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Two calls were launched in 2015. As a 
result, 8 Research and Innovation Actions 
and 5 Innovation Actions were selected. 
They will, for a total Union budget of 143.8 
M€, be engaging 121,7 M€ of the ECSEL 
Participating States’ budget and 330.9 M€ 
of contributions in-kind to be provided by 
private members and other beneficiaries. 
Grant agreements for the 12 proposals 
selected from the Call 2014 were signed 
and they started their activities in 2015.

Intensive discussions in the Governing 
Board led to the inclusion of so-called 
lighthouse initiatives in the Work Plan 
2016. Lighthouse initiatives should 
improve and accelerate the impact of 
ECSEL JU by engaging all needed actors in 
the supply/value chain to achieve concrete 
socio-economic objectives along an 
agreed approach. They can give industry in 
Europe differentiating factors to compete 
in next generation integrated solutions for 
electronic components and systems and 
notably in platforms for “Smart X” markets 
by building on and combining its strong 
presence in cyber-physical systems, smart 
systems integration and MEMS as well as 
low power and secure components.

2015 has been an important year in 
terms of changes in management. In 
March, Mr. Andrea Cuomo replaced Dr 
Heinrich Daembkes as Governing Board 
Chairperson.  In December, Mr. Bert 
De Colvenaer was appointed by the 
Governing Board as new Executive Director 
of the Joint Undertaking to succeed Dr. 
Andreas Wild who left on retirement. Bert 
De Colvenaer took up duties from January 
2016. 

The Governing Board recognizes again that 
important actions have been undertaken 
by the ECSEL JU to address the remarks of 
the European Court of Auditors and the 
budgetary authority in order to obtain 
reasonable assurance on the legality and 
regularity of the underlying transitions. This 
included the assessment of the ex-post 
controls of National Funding Authorities 
and a more exhaustive sampling of 
transactions. The Board stresses the 
importance of continued attention to this 
in 2016. 

The Governing Board acknowledges that 
the internal control system is assessed 
to be appropriate and appreciates to 
be informed on a regular basis on the 
developments and updates.

The Governing Board acknowledges that, 
according to the information provided in 
the Annual Activity Report, the Executive 
Director of the ECSEL JU has reasonable 
assurance that, overall, suitable controls are 
in place and working as intended, risks are 
being properly monitored and mitigated 
and necessary improvements detected by 
the auditors are being implemented. 

Therefore, the Executive Director, in his 
capacity as Authorizing Officer, has signed 
the Declaration of Assurance without any 
reservation. 

The Governing Board concludes that 
the Annual Activity Report for 2015 is 
adequate and correct and thanks the 
Executive Director for performing his 
duties.

For the Governing Board, 

Andrea Cuomo 
Chairperson

Assessment from the Governing Board  
of the Annual Activity Report 2015  
of the Executive Director  
of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking 



ECSEL Annual report 2015  |  5  

Assessment from the Governing Board  
of the Annual Activity Report 2015  
of the Executive Director  
of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking 



6  
|   E

CS
EL

 A
nn

ua
l r

ep
or

t 2
01

5

Factsheet
Name Electronic Component and Systems for the European Leadership 

(ECSEL) Joint Undertaking

Objectives The ECSEL Joint Undertaking shall have the following objectives:

-  to contribute to the implementation of Regulation (EU) No 
1291/2013, and in particular part II of Decision 2013/743/
EU;

-  to contribute to the development of a strong and globally 
competitive electronics components and systems industry 
in the Union;

-  to ensure the availability of electronic components and 
systems for key markets and for addressing societal 
challenges, aiming at keeping Europe at the forefront of 
technology development, bridging the gap between research 
and exploitation, strengthening innovation capabilities and 
creating economic and employment growth in the Union;

-  to align strategies with Member States to attract private 
investment and contribute to the effectiveness of public 
support by avoiding an unnecessary duplication and 
fragmentation of efforts and by facilitating the participation 
of actors involved in research and innovation;

-  to maintain and grow semiconductor and smart system 
manufacturing capability in Europe, including leadership 
in manufacturing equipment and materials processing;

-  to secure and strengthen a commanding position in design 
and systems engineering including embedded technologies;

-  to provide access of all stakeholders to a world-class 
infrastructure for the design and manufacture of electronic 
components and embedded/cyber-physical and smart 
systems; and

-  to build a dynamic ecosystem involving Small and Medium-
Sized Enterprises (SMEs), thereby strengthening existing 
clusters and nurturing the creation of new clusters in 
promising new areas

Founding Legal Act Council Regulation1 (EU) No 561/2014 of 6 May 2014 
establishing the ECSEL Joint Undertaking (referred to in the 
following as the REGULATION)

Executive Director Until 30 November 2015: Andreas Wild

From 1 December 2015: Yves Gigase (Acting)

From 1 January 2016: Bert De Colvenaer

Governing Board Chair: 

-  Until 27/03/2015: Heinrich Daembkes

-  Until 03/06/2015: Ben Ruck (ad interim)

-  From 04/06/2015: Andrea Cuomo

Members: see Chapter 6.1

Public Authorities 
Board

Chair: Ben Ruck

Vice-chair: Myrddin Jones

Members: see Chapter 6.3

Private members 
Board

Chair: Rotating Chair

Members: see Chapter 6.4

Staff 31  (see Chapter 5.6)

2015 Budget Commitment appropriations:

-  102,454,814 euro for the operations

-  5,200,000 euro for administration: 
EU Administrative Contribution: 2,210,000 euro 
Industry Administrative Contribution: 2,990,000 euro

Payment appropriations :

-  161,500,000 euro for the operations

-  5,200,000 euro for the administration

Budget 
implementation

Commitment implementation:

-  100% for operations (102,454,814 euro)

-  100 % for administration (5,200,000 euro)

Payment appropriations :

-  91 % operations (147,314,535 euro)

-  83 % administration (4,290,951 euro)

Grants 13 grants to be signed in Q1/Q2 2016 selected from two calls 
2015, for a total cost of 596.4M euro, a total EU funding of 
143.7M euro and a funding from the ECSEL Participating States 
of 121.7M euro

Strategic Research 
Agenda

ECSEL-GB-2014-22 - MASP 2015 v20141107

http://ecsel.eu/web/downloads/Documents_GB/ecsel-gb-
2014-22-masp_2015_v20141107.pdf

Call implementation Number of calls launched in 2015: 2

Number of proposals submitted: 62

Number of eligible proposals: 62

Number of proposals funded: 13

Global project portfolio (since the setting up), of which:

-  ECSEL projects: 25 of which 13 in call 2015

-  Legacy projects (ARTEMIS and ENIAC): 118 of which 60 were 
on-going in 2015

Number and value of tenders (if any): none

Participation, including 
SMEs

Global (ECSEL+ENIAC + ARTEMIS)

Total number of participations in funded projects: 3441, of which:

SMEs: 29%

private (for profit) companies (incl. SME): 65%

ECSEL only calls 2014-2015

Total number of participations in funded projects: 698, of which: 

SMEs: 32%

private (for profit) companies (incl. SME): 67%

1

1Council Regulation (EU) No 561/2014, OJ L169, 7.6.2014, p.152.
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Foreword

It is with great enthusiasm that I have 
taken over the baton from Andreas Wild 
as Executive Director of the ECSEL Joint 
Undertaking as from 1 January 2016.  It 
will be quite a challenge to keep up with 
the important and impressive realizations 
of Andreas, but with my experience in the 
automotive and energy sector and in the 
European Institutions, I’m fully ready to 
take up this challenge.

