspondindevel of priority (high or low, and short medium or longterm). In
addition, other highpriority topics not mentioned in the SR were also requested from respondents.
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Finally,it was assessd each prigity against the following criterianvestment return; ontribution to
improving the sta# of the European environmentpnotribution to tackling the societal challenges problems
identified in Horizon 2020and European contribution to tackling policy pitces.

The second questiorani r e, 0Government al 3Btquestibneand ievaspecificallg b u i
aimed at governmental organisations that could be directly involved in the definition of Water RDI
strategies namely Ministries, public indtitions, municipalities and other regional authoritieBhe
information requested wammtended to explain the themation the basis othe straegic design in the

Water area.

With this questionnaire it was possible to extract i) tlmeaintarget areasin Water RDI, ii) scientific and
strategic focus areas in Water RDIli) the main sources of data/information on which the organisations
base their national Water RDI policy, igkamples of relevant infrastructures for Water RDI, their type and

the correspondng level of access, v) the organisations cooperation with stakeholders in Water RDI, and a
description of the stakeholders, and vi) an overall evaluation of the cooperation between the organisations
and the stakeholderand technology transfer

0 F u n dci hnegm & third questionnaire, includei8 questions and itwas addresed to institutions,
agencies and companiesspansible for Wéer RDI funding. Disregarding their public or private natute,
was alsoaimed at understanding how each entity is mlistting its investments in the Water sector, and
how it compares to the global funding efforts in all the other scientific domains.

This questionnairevas also designed to accurately charactetimetypesof Water RDI funded activitieso

it was necessy to include a quantitative component. Emphasis was given to competitive funding, as it
represents the most common form of financial support, and the one that has been continuously sustaining
the interface between funding agencies and the scientificerddi n ol ogi c al system. No
Schemesé was performed t o unde-compettimedfunding and ppecific e d u |
areas of research where it applie€ooperation with companies/industries, international cooperation
modalities ad call procedures weralsocovered

Finally,0 P e r f oQrganisatigs ancluded 49 questions,and it was meant to encompass diverse
information and enlighten thematic priorities and proceduiedNater RDI performing organi&ions. As
previously mentioad, thematic priorities are deployed in a gjifec questionnaire, while thimassought to
particulari® the environment in which the performance isdertaken.

I n addition to some information covered Wwerealdd he ma
included in the set of questions, namely scientific programs, infrastructures, deifmimobilityschemes,

and other actions. It was alsemphasisedhe dimension of competitive funding compared to non
competitive, the type of expenditure exetmd and the source of the fundingules applicable to the
performing organ@tions. The questionnairgncludes questions oseltfunding and external funding, and

how they are compared

The data sought in the questionnaires comprehended a period spamam@®007 to the end of 2013, in

order to cover most of the T FrameworkProgramme (FP7)The survey started in February 2014 and the
final deadline considered for submission of responses was theSgptember 2014, thougefforts were

made and the periodvas extended untithe end of October 2014. The identity of respondents was
protected. The information provided through these questionnaires was published aggregated. No results
were meant to be published linking the name of the organisations to theirwams. More detailed
information on the methodology can Heund inAnnex 3, andregarding theQuestionnairesin Annex 4
andAnnex>5.

2.2. The design of the interviews: instrument, methodology and p  rocedures

It was established that interviews would be conducted as an integral part of Mapping Report, and efforts
were made to harmonise the resulting information with the questionnaires and desk résstaiies. The
target respondents were selected in accordance w
relevant initiativesdé in Water RDI in Europe, bot

In general, e thematic basis for the interviews limlved the mapping componentbut it was also given an
important emphasis tahe information contained in the@uestionnairesThis allowed acquiringa different
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approachrelativeto the governmental strategies, funding schemes and peifigrorganisationgn Water

RDI, includinghe setprioritiesin each of these leveldlonetheless, the interviewwere customisedo the
intervieweeos p r o f theimeuniguen personal eand didtirct frordhek standardied
instruments Following these consideratig, the interviews were performed by emaiin which it was
included a brief introduction on the purpose and goals of this initiative, and it was stressed how the
interviewees contribution wouldbe relevant for the sustained growth @ater RDI in Europe.

This methodensuredan accurate registtion of the answersand the interviewersvere provided withan
opportunity to augmenthe quality and effectiveness of the information extracted.

Each interview was composed by a set of 6/7 predetermined open gusstiobven by thegeneralprofile

of the intervieweestheir achievementsandthe correspondingarea(s) of interventionall in accordance to

the objectives of the current Mapping Reportadh set of questions alled reaching different points of
view, opnions and even realities insufficiently captured or undetected through the use of questionnaires
and desk studies. More than an additional source of informatibese interviews promota the
enlargement of the mapping focus, highkghtseveral problems, barriers and expectationsand
consequenthcontributed substantiallyo an enrichment ofthe materialcontained irthis study.

Interviewees were informed that their interviews would be published in the 2014 Mapping R &fane
detailed information on tb methodology came found inAnnex3, and thefull interviewsin Annex2.

2.3. Desk research design z Instrument, Methodology and Procedures

Desk researctwasperformed in an iterative way with Water JPI partners. The methodology and results of

desk researchrwasdi scussed i n me ehd thraughddataprevees equeststta panners
through email Partnersd inputs greatly i mpAkeybhpahesistag qu al
made to produce this report: publication counts are a proxy for research, while patent counts are g prox

for innovation. The validity of this hypothesis determines the accuracy of the discussions below

2.3.1. Bibliometric analysis of Water Research

Bibliometric analysis is based on the number of publications and the identification of key production issues,
particularly Institutions, Funding Agencies, and Scientists / Towns. The number of publications was compiled
from the Web of Science& Core Collection (hereinafteWO S) including five basic Citation Indexes:

Science Citation Index Expanded (#XPANDED) 1900present,

Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI); }9&8ent,

Arts & Humanities Citation Index (A&HCI); 194%Fesent,

Conference Proceedings Citation Inde&cience (CPG$); 199epresent, and

Conference Proceedings Citation IndeXocial Scienc& Humanities (CPCESH); 199¢present

E

Searches in these databases were performed using three criteria (Topic, Timespan and Country) which are
detailed in the following sections.

Thematic priorities of SRIA

The five thematic prioritieeexpressed in the Viiter JPIStrategic Research and Innovation Age(8RIA

1.0) plus a general water question oall water iss
eachcountry and timespan. These six questions were formulated in terms of Web of Science search strings
indicated inTable 1

Timespan

The main period anadgd for each SRIA thematic priority is the nearest period of 15 years: -P84S. In
order to analyge time evolution, the three consecutiveygar periods were independently arsdg: 1999
2003, 20042008, and 2002013.

Target territory
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Bibliometric research focused on a total of 40 European and 7-Hwmpean countries. In this context
European countriesnclude those eligible to receive funding from Horizon 202BU Member States and
ated Countries to Horizon 2020. I'n this

OEU406. The group of Member Staplaeegthe Esopedrelnion ireamh
international context, additional neBuropean countries were anaid, including large developed countries

Associ

and emerging countries (Table 2).

Table 1. Formulation of the SRIA thematic priorities aselWOf Science strings

SRIA  SRIA :

Code? Question W OS Search String

Q1 ~ Maintaining ~water AND (ecosystem OR ecohydrology OR "ecological engineeril
Ecosystem OR flood OR drought OR "early warning" OR "ecosystem service")
Sustainability

Q2 Developing safe water AND (urban OR "emerging pollutants" OR "flood" OR "drinkin
water systems  water" OR "water treatment” OR "water distribution” OR "water
for the citizens storage")

Q3 Promoting water AND (industry OR distribution QR measurement OR telemetry
competitiveness OR "remote control" OR reuse OR desalination OR sewage OR slu
in the water OR "economic instrument" OR governance OR regulatory)
industry

Q4 Implementing a water AND (bio-based OR bieeconomy OR bioeconomy OR
water-wise bie  agricultue OR (irrigation NOT clinical) OR forestry OR (nepoint
based economy AND pollution))

Q5 Closing the water AND (“water supply" OR "water demand" OR "water deficit"
water cycle gap OR transboundary OR "sustainable" OR (hydrolog* AND model*) O

("managed aquifer rectge") OR ("soHaquifer treatment") OR (socio*
AND econom*) OR "decision support system")

Q6 All Water hydrology OR (Water AND agriculture) OR (irrigation NOT clinical)

Issues OR (river AND basin) OR watershed OR flood OR drought OR
((urban OR municipal OResidential OR treatment) AND water) OR
((industry OR industrial) AND water)

Table 2. Countries analsed by desk research

~ Number of

Territory : Countries 3
countries
' ~ Austria, Belgium, BulgariCroatia, Cyprus, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germe
Member States of Europeat o8 Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania,
Union (MS) Luxembourg, Maltalhe Netherlands, Poland, Portuga
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Unitec
Kingdom
AssociatedCountries to Albania, Bosnia, Faroe Islands, FYRQM, Ic_eland, Isr
12 Moldova, Montenegro, Norway, Serbia, Switzerland,
H2020 (AC)
Turkey
Developed countries 4 Australia, Canada, Japan, USA
Emerging countries 3 Brazil, China, India

rep
as

! Signed an agreement with the Union as identified in Article 7 of the Horizon 2020 Regulation.
http://ec.europa.eu/research/paipants/data/ref/n2020/grants_manual/hi/3cpart/h204&t-ac_en.pdf

2 Abbreviations to describe QD6 throughout the document are used. Qlustainable Ecosyste@®Safe Water for

CitizensQ3-Water IndustnyQ4-Waterwise BieconomyQ5-Water Cycl&ap and Q6AIl Water issues

5Inthe WOS search string UK was set as OEngl and

as OFYROM OR (Macedonia NOT Greece)o6; and
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2.3.2. Keys identified in Water scientific production

For each of the 40 EU countries we identified the most prevalent Funding AgeacdéPerforming
Institutions. We extracted this information by applying tAaalysifunction of the Web of Science on the

set of publicatins retrieved from the SRIA questions. This functionality generates lists ranked by record
count (absolute number and percentage) based on the search quiery.files with the top 25 funding
agenciesand50 performing organizationsere downloaded

The data sets downloaded were consolidated in final ranked listadjollowing three steps:

1. Verification of each item in its web site. Names were homogedi in English, to generate
consolidated ranked lists.

2. Selection of only the top funding and perfongi Institutions with the highesintensity of
citations. The intensity of citdhons was calculated as the record counts value referred to the
maxi mum value in the | ist. Only I nsti tiuthei ons
country report.

3. Selection of a balanced number itdms per country , from 1 to 5 according tathe volume of
scientific production in each country. Final ranked lists of Funding Agencies, Performing
Organgations and Authors for each country only include a minimum of 1 item and a maximum of 5
items per query. For this purpose, countries were grodpgy their scientific production (number
of publications) into five classes (Table 3) obtained by automatic classification of the data (Section
#5).

Table 3. Countries classified by their volume of scientific production into fiasses, equivalent to the
number of funders /performers /authors of the final ranked lists.

Class N“".“bef of Countries
publications

1 - 2to500  Albania, Bosnia, Cyprus, Estonia, Faroe Island, Iceland, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Latvia, Moldova, Montenegro, BXR Malta

2 501 to 1,908 Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Ireland, Romania, Serbia, Slovenia, Slo

3 1,909 to 3,855 Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Israel, Norwa
Portugal

4 3,856 to 8,861 Belgium, The Netherlands, Poland, Switzed|eéSweden, Turkey

5 8,862 to 24,143 Spain, France, UK, Italy, Germany

Due to international collaboration, the same publication can be computed in different countries. In this
sense, a maximum overlapping < 4% has been estimated in the number oftjoumslipar country. As an
example Spainshares a percentage of Q1 publications of 3.3% Wwitince 2.4% withGermany 3.3% with
Italyand 1.6% witlthe United States.

The intrinsic advantage of this methodology is that these data can be produced fooamyycusing the
same tools and filters applied in this report. Additionally, the analysis is completely repeatable.

2.3.3. Patents analysis

Patents were obtained in June 2014 from the ESPACENET WIPO databdsextracted in a similar
fashion to the bibtimetric analysisDetailed information about the query strings usedn be found in
Annex3.

The raw data sets downloaded from the database wayesolidated using following two steps:

1. Verification of the sound classification of the patents. After checking their abstracts in an
arbitrary subset of patents per query, a number of the revised patents was discarded 4J.alie
rest were retained apatents relevant to the topics.

2. Correction of the number of patents applyinggmodness coefficient per query (Tabled). The
goodness coefficient was calculated as the percentage of relevant patents pszcinabset.
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Table 4. Goodness coefficient applied to the patents dataset per Water JPI SRIA theme.

\\[o} [\[o} \\[o}

Goodness

SRIA theme Patents Patents in  Patents coefficient ( %)

WIPO the subset discarded

Q1-Sustainable Ecosystems 195 195 36 81.5
Q2-Safe Water for Citizens 3593 50 13 74.0
Q3- Water Industry 6489 217 139 35.9
Q4-Water -wise Bio-economy 635 60 12 80.0
Q5-Water Cycle Gap 2475 81 43 46.9
Q6-All water issues 10820 100 38 62.0

2.3.4. Indexes calculated per each country

Standardised Publications and Patents on Water

The number of publications and patents compiled per country were nosathlper population and per
Gross Domestic Product (GDP), so as to produce comparable indicators between countries of different
sizes from the points of view of population and econostiength. The same indicators were phoced for
Europe as a whole (E10).

The ISO 3166l alpha2 o two-letter country official codes used in all the tablesd mapstogether with
the Gross Domestic Producbbtained from thelist by the United Nations (20) and Population data
(inhabitants per countryganbe found inAnnex®6.

Increase rate of Publications and Patents on Water

The increasing rate of publications and patents on Water was calculated as the number of publications and
patents from the last fir years (2002013) divided by that of the five first years (198903) of the
analged period. This rate was calculated for each country as:

1. Absolute increasing rate (INC_RATE): the number of publications (PUB) or patents (PAT) from
the five last years dhe analged period divided by that of the five first years:
INC_RATE_PUB= PUB_20€2013 / PUB_19992003

INC_RATE_PAT= PAT_2009013 / PAT_1992003

2. Relative increasing rate (%EU_INC_RATE)the absolute increase rate of the country divided by
the same hsolute value applied to Europe (EU40, MS+AC), expressed in percentage. This index
expresses how fast water publications are increasing in time innigidualcountriesrelativeto
Europe (MS+AC):

%EU_INC_RATE =100 x INC_RATE / EU_INC_RATE

Relationship between Research and Innovation on Water

The balance between research and innovation on Water was quantified by calculating the number of
patents per 1,000 publications for each country.

2.3.5. Political Maps on Water Research (publications) and Innovati on (patents)

Raw and standarsid data and related indexes were mapped (political maps) using ArcGis®dited
usingAdobe lllustrator CS5. All the dathas been compiled in tables arelavant or selected information
will be published on the Water JPkebsite

Y When PUB_Q1_1992003 = 0, the incgasing rate is not determined.
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All maps were obtained using the Jenks classification algorithm implemented in the ArcGis® software. This
dataclustering method is designed to determine the best arrangement of values into "natural"iclasses

All maps displayive classes in ordeto have an accurate ansimple representation of spatial data by
means of monochromatic shaded maps.

2.3.6. Estimates on Water RDI in Europe

The information about Water RDfundingin Europewasbased on data declared by Water JPI partners
through current and previous surveys. Water RDI estimationsere based orEUROSTAT dateabout the
Gross Domestic Product expenditure on R&D activities, published in November 20tthpn recent GDP
estimates$ for EU Member Statedviore detailed information can be found tables ofAnnex 6. Country
Fichescan be found ilAnnex 1, and theywill be publishedon the Water JPI website.

! Jenks, G. F. 1967. "The Data Model Concept in Statistical Mapping", International Yearbook of Cartography 7: 186
190.

2 Water JPI Maturity Template

(http://www.waterjpi.eu/images/documents/Water_JPI_Maturity Template 201104Q0.pdf

® First estimates of Research & Development in 2(it8(//epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_PUBLIC/9
17112014BP/EN/917112014BREN.PDF

4 First estimation of European aggregates based on ESAHMBepp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_PUBLIC/2
17102014BP/EN/217102014BREN.PDF
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3. Results and Analysis of Data

3.1. Questionnaires and Interviews

3.1.1. General Overview

During the year of 2014, it was ensured the participation of 110 respondents in the mappingsexerci
representing 16 European countsi¢Figure 1) A total of 13 Water JPIWatEUr CSA partners (68%)
participated in this mapping exercise. Within Water JPI Observers, only one country participated (Sweden),
which corresponds to 20% of the grouRegarthg thenon-memberEuropean countries of th@&Vater JPI

(EU Member $ates, other associated cmtries and norEU countries)two countries participated (18%,

Czech Republic and Switzerland). France, Ireland, Italy, Norway, Spain and Finland had reeSponese

rate between 10%&ndL9%.

Overall Questionnaire
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Figure 1. Distribution of respondents to the questionnairgger country. The colour intensities describe
the level of participation, wheredhke linefilled coloured countries are part of the WatelPl, budid not
participate in this exercise

The 110 respondents represent 108 organisations/institutes. The characterisation of the respondents is
summarised in Tabl®, where it is included the type of organisation and the number of organisations
asggned to each category.

Circa 15% of the respondeés were defined adJnknowrb ecause they did not rep
Prioritiesd quest i onhe atter questiorhaire \aak meapt noebe tnsveerea oy all
participating organisations. Als7% of the respondents stated that their organisation did not fit in any of

the suggested typologies, and consequently the op@therwas selected. However, they subsequently

failed to specify the proper typogy or gave an incompleteAccurate charderisation. It is noteworthy

that about 45% of respondents are from reseawrlyanisatios.

Depending on the organisationds role in the water
of the four Questionnai rkelse mataiid airl ieo r(iFtiigaags&® ®UYe st
all respondents. Despite the instructions in the dissemination message and in the online questionnaires,
among the 110 respondent organi sations/ instoi tuti
guestionnaire (85%). Also, it was noted that around 18% of the respondents did not answer any of the
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three questionnaires directed to organisations according to their rélé&Governmental organisations
responsible for the definition of strategies in water RInding organisations and performing organisations.

Table 5. Number of respondents per type of organisation.

Type of Organisation ~ Total of Respondents ' Percentage

Unknown 17 15
Departmental Authority 2 2
Governmental National Aency 17 15

Governmental Regional Agency 2 2
Non-profit PrivateOrganisation 4 4
Non-profit PublicOrganisation 1 1
Private Company 7 6
2 2
2 2
2 2
1 1

Private Researc®rganisation
Private University/Research Unit
Public Company

Public Laboratory

Public ResearcBrganisation 16 15
Public University/Research Unit 28 25
Regional Authority 1 1
Other, please specify 8 7
TOTAL 110 100

Participating Organisations per Questionnaire

92

Countries

Thematic
Priorities Governmental
Strategies

Organisations

Funding
Schemes Performing
Organisations

Figure 2. Distribution of respondents pequestionnaire(blue) The figure inset inclueb the percentages
(white) versus theotal of 108 organisationthat were considered among 16 countries (red).

3.1.2. Thematic Priorities in Water RDI

A total of 92 organisations corresponding to lé&ountries have responded to théThematic Prioritieé
guestionnaire which correspond to 8% of all participating organisations @ of the countries involved
(Figure3). As aforementionedthis questionnaire was applicable to all participating organisations, so 15%
failed to meet this goal.
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Figure 3. Di stri bution of respondent s t oThe ¢tolur igtensittes i o n n
describe the level of participation, whereas the {filied coloured countries are part of the Water JPI,
but did not participate in thigxercise

The public sector aggregated the majority of results with 74% of the answers, whereas the private sector
contributed with 15% of the result$n terms of the roles of the organisations and the number of countries
involved, the majority is relatetb performing Water RDI at 74% (68 organisations among 13 countries),
with 26% assuming to fund Water RDI (24 organisations, 10 countries) and only 15% related to setting up
governmental strategies (14 organisations, 8 countries).

Out of the 92 participahg organisations, 78%dmitted havingstrategic priorities for Water RDI (72
organisations in 12 countriesJ.o these organisationi was outlined a series of questions regarding the
corresponding research themes and specific interests. The Water JRivbdRDI themes, constituting the
core of the SRIATable 1)

The first heme Q1-Sustainable Ecosystagashers the interest of all the 12 countries, with an average of
54% of organisations invoking variowesearchtopics of relevant interest, as showin Figure4, namely
Ecological Engineeriagohydrologilydro Climatic Extremasd Ecosystem Service Approadimesthemes
Q2-Safe Water for Citize@svith the research topicEmerging Pollutaarsd Risks and Natural Hazardmnd
Q5-WaterCycle Gad with research topicsNater Managemeiind Socideconomic Approactieshare the
same level of relevance from the participating organisatibhs.themesQ3-Water Industrgnd Q4-Water
Wise Bidcconomghowed lower levels of interest with the most commaesearch topic on each case
(Market OrientedSolutionsand Reducing Pollutiorespectively) associated to less than 50% of the
organisations (Figure 4).
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Sustainable Ecosystems

37 39 41
37
- Safe Water for Citizens
10 0 43
10 60% 35
T 10
— — 8

Ecological
Engineering Ecohydrology

Hydro
Climatic Ecosystem Emerging Pollutants y
Extremes service Risks and Natural Hazards
approaches
Water-Wise Bio-Economy Water-Cycle Gap

Water Industry 43
33
35 Sox 30
10
m - ¢ l .
18% -

Market 1 Water
Oriented Regulatory Reducing Pollution management  Socio-economic
Solutions Framework Water-use efficiency approaches

Figure 4. Strategic priorities in Water RDI. Number of organisatiafiue) and the corresponding number
of countries (red) interested in the five main research topics, namely Ruistainablé&cosystems, Q2
Safe WaterCitizens, Q3Water Industry, Q4Water-wise Bio-economy, Q5Water Cycle Gap. Only the
two main topics, or dkrnatively the topics assigned to more than 20 organisations are displayed. The
figure inset includes the percentages relative to the total of 72 organisations that stated to have strategic
priorities in Water RDI.

Figure 5 describ®the most relevant resarch topics and themes provided by the organisations that have
strategic priorities in Water RDI. In line to what was aforementioned in Figure 4, the ecosystem
sustainability (Q1) represents a major concern for the organisations witnvironmeni{67%, 48
organisationsipnd Climate Ginge(49%, 35 organisations) as the most common topics, in the context of
Water Useand Water Availabiljityespectively. In the latter theme, it is important to highli§Mater Scarcity
and Droughat 32% (23 organisations)n@ in the context ofWater Quality/Ecolodycological Statasd
Indicators and Monitorisfpare a similar level of interest at 36% (26 organisations) and 31% (21
organisations), respectively. Detailed analysis of Figure 5 will provide a broader vieavrabst common
research topics highlighted by the organisations.

In Annex 5: Questionnaires (Open Questiohsit was compiled a list of research topics specifically
mentioned by the participating organisations. Although the SRIA generally covers these @wpphasis
was put on particular environments (glaciers, karst, lakes), etelationships (wateenergy nexus) and
horizontal issues (smart technologies, open data, secmomic aspects, ejc

Again, Figure 6 reflects the higher weight that is pllace Q1-Sustainable Ecosystanmd Q2Safe Water for
Citizensconsistent with the data shown in Figures 4 and 5. These are the two RDI themes in which the
organisations allocate a higher priority (58% and 38% of the organisations consider the two themmes a
high priority). The gap between low priority and high priority is enormous, as only less than 6% of the
organisations considered the two themes at a low priority level. The remaining three themeSVEps
IndustryQ4-WaterWise Bidcconomgnd Q5WaterCycle Gghave a very balanced distribution in terms of
priority levels oscillating between 22% and 13% for high, medium and low priority.
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Woater Availability Economic Use of Resources
Water Quality/Ecology Technologies Impacts of Environmental Pressures

Figure 5. Most relevant topics and themes provided by the organisations that hastegic priorities in
Water RDI. Number of organisationisighlighted in different colours according to themeamelyWater
Use Water Quality/Ecology Water Availability Technologies Water Management, Economic Use of
Resources, Impacts of Environmentaég$zures Only the two main topics, or alternatively the topics
assigned to more than 20 organisations are displaykd.relative percentages relative to the total of 72
organisations with strategic priorities in Water RDI are included in the figure inset

Organisations: Priority Level for RDI Themes

42

Sustainable
Ecosystems Safe Water

for Citizens Water

Industry Water-Wise
Bio-Economy Water-Cycle
Gap

Figure 6. SRIA main research themes and the organisations that have strategic priorities in Water RDI
(numbers and percentages relative to a total of 72 organisations) and the corresponding level of priority.
Number of organiséons highlighted in different colours according to the priority level, high, medium and
low (green, red and blue, respectivelgid the fiveSRIA themesQ1-Sustainable Ecosysten32-Safe
Water for Citizens,Q3-Water Industry,Q4-Water-Wise BiocEconomyQ5-Water-Cycle Gap.