2015 was the year of consolidation of 
the merger of the two preceding Joint 
Undertakings and taking on board the 
EPoSS community.  The progress made 
is unique and remarkable, but the job is 
not yet perfectly finished. More should be

done to align the full European value chain 
towards European Leadership in the sector 
of Electronic Components and Systems.  
The technology progress in this sector is 
not any more measured in generations, 
but in years; projects and programs should 
therefore act and react at the same pace 
or quicker.  The required investments are 
not any more counted in millions, but in 
billions; co-funding opportunities should 
be therefore exploited and facilitated to 
the widest extend.  Understanding the 
future needs of the society, the everyday 
concern of the European citizen, is crucial 
to forge a coherent long term strategy 
which will need to be implemented over 
the years to come by closely working 
together: the industrial community and 
RTO’s, the participating European Member 
States and European Union.  Now, even 
more than in the past, ‘Joint’ will be the 
password for success for the whole 
European ECSEL community

From my past experience, I have 
understood that every gear in a gearbox 
has its own specific purpose and suitable 
design and that a chain is only as strong 
as the weakest link.  My main challenge 
will be to fully implement the ‘Joint’ aspect 
of the ECSEL JU in and with the whole 
community towards a fertile European 
ecosystem and a strong European value 
chain.  We will need to “work together”, 
“think together”, “pay together” and we 
will “succeed together”. I therefore call 
for “More Europe for a Smarter Europe”.  
I believe that the Joint Undertaking is at 
the same time instrumental and catalytic 
to achieving this.

Brussels, 29 February 2016 

Bert De Colvenaer
Executive Director

2
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On July 10th 2013, the European 
Commission issued their proposal for 
the “Innovation Investment Package” to 
the budgetary authority. This included 
the establishment of Joint Undertakings 
(JUs), implementing Joint Technology 
Initiatives, among which the JU on 
“Electronic Components and Systems for 
European Leadership ECSEL”. The Council 
adopted the Regulation on May 6th 2014 
and published it in the Official Journal on 
June 7th 2014. The Regulation entered 
into force twenty days later, on June 27th 
2014, and ECSEL came into being, as the 
merger of two pre-existing JUs, ENIAC and 
ARTEMIS, also taking up activities of the 
European Technology Platform on Smart 
Systems Integration “EPoSS”. 

ECSEL JU faced the challenge of 
establishing a working structure by 
implementing the first merger of two 
European bodies ever – the ARTEMIS and 
ENIAC Joint Undertakings - while at the 
same time defining a research agenda 
and a work plan, launch and conclude 
two calls for proposals with a funding 
decision within less than six months, as 
well as assuring the continuity of support 
to the already existing ARTEMIS and ENIAC 
projects. It successfully performed the 
transition. 

The ECSEL JU, as the acronym indicates, 
addresses Electronics Components 
and Systems: a capability of essential 
importance for each citizen, company 
and nation in the world. Information 
and communication technology and 
its applications all run on this fabric: no 
industrial product, no entertainment, no 
transport system is conceivable today 
without them. Already, the physical 
and economic well-being of every 
citizen and society is supported by 
electronics applications, from healthcare 
and personal safety to entertainment 
and safer transport. They are also the 
main drivers for innovation which, in 
itself, is the foundation for job creation 
and economic growth. The trend will 
become stronger in the future, creating 
increasingly interconnected devices with 
unprecedented capabilities, enabling the 
Internet of Things and the incorporation 
of ICT in all industrial branches: the very 
essence of the contemporary industrial 
revolution described as “Industry 4.0”.

With the increasing capability comes a 
dramatic increase in the complexity of 
the components, the software that gives 
them life and the systems they operate 
in: a complexity that itself must remain 
transparent to its users. The present 
complexity in design and certification for 
safe use is already challenging engineering 
capabilities, which themselves are the key 
ingredient of industrial competitiveness 
in an increasingly competitive world. 
Lagging behind is not an option when 
the goal is to create sustainably growing 
enterprises that are fundamental to 
Europe’s economic well-being. It is already 
abundantly clear that no individual 
company, no matter how large, can handle 
all of these issues alone: collaborations 
across large parts of the often complex 
value-chains have become mandatory, 
even when some players in these chains 
may also be natural competitors.

ECSEL JU – a Public-Private Partnership 
- is targeted at re-establishing European 
leadership in an area of systemic 
importance for the European economy, 
and of strategic importance for Europe’s 
security and long-term well-being. It 
is organized as a Joint Undertaking 
established on the basis of Article 187 
of the Treaty on the Functioning of 
the European Union (TFEU). ECSEL JU 
will support this goal by supporting 
collaborative, industrially-relevant 
Research, Development and Innovation 
projects financed by the participating 
industrial and academic partners, and 
also by the EU (through the “Horizon2020” 
programme of the European Commission) 
and by the National/Regional funding 
authorities of the countries of the 
participants – a so-called “Tri-partite 
funding model”.

The ECSEL Members are the Union 
(represented by the Commission) and 
the ECSEL Participating States (EPS) 
collectively forming the Public Authorities 
Board (PAB), and the Private Members 
(the industrial associations AENEAS, 
ARTEMISIA and EPoSS) grouped to form 
the Private Members Board (PMB). At the 
end of 2015, ECSEL had the following EPS 
as members:  Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, 
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, 
France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Latvia, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Spain, 
Sweden and the United Kingdom.

ECSEL JU’s highest governing authority 
is the Governing Board, comprising 
representations from the Commission, the 
EPS and the Private Members (“industry”, 
including SMEs and research institutes). 
The Governing Board is responsible 
for all operational aspects of the Joint 
Undertaking, in particular for the strategic 
RD&I work to be done (via the Multi-
Annual Strategic Plan) and the annual 
implementation of that plan (Work Plan). 
Funding decisions of projects selected 
from Calls is solely the responsibility of 
the Public Authorities Board, comprising 
the Commission and the EPS (no industry 
involvement).

The financing of ECSEL is laid down in the 
Council Regulation as follows:

“The Union financial contribution…, 
including EFTA appropriations, to cover 
administrative costs and operational costs 
shall be up to EUR 1,184,874,000,  … paid 
from the appropriations in the general 
budget of the Union allocated to Specific 
Programme, implementing Horizon 2020 
(2014-2020), established by Decision 
743/2013/EU. The budget implementation 
as regards the Union’s financial contribution 
shall be entrusted to the ECSEL Joint 
Undertaking acting as a body referred to 
in Article 209 of Regulation (EU, Euratom) 
No 966/2012 in accordance with point (c)
(iv) of Article 58(1), Articles 60 and 61 of that 
Regulation.” (Art 3.1 of the REGULATION).

…

EPS shall make commensurate financial 
contributions to the operational costs 
(the amount of at least EUR 1,170,000,000 
is envisaged), while the R&I actors 
should contribute at least the total 
public contributions, out of which the 
constituent entities and affiliated entities 
of the Private Members shall  make 
envisaged contributions of at least EUR 
1 657 500 000 …”

The first steps taken in 2014 by ECSEL have 
undoubtedly been successful, as did the 
continuation into 2015. By the end of 
2014 the ECSEL JU was in the position to 
engage 100% of the allocated EU budget 
on impactful actions in alignment with 
its strategic objectives. This success 
was carried through 2015, with 99.33 % 
allocation of the available EU funding for 
these Calls, bringing the total portfolio of 
ECSEL projects to 25 and already covering 
a significant proportion of its strategic 
topics (MASP).

Introduction 3
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Executive Summary
The success of the launch phase of ECSEL 
in 2014 was carried through 2015, with all 
operational and administrative functions 
operating comparatively smoothly. 
The organization was strengthened 
by appointing new staff, re-organizing 
the units and fine tuning the existing 
procedures.  

The ECSEL Work Plan for 2015 contained 
two calls for proposals, opened for all 
topics in the MASP: call 2015-1 was for 
Research and Innovation Actions (RIA), 
and call 2015-2 was for Innovation Actions 
(IA). The reimbursement rates are in 
derogation from the H2020 rules, in order 
to allow for EPS to also contribute. The 
Union budget was initially 145M€, while 
the EPS communicated pre-commitments 
of 162.4 M€.

The two calls were launched on March 
17th 2015 and ran in parallel, reaching the 
funding decision on November 18th 2015. 
The response was very strong. Thirteen 
proposals, eight in RIA and five IA, were 
selected for funding, out of the 62 eligible 
Full Project Proposals submitted. 