Interestingly, whilea vast majority of the organisations showaal apparenteluctance in putting any of the
five SRIA themes as a low priority, as demonstrated by Fiydrand 5, this was not accompanied tine
priority timeline staus for the different themes. As described by Figure 7, the organisationapgarently
more focused in medium and long term goals, &@tSafe Water for CitizensercomesQ1-Sustainable
Ecosysteniis the number of organisations that named it as a shertrt goal to be achieved.
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Organisations: Priority Timeline for RDI Themes
25

24

Long Term

Medium Term
Sustainable

Safe Water
Ecosystems for Citivens Woater Short Term
Industry Water-Wise

Bio-Economy Water-Cycle
Gap

Figure 7. SRIA main research themes and the organisations that have strategic priorities in Water RDI
(numbers and percentages relative to a total of 72 organisations) and the corresponding prioritgdimel
Number of organisations highlighted in different colours according to the priority timeline, -t&or,
mediumterm and lowterm (green, red and blue, respectively). SRIA the@EsSustainable Ecosystems,
Q2-Safe Water for CitizengQ3-Water Industly, Q4-Water-Wise BiocEconomyQ5-Water-Cycle Gap.

Additional information on other priority research themes identified by the responding organisations is
presented inAnnex 5: Questionnaires (Open Questiohstogether with theirrespective level of priority
and timelins.

In Table 6 are displayed the type of objectives and the corresponding relevance relatively to the
organisations that have specific priorities in Water RDI (72 organisations). A colour code was adopted to
facilitate the analysis of a vast@mt of information. Consistently with the aforementioned data on this
section, Q1-Sustainable Ecosystend Q2-Safe Water for Citizease the focus of the majority of the
organisations. In terms of the type of objectivBsogress in Science and Texjymahks first in all five SRIA
themes with a high priority level, followed Weturn of Investmeantd Societal Wellnesehe organisations
rated European Environmelational Strategiemd H2020 Societal Challengesy similarly in relation to

their relevance. On the other han@ompetiveness/Entrepreneuashiguropean Poliage ranked last.

In Annex5: Questionnaires (Open Questiohadditional objectives related to each of the five ctnemes
of the Water JPI SRlAre enrolled The® objectiveswere identified by the responding organisations and
evaluated according to their perceived relevance.
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Table 6. Objectives of the organisations with specific priorities in Water RDI and their level of relevehbégh M: mediumand L: low

Organisations with Specific Priorities 0 n Water RDI: Relevance of the Objectives

Objectives gggggg?rlg Safgig\gtneg o) Water Industry Waté(r;c\)lxi;ifio Water-Cycle Gap

H M L SUM H M L SUM H M L SUM H M L SUM H M L SUM
Return Investment 30 24 6 60 24 22 7 53 22 19 5 46 21 20 7 48 19 27 3 49
Societal Wellness 36 19 4 50 35 11 4 50 14 26 6 46 23 18 6 47 20 22 4 46

Competiveness /

. 18 31 9 58 16 20 12 48 24 15 8 47 17 13 16 46 11 28 7 46
Entrepreneurship

Progress irScience and 53 7 4 64 34 14 4 52 30 13 5 48 33 10 7 50 34 14 3 51

Technology

European Environment 42 17 3 62 30 16 4 50 16 21 11 48 26 16 7 49 23 20 5 48
H2020 Societal Challenges 34 23 3 60 23 24 3 50 16 21 6 43 21 19 7 47 25 18 4 47
National Strate@s 35 23 3 61 25 18 3 46 13 22 7 42 21 19 7 47 24 20 5 49
European Policy 27 24 4 5 18 20 4 42 14 16 8 38 16 21 7 44 19 17 5 41
Others 3 2 8 23 3 2 5 10 3 1 15 19 4 2 6 12 5 5 10 20
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Water RDI Strategies to Address the Societal and Environmental Ch#lenges

Figure 8 descrilsthe contribution of the Water JPI to the participating organisations. The selected options
reveal the expected influena# this Joint Programming Initiatioa internationalcollaboration, networking
and research coordination. ri$urprisingly, National Level Prioritiaed National Coordination of RDI
Programmesre ranked last.

Organisations & Water JPI Contribution

Organisations

Figure 8. Contribution of Water JPI to theorganisations at selected different levels. The percentages
included in the figurenset are relative to the total number of organisations responding to this specific
guestion (72). The percentage of noasponding organisations was 22% (20 organisations from a total of
92).

Respondents were inquired i mairetbodthenost eriticaltchaleng&srini or i
ensuring which Water RDI governance, management and strategic priorities corresponded to societal and
environmental challenges (at a regional, national and international level). The text in full can be read in
Annex 5: Questionnaires (Open Questiohd-or the sake of simplicity, the major concerns displayed were
summarised as follows:

Palitical will. Regulations. Integration of policy and science;

Need to develop strategic research agendas, identifying needs #itigs at EU, national and
regional levels, long term vision;

Need to develop implementation plans;

Coordination of funding and efforts;

Multidisciplinary, interdisciplinary and cres=ctorial approach Involvement of all stakeholders
(Governmental orgnisations, research organisations, companies/enterprises);

Adaptation to climate change and extreme events;

Pressure on resources and on the environment;

Addressing social needs but at the same time protecting the environment;

Need for new and more effient technologies and upgrading of water facilities;

Education about water issues.

il
1

= =8 =9

E R ]

3.1.3. Governmental Strategies in Water RDI

A total of 19 organisations corresponding ttO countries have identified themselves as governmental
organisations and respondedt t he o0 Governmental Strategiesd quest
all participating organisations and 62%hef countries involved (Figure .9
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Figure 9. Di stri bution of respondents tot etgh®he éplour st i on
intensities describe the level of participation, whereas the-filfedl coloured countries are part of the
Water JPI, but did not participate in this exercise.

Figure 10 describesthe target areas of the organisations and the correqtiog number of countries
involved. The vast majority of the organisatiadentifiedPublic RDI Polic{85% 18 organisationsand RDI
Project$74% 14 organisatiorjsas ther main target areas, whereas only half of the responding countries
addressedrdlowships/Mobility Scher(82% 6 organisationsand Infrastructure2% 8 organisatiorsin
their priorities. Unsurprisinglyconsideringthat respondents are governmentakganisations, the target
area showing less interestisivate RDI Policj2$% 4 organisations

Governmental Organisations: Target Areas

14

Countries

Organisations

Figure 10. Target areas of the organisations (blue) and the corresponding number of countries involved
(red). The figure inset includes the percentages relative to the total number of respondents (19
organiséions among 10 countries).

In relation to the policies of the governmental organisations described in Figure 11, 95% (18 organisations)
identified theNatural and Environmental Sciemsdise main area where Water RDI is represented. With a
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lower signiftance at 42% (8 organisations) was reportéfgé and Health Scieneesl theExact Sciences and
Engineeringt 47% (9 organisationsyocial Sciences and Humauaitie§% (5 organisations), represents the
scientific area with the lowest interest, thouglgathers half of the participating countries (5 countries).

Policies of Governmental Organisations: Water RDI Scientific Areas

Countries

Life and

Health Natural and

Sciences  Environmental Exact Sciences
Sciences and Social

Engineering Sciences and

Humanities

Organisations

Figure 11. Scientific areas where Water RDI is represented within the policies of the organishtibiue,
it is depicted the number of organisations (19) andred are displayedhe corresponding number of
countries (10) involved. The figure inset includes the percentages relative to the total number of
respondents.

The Legislation, Policies amttllgooth at a national and EU level comprise the main drivers of\iteger
RDI strategy of the responding organisations. Over 94% organisationsjesponded affirmativelgt the
national level and 79% (15 organisations) at a EU level, which contrasts to the noindoganisations that
evoked national publgrivate inidtivesas a relevant driver in their Water RDI strategy (25%
organisations

More than one third of the organisations (8) affirmed that they haveceentific Council or Water RDI
Body. Although it represents 42% of the organisations, it is signifibahthe latter are associated to 7
countries out of the total 10Applied Researththe most common strategic focus area of governmental
organisations at4P46 (14 organisations\with Basic ResearahdInnovatigrboth at 5246 (10 organisations in
both cases) Interestingly, bothApplied Researahd Innovatiomgather the interest of 9 countries, whereas
Basic Researishstill mentioned in 8 countries (Figude?). The relative percentage dedicated to the three
different strategic focus aes is also desibed in Figure 12 (percentages in orangeith Applied Researah
76%, and botlBasic ResearahdInnovatioat 38%.

Governmental Organisations: Strategic Focus Areas
14

Countries

Organisations
Basic Research &

Applied Research Innovation

Figure 12. Strategic focus areas of the 19 organisations and 10 countries involved in this questionnaire.
Number of organisationgblue), the corresponding relative percentages (white), #mel respective
number of countries involvefred). The graphic inset includes the average percentage dedicated to each
strategic focus aregorange)
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RDI Programmes

Regardig RDI Programmes, only 42% (8 organisations) of responding organisations acknowledged that
owned/coowned a RDI Programme in Water. The name of these specific programmes can be consulted in
Annex5: Questionnaies(Open Question$.

Available Data and Evaluation

In what concerns evaluation and selection activities, 60% of respondeéhtyganisationsgonfirm that
they directly manage activities of evaluation and selection of funding astiniiféater RDI. However, only
32% (6 organisationshave accesta systematic National and/or an International list of reviewers/pool of
expertsin the field

The main sources of data/information on which the organisations base their national Water RDI policy
are well balanced betweeGovernmental83% 15 organisating and Academic Institutiofg8% 14
organisationg EU (66% 12 organisationsand Private Compani€s0% 9 organisationjs A total of 6
respondents (33%) reported other sources of data/information, of which it was highlighteplatferms,
conferencs, workshops and national exercises of the stakeholders. This can be consulfethéx 5:
Questionnaires (Open Questions)

RDI Organisations

The 19 participating organisations listed 111 perfornarganisationgseeAnnex5: Questionnaries (Open
Questiors) with an important role in Water RDI in thir countries, which accounts to 58% of the possible
190 examples that were asked@he reference to 111 organisations is similar to the overall participating
number of organisations (108) in the four questionaair

RDI Infrastructures

Question 22 of the questionnaire received ambiguous answérs.questonwa® Does your count
specific infrastructures for Water RDd7The question was notelated to the organisationthemselves, and
so inconsistent answergiere providedby different organisations of the same country

Nevertheless, we decidetb still displaythe data Thus, me-third of the respondents (Packnowledged
that his country hold specific infrastructures for Water Rhd 8organisationstatedto have a national
roadmap for infrastruttres. Relevant water infrastructure®1 exampleswere provided by5 different
countries (see Annex 5: Questionnaires (Open Questiops The type of infrastructures and the
corresponding level of access is desciilie Figurel3. As expected, a strong emphasis wag on Public
Infrastructureand it is an interesting indicator that above 7%% infrastructures)is accessible to non
nationals. Out of the 21 examples onlyirfirastructuresare included in roadmap4 ESFRI, 3 National and
2 in other types of roadmaps).

Relevant Infrastructures on Water RDI: Type and Level of Access
13 17

Public

Public-Private .
Private

Open to Non-
National National

Type of Infrastructures Users Users Only
Level of Access

Figure 13. Type of infrastructureqblue) and the corresponding level of acce@ed). 7 Organisations
provided 21 examples of relevant infrastructures on Water RDI, asseditit 5 different countries.
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Stakeholders Engagement

Regarding stakeholders engagemétprganisationgesponded to have cooperation with stakeholders in
Water RDI (Figure 14). This cooperation prikeges other governmental orgaat®ns, universities,
regional/departmental/federal authorities and compariiée. level of cooperation with stakeholders was
poorly evaluated in only one case, whereas the majority considered it good (9), very good (4) and even
excellent (3).

Organisation Cooperates with Stakeholders: Description of Stakeholders

Countries
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Figure 14. Number of organisationgblue) and the corresponding countrieged) that cooperate with
stakeholders, and the description of the type of stakeholders invol&edtal of 17 organisations from 10
different countries responded to this question.

International Cooperation

About 38% (7 organisatiohsindicate to directly manage international cooperation. This type of
collaboration is mainly held under open calls, mobility schemes and joint research performance. Only 2
respondentsout of these 7accredit nternational cooperation in the definition of programmes.

Analysing the type of cooperation established at thi®lleane can see that most orgarmgons balance
bilateral and multilatral relations. Only one orgardtion mentioned biliieral cooperationas the basis of
their management syste(figure 15)
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Organisations Directly Manage International Cooperation: Type and Activities
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Figure 15. Number of organisations that directly manage international cooperation. It is depicted the
Cooperation Activties (blue) and the Type of @peration (red).

The Govenmental organisations were asked to list up to 3 European and 3Ewonpeancountrieswith

which they cooperatd the most in Water RDI.Responses can be analysed in detail in dedicated tables (see
Annex 5: Questionnaires (Open QuestiohsA total of 6 organisations responded to this question (32%),
with the UK leading the preferences with 3 references, followed by Spain, Fr@wrejany and the
Netherlands(all with the same number of examp]&3. As for the norEuropean countries organisations
resporded andBrazil was the mostly referenced (twicddllowed by 10 different countrief\bout 75% of
collaborations target developed countries, while thenaning 25% are developing countries.

Technology Transfer

Only 3 participating organisations (16%) @gnised to have a Technology Transfer Office/Working Group
in the Water domain in connection of RDI companies and indugthe information provided regarding the
main activities performed by these offices/wimidc groups can be consulted Annex 5. Questbnnaires
(Open Questions)

3.1.4. Funding Schemes in Water RDI

Actors and Areas of Water RDI Funding

A total of 23 respondentsvere consideredas valid fundingorganisatios andansweredt o t he O Funo
Schemes 6 g u e drom tlherotaleof pargcpating drganisations

Respondents represeed a total of 12 countries. The average number of fundinganisatios per country
was approximatelytwo. Ireland and Spain recorded, respigely, 5 and 4 funding orgaaimns(Figure 16)

WatEUr D2.2 (Second Year Mapping Report) 35



Funding Scheme
Questionnaire

0

Fl 1-4
IS
B 50
SE )
NO. - 10-14
* EE — R
(o
////I-/V// % Did not participate
LT

. T i
=R ﬁ///% o

/ MD.
A;j)/}/ SK//// v
n
CcH sI' HR 4
R ga RS g TR
= MEAL MK////
/9“1,1, '
ES 4/4,’/1 d = .
2 S 5
MT \f;

Figure 16. Di stri buti on of respondent s t dhe tcdoer inignsigest i on
describe the level of participation, whereas the {filed coloured countries are part of the Water JPI,
but did not participate in this exercise

Figure 17 displays the type of institutions eligible for funding in Water RDI by the participating organisations
(23 in total from 12 countries). The most commonly mentioned are public institutions, nadrehersities
(61%, from 14 organisations) fromi &2 countries, andPublic Research Organisafif#t¥®, 12 organisations)

from 9 countries.NonProfit Public Organisati(#%, 9 organisations) is followed by private institutions,
namelyUniversitieskesearch Organisatiansl NonProfit Organisat®reach at 35% (from 8 organisations,
from 7 different countries).

Organisations: Type of Institutions Eligible for Funding in Water RDI

Countries
Organisations

Figure 17. Type of institutions eligible for funding in Water RDI by the participating organisations. A total
of 23 funding organisations from 12 countries resged to this question.
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Regarding eligible expenses covered by the funding organisations, it was asked to indicate the maximum
percentage the funding organisations are allowed to fund, depending on the type of the institutiong. Table
summarises the numbeof funding organisations and the corresponding countries that allow 100% of
funding to the list of institutions provided. The focus is on Public institufiaaghey account for 50% or

more of the 20 funding organisations that responded.

Table 7. Number of funding organisations and the corresponding countries that allow 100% funding of
eligible expenses, depending on the type of the institutions.

Type of Institution 10 Number of funding organisations

that allow 100% funding

Organisations Countries
Governmental 5 5
Regional 5 S
Public Universities 15 10
Public Research Organisations 14 10
Private Research Organisations 6 5
Private Universities 4 4
Foreign Organisations 6 5
Companies 2 2
Non-profit Public Organisations 10 8
Non-profit Private Organisations 8 7

The focus of fundin@Figure 18, leftjrom the participating organisations is concentrated\pplied Research
at 97% (21 organisations), witBasic Researdnd Innovationat 61% and 43%, respectively. The
organisabns, however, balance their funding effortsApplied ResearahdBasic Researah57% and 44%,
respectively, and involving almost all countrigmovatiorreceives on average just 17%, with only 5
countries focused on this type of fundirg.relation to the funding sources, it was unsurprising to observe
that all organisations that responded to this question nariedional Public Furas their most common
source of fundingeEU Fundat 57% (13 organisations from 8 countries) avational Private Flgat 9% (2
organisations from 2 countries) were the other sources of funding mentidraylire 18, right)

Organisations: Focus of Funding Organisations: Funding Sources

21 21

12
12

91%

138

10 5 Y 4 S

445 57% Al 430 | - U 9 4
e - ;

o National Nati I

asic ) Public ationa

Applied . EU Funds

R h . Private

esearch  pesearch  Innovation Funds Funds

Figure 18. Focus of funding of the participating funding organisations and the corresponding number of
countries involvd (left). The percentages, namely the number of organisations (white) and the average
funding percentage dedicated to each focus area (orange) are included in the figur@miet.right, the
funding sources for the participating organisations, and dbentries involved A total of 21 funding
organisationgblue)from 12 courries (red) responded to this questigrout of the total 23

9 Note: Private Universities, Private research organisations, Companies andPigfin Private Organisations range
from 50% to 100% in terms of maximum percentage.
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National Legislatiamonstitutes the main driver for funding in Water RDI, as it is mentioned by 18
organisations from I 12 countries (78%), whereas EU Legislation and Policies is referenced by 15
organisations from 9 countries (65%). These numbers contrast to the organisations that eNakedal
Publidrivate Initiativas a relevant driver in their Water RDI stratg9%, 2 organisations).

Funding Activities

A list of Scientific Activities/FieldResfearchre listed in Figure 19, witRDI Projecand RDI Programnmes
the most commonly named activities funded by the participating organisati®73ei3 organistions) and
74% (17 organisations), correspondingli® and9 countries, respectively=ellowships/Mobility Scheanels
Infrastructurerere named by 11(48% from 7 countrie3 and 10 (43%from 6 countrie$ organisations
respectivelyDetailedresponses &n be consultechiAnnex5: Questionnaire{Open Questions)

Funding Organisations: Scientific Activities / Fields of Research

13 10 17

Countries

Organisations
|

Figure 19. <ientific Activities / Fields of Researgbarticipating funding organisatiofiislue) and the
corresponding number of countries involvdéred). The percentges(white) are associated to the total
number of organisations (23).

The type of expenses funded by the responding organisations is very homogeneotitumigim Resources
EquipmentConsumableand Traved associated to over 90% of the organisations (2128 organisations)
and all 12 countriesWorkshops and Confererisealso common to 12 counties although only 83% of the
organisations fund this type of expense (19 organisati@ib)iographgnd Overheadare ranked next with
11 (48%) and 10 (43%) @mgisations from 9 and 7 countries, respectively (Figure 20).

Funding Organisations: Type of Expenses Funded

Countries
Organisations

Figure 20. Type of expenses funded by the participating funding organisatibhge) and the
corresponding number of countries involvéred). The percentage$white) are associated to the total
number of organisations (23).
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Competitive Funding of Water RDI Programmes andWater RDI Projects

Only one organisation of out 22 respondents stated that they do not fuviater RDI Activitiesrough
competitive funding. From th&3 organisations that affirmed twnd RDI Programm@sgure 19), only 3
provided information regarding the average annual funding with amounts of 0,5 million, and two of 3 million
euros per year. With a budget of 3 million euros, one organisation furaledverage of 11 annulDI
Programmeand with similar budget another organisation fundd®C3 Programmes

In relation to RDI Projectsit is possible to consult the summarised information described in Téblde
information was provided by 17 fundimgganisations from 11 different countries. Due to the varied nature
of the information and to the fact that the information is quite heterogeneous, it is more useful to analyse
the information individually, and not as a whole, as it has been commongardictbughout this document.
Nevertheless, and for the sake of referentee percentage of Water RDI funding compared to the total
RDI funding is approximately 2%, considering the data of ®afitee sum of Water RDI funding compared

to the sum of the taal RDI funding).

From a universe of 20 responding organisatitmganing that 3 organisations that fund Water RDI Projects
did not provide information that is included in Tal#g the majority of the Calls on Water RDProjects

are either annual (for 8 manisations, 35%) or with a n@pecificschedulegfor 7 organisations, 30%). The
main nature of theCallsfor Water RDI Projeatsver all scientificdomains (7 organisations, 30%), and
priority topics on Water RDI (5 organisations, 22%). The fundinganiggtions were asked to spsecif
recent priorities on water, with 8 organisations (35%) providing tHerimation (Annex5: Questionnaires
(Open Question} are listed recent priotiy topics on waterprovided by 8organisations A discrepancy
between the mmber of organisations having priority topics on Water and the organisations that specified
the priorities was observed. This fact may be due to a lapse or misinterpretation of this question in
particular.
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Table 8. RDI Projectsdinded during the period of 2062013 Numbers broken into general funding and specific Water RDI fundih@rganisations responded
to these questionsHighlighted in red are numbers that may have been provided incorrectly or were considered inconsistent.

Organisations Fund Water RDI Projects

Water RDI Projects All RDI Projects

~ Average Annual AverageNo. Average Fundingc  Maximum Duration of Projects Average Annual AverageNo.
Funding Funded per Project Funding per (in months) Funding Funced
Projects Project Projects
Million EUR/ Million EUR/ Million EUR Min. Max. Avg. Million EUR/

Year Year Year

25.00 15 1.75 No Limit 12 102 48 800.00 950
15.60 130 0.12 No Limit 12 48 36 384.00 3300
10.80 21 0.51 No Limit 12 48 26 950.00 1640
10.00 10 1.00 No Limit 24 48 36 400.00 350
8.00 20 0.43 No Limit 48 36 78.00 250
4.20 24 0.24 6.70 36 72 54 2.50 30-35
3.71 27.3 2.00 6 60 30 10.50 120.3
3.17 23 0.13 0.50 12 36 36 75.80 616
3.00 30 1.50 5.00 24 48 36 1000.00 5000
0.70 8 0.10 0.18 12 60 36 12.00 100
057 1 0.44 2.40 12 84 36 7.00 25
0.51 16 0.12 12 84 18

0.40 2-3 0.15 12 48 28 12.00 70
0.26 1.3 0.47 6.00 1.9 81 42 114.00 278
0.08 1 0.6 1.25 60 48 18.00 15

0.010.03 2-3 0.0050.015
0.009 10.6 3.78
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Non-Competitive Funding of Water RDI

In addition it is noteworthy that 2 organisations reported thathéy fund Water RDI activities
through nonrcompetitive fundingThese organisations stated that the percentage committed to-non
competitive funding within the total Water RDI funding s¥80% and 20% in each casiéh a funding
average of 14.6 million EUR/year an®9 million EUR/yearrespectively. The mechanisms for
granting norcompetitive funding are formal applications and informal applications or direct contact
with performing infitutions. In Annex 5: Questionnaires (Open Questiohdt is described the
reasons for choosing necompetitive funding of activities by the organisations

Funding of Water RDI Infrastructures

Five at of the 10 organisations that fund Water RDI infrasttuies mentionedCallsas their funding
mechanismwhereasNonCompetitive Fundiwgs mentioned bywo organisationsjust like a mixed
mode (Callsand NonCompetitive Fundinghe average annual funding dedicated to Water RDI
Infrastructures and the avage number of infrastructures funded was only provideddéyenfunding
organisationdrom four countries (26%from a total of 23 participating organisatiorend/0% of a
universe of 10 that mentioned to fund Water RDI Infrastructureblowever, one organsation
responded withUnknowrto all questions in this section (@stion33 and Question34, 0 Fundi ng
S ¢ h e m&he dijcrepancy inalues ranging from 5.5 million ElyBar for 4 infrastructures to
65,000 euros for 10 infrastructures does not give sigaifice to any analysis performed.
Neverthelessin Table9 is summarised the information collected from this set of questiéits.the
sake of guidancgart of the data from Tabl& was included.