They completely consumed the Union 
budget, but could only engage 121.7M€ 
of the EPS commitments by the time 
the Union budget has been exhausted. 
The total cost of the projects selected for 
funding amounts to 652.6M€ according to 
the national rules, or to 596.4M€ according 
to the H2020 rules. From the operational 
side, the use of the new H2020 IT tools 
proved to be a challenge, leading to a 
delay in the signature of the JU Grant 
Agreements for the 11 projects selected in 
2014. These were nevertheless successfully 
accomplished in August 2015. 

ENIAC and ARTEMIS JUs had launched 118 
projects in total. The follow-up of the 60 
projects that are still active was continued: 
64 review meetings were organised 
and 58 amendments were negotiated.  
21 legacy projects ended in 2015. 

In total, 251 independent experts were 
appointed to assist with the different tasks 
(reviews and evaluations). 

Looking to the future, the new GB 
Chairman Andrea Cuomo put forward 
ideas for “Lighthouse” actions, designed 

to focus the communities on high-success 
candidate applications, including e.g. 
autonomous driving, e-Health, smart-
grids, food safety and Internet of Things 
( as a major element within “Industry 
4.0”). The ideas were kicked off at the 
ECSEL Stakeholders’ Forum (Graz, 17-18 
September 2015). While much progress 
was made, the present ideas could not 
justify a separate Call in 2016. Instead, 
selected proposals using the usual 
instruments will be approached as 
candidates for “labelling” as lighthouses, 
for eventual future augmentation.

4
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-  Potential failing of some major projects 
like one of the pilot lines were averted 
and budget implementation delay due 
to administrative delays in the EPS. 

-  See Chapter 7

5.2.  Research & Innovation activities

The Private Members generated the 
MASRIA. The Commission  provided 
guidance by virtue of its statutory duty to 
“seek to ensure coordination between the 
activities of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking 
and the relevant activities of Horizon 
2020 with a view to promoting synergies 
when identifying priorities covered by 
collaborative research” (Art. 7.2 of the 
Statutes attached to the REGULATION). 

The Executive Director consolidated the 
MASP and prepared the WP2016; both 
were adopted by the Governing Board 
in December 2015. The MASP identifies 
five application areas and four essential 
capabilities and the WP2015 included 
all the topics in the scope of the two 
calls for proposals, one for Research and 
Innovation Actions and one for Innovation 
Actions. The execution of the Calls is 
presented in the following chapter.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE WORK PLAN 2015

In 2015 the merge of ENIAC and ARTEMIS 
that took place in 2014 was consolidated. 
The organization was strengthened 
by appointing new staff, re-organizing 
the units and fine tuning the existing 
procedures.  

Two calls for proposals were launched on 
a lower EU budget than in 2014 (145M€ 
in 2015 instead of 155M€ in 2014). Both 
calls had two phases: a Project Outline 
and a Full Project Proposal phase. Out of 
the 62 Final Project Proposals 13 projects 
were selected for funding by the PAB on 
18 November 2015. 

From the operational side the use of the 
new H2020 IT tools (Compass and Sygma) 
was a challenge as the tools had to be 
adapted to the specificities of ECSEL JU. 
Due to this, the signature of the JU Grant 
Agreements for the 11 projects, selected 
in 2014, was delayed but was nevertheless 
successfully accomplished in August 2015. 

ENIAC and ARTEMIS launched 118 
projects. The follow-up of the 60 legacy 
projects was continued: 64 review 
meetings were organised and 58 
amendments were negotiated. 21 legacy 
projects ended in 20151. 

To fulfil the different tasks (reviews and 
evaluations) 251 experts were appointed. 

5.1.  Key objectives 2015 and  
associated risks

For 2015 the key objectives were:

-  Consolidate the merge ARTEMIS JU 
and ENIAC JU to a functional structure

-  Adopt the Multi Annual Strategic Plan 
and the Work Plan 2015

-  Execute the Work Plan 2015 and 
launch the calls for proposal, conclude 
them before year-end.

-  Manage the ARTEMIS and ENIAC 
legacy projects (both managing 
the grant agreements, monitor the 
progress of the projects and paying 
the beneficiaries)

-  Perform a risk management evaluation 
and establish the Internal Controls

As will be discussed further, the objectives 
for 2015 were all achieved. The following 
main associated risks were identified:

-  The proper functioning of ECSEL is still 
questioned by some stakeholders

-  The Work Plan 2015 was delayed due 
to differences in opinions in the GB

-  Possible operational issues impeaching 
either the proper launch of the calls or 
the selection of projects for funding by 
year end, like: the software tools used 
for these processes were mitigated by 
proper planning.

1   Final reporting for 2 is on-going and 1 project was 
terminated due to under-performance.

5
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5.3.  Calls for proposals and  
grant information

5.3.1. Call 2015: organization, conditions

The ECSEL JU bodies launched two calls for proposals: 2015-
1 inviting Research and Innovation Actions and 2015-2 for 
Innovation Actions. The calls had two phases. They ran in parallel, 
following the same schedule:

Activity Date

Calls launching 17 March 2015

Project Outline deadline 12 May 2015, 17:00:00 Brussels time

Full Project Proposal deadline 8 September 2015

Evaluation and selection 18 November 2015

Grant agreement, project start Q1-Q2 2016

 
Compared to 2014 the different periods for the execution of the 
procedures are as follows:

Launch to Decision Launch to FPP 
submission deadline

FPP submission 
deadline to Decision

2015 246 days 175 days 71 days

2014 162 days 70 days 92 days

 
2014 was a special year as ECSEL was launched in July 2014 and 
the calls were launched simultaneously to the launch of ECSEL. 
Therefore the calls had no Project Outline (PO) phase. 

In 2015 the partners were allotted more time to prepare their 
proposal and it was a two-step submission procedure (Project 
Outline (PO) and Full Project Proposal (FPP)) but the coordinators 
received the results of the selection procedure in a shorter time 
frame. Indeed the PAB-decision regarding the projects selected 
for funding was taken in only 71 days after submission deadline. 
This is similar to the time frames under ENIAC and ARTEMIS.

The EU funding rates, to be calculated on the basis of the costs 
according to H2020 rules, were revised as follows (“LE” = “Large 
Enterprise”; “Other” includes all types of Research Institute):

RIA IA

LE SME Other LE SME Other

20162 25% 30% 35% 20% 25% 35

2015 25% 30% 40% 15% 25% 40%

2014 50% 50% 50% 25% 35% 50%

ENIAC-
ARTERMIS3 16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7%

The rates in 2014 were unsustainable and were consequently 
revised for 2015. 

The split in the EU estimated expenditure between RIA and IA 
is as follows:

in M€ RIA IA Total

2016 65 85 150

2015 50 95 145

2014 40 115 155

 
Or in percentages:

RIA IA

2016 43.3% 56.7%

2015 34.5% 65.5%

2014 25.8% 74.2%

ENIAC 2011-
2012-2013

14.2% 85.8%

 
As a result of the PAB decision on the Work Plan 2015, the EU 
estimated expenditure to the IA’s went down by 17% while the 
EU estimated expenditure for the RIA went up by 25%. Also to 
be noted is an overall drop in the EU expenditure by 7%. The EU 
estimated expenditure for 2016 were decided in the Work Plan 
2016, they show the continuation of the slide in funding of IA 
actions in favour of RIA actions. Also shown, as bench marks, are 
the total percentages for the ENIAC calls in 2011, 2012 and 2013, 
when pilot line calls next to regular calls were organized.

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
ENIAC 11-13

RIA IA

WP 2014 WP 2015 WP 2016

Fig 1   Evolution of project type

2  The figures for 2014 and 2016 are given as a reference. The rates for 2016 were decided in the 
Work Plan 2016. The ENIAC-ARTEMIS rates were based on the calculation of costs according 
to the national rules.

3  ENIAC had for the 2012 and 2013 calls even lower funding rates of 15%.
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5.3.2.  Call 2015: results and comparison  
to Call 2014

The response to the calls in number of proposals is summarized 
in the table below as well as a comparison to 2014.