Table 9. Organisations that fund Wat RDI Infrastructures. Numbers provided Isjx organisations
from four countries.Data from Table 8 are highlighted in italic.

Organisations that Fund Water RDI Infrastructures |

Infrastructures Water RDI Projects All RDI Projects

Water RDI ‘

Average  AverageNo. | Average ' AverageNo. ' Average ' Average No.
Annual Funded Annual Funded Annual Funded
Funding Projects Funding Projects Funding Projects
Million Million EUR/ Million EUR/
EUR/ Year Year Year
55 4 15.60 130 384.00 3300
0.10 1 3.00 30 100000 5000
0.065 10 0.70 8 12.00 100
0.67 2 0.51 16
1.25 1 0.26 1.3 114.00 278
0.10

Figure 21summarisghe information on the funding distribution of Water RDI Infrastructsrby the
aforementioned six organisations The funding is focused omNational Iffastructures(all six
organisations fromfour countries) with an averagef 81% of the funds allocatedcuropean
Infrastructureand International Infrastructusee awarded an average of 46% and 25% of the funds
respectively but were only referenced ¥ 2 and 1 organisationsrespectively(Figure 21 See also
figurecaption).
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Funding Organisations: Water RDI Infrastructures Funding Distribution

6

Countries

National Organisations

Infrastructures European
Infrastructures International
Infrastructures

Figure 21. Water RDI infrastructures funding distributioi.he percentages are associated to the
total number of organisationéblue) responding to thisquestion (6 from 4 countries (red)). The
average percentage of funding distribution B1% (from 6 organisations)to National
Infrastructures 46% (from 2 organisations)to European Infrastructuresand 25% (from 1
organisation}o International Infrastratures.

Funding of Fellowships/Mdility Schemes

Inconsistencyf data was also noteth Question35 when comparé to Question13. Question13

was defined as OPlease identify the main scie
organisation in th last sevenyears (20072 0 1 3Blegien organisations fromseven countries
mentioned Fellowships/Mobilitjowever, in Question35 defined as oDoes you
Fell owshi p/ Mo,d4 brganisationS dradntOnddferehtocountries answeregbositively.
Disregarding thisrariance all 14 organisations mentione@allsasthe only funding mechanism with

the exception of one organisation that did not specify the mechanism used to fund this type of
activities. More than half of the organisatio®} (eferred annuatalls ranging from 1 million to 9.3

million EURyear to fund on average 4 to 7Bellowships/Mobility Schepeesyear. On averagehe

funding percentage of internationalater RDI Fellowships/Mobility Schéeysnd Europe) compared

to the total funding ofWater RDI Fellowships/Mobility Schefreagh organisation ranges from 6% to

17% (considering the 3 example®vided by the organisations).

Figure 22showsthe type of Fellowships/Mobility Schefmeded by the responding organisets (14
from 10 countries) with the percentages mentioned in the figure inset relative to these. As expected
PostdoctorahdPhD research graate the most commonly referred funding activity.
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Funding Organisations: Type of Fellowships / Mobility Schemes
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Figure 22. Fellowships/mobilityschemes funded by the participating funding organisaftdne and
green)and the corresponding number of countries involv@dd). The percentagegwhite) are
associated to the total number of organisations responding to this question (14 from 10 cs)ntri

The funding organisations were asked to list up to 3 European and dFEooopean countries with
which theymost cooperated in relation to Water RDI fellowships/mobility schemes. Responses can
be analysed in detail in dedicatitles(seeAnnex5: Questionnaires (Open Questiong)A total of

six organisations responded to these questions (26%th the UK leading the European preferences
with 3 mentions followed by RussjaFrance Poland and Spain (all with the same number of
mentions 1). Among non-European countrigdUSA was the mostly referenced (twice) followed by
Ching Tunisia Brazil and Japaall equally referred once. There is a balanced cooperation in regards
to developed and developing countries {50%).

Aspects Regarding Cooperation
9 Cooperation with Companies/Industry

The cooperation with industries or companies was evaluated at different levels. In thisléase
organisations from 11 countries responded that on average 32Waiér RDI Research Projbets$
an effective cooperation witcompanies or industries. This contrasts with the 8% reported by 8
organisations from 8 countries in the same type of cooperation of funtfater RDI Infrastructures

The question on how the funding organisations evaluated the efforts of the publimduadd
managing agencies from their respective countries in fostering the collaboration between academic
institutions and companies/industries in Water RDI was answered by 20 organisations: 5
organisations rated it agery Goo25% of the organisations asGood40%) 6 asWeak(30%) and

1 asNonExisting5%).

1 International Cooperation

Almost two thirds of the participating funding organisations suppbrdnsnational Cooperation in
Water RDI(14 organisations from 11 countriesompared to the total 23organisations from 12
countries). Out of these 14rganisationsl0 reported that the type of transnational funding is via a
virtual common pot whereas the remainingtateda mixed mode.

In Annex 5: Questionnaires (Open Questiopsis provided a list of the European
initiatives/instruments related to Water RDih which 12 respondent organisations participated. It is
notable that 9 of these organisations acknowledged the participation in WateWaEUr CSA or
activities performed by both.
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The cooperaion is mostly performed on #Multilateralevel as mentioned by 8 organisations from 7
countries (Figure 23Wwith less emphasis given BRilatera(3 organisations) or an equal balance of the
two (2 organisations).

Funding Organisations:Type of Transnational Cooperation

8 7

Countries

Mainly Organisations

Multilateral Mainly

Bilateral Equally
Both

Figure 23. Type oftransnational cooperatigrthe participating funding organisatiofidue) and the
corresponding number of countries involvéoed). A total of 14 organisationdrom 11 countries
respondedto this question.

The type of foreign organisations funded Water RDI Research Projdmsthe participating
organisations (14 organisations from 11 countries responded to this togicgpresented in Figure
24. It is noteworthy that the focus is put on public institutionsamely UniversitigsResearch
Organigs@onsor NonProfit Organisations

Type of Foreign Organisations Funded in Water RDI
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Figure 24. Type of foreign organisations funded in Water RDI Projects by the participating funding
organisations(blue) and the corresponding number of countries involvéed). A total of 14
organisations from 11 countries responded to this question.

The average annual fundirrgr the respondingll organisationg10 countrie$ in the context of
collaborativeWater RDI within transnational calls is@b million euros per yeafranging from 5 to
0.01 million euro$.
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Available Data and Evaluation of Water RDI

The evaluation pycesses of the funding orgartisas is summarised in Tabl€0. About half of the
funding organisations reported to have a listNdtional Experts International Expegpecifically 11
organisations (48%) from 7 and 9 countriesspectively. Thd?anels on Water RDI Research Projects
are defined in all the 12 countries that responded to this questionnaitdle Panels on
Fellowships/Mobiktyd Infrastructures refererced in 10 and 7 countriesespectivelyRDI Projects
Fellowships/Mobility Schenegs more frequentlyon mixed or national paneldnfrastructureare
apparently more prone to be evaluated by international panel

Table 10. Type of evaluation and the corresponding type of evaluation panels or experts for each
activity. Number of organisations that evoked each category and the number of countries involved.

Type of Panels Type of Evaluation
RDI Projects Fellowships/Mobility Infrastructures
Orgs.  Countries Orgs. Countries  Orgs. Countries
International 5 2 5
Mixed 7 12 5 10 2 7
National 7 5 2

To finalise this section it is important to mention the identified outputs of Water RDI funded
activities monitored or evaluateby the organisations through Scientific Committees or Evaluation
Panels. Out of the 23 organisations involved only 65%) mentioned specific outputsnamely
Report$15 organisationsPaper$7), andWorkshops or Conferen@s

3.1.5. Water RDI Performing

A total of 48 respondents identifiethemselves as performing orgaatisns and responded to the
OPer f dOrgamisatigs 6 questionnaire ( 44680 total FadGoounmes.e nt s
Distribution of respondents to the questionnaire is dejed in Figure 25with the colour intensities
describing the level of participation.
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Figure 25. Di stri buti on of respondent sOrgarosatidshée.  dluhees t
colour intensities describe the level of partidijpa, whereas the lindilled coloured countries are
part of the Water JPI, but did not participate in this exercise.

Areas of Water RDI

Figure 26 descrilethe number of performing organisations and the scientific areas where Water

RDI is represented. Thiquestion was answered by 46 out of the 48 participating organisatictis

Natural and Environmental Scieneeg represented in almost 90% of them (41 organisations from 9
countries). This is followedby Exact Sciences and Engineatng0% (23 orgaisations from 8
countries) andSocial Sciences and Humariti88% (18 organisations from 7 countries). Contrasting

to what was previously described in thldfeandsover
Health Sciencessindicated by onlf20% of the organisationthough it is still covered in 6 different
countries.

Performing Organisations: Water RDI Scientific Areas

/ Countries

Life and I
Health Natual and T

/ Organisations

: : . —
Sciences  Environmental Exact Sciences . +
Sciences and Social

Engineering Sciences and
Humanities

Figure 26. Scientific areas where Water RDI is represented in the participating organisations. A
total of 46 organisations (10 countries) provided answer. The number of organisations (blue)
and the corresponding countries (red) is distinguished among the various scientific domains.
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In relation to the strategic focus areas and from a total of 47 organisations that addressed this issue.
Applied Researwas included by 91% (43 organisations from 10 countries) of them, with Basic
Researcland Innovatiorwith a similar number of organisations at 53% (25 organisations from 8
countries) and 55% (26 organisations from 9 countries), respectively. THerpéng organisations

also measured the dedication to each of these areas in terms of percentage, andApphéd
Researcis clearly distinguished with an average of 58% with Batsic ResearahdInnovatioat 30%
(Figure 27).

Performing Organisations: Strategic Focus Areas

43

Countries

Basic Organisations

Research Applied )
Research Innovation

Figure 27. Strategic focus areas defined by the participating organisations. A total of 47
organisations (10 countries) provided an answer. The number of organisations (blue) and the
corresponding countries (red) is distinguished among the differecusf@reas. The percentages
namely the number of organisations (white) and the average percentage dedicated to each focus
area (orange) are included in the figure inset.

The listof the mainWater RDI Scientific Activities/Fieldisrmed by the respondérorganisations can
be seen iMnnex5: Questionnaires (Open Questiohs

RDI Infrastructures

It is noteworthy that 69% (33 organisations in 48) responded that the organisation holds specific
Water (or themes closely related with Water) RDI infrastructureA.list of 91 infrastructures for
Water RDI was provided by the participating performing organisatidiés ist can be viewed in
detail inAnnex5: Questionnaires (Open Questiohs

Figure 28 describs the type of infrastructures and their level of acce3$iere is a equilibrated
distribution between public private and publiprivate infrastructureswith a special emphasis on
infrastructures with international relevanc@nly 7 infrastructures (out of the 75 respondents)
mentioned that they are includeth the ESFRI roadmapvhereas 16 (out of 73 respondents)
referred to be included in the National roadmap of the corresponding countries.
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Type of Infrastructures and Level of Access

Countries

International

Relevance National

: Organisations
Users Only Public &

Private

Public-Private

Figure 28. Type of infrastructures and level of access. A total ofifftastructureswere provided
by the performing organisations (86 responde@he number of organisations (blue) and the
corresponding countries (red) is distinguished amongléwvels of accesghe percentagesmamely
the number ofinfrastructures(white), are included in he figure inset.

Performing organisations were requested to provide information on the mentioned infrastructures,
namely if any of the infrastructures were open to researchers from outside or if there was a specific
funding for research activities. In ritm to the former issue, 25 out of 33 organisations mentioned
that the named infrastructures are open to notional researchers, with 20 out of 33 organisations
stressing the existence of a specific funding for research activities.

Stakeholders Engagemat

The majority of the participating organisations (44 out of 48 organisations from 10 countries)
affirmed to cooperate with stakeholders. Figure @Sscribes the number of performing organisations
and the type of stakeholders involved. Expectediyere s a uniform distribution between
Governmentdlocal Authoritiddniversitieand Companiewith over 80% of performing organisations
holding cooperation with this type of stakeholders. It is also positive the levels of cooperation with
NonProfit Privat®rganisationand Environmental GrowgisA5% and 41%espectively. The evaluation

of the levek of cooperation with stakeholdersias rated asxcellent7 organisationg5 countries)

27 organisations agery good (9 countriesland10 organisations agood (6countries.

Performing Organisations: Cooperation and Type of Stakeholders

Countries
Organisations

Figure 29. Number of performingorganisations (blue) and the corresponding countries (ra)
have cooperation with stakeholders and the type of stakeholders is representedpacentages
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relative to thenumber of organisations out of a total of 44 responde(wsite). are included in the
figure inset.

Technology Transfer

Regarding the level of RDI performance in Technology Transfer was rated as excellent by 3
organisations (3 countriesyery good by 11 gyanisations (6 countriesjjood by 22 organisations (8
countries) and poor/non existing 4 organisations (4 countries) in each of the two. Some successful
examples of tehnology transfer concerning the Water RDI performance of the organisation is listed
in Annex5: Questionnaires (Open Questiohs

International Cooperation

Of relevant interest is the fact that 37 organisations out of a total of 46 respondergastioned that
they are participating in international cooperation in Water RDIpen Calls Mobiity and Staff
Exchange are the most common type of activities that are mentipasdlescribed in Figure 30. In
addition the type of cooperation is basically defined Mainly Multilaterabr Equally balanced by
Bilateral or Multilateralith less stres put onBilateratooperation.

Performing Organisations and International Cooperation

Cooperation Activities

Figure 30. Number of performing organisations that have international cooperation in Water RDI.
The cooperation activities (blue) and the type of cooperation (red) is distinguished. The
percentagesrelative to the number of organisations out of a total of 37 respondents (whée
included in the figure inset.

In Annex 5: Questionnaires (Open Questiongre listed the scientific/technological areas where
internationd cooperation in Water RDI isneeded from the point of view of 28 responding
organisationsilt is also listed the type of mobility schemes with European dimension, performed by
the organisations in Water RDI.

Figure 31describes the main European initiatives or instruments relat&dater RDI in which the
organisations participatéfull list available afAnnex 5. Questionnaires (Open Questiops The
instruments are varied and so there is none that could be singled out.
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Organisations: Main European Instruments for Cooperation

Organisations

Figure 31. Number of performing orgaisations (blue) that mentioned European instruments for
cooperation. The percentageselative to the number of organisations out of a total of 31
respondents (white) are included in the figure inset. Only the most commonly referred are
included.

The cauntries with whom 33 performing organisations cooperate more frequently in Water RDI are
the UK (14 mentions) Spain (12 mentions). France and The Nellinds (10 mentions each),
Germany (9 mentions) and Sweden (8 mentions). The total list, includingatinesiof 15 additional
European countries mentioned by less than four respondents each, can be consuheder 5:
Questionnaires (Open QuestiohsRegarding noiituropean countries that were more frequently
mentioned by the performing organisations (28 total) are the USA (9 mentions), Canada (7
mentions), Brazil and China (6 mentions each). As refertbe total listing of norEuropean
countries can be found iMAnnex 5: Questionnaires (Open QuestiopsOverall, there are 39
mentions to collaborations ith developing countries (about 60%) and 26 mentibtmsieveloped
countries (about 40%).

Still in this sectionrespondents were asked to list the type of mobility schemes with European
dimension performed by their organizations in Water RDI (please s&enex 5: Questionnaires
(Open Question¥. A total of 35% of the organisations (17 out of 48 organisations) acknowledged
performing mobility schemes with European dimensicorresponding to 8 countries (80% of the
countries involved in this questionnairdlhe mobility dynamics of these schemes was evaluated by
58% of the organisations (28 out of 48 organisatjp@9% of which rated it a¥ery Goqdi6% as
Goodand 25% mentioneBooror NonExisting

Figure 32 describes the type of cooperating foreign tastins and the corresponding number of
performing organisations with whom they are collaborating with. GlopdMyblic Institutions
(Universitied.ocal Authoritieand Research Institutipraaxd Governmentahgenciegather the most
interest but it is important to highlight the relevance thafompaniesre also acquiring. The
performing organisations were also enquired if there was an unsatisfied defimaimdernational
cooperation This wasansweredby 75% of the organisations (36 out of 48 organimas) 44% (16
organisations) of which responded affirmatively (8 out of 9 counjtries
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Organisations: Type of Cooperating Foreign Institutions

Countries
Organisations

Figure 32. Type of foreign institutions that are collaborating with the performing organisations
(blue). A total of 35 organisations fronine countries(red) responded to this question.

Question3 6 OHow relevant is international cooperat
activities?06 hadExcelertoi Nomesisting Ehis ¢ isomgwhdt misleadinas the
answers are noexactly matching the question. Given that out of the 36 responding organisgéions
answeredExcellenand 23Very GoqdlO0 Goodand only onePoorit is difficult to understand if the
organisations are rating the quality of international cooperatiot®importance or its priority level
relative to other activitiesOn the other handit was also enquired how the performing organisations
would qualify the opportunities available in the corresponding countries relatively to fostering
international coopeation in Water RDI. The performing organisations rated themEasellen(3),

Very Good14), Good(13) and Poor(9). It is noteworthy that the organisations that rated the
opportunities available a@oorbelong to 6 different countries out of the 9 thatarticipated in this
question.

Water RDI Competitive and Non -Competitive Funding

The performing organisations (39 from 10 countries) provided information on the proportion of
competitive versus nomompetitive funding received during 200813 which was galuated in
terms of percentages: on average the ratio was 79%:44% (competitiveconguetitive) with 22
organisations mentioning nasompetitive funding in Water RDI.

Figure 33describes the type of Water RDI expenses that are covered by externalrignaith most
responding organisations (43 organisations from 10 countries). The data is unsurprisingly consistent.
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Type of Water RDI expenses covered by External Funding

Countries
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Figure 33. Type of Water RDI expenses covered by external funditige humber ofperforming
organisations (blueand the corresponding countries (redp total of 43 organisations from 10
countries responded to this questioithe percentages (white) are relative to the total number of
responding organisations.

Figure 34depictsthe sources of funding received by tperforming organisations. This question was
answered by a total of 43 organisations from 10 countries (out of a total of 48 participating
organisations in this questionnaire). It is important to highlight the close relationship between
National Publiand EU fundingovering 98% and 81% of the responding organisations (42 and 35
organisations from 10 and 8 countriagspectively). Also of relevance is the 56% of organisations
(24 organisations from 7 countries) mentioniNgtional Privatending as theisource.

Performing Organisations: Sources of Funding

42

Countries

Organisations

National .

uic ool gy
. - er

Funding Funding Funding

Figure 34. Sources of Water RDI funding received by the performing organisations (blue) and the
corresponding countries (red). Percentages (white) are relative to the total number of
organisations participating in thiseption. A total of 43 organisations from 10 countries responded
to this question.

Considering the number of organisations that received -nsompetitive funding for Water RDI
activities (22 organisations from 8 countried)ey were enquired on the submiss procedures for
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this type of funding. The majority (15 organisations) indicé&tedmal Applicatioas their method of
choice while Informal/Direct Contaeas mentioned by 10 organisations.

The main scientific areas within Water RDI whereby respondergceive support through nen
competitive funding can beonsulted inAnnex5: Questionnaires (Open Questions).

Water RDI Self-Funding

Interestingly 56% (26 out of 46 organisations) of the organisations answered that they have the
ability to seHfund pat of their Water RDI activites (RDI  projects
Fellowships/Mobility/Infrastructures). Taking into account the 26 responding organisatioves
referred that theselffundingcovers 44% of the expensem averaggefor their Water RDI activities.

Evaluation

For the sake of completenes¥ables1l and 12 summarise the type of evaluatiotihhe evaluation
criteria, and the type of panels considered in the case of organisations that undergo evaluation of its
performance in Water RDI.

Table 11. Organisations that undergo evaluation of its performance in Water RDI, and the
corresponding type of evaluation and panels.

Type of Performance Evaluation

Type of Panels — cwudies Comnarative
Formal Audits Studles'z\ r?;)rgﬁ)saratlve

Orgs. Countries Orgs. Countries Orgs. Countries
International External 14 7 5
National External 13 9 10 7 8 6
Internal 11 11 7
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Table 12. Organisations that undergo evaluation of its performance in Water, Rid the
corresponding criteria for the ealuation and panels.

Funding and Prizes

Type of

Panels Qualifications

Funded Projects Innovation Level Prizes Awarded Research Team

Orgs. Countries Orgs. Countries Orgs. Countries Orgs. Countrie
S
Internationa 12 9 8 13
| External
National 15 9 14 9 10 8 13 8
External
Internal 14 11 12 11

Publications
Type of . . . ;
Panels International National with International no

with Refs. Refs. Refs. National no Refs.

Orgs. Countries Orgs Countries Orgs. Countries  Orgs. Countries
Internationa 13 5 2 6 1
| External
National 15 8 14 7 5 5 6
External
Internal 13 12 10 10

Internationalisation and Technology Transfer

Type of Research Team
Panels Internationalisa
tion

National Network International Technology
Level Network Level Transfer Level

Orgs. Countries Orgs. Countries Orgs. Countries Orgs. Countries
Internationa 9 3 10 8
| External
National 11 6 13 7 12 38 9 38
External
Internal 8 6 6 8

Other forms of evaluation of performance in Water RDI identified by the respondents and the
corresponding evalation criteria areoutlined inAnnex5: Questionnaires (Open Questions).
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3.2.Desk Research

The following colared maps illustrate the current status of Wat&DI in Europe in terms oft) raw

data about scientific publications and patefEsgures35 and 38); ii) publications and patents
normalsed by GDP (Figure86 and 39); andiii) publications and patents normsgld by population
(Figures37 and40). Each of these six figures (three for publications and three for patents) contain six
maps corresponding to the five Water JPI priorities of tl&RIAplus the general themall Water
issues

These mapsvere elaborated following the methodology sumnsad in section2.3,andwere made
available in an extended versiom Annex 3. Each SRIA map exhibits a calpthe same in all the
figures, with five different shades or classes. The darkest shade corresponds to the highest level on
the ranking, which corresponds to the highest level of scientific publications and patents.

The ranking of European countries in terms of WateDI differs depending on the used data set
(raw or normalsed). In generalgcountries with high economic capacity aegpected to have a high
intensity (darkcolour) on Water RDI. This point of view can be checked in FiguBfsand 38 with
raw data on publications and patents, respectiv@lerall, and to clarify the terminology used in this
section, the number of puldiétions is related to Water Research and the number of patents to
Water Innovation.

However, he intensity of WaterRDI between European countries can be better understood using
the normalsed maps (Figure36 and 37 for publications, and Figur&® and 40 for patents), where
the strength of the country in terms of populatiqnumber of habitantsyr economy(GDP)is taken
into account. Normabed maps provide a more comparable classification of W&Bi in Europe,
and also enable comparisarith countriesoutside Europe

Countries show different intensity on Water Research and Innovation in each SRIA theme. There are
more countries with high level on WateResearchthan countries with high level on Water
Innovation.

Regarding the intensity of publicatiopsr SRIA theme, the highest intensity corresponds to-Q3
Water Industrywith ten times the number of publications on Q¥aternise BidcconomyPatents
intensity on the priority themes Q2Safe Water fo€Citizensand Q3 WaterIndustrare similarly high
seven times higher than the level of patents on other SRIA themes.