PO 2015 FPP 2015 FPP 2014

Non-eligible proposals submitted 2 0 3

RIA-proposals eligible 61 51 34

IA-proposals eligible 15 11 14

Total eligible proposals submitted 76 62 48

Total H2020 cost in M€ for eligible 
proposals

1953 1796 1830

RIA Proposals above threshold 58 40 27

IA proposals above threshold 13 9 12

Total proposals above threshold 71 49 39

RIA proposals selected for funding NA 8 6

IA proposals selected for funding NA 5 6

Total proposals selected for 
funding

NA 13 12

 
Substantially more RIA proposals were submitted at the PO 
deadline in 2015 as compared to 2014 (FPP deadline as there 
was no PO phase in 2014). This could be explained by the fact that 
more time and information had been made available to prepare 
proposals, but it is not clear why this was not the case for the IA 
proposals. There is a suspicion that some of the RIA proposals 
may be recycled proposals submitted to other calls in H2020. IA 
actions on the other hand are more difficult to put together as 
they link to the strategic plans of the companies involved in the 
action and involve a sizable larger investment from the side of 
the private partners. It is said that IA actions are prepared with 
a lead time of up to two years, i.e. the start of the preparation of 
IA proposals submitted in the call 2015 was in 2013. Due to the 
low thresholds in the PO phase only few proposals were rejected 
(7%). Of the PO proposals 86% made it to an FPP.  

The success rate, when defined as the ratio between selected 
proposals to submitted proposals at the earliest stage, are in 2015 
(in brackets for 2014) for the RIA: 13% (18%) and for the IA 33% 
(43%). The lower success rate in 2015 is easily explained by the 
higher submission number in 2015. Overall one more project 
was selected in 2015.

The amounts involved at the FPP stage (i.e. at submission but 
prior to selection) are summarized below as well as a comparison 
with the FPP of 2014.

in M€ Total H2020 
cost

Requested EU 
funding

Total national 
cost

Requested 
national 
funding

RIA 2014 791.1 394.1 907.9 245.4

IA 2014 1039.5 321.4 1287.2 231.6

Total 2014 1830.5 715.5 2195.1 476.9

RIA 2015 962.9 294.4 1060.0 284.1

IA 2015 833.6 175.3 869.3 196.2

Total 2015 1796.5 469.7 1929.3 480.2

 
The next table compares some of the ratios between the amounts 
in the table above.

Total National 
cost / Total 
H2020 Cost

Req. national 
funding / Req. 

EU funding

(Req. national 
funding 

+ Req. EU 
funding) / 

Total H2020 
Cost

(Req. national 
funding 

+ Req. EU 
funding) / 

Total National 
Cost

RIA 2014 1.15 0.62 81% 70%

IA 2014 1.24 0.72 53% 43%

Total 2014 1.20 0.67 65% 54%

RIA 2015 1.10 0.96 60% 55%

IA 2015 1.04 1.12 45% 43%

Total 2015 1.07 1.02 53% 49%

 
The total national cost is higher than the H2020 cost, but in 2015 
it was less so than in 2014. This is probably due to an alignment 
of the national and H2020 rules and a better understanding of 
the H2020 rules. 

The requested national funding is in 2015 close to the requested 
EU funding. This is mainly due to an alignment of the national 
funding rules to the H2020 rules but also due to a drop in the EU 
funding rates in 2015 as compared with 2014. 

Overall the total funding rates calculated as the total requested 
funding (national + EU) compared to the H2020 total cost dropped 
in 2015 as compared to 2014. Also in 2015 the total funding rates 
for the RIA? actions were higher than 50%, while they were lower 
than 50% for the IA actions. This is so even when using the national 
cost as a basis for this calculation.

Finally, there is a clear drop in the amounts submitted for IA 
proposals. One influencing factor could be the less attractive 
rates for the IA proposals but also the drop in the announced EU 
estimated expenditure.
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The amounts for the selected projects after the PAB decision are 
given in the next table. The beneficiary contribution is calculated 
as:  “Total H2020 cost minus the requested EU funding minus the 
Requested national funding”.

Total 
H2020 
cost in 

M€

Requested 
EU 

funding 
in M€

Total 
national 
cost in 

M€

Requested 
national 
funding 
in M€

Beneficiary 
contribution 

in M€

Partners

RIA 2014 145.3 48.3 150.2 39.8 55.2 162

IA 2014 504.6 106.7 558.1 104.0 299.7 175

Total 
2014

649.8 155.0 708.3 143.7 354.9 337

RIA 2015 168.8 51.8 186.1 38.6 78.4 166

IA 2015 427.6 92.0 466.5 83.1 252.5 195

Total 
2015

596.4 143.8 652.6 121.7 330.9 361

 
In comparison to 2014, the total cost for the selected budgets 
went down in 2015. In fact it is essentially the total cost for the 
IA actions that went down while the total cost for the RIA went 
up, and this reflects the extra 2 RIA projects and the drop of 1 IA 
project. Also the EU funding did not reach the estimated 145M€. 
The remaining budget could not be consumed because it was too 
small to even partially fund a project. Remarkably the number of 
partners increased, not in the RIA projects but in the IA projects! 
This goes against a common misperception that partners go for 
the higher EU funding rates. It also shows the interest partners 
have in the IA actions that work on high TRLs. For the selected 
projects one finds the following ratios:

Total National cost /  
Total H2020 Cost

Req. national funding /  
Req. EU funding

RIA 2014 1.03 0.82

IA 2014 1.11 0.97

Total 2014 1.09 0.93

RIA 2015 1.10 0.75

IA 2015 1.09 0.90

Total 2015 1.09 0.85

 
The total national cost is around 9% higher than the H2020 
costs. This figure though covers a large disparity. Some partners 
are having much larger national costs than they can declare in 
H2020 (essentially German and Austrian partners but also partners 
with large facilities such as some RTOs and manufacturers).  The 
WP2015 announced that some of the chip manufacturing costs 
will be allowed as a special cost category. Alas, the Commission has 
until now not finalized this decision, discouraging participation 
of some of the larger stakeholders that are the initiators of  the 
more significant projects.

Paradoxically, some (smaller) partners will declare less national cost 
than H2020 costs. This is mostly due to the 25% fixed indirect cost 
rule in H2020, but also in some cases due to the national rules on 
cost eligibility (e.g. some rules do not allow for subcontracting, etc.).

The ratio of the national funding and the EU funding is of 
particular importance in view of the Council regulation (Articles 
3 and 4) that states that the total amount of national contribution 
should be at least 1170M€ as compared to the 1170M€ from the 
Union budget.

Req. national funding / Req. EU funding

RIA 2014 0.82

IA 2014 0.97

RIA 2014+2015 0.78

IA 2014+2015 0.94

Total 2014 0.93

Total 2014 + 2015 0.89

 
The largest deviation from this ratio comes from the RIA projects 
that offer a larger EU funding. The cumulated ratio is after two 
years down to 0.89. This corresponds to a shortage in national 
funding of around 30M€ as compared to the nearly 300M€ EU 
funding.  It is of concern for the longer term that, for the Calls of 
2016, the estimated expenditure allocated for the RIA projects 
(with their high funding rates) has increased as this will drive down 
the ratio of national funding over EU funding.

In terms of funding rates one can calculate the following average 
rates:

Effective EU 
funding rate

Effective 
National 

funding rate

(Req. national 
funding + Req. 
EU funding) / 
Total H2020 

Cost

(Req. national 
funding + Req. 
EU funding) / 
Total National 

Cost

RIA 2014 33% 26% 61% 59%

IA 2014 21% 19% 42% 38%

Total 2014 24% 20% 46% 42%

RIA 2015 31% 21% 54% 49%

IA 2015 22% 18% 41% 38%

Total 2015 24% 19% 45% 41%

 
A first conclusion for this table is that the national rates are 
appreciably lower than the EU funding rates and this is even 
more pronounced for the RIA actions with their higher EU 
funding rates. Secondly, the global funding rates are above 50% 
for the RIA actions, resulting in a beneficiary contribution of 
less than 50% (noting that the H2020 cost-model understates 
the actual beneficiary contribution by an estimated 9% across 
the programme). For the IA actions the total funding rates are 
appreciably lower. 

A comparison with the ENIAC and ARTEMIS rates (shown in the 
table below), shows that the total funding rates for the IAs in 
H2020 are of the same level as the total funding rates for ENIAC 
and ARTEMIS all calls taken together. In other words, the total 
funding lies higher in H2020 than in FP7. This could in part be 
explained by the use of national costs as cost basis for the ENIAC 
and ARTEMIS programmes.
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Effective EU  
funding rate

Effective National 
funding rate

Total funding rate

ARTEMIS 17% 31% 48%

ENIAC RIA 17% 28% 45%

ENIAC IA 15% 15% 30%

ALL 16% 23% 38%

 
The ENIAC RIA row refers to the calls in the years: 2008, 2009, 2010 
and the calls 2011-1, 2012-1, 2013-1; while the ENIAC IA row refers 
to the pilot line calls: 2011-2, 2012-2, 2013-2.

Finally, one can also look at the beneficiary’s contributions . It 
corresponds to the investment by the beneficiary in the project. 
The ratio of the beneficiary’s contribution with the EU funding is of 
particular importance in view of the Council Regulation that states 
that the total amount of contribution by the private members 
should be at least 1657.5M€ (see Article 4) as compared to the 
1170M€ from the Union budget (see Article 3) i.e. ratio =1.42.

Private participation / Req.EU funding

RIA 2014 1.14

IA 2014 2.81

RIA 2014+2015 1.34

IA 2014+2015 2.78

Total 2014 2.29

Total 2014 + 2015 2.30

 
We see that the beneficiary’s contribution is indeed larger than the 
required amount stated in the Council Regulation, but the above 
table does not take into account the contribution of the so-called 
“free riders”, i.e. participants that are not members of an industry 
association. This could lower the amount of contributing costs 
(as only costs from members of the industry association must be 
taken into account according to the Regulation) by up to 30%.

Another way of visualizing the contribution of the Beneficiaries is 
to take the ratio of the national cost with the EU funding.

National Cost / EU Funding

ARTEMIS 6.1

ENIAC (except Pilot line calls) 6.1

ENIAC (Pilot line calls) 6.6

ECSEL (RIA) 3.3

ECSEL (IA) 5.1

The larger projects systematically (ENIAC pilot lines and ECSEL 
IA) have a higher ratio, i.e. the amount of cost (calculated on a 
national basis as this is probably closer to the real cost) for one 
Euro of EU funding.

5.3.3.  EPS commitments, unused budgets and success rate per EPS

The ECSEL Participating States committed, for a second year in a 
row, an amount larger than the European Union. 

Committed 
EPS 

budget in 
M€

Allocated 
EU 

funding in 
M€

Allocated 
EPS 

funding in 
M€

EPS-
funding as 
% of  EU-
funding

Unused 
EPS 

budget in 
M€

Unused 
EPS budget 

as % of 
Committed 
EPS budget

2014 166.8 154.1 143.7 93% 23.1 13.8%

2015 162.4 143.8 121.6 85% 40.8 25.1%

 
The EU budget has become the limiting factor in the selection of 
projects. A large amount of the EPS budget went unused (25.1%). The 
risk that some EPS will divest from ECSEL in view of this is growing. 

In part this can be explained by the lower committed EU budget: 
a drop in the allocated EU budget of 10M€ results in an estimated 
drop of the allocated EPS funding by 9M€. Therefore this still does 
not explain the larger portion of unused EPS budget in 2015. The 
situation per EPS is shown below.

Committed 
EPS 

Budget 
2014

Committed 
EPS Budget 

2015

Unused 
EPS 

budget 
2014

Unused 
EPS 

budget 
2015

% of total 
unused 

2014 
to total 

unused in 
2014

% of total 
unused 

2015 
to total 

unused in 
2015

AT 6.0 10.0 -

BE 16.5 19.5

BG 2.5 0.5 2.5 0.5 11% 1%

CZ 2.5 2.5 1.8 0.5 8% 1%

DE 38.7 40.0 9.3 23%

DK 1.3 1.3 0.8 3%

ES 8.4 10.0 4.6 11%

FI 5.0 5.0 2.4 2.2 10% 5%

FR 33.0 15.5 5.8 25% 0%

HU 1.0 1.0 0.2 1% 0%

IE 2.0 13.0 1.5 11.9 6% 29%

IL 4.7 8.2

IT 4.0 2.5 1.3 3%

LV 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 1% 1%

NL 25.0 20.0 4.7 12%

NO 2.5 2.5 1.3 3%

PL 1.5 1.5 1.5 0.2 7%

PT 1.5 1.5 0.5 0.1 2%

RO 0.5 0.2 1%

SE 5.5 5.5 2.7 3.3 12% 8%

SK 0.8 0.8 0.3 0.5 1% 1%

UK 3.6 1.3 2.9 12%

TOTAL 166.8 162.4 23.1 40.8 100% 100%

5  Beneficiary’s contributions are calculated as the H2020 cost 
minus the EU funding minus the national funding, noting that 
this definition yields an underestimation of the beneficiary’s 
contributions as meant in art 4 of the Council Regulation.
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There seems to be no systematic as to 
which EPS has a larger unused budget 
compared to the total, but EPS like: BG, 
CZ, FI, IE, LV, PL, PT, SE and SK do struggle 
to allocate their budget (countries that 
had unused budget in two subsequent 
years). Those 9 countries represent in 2015 
20% in terms of committed EPS budget 
as compared to the total budget (in 2014 
those countries represented 14%); taken 
together this is a budget as large as one 
of the larger EPS. 

A possible remedy is to encourage 
partners from those countries to 
participate in more project proposal in 
a more coherent and structured manner 
(for example, through the establishment 
of local ECSEL “mirror associations” as 
has successfully been done in Austria, 
Germany et al.)  but this is certainly not 
the only way. The table below shows 
the number of partners and projects 
per EPS taking into account all projects 
submitted at FPP. Countries like BE, HU, AT 
or IL were quite successful in consuming 
their budget, while ES-participants made 
a huge effort in participating in many 
projects but this did not result in a full 
consumption of the ES budget. 

 

RIA Partners Projects IA Partners Projects

ES 155 33 DE 81 10

NL 142 32 FR 49 8

DE 159 30 BE 23 8

FR 117 29 NL 41 7

IT 98 25 ES 38 6

CZ 57 23 PT 20 6

FI 96 21 AT 45 5

BE 44 20 UK 24 5

PT 51 19 FI 23 5

UK 28 17 IT 10 3

SE 43 14 DK 8 3

AT 42 13 IL 8 3

PL 22 12 PL 4 3

DK 19 8 SE 8 2

NO 17 7 NO 5 2

HU 7 6 CZ 4 2

LV 6 4 HU 3 2

SK 6 3 LV 2 1

BG 3 3 SK 2 1

IL 3 1 BG 1 1
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A different analysis compares the partners 
and projects per EPS at submission, 
compared to those in selected proposals, 
ordered according to the success rate for 
the partners.

Selected 
projects 
2015

Partners 
in 

selected 
projects

Selected 
Projects

Partners 
in all 

proposals

All 
proposals

% of 
success 

for 
partners

% of 
success 

for 
projects

IL 8 2 11 4 73% 50%

AT 40 4 87 18 46% 22%

DK 12 4 27 11 44% 36%

DE 77 9 240 40 32% 23%

HU 3 2 10 8 30% 25%

SE 14 3 51 16 27% 19%

FR 45 10 166 37 27% 27%

SK 2 1 8 4 25% 25%

BE 16 10 67 28 24% 36%

IT 23 5 108 28 21% 18%

NL 37 9 183 39 20% 23%

NO 4 2 22 9 18% 22%

ES 30 5 193 39 16% 13%

FI 18 5 119 26 15% 19%

PT 10 4 71 25 14% 16%

CZ 8 4 61 25 13% 16%

UK 5 4 52 22 10% 18%

PL 2 2 26 15 8% 13%

 
There is a clear correlation between the 
numbers of partners in selected projects 
with the numbers of partners in the 
submitted proposals, but there is no 
correlation between the success rate for 
the partners and the number of partners 
in the submitted proposals that is akin to 
the effort spent to participate. The success 
rate for the partners seems independent 
of the effort, in other words it seems that 
one can better spent the effort in writing 
excellent proposals than in participating 
to a lot of projects.
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5.3.4. EU contributions per type of country

The amounts in the table below take into account for the 
call 2014 project grant agreements that have been signed 
and for call 2015 all selected proposals in GAP. The table 
then shows the EU contribution according to the status of 
the country: EU Member State, Associated Country, EFTA 
or Switzerland.