Water RDI in Europe is charactesed by a relatively high production on @8Vater Industry
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Figure 35. Intensity of publications in Europe (Member Stated Associated Countries), from 1999
to 2013,based on raw datdor the five Water JPI SRIA prioritig®1- Sustainable Ecosystems,-Q2
Safe Water for Citizens, Q3Water Industry, Q4 Water-wise Bio-economy, Q5 Water Cycle
Gap andQ6- All Water issues
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Figure 36. Intensity of publications in Europe (Member States and Associated Countries) rsexdnali
by GDP, from 1999 to 2013, for the five Water JPI SRIA priori(@d- Sustainable Ecosystems,
Q2- Safe Water for Citizens, Q3Water Industry, Q4 Water-wise Bieeconomy, Q5 Water
Cycle Gap) and Q6AIll Water issues
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Figure 38. Intensity of patents in Eape (Member States and Associated Countries), from 1999 to
2013,basedon raw data,for the five Water JPI SRIA prioritigQ1- Sustainable Ecosystems,-Q2
Safe Water for Citizens, Q3Water Industry, Q4 Water-wise Biceconomy, Q5 Water Cycle
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Figure 39. Intensity of patents in Europe (Member States and Associated Eaﬁntries) ngzchaly
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Figure 40. Intensity of patents in Europe (Member States and Associated Countries) nsechbly

population, from 199 to 2013, for the five Water JPI SRIA prioritiéQ1- Sustainable Ecosystems,

Q2- Safe Water for Citizens, Q3Water Industry, Q4 Water-wise Bieeconomy, Q5 Water

Cycle Gap) and Q6AIll Water issues
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3.2.1. Increasing rate of publications and patent s on Water in Europe

The increasing rate of publications and patents on Water is an indicator of the time evolution of
Research and Innovation adhe Water domain On average, in the last 15 years, publications and
patents on WaterRDI in Europe increasedy 5.7 and 1.5 times, respectively. The same index
computed for EU Member States is 3.6 and 1.6, respectively. On average, the increasing rate of
publications in Europe is slightly higher if Associated Countries are taken into account.

Mean values of thimdex per SRIA theme are sumnead in Tablel3. The highest increasing rate
computed for Europe is 8.6, and corresponds to the publications on &#e Water foCitizensit is
followed by publications on Q5Water Cycle &p, with and index of 7.4. Théncreasing rate of
publications on Q2 and Q5 is about two times higher in Europe than in EU Member States

Regarding the publications of EU Member States, the highest rates can be found in research on Q1
Sustainablecosysten{d.6) and on Q5 Water Cycl&ap (4.2). Slightly lower rates can be observed in

the rest of water priorities. Publications on @3Nater Industryshow the smallest rate, with an
increase of 2.8 times in European Member States.

The maps in Figuretl show the increasing rate of publicatis in Europe by Water JPI SRIA priority.

The increasing rate of publications shows significant differences among European countries. This
index reaches particularly high values in countries with a low or zero number of publications /
patents in the firsttime period used in the index (1992003). The maximum increasing rate per
country ranges from 192n Q2- Safe Water foCitizengo 14 on Q4- WaterwiseBieeconomywith an

index of 450n Q6- AllWaterissues

Detailed records on these indexes per couptare available in th&/ater JPI websiteRegarding the
publications computed on 0 AIsHowedthethighestincseasingrat® a s
(45), followed by Bosnia (23), Montenegro (1&uxembourg (10) and Cyprus (9When the
different SRIA themes are compared, one can observe that tifferénces in the increasing rate of
patent$ are comparatively smaNVvhile it was observed a clear evolution of publicatiansEurope
over the last 15 years, patents did not accompanied this pace pexcethe Q2- Safe Water for
Citizengheme. However, if one only considers BVWS, the evolution rate for patents is slightly
higher.This index ranges from 1.9 on Q@3VaterIndustryand Q5 Water Cycl&ap to 1.3 on QX
Sustainablecosystenad Q4Wata-wise Bibased Econoniyhe maximum increasing rate of patents
in Europe (MSAC) was observedn Q3- Water Industry(1.8). The minimum rates correspond to
patents on Q1 Sustainablecosgems(1.1) and on Q4 Waterwise Bibased Econortiy.3).

Table 13. The two indexes summarized per SRIA theme: The increasingfateblications and
patents in Europe; and patents per 1,000 publications.

SRIA . Patents / 1,000
Increasing rate

Theme Publications
Publications Patents
EU4G EUMS EU40 EU MS EU40 EU MS
Q1 4.6 4.3 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.3
Q2 8.6 3.7 15 14 15.7 14.6
Q3 4.2 2.8 1.8 1.9 5.1 5.8
Q4 3.5 3.1 1.3 1.3 9.5 8.4
Q5 7.4 4.2 1.7 1.9 9.1 9.3
ALL 5.2 3.2 1.7 1.7 11.8 12.3
Mean 5.7 3.6 15 1.6 8.1 7.9

! The increasing rate of patents is calculated only in countries with the number of patents from 1999 to 2003 >
0.

2 Member States and Associated Countries

¥ MS: Member States
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The percentage of the imeasing rateof an individual countryn relation to Europe (MS+AC) is a
relative rate whichis meant to showhow fast water publications/patents are increasing in tima in
givencountry. Tablel4 shows the differences on these relative increasing raes3RIAtheme
Detailed country data arevailablein the Water JPI websiteRegarding publications, the index is
higher than 100 in a significant number of countriemgingfrom 23 to 31 (out of a total of 40)
depending on thalifferent SRIA theme (Tade 14). This means that the abovementioned group of
countries have improved on Water Research faster than Europe as a whole. Concerning the patents,
the number of countries prompting in Europe is more limited, from 2 in-@ustainablEcosystems

to 15 in Q3- WaterIndustry

Tablel4. Relative increasing rate of publications and patents by SRIA theme, averaged from country
data, and number of countries with this percentage higher than 100 on water publi¢ations

SRIA Percentag e of Increasing rate respect to Number of countries
Theme Europe with % > 100
Publications Patents Publications
EU40 EU MS EU40 EU MS 27
Q1 169 160 59 69 26
Q2 374 161 122 120 31
Q3 236 160 133 134 23
Q4 136 121 77 74 29
Q5 262 149 100 113 30
ALL 244 150 127 131 27
Mean 236 150 98 102 28

3.2.2. Patents intensity related to publications on Water in Europe

The number of patents per 1,000 publications is an index which allows quantifying the balance
between Innovation and Research on Water in Europé¢hat country level. This indewasmapped

for each SRIA themeand it isdepicted inFigure42. These maps show how the activity of each
country is more or less biased to the side of Research or to the sidamdvation.

The average value of this indexdi$ferent for the five Water SRIA priorities (TablE3). The highest
value (15.7) corresponds to QXBafe Water foCitizenswhereaghe topic Q1- SustainablEcosystems
presents the minimum (1.2). SRIA priorities Q&aterIndustryQ4- WaterwiseBioeconomyand Q5
Water Cycl&apshow intermediate values. This index does not show significant differencesBithen
MS is compared to EU40.

The index mapped in Figud? shows that Q4 Waterwise Bieconomydisplays the highest absolute
value, 67, followedby Q2- Safe Water foCitizenswith 51. These indexes correspond to the
countries with the darkest shade in the respective maps, Q4 and Q2. In contrastSQdtainable
Ecosystenadtains the minimum impact on patents, with a maximum index of 11.

! Patents have not be included as the number of countries with increasingatatdated is limited by the
occurrence of zero patents in the first period analyzed (1:2993.
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Figure 41. Increasing rate of publications in Europe, from 1999 to 2013, on Water $idfes
(Q1- Sustainable Ecosystems, (&afe Water for Citizens, Q3Water Industry, Q4 Water-wise
Bio-economy, Q5 Water Cycle Gap) and Q6All Water issues.
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Figure 42. Number of patents per 1,000 publications in Europe, for the period 12@83, on
Water SRIAthemes (QX Sustainable Ecosystems, -Q8afe Water for Citizens, Q3 Water
Industry, Q4 Water-wise Bieeconomy, - Water Cycle Gap) and Q6AIl Water issues
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3.2.3. Funding Organi sations

The analysis of funding orgsations was performed for the 24 partner and observer countries
joining the Water JPI: 20 of them are EU Member States and 4 are Associated Csu@inie of the
associated countries is also a Candidate Country.

The analysisonducted onfunding orgasationswasbased on data extracted from publications. The

quality of these datavas assured by the quality of the Web &ciene™ database (MDS). In he

WOS the data on funding institutionsase x t r act ed from the authorso f
the publications All the institutions cited in the Acknowledgmentsection were systematically
introduced in the WOS database. The analysis presented is thport strictly focuses on this
information.

Frequentlyit was found in the database that several names are used to describe a given funding
institution. This is mainly due to the lack of riginom the authorsor lack of specific mandate from

the fundnginstitutions. The followin@dditionalsources of errorwere identified and shouldlsobe

taken into account in the interpretation of the results of this study:

1 Not all the Institutions funding Water research and innovation are nomedlin the WOS,
Sometimes funding institutions are not acknowledged, while universities granting scholarships
are mentioned instead. These issues have received specific treatiméims analysis to use a
unigue name per funding institution (the English name was natyalavailable).

T Thenormakat i on ( named 0 ©8)lsaot alwaysisuitablfe fot durepurplises.
Some institutions integrating a large Agency which performs other themes than Water have
been grouped, even though it may have been correct to diffégtmthem. This is the case of
CSIC in Spain, CNRS in France, and some Institutions in additional countries. This issue only
has been revised and improved in the Country Fiches thanks to the feedback obtained from
Water JPI partners.

In this context, thesuggestions and contributions collected from Water JPI partners during the
elaboration of this mapping exercisgere critical to improve the corresponding national data
included in theCountry Fictand, hence, the resulting mapping of Europe.

Consideringonly the countries joining the Water JPI, there are 50 miastitutionsfunding Water
Research. For this analysis, only national funding institutions having an intensity of citations above 50
were used. They are listed in Tabl® and mapped in Figud3. The number of SRIA themes funded

by each Institution is also showed in Talke

Among the 24 countries for which national fundimgs reported, 9 (18%) haveonly one main
Funding Agency othe water domainwhile 6 (12%) have® main Funding Agencieshd5 countries

(10%) having or 4 relevant Funding Agencies are Belgium, France, UK, Poland, and Sweden. No
Moldavian Funding Agencies were identified in the studied period.

Summasing by SRIA themes, the Q¥ aterwiseBio-economywasfunded by the higkst number of
Agencies (35), followed by QZXafe Water fo€itizeng34). Theme Q1 SustainablEcosystentsas
been supported by a total of 27 main institutions in the Water JPI partners.

! SeeAnnex 3for details onMethodology
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Figure 43. Number of main Funding Ageies of Water JPI partner countries supporting Water
RDI.

Table 15. Main Institutions of Water JPI country partners funding Research on Water, and with an
intensity of citations higher than or equal to 50.

Number
Code Name of Funding Agen cy of SRIA
(QEINES
AT AUSTRIAN SCIENCE FUND 6
BE RESEARCH FOUNDATION FLANDERS 6
AGENCY FOR INNOVATION BY SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 1
BELGIAN SCIENCE POLICY OFFICE 1
cY CYPRUS RESEARCH PROMOTION FOUNDATION 6
DE GERMAN RESEARCH FOUNDATION 6
GERMN FEDERAL MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND RESEARCH 3
DK DANISH MINISTRY OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND SCIENCE 6
EE ESTONIAN RESEARCH COUNCIL 6
ES SPANISH MINISTRY OF ECONOMY AND COMPETITIVENESS 6
FI ACADEMY OF FINLAND 6
FR THE FRENCH NATIONAL RESEARCH AGENCY 6
FRENCH NATIONAL CENTER FOR SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH 6
FRENCH CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION ON AGRICULTURAL 1
RESEARCH FOR DEVELOPMENT
FRENCH MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPN 1
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GB

UK ENGINEERING AND PHYSICAL SCIENCES RESEMNRGUNCIL

BIOTECHNOLOGY AND BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES RESEARCH COUNCIL

UK DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENT FOOD & RURAL AFFAIRS

UK NATURAL ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH COUNCIL

GR

HELLENIC REPUBLIC MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND RELIGIOUS AFFAIRS

HU

HUNGARIAN SCINTIFIC RESEARCH FUND

HUNGARIAN NATIONAL INNOVATION OFFICE

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY OF IRELAND

SCIENCE FOUNDATION IRELAND

IRISH DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOOD AND THE MARINE

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

MARINEINSTITUTE OF IRELAND

ISRAEL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

ISRAEL MINISTRY OF SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND SPACE

ISRAEL MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT

ISRAEL WATER AUTHORITY

US ISRAEL BINATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENDF!