EU MS EFTA (NO) Assoc Countries 
(IL, TR)

CH Sum

ECSEL-2014-1 45,701,372 1,289,090 462,569 -   

ECSEL-2014-2 101,899,248 549,662 4,192,555 -

Total for 
signed JU GA

147,600,620 1,838,752 4,655,124 - 154,094,496

ECSEL-2015-1 49,366,894 663,714 1,760,438 -

ECSEL-2015-2 85,829,651 260,781 5,885,000 -

Total for JUGA 
in GAP

135,196,545 924,495 7,645,438 - 143,766,478

All JUGA 282,797,165 2,763,247 12,300,561 - 297,860,973

 
5.3.5.  Support per category of partner in particular SMEs

ECSEL recognizes three categories of partners: Large 
Enterprises (for profit and not SME), Small and Medium 
Enterprises (according to the definition of H2020) and Other 
(not for profit organizations). As funding rates are different 
for those three categories it is important to verify the proper 
attribution for each partner. This is done by REA.

For the selected projects, the number of partners according 
to the category is shown in the table below:

LE OTHER SME Sum

ECSEL-2015-1 58 58 50

ECSEL-2015-2 76 70 49

Total for JUGA in GAP 134 128 99 361

% of Total JUGA in GAP 37% 35% 27%

ECSEL-2014-1 31 60 71

ECSEL-2014-2 80 43 52

Total for signed JU GA 111 103 123 337

% of Total signed JUGA 33% 31% 36%

All JUGA 245 231 222 698

% of Total All  JUGA ECSEL 35% 33% 32%

ARTEMIS 478 509 429 1416

% of Total All  JUGA ARTEMIS 34% 36% 30%

ENIAC 527 467 333 1327

% of Total All  JUGA ENIAC 40% 35% 25%

ENIAC + ARTEMIS 1005 976 762 2743

% of Total All  JUGA ENIAC+ARTEMIS 37% 36% 28%

% of Total ECSEL of  Total 
ENIAC+ARTEMIS

24% 24% 29% 25%
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A few observations:

-  The calls 2015 attracted only 99 SME’s in comparison to 123 
in the calls 2014.

-  There is an overall increase in partners from 2014 to 2015. This 
can be explained by a larger participation of the LE and of the 
OTHER category, but part of the increase is compensated by 
a drop in SME participation.

-  The distribution amongst the categories is very different from 
RIA to IA. The IA call clearly attracts the LE. SMEs were attracted 
by the RIA in 2014 but not so in 2015. 

-  In comparison to the ENIAC and ARTEMIS calls, the ECSEL call 
has attracted less than what it should have. Indeed for the 
two years 698 partners participated which extrapolated over 
7 years gives 2,443 in comparison to 2,743 for only six years 
under ENIAC and ARTEMIS. This is worrying as it means that 
less of the community is involved.

-  The relative amounts of partners per category for the Call 2015 
(respectively 37%, 35% and 27%) is the same as the relative 
amounts of partners per category for the whole ENIAC and 
ARTEMIS programmes.

The total cost is an indicator for the amount of activity developed 
in participating to projects. For the selected projects, the cost 
according to the category of partner is shown in the table below:

Cost in M€ LE OTHER SME Sum

ECSEL-2015-1 85.8 56.0 27.0

ECSEL-2015-2 291.2 96.0 40.3

Total for JUGA in GAP 377.0 152.1 67.4 596.4

% of Total JUGA in GAP 63% 25% 11%

ECSEL-2014-1 52.4 43.4 44.9

ECSEL-2014-2 337.7 118.4 50.3

Total for signed JU GA 390.1 161.8 95.2 647.1

% of Total signed JUGA 60% 25% 15%

All JUGA 767.1 313.9 162.5 1243.5

% of Total All  JUGA ECSEL 62% 25% 13%

ARTEMIS 553.6 314.1 230.7 1098.5

% of Total All  JUGA ARTEMIS 50% 29% 21%

ENIAC 2034.3 576.5 299.1 2910.0

% of Total All  JUGA ENIAC 70% 20% 10%

ENIAC + ARTEMIS 2587.9 890.6 529.9 4008.5

% of Total All  JUGA 
ENIAC+ARTEMIS

65% 22% 13%

% of Total ECSEL of  Total 
ENIAC+ARTEMIS

30% 35% 31% 31%

 

A few observations can also be made here:

-  The relative amounts for the two years 2014 and 2015 are 
similar. The LEs are responsible for 2/3 of the activities. 
The contribution by the SMEs is lower and certainly not 
proportional to the number of partners.

-  The increase in partners from 2014 to 2015 is not reflected in 
the cost, on the contrary the cost decreases by 8%.

-  Comparison between the costs under ECSEL (H2020 rules) 
and under the ENIAC and ARTEMIS programmes are not really 
relevant due to the different rules. Nevertheless a comparison 
of the percentages shows that the relative costs per category 
of partner for the Call 2015 (respectively 63%, 25% and 11%) is 
- roughly the same as the relative cost per category of partner 
for the whole ENIAC and ARTEMIS programmes (respectively 
65%, 22% and 13%).

-  In terms of cost the ECSEL calls compared to the ENIAC and 
ARTEMIS calls, have attracted more than would be expected. 
Indeed for the two years 2014-2015: the projects selected cost 
1243M€ and if extrapolated over 7 years that gives 4350M€, 
in comparison to 4008M€ for only six years under ENIAC and 
ARTEMIS. This might be due to economic factors such as 
inflation or to the specific cost rules of H2020 (e.g. the use of 
25% indirect costs).

The amount of EU Funding is given next.

EU Funding M€ LE OTHER SME Sum

ECSEL-2015-1 21.4 22.3 8.1

ECSEL-2015-2 43.6 38.3 10.1

Total for JUGA in GAP 65.0 60.5 18.2 143.8

% of Total JUGA in GAP 45% 42% 13%

ECSEL-2014-1 17.4 15.3 14.8

ECSEL-2014-2 49.7 46.3 10.6

Total for signed JU GA 67.1 61.6 25.4 154.1

% of Total signed JUGA 44% 40% 16%

All JUGA 132.1 122.1 43.6 297.9

% of Total All  JUGA ECSEL 44% 41% 15%

ARTEMIS 91.5 51.8 38.1 181.4

% of Total All  JUGA ARTEMIS 50% 29% 21%

ENIAC 313.3 89.9 47.2 450.4

% of Total All  JUGA ENIAC 70% 20% 10%

ENIAC + ARTEMIS 404.8 141.6 85.4 631.8

% of Total All  JUGA 
ENIAC+ARTEMIS

64% 22% 14%

% of Total ECSEL of  Total 
ENIAC+ARTEMIS

33% 86% 51% 47%
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A few observations can also be made here:

-  The distribution of funding between the call 2014 and 2015 
is similar, though the SMEs got more EU funding

-  The drop in EU funding is due to the lower EU budget for the 
2015 call.

-  The lower funding rates under ENIAC and ARTEMIS led to less 
EU funding for the categories OTHER and SME. 

-  Also the higher funding rates result in a consumption that is 
nearly 50% of what is was for ENIAC and ARTEMIS. This should 
be put in perspective of lower participation but higher activity 
(higher cost).

 
The amount of National Funding is given next.