ITALIAN MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, UNIVERSITIES AND RESEARCH

ITALIAN MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY POLICIES

LV

LATVIAN COUNCIL OF SCIENCE

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCES OF THE REPUBLIC OF LATVIA

NL

MINISTRY OF ECONOMIC AFFAIRE- THE NETHERLANDS

NETHERLANDS ORGANIZATION FOR SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH

NO

THE RESEARCH COUNCIL OF NORWAY

PL

MINISTRY OF SCIENCE AND HIGHER EDUCATION IN POLAND

CZESTOCHOWA UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY

NATIONAL SCIENCE CENTRE POLAND

PT

PORTUGUEE FOUNDATION FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

RO

ROMANIAN GOVERNMENT

EXECUTIVE UNIT FOR FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION, RESEARCH,
DEVELOPMENT AND INNOVATION OF ROMANIA

SE

THE SWEDISH RESEARCH COUNCIL FORMAS

THE SWEDISH RESEARCH COUNCIL VR

SWEDISHNTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION AGENCY

SWEDISH UNIVERSITY OF AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES

TR

THE SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNOLOGICAL RESEARCH COUNCIL OF TURKEY
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3.2.4. Performing Organi sations

The analysis operforming organsations was alsoperformed for the 24 partner and observer
countries joining the Water JPI. The analysis presented in this report strictly focuses on the

i nformation extracted f r om sathieomhshgzetfoyrs a searthint o o |
a database asrgansationswith their homogersed names.

Eachorgangation corresponds strictly to the first address written in the addresses field by each
author in the article. The fact that researchers often develop their careers in different performing
institutions cannot be tcked in this analysis.

The selection criterion involvedhe selection ofperforming organgations with an intensity of
citations equal to or higher than 50 & national level. Following this criterion, a total 069
performing institutions were identifcein Water JPI partners and observefieseorgansgations are
listed in Table & together with the number of SRIA themes they perforRPlease note that the
number of performing institutions per country is related to the distribution of citations, notlie t
number of citations. Countries with a few large dominating research institutions will result in the
listing of a small number of performing institutions.

The number ofinstitutions performing Water Research per counts/displayed in Figure 4dangng
from one to 7 in Germany (all universities and research organisationsBandlurkey (7 of which
universities)

The number ofperforminginstitutions per SRIA theme ranged from 44 to 60. The maximum number
of Institutions corresponds to Q2 Safe Waterfor Citizensand the minimum to QiSustainable
Ecosystems

Water JPI partner countries
Performing Organizations

1-2
3-4

I 56
s

t

MT IL

Figure 44. Number of main orgasations performing Research on Water, among Water JPI partner
countries.
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Table 16. Main Institutions of WaterBI country partners performing Research on Water, and with

AT

an intensity of citations higher than or equal to 50.

Number
Performing Institution of SRIA

Themes

UNIVERSITY OF VIENNA

VIENNA UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY (TUWIEN)
UNIV NAT RESOURCESPPL LIFE SCI (BOKU)
UNIVERSITY OF INNSBRUCK

a1

BE

CATHOLIC UNIV LOUVAIN
GHENT UNIVERSITY

FREE UNIVERSITY OF BRUSSELS
UNIVERSITY OF ANTWERP

CYy

UNIVERSITY OF CYPRUS (UCY)

DE

HELMHOLTZ ASSOCIATION

MAX PLANCK SOCIETY

UFZ HELMHOLZ CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF BONN

UNIVERSITY HOHENHEIM

KARLSRUHE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY OF BERLIN

DK

AARHUS UNIVERSITY
UNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN
TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY OF DENMARK

EE

UNIVERSITY OF TARTU

ES

CONSEJO SUPERIOR DE INVESTIGACIONES CIENTIFICAS
UNIVERSITY OF BARCELONA

Fl

UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI

NATL PUBL HLTH INST
UNIVERSITY OF EASTERN FINLAND
FINNISH ENVIRONM INST

AALTO UNIVERSITY

FINNISH FOREST RESST

FR

CENTRE NATIONAL DE LA RECHERCHE SCIENTIFIQUE CNRS
INSTITUT NATIONAL DE LA RECHERCHE AGRONOMIQUE INRA

GB

NERC NATURAL ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH COUNCIL
UNIVERSITY OF LONDON

NERC CENTRE FOR ECOLOGY & HYDROLOGY (CEH)
IMPERIAL COLLEGEONDON

CRANFIELD UNIVERSITY

GR

ARISTOTLE UNIVERSITY OF THESSALONIKI
NATIONAL TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS
UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS

NlWIo|lFR,r N~ OOJO|W|O|FRPIFPIFPIFPIPIOIFRPI OO MlO|IO|FRP|IFRPIPIN A O[NNI O|W| A~ D>
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AGRICULTURAL UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS

HELLEN CTR MARINE RES

HU

HUNGARIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

SZENT ISVAN UNIVERSITY

EOTVOS LORAND UNIVERSITY

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE DUBLIN

NATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF IRELAND NUI GALWAY

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE CORK

TEAGASC

TRINITY COLLEGE DUBLIN

HEBREW UNIVERSITY OF JERUSALEM

BEN GURION UNIVERSITY

TECHNION ISRAEL INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

AGR RES ORG

CONSIGLIO NAZIONALE DELLE RICERCHE CNR

UNIVERSITY OF NAPLES FEDERICO |l

UNIVERSITY OF PADUA

SAPIENZA UNIVERSITY ROME

UNIVERSITY OF BOLOGNA

LV

UNIVERSITY OF LATVIA

RIGA TEEHNICAL UNIVERSITY

LATVIA UNIV AGR

MD

MOLDAVIAN ACAD SCI

NL

WAGENINGEN UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTER

DELFT UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY

UNIVERSITY OF UTRECHT

NO

UNIVERSITY OF OSLO

UNIVERSITY OF BERGEN

NORWEGIAN UNIVERSITY OF SCIENCEECHNOLOGY

INST MARINE RES

NORWEGIAN UNIVERSITY OF LIFE SCIENCES

PL

POLISH ACADEMY OF SCIENCE

SILESIAN UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY

POZNAN UNIVERSITY OF LIFE SCIENCES

GDANSK UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY

ADAM MICKIEWICZ UNIVERSITY

PT

UNIVERSIDADE DE LISBOA

UNIVERSIDADE DO PORTO

INSTITUTO SUPERIOR TECNICO

UNIVERSIDADE DE AVEIRO

RO

GH ASACHI TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

ALEXANDRU IOAN CUZA UNIVERSITY

POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY OF BUCHAREST
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UNIVERSITY OF BUCHAREST

SE

LUND UNIVERSITY

SWEDISH UNIVERSITY OF AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES

STOCKHOLM UNIVERSITY

UPPSALA UNIVERSITY

ROYAL INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

TR

ISTANBUL TEKNIK UNIVERSITY

ISTANBUL UNIVERSITY

ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITY

EGE UNIVERSITY

TARIM VE KOY ISLERI BAKANLIGI

CUKUROVA UNIVERSITY

HARRAN UNIVERSITY

KARADENIZ TEKNIK UNIVERSITY

RPlRrlkRrlFrlw wsloal | slalolo| -

3.2.5. Water RDI funding in Europe

Water RDI fundingis summarsed in Tablel7 for EU40 countries. Data on National Water RDI
fundingwas produced using three hierarchic criteria) current declared data requested to the
Water JPI partner countriedi) declared data from the previous survey developed in 2010;i@nd
estimated data.

Current declared Water RDI fuding was reported by Water JPafners and Observers in relation

with qualitative and quantitative data about National RDI programmes with mentions to specific
programmes on Water. A total of five countries declared its national Water RDI funding. In general,
declared funding on Water RDiefers to RDI Projects or Research programmes. The amount of
Water funding on infrastructures, innovation and mobility programmes was not systematically
identified.

Previous declared data on Water RDI funding were generated in the survey developed Wathe

JPI

n

2010 in the frame of t he

f i iy avdilablé dnahp pi n g

Water JPI website. National Water RDI funding&but of the 13 countries which declared in 2010
were incorporated to this report (Tabld 7).

As a result, Water RDI funding data includes amounts declareddyVater JPI country partners.
These Water RDI funding data were checked with that of questionnaires when available. For the rest
of European countries, the Water RDI fundimgscalculated from aestimation procedure including

as main statistical country indicator theD® from 2013, recently published by EUROSTAT.

Water RDI funding in EU40 totaks 482 M EUR, with 95% (456 M EUR) corresponding to the 28
Member States and 5% (25 M EUR) to the Issdciated Countries. The average of national funding
on Water RDI in Europe is 12.35 M EUR. The national average for EU Member States is 18 M EUR
and for Associated Countries, 2 M EUR.

! Surve results available on
http://www.waterjpi.eu/images/documents/Water_JPI_Maturity Template_20110420.pdf
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Table 17. EUROSTATS data of EU40 countries @DP and RDI expenditure as percentage of GDP in 2010 and 2013, together with estimated data on
Water RDI funding and its increasing between 2010 and 2013.

ISO  Water JPI

code Status EU Status GDP M EUR % GDP Expenditure on RDI Water RDI funding M EUR
2010 2013  %/Increase 2010 2013 Difference 2010 2013 % Increasq
AL Candidate County (2)0.15 ' 0.02
AT Partner MS 204207.9  322594.6 9.65 2.74 2.81 0.07 9.47 13.23 39.70
BA Potential candidate (b)0.02
BE Observer ~ MS 365747.0  395262.1 8.07 2.05 2.28 0.23 8.60 13.15 52.91
BG MS 36764.3  41047.9 11.65 0.59 0.65 0.06 0.22 0.39 77.27
CH AC (€)3.13 6.20 (f6.20 0.00
cY Partner MS 19062.9  18118.9 -4.95 0.45 0.48 0.03 0.60 0.60 0.00
cz MS 156369.7  157284.8 0.59 1.34 1.91 0.57 2.78 4.37 57.19
DE Partner MS 2576220.0 2809480.0 9.05 2.72 2.94 0.22 81.19 120.30 48.17
DK Partner MS 241516.9  252938.9 4.73 2.94 3.05 0.11 11.45 (f)11.45 0.44
EE Partner MS 14707.5  18738.8 27.41 1.58 1.74 0.16 0.17 0.48 182.35
ES Partner MS 1080913.0 1049181.0 -2.94 1.35 1.24 -0.11 2099  (g)37.76 79.61
FI Partner MS 187100.0  201341.0 7.61 3.73 3.32 -0.41 31.95 (f)31.95 0.00
FO AC 0.02
FR Partner MS 1998481.0 2113687.0 5.76 2.18 2.23 0.05 22.00 (f)22.00 0.00
GB Partner MS 1816615.0 2017405.7 11.05 1.69 1.63 -0.06 41.28 47.81 15.82
GR Observer ~ MS 226210.0  182438.0 -19.35 0.60 0.78 0.18 1.71 2.08 21.64
HR AC 45004.3  43561.5 -3.21 0.74 0.81 0.07 0.66 0.52 -21.21
HU Observer ~ MS 97814.8  100536.5 2.78 1.15 1.41 0.26 0.00 2.06

! Data on % GDP Expenditure on RDI which was not available for 2013 is indicated as (a): 2008; (b): 2009; (c): 2010;gdt 2012012,
2 Water RDI Funding declared by Water JPI Partners and Observers is indica(B8d2310; andg)2013.
3 water RDI Funding declared by Spain on RDI projects was extracted from the total (51 M EUR) which includes also infresttugitiing and mobility programes.
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