National Funding M€ LE OTHER SME Sum

ECSEL-2015-1 14.7 18.3 5.6

ECSEL-2015-2 42.8 32.2 8.1

Total for JUGA in GAP 2015 57.5 50.5 13.7 121.7

% of Total JUGA in GAP 47% 42% 11%

ECSEL-2014-1 9.7 15.7 12.6

ECSEL-2014-2 60.2 27.5 12.3

Total for signed JU GA 2014 69.9 43.2 24.9 138.1

% of Total signed JUGA 51% 31% 18%

All JUGA 127.5 93.7 38.6 259.8

% of Total All  JUGA ECSEL 49% 36% 15%

ARTEMIS 122.9 146.4 72.5 341.8

% of Total All  JUGA ARTEMIS 36% 43% 21%

ENIAC 289.3 208.8 67.5 565.5

% of Total All  JUGA ENIAC 51% 37% 12%

ENIAC + ARTEMIS 412.2 355.2 140.0 907.4

% of Total All  JUGA 
ENIAC+ARTEMIS

45% 39% 15%

% of Total ECSEL of  Total 
ENIAC+ARTEMIS

31% 26% 28% 29%

A few observations can also be made here:

-  Comparing the national funding between the call 2014 and 
2015 is similar, one remarks a drop in national funding for the 
LE (-18%) and SMEs (-45%) and an appreciable increase for the 
OTHER category (+16%). This is worrying as it goes against 
the objectives of the JU. The same trends are observed when 
calculating the total funding.

-  The drop in national funding (-12%) is more pronounced than 
the drop in EU funding (-6.5%). This can in part be explained 
by the inability of the JU member states to use their budget 
for funding (see paragraph on this)

-  In terms of national funding, the ECSEL calls (after 
extrapolation) have, compared to the ENIAC and ARTEMIS 
calls, attracted similar amounts. Indeed for the two years, 2014-
2015: the projects selected cost 260M€ and if extrapolated, 
over 7 years, that gives 910M€, in comparison to 907M€ for 
only six years under ENIAC and ARTEMIS. This is an indication 
that the national policies have been less influenced by the 
H2020 policy change.

The average total funding rate is given next.

Average total funding rate LE OTHER SME

ECSEL-2015-1 42% 72% 51%

ECSEL-2015-2 30% 73% 45%

ECSEL-2014-1 52% 71% 61%

ECSEL-2014-2 33% 62% 46%

ARTEMIS 39% 63% 48%

ENIAC 30% 52% 38%
 
-  The average total funding rates for all categories of partners 

are higher under ECSEL than it was under ENIAC and ARTEMIS, 
but remember the different rules for the cost calculations. It 
would seem that the funding rate is not the reason why SMEs 
have not joined the programme.

 
The average cost per partner is:

Average total cost per partner M€ LE OTHER SME

ECSEL-2015-1 2.8 0.9 0.4

ECSEL-2015-2 3.6 2.2 0.8

ECSEL-2014-1 0.9 0.7 0.9

ECSEL-2014-2 4.4 1.7 1.0

ARTEMIS 1.2 0.6 0.5

ENIAC 3.9 1.2 0.9

 
-  The average cost in call 2015 is similar to the average cost 

under ENIAC, though slightly lower.

-  The cost engaged by SMEs is roughly 15% and 25% of the 
cost engaged by an LE. They are similar to the figures under 
ENIAC and ARTEMIS. 
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The type of coordinators:

ENIAC & 
ARTEMIS

2014-1 2014-2 2015-1 2015-2 ECSEL 
2014-
2015

LE 85 3 6 6 5 20

OTHER 17 3 2 5

SME 13 0

TOTAL 115 6 6 8 5 25

% OTHER 15% 50% 0% 25% 0% 20%

% 11%

 
General conclusions

-  In 2015 SMEs participated less and at a lower cost than in 2014.
But the participation figures and cost for SMEs in 2015 are 
comparable to the ENIAC and ARTEMIS figures. Funding rates 
also are similar though the higher total rates under the 2014 RIA 
call could explain why more SMEs participated. One factor that 
could explain the higher participation and cost of SMEs in 2014 
is the original announcement of a higher funding rate in 2014.

-  The funding of the OTHER partners (non-profit, universities, 
RTOs etc.) is higher than under ENIAC and ARTEMIS and 
absorbs a proportionally higher amount of funding, both 
national and EU. This is particularly true in 2015.

-  The total participation to ECSEL is lower than expected in 
comparison to ENIAC and ARTEMIS, but the total projected 
cost per partner and in total lies higher. Care must be used 
though in comparing cost figures as the cost calculation rules 
are different.

5.3.6.  Call 2015: Contribution to  
MASP topics

All nine topics defined in the WP2015 have been open for 
proposals. The results of the calls cover all the different topics 
(both as proposed and after selection). In the past, an analysis 
was presented based on the self-declared topic but it has become 
evident that this is an unreliable way to analyse the portfolio of 
projects (A possible reason as to why, is that proposals seem to 
confuse the topics covered by the work done in the project with 
the topics expected to be covered by eventual direct or indirect 
use of the results and/or outcomes).  Therefore, a methodology 
for analysis was developed that will be further improved over 
the coming years. It is based on an assessment of the type of 
activities per work package per project as actually described in 
its work plan. The methodology presently used is described in 
the document ”ECSEL Portfolio Analysis Description”, available 
on request.

The figure below shows the result for the submitted proposals 
under the calls 2015. The percentages are based on the person 
months for the activity.

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Most activities contribute to one of the technology topics (SSI, 
CPS, Design or Semicon) for a total of 75% (based on the person-
months), 19% contribute to one of the Socio-Economic topics. 
This can be considered as well-balanced in view of the fact that 
ECSEL falls under the H2020-LEIT chapter. Also noteworthy are 
4% on dissemination activities. 

5.4.  Progress against KPIs / Statistics

Common KPIs are presented in Chapter 10.5 and 10.6 and the 
specific KPIs in Chapter 10.7. In the tables reference is made to 
the narrative. The subsequent topics are non-call related. 

5.4.1.  Grant Agreement Preparation to signature for projects 
selected in call 2014

The ECSEL decisions PAB 2014 06 and PAB 2014 07 on the 
selection of projects were taken on 18 December 2014.The Grant 
Agreement of 5 projects were signed from decision to signature 
(call deadline) after (272) 180 days, while another 6 were signed 
after (292-302) 200-210 days, one last project was signed (344) 
252 days after the PAB decision. Those large delays had to do with:

-  The inexperience of some of the participants with the system 
(e.g.  in the validation of partners where extra documents are 
requested) blocking the progress of the grant preparation

-  Bugs in the system and the subsequent very slow response 
of the helpdesk to act on this. In fact SyGMA and ComPass 
were not ready beforehand; and therefore it was impossible 
to test those applications before using them. Some of the 
encountered bugs:

-  the use of wrong templates for the letters going to 
coordinators (e.g. award decision letters); this was 
recognised early on but only corrected on the 3 June 
2015

-  mode “ordonnateur/décisionnel” was not correctly 
implemented

Management
2%

Dissemination
4% Smart Mobility

8 %
Smart Society
1%

Smart Energy
0%

Smart Health
4%

Smart Production
6%

Semicon Process
Equipt Mater.
33%

SSI
21%

CPS
14%

Design Technology
7%

Fig. 2   Distribution of effort across the MASP topics, Calls 2015



-  Also the GAP workflow was made accessible on 02/02/2015, 
due to problems with transferring the call results from SEP 
to SyGMA. This reduced the 5 months period to 3.5 months 
for finishing the GAP.

-  The specific ECSEL Grant agreement clauses were only 
implemented on the 20 March 2015, although this had been 
discussed well before in 2014.

-  The limits of the system itself (e.g. the project with a delay of 
252 days, was a project that needed funding from two level 
2 commitments, this is not foreseen in the system) which 
required exceptional actions from the helpdesk.

5.4.2. Size of projects

The table below compares average values for projects in the 
different programmes.

Average 
Number 

of 
partners

Average 
EU 

funding 
per 

partner

Average 
national 
funding 

per 
partner

Average 
EU cost 

per 
partner

Average 
national 
cost per 
partner

Average 
funding 
rate per 
partner

EN
IA

C-
AR

TE
M

IS 
ex

clu
din

g P
ilo

t 23 251,358 854,454 854,454 47%

EN
IA

C P
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 ca
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2, 
20

12
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2) 22 36%

EC
SE

L R
IA

 
ca

lls

23 320,376 242,865 1,003,707 1,071,393 58%

EC
SE

L I
A 

Ca
lls

34 660,615 602,289 3,119,383 3,446,479 44%
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A few observations on those values

-  The average number of partners per project is high in the IA 
calls (+54%), but nearly equal in the other categories

-  The average funding rate per partner (calculated using the 
EU cost in the case of the ECSEL programmes) is higher for 
the ECSEL calls (+11% for RIA and +8% for IA).

-  The average national cost per partner is around 10% higher 
than the H2020 cost.

-  The average national cost for the RIA actions is higher by 
25.3% than under the ENIAC and ARTEMIS programmes 
(excluding the pilot line calls). It is probably a coincidence 
that that nearly exactly corresponds to the indirect cost 
percentage in H2020.

-  The costs for the ENIAC pilot line calls were appreciably higher 
than under ECSEL with the H2020 rules (23%), the opposite of 
the RIA calls. This situation is probably related to the exclusion 
of certain cost like clean room costs in the case of H2020. 
Those costs are important in the pilot line actions.

-  The national funding per partner has appreciably decreased 
for the IA’s while the EU funding has appreciably increased 
for RIA’s as compared to the ENIAC-ARTEMIS. 
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There are severe variations from project to projects on these averages. In the 
following series of histograms, a comparison is made between the RIA calls 
(right graphics) as compared to the ENIAC and ARTEMIS projects (excluding 
the pilot line calls) (left graphics):
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Fig. 3.   Histogram of the number of partners per project (left = ENIAC and ARTEMIS, right = ECSEL-RIA)

Fig. 4.   Histogram for the cost (left = ENIAC and ARTEMIS, right = ECSEL-RIA) (H2020 in the case of ECSEL):

Fig. 5.   Histogram for the funding (left = ENIAC and ARTEMIS, right = ECSEL-RIA)  with EU (blue) versus National (green)
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All distributions are similar except for the funding where one observes a clear shift 
between national and EU funding. In the case of ENIAC-ARTEMIS this shift is towards 
higher than EU values, while in the case of the RIA ECSEL it is towards lower than EU values.

The next graphs compare the ENIAC pilot line calls (left graphs) with the ECSEL IAs (right 
graphs).
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Fig. 6   Histogram of partners per project (left = ENIAC pilot lines, right = ECSEL-IA):

Fig. 7.   Histogram for the cost (left = ENIAC pilot lines, right = ECSEL-IA)  (H2020 in the case of ECSEL):

Fig. 8   Histogram for the funding (left = ENIAC pilot lines, right = ECSEL-IA) (EU (blue) versus National (green))
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For the IAs one remarks more large 
consortia as compared to the ECSEL Pilot 
lines. The cost distribution though did 
not change markedly, while for the total 
funding one observes the same as for the 
RIA: a shift of the national funding towards 
values lower than the EU funding.

Concluding, one observes:

IA actions tend to attract projects with 
a high average number of partners in 
comparison to the other projects (ENIAC, 
ARTEMIS and ECSEL-RIA), but each partner 
takes on a smaller part. Overall, IA projects 
are larger in terms of cost. On the other 
hand, RIA projects and ENIAC-ARTEMIS 
projects (excluding the Pilot line calls) are 
similar in number of partners and cost. 
Finally the funding rate per partner went 
up on average but there is a clear shift to 
lower national funding.

5.5.  Evaluation: procedures and 
global evaluation outcome, 
redress, statistics

The results of the evaluation are included 
in the table in chapter 5.3 in total, 13 
projects from the 62 eligible submissions 
have been evaluated below threshold.

The rules for evaluation and selection are 
based on the H2020 general rules, and the 
specific provisions required by the ECSEL 
setup have been established and then 
reviewed by the decision PAB-2015.13. The 
experts to be assigned must be registered 
in the H2020 expert database. 

 
The number of experts as a function of the 
submitted proposals is:

PO 2015 FPP 2015 FPP 2014

Proposals to be 
evaluated

76 62 48

Experts 
appointed

57 64 55

 
The PO phase is executed with 2 experts 
per proposal while 4 experts are 
appointed per FPP proposal. In 2015 more 
experts per proposal were appointed in 
order to better match the topics of the 
proposals with the expert’s profile.

The assignment procedure took into 
account the area of expertise, the 
availability and last but not least the 
absence of conflicts of interests.

The following table provides a gender 
based overview.

Gender of 
experts

PO 2015 FPP 2015 FPP 2014

Male 48 53 49

Female 9 11 6

Total 57 64 55

% Female 16% 17% 11%

 
An effort was made to increase the 
percentage of female experts.

The following table provides a country-of-
origin based breakdown:

Country of 
residence

PO 2015 FPP 2015 FPP 2014

AT 1 2 2

BE 1 1 2

BG 0 2 1

CH 2 1 0

CY 1 1 0

CZ 0 1 0

DE 7 11 12

DK 2 2 2

EL 2 3 1

ES 6 7 6

FI 1 1 0

FR 5 5 11

HU 3 3 0

IE 1 2 1

IL 4 2 1

IT 6 7 4

LU 0 0 1

NL 3 2 3

PL 3 2 1

PT 2 2 1

RO 2 2 0

SE 2 2 2

UK 3 0 4

 

Finally, the last table provides the 
breakdown according to the affiliation of 
the expert:

Affiliation PO 2015 FPP 
2015

FPP 
2014

Private 24 27 23

Public 28 31 22

Independent 5 6 10

 
An extra effort was made to attract 
new experts. 59.4% of the experts in 
the evaluation of the 2015 calls had not 
participated in the evaluation of the 2014 
calls. Of course some of those experts had 
participated in previous years.

ECSEL is a LEIT programme and the 
proposals are oriented towards industrial 
topics, which explain the relatively high 
participation of experts from the industry. 
Of course the rules for the conflict of 
interest are applied and during the 
evaluation procedure several checks are 
being performed at each stage of the 
procedure.

The procedure to evaluate the synergy 
with the national strategies and priorities 
highlighted the fact that although most 
national topics of interest were covered by 
the ranked list proposed by the Executive 
Director based on the evaluation by 
experts, some projects deserved a change 
in ranking to fit the synergy. Consequently, 
the Public Authority Board decided to alter 
the priority as proposed by the Executive 
Director based upon the evaluation by 
experts.

One project although highly ranked was 
not selected because (in the wording of 
the PAB decision PAB-2015.15):

“The following proposal should not be selected for funding 
because the Public Authorities Board considers it having a too 
strong overlap with projects that are already funded (Annex 4).” 

No redress has been necessary; the 
evaluation results have been accepted as 
such by all participants.

5.6. Call for tenders 

No call for tenders for operational activities 
in 2015.



ECSEL Annual report 2015  |  29  



30
  |  

 EC
SE

L A
nn

ua
l r

ep
or

t 2
01

5

5.7.  Dissemination and 
information about projects 
results 

5.7.1. Monitoring

In total 64 reviews were organised, out of 
which 5 were interim reviews organised 
to redress particular situations discovered 
during an official review, leaving 59 official 
reviews. 

The number of experts as a function of the 
submitted proposals is:

Reviews 2015 Reviews 2014

Reviews organi 64 64

Experts appointed 54 74

 
The following table provides a gender 
based overview.

Gender of experts Reviews 2015 Reviews  2014

Male 47 62

Female 7 12

Total 54 74

% Female 13% 16

 
The following table provides a country-of-
origin based breakdown:

Review 2015 Review 2014

AT 3 3

BE 1 1

CH 2 1

DE 8 14

DK 2 1

EL 5 4

ES 3 4

FI 1 1

FR 10 12

IE 2 4

IT 4 6

NL 4 5

NO 1 1

PT 0 1

RO 1 2

SE 4 5

UK 3 7

Finally, the last table provides the 
breakdown according to the affiliation of 
the expert:

Review 2015 Review 2014

Private 30 35

Public 20 31

Independent 4 8

 
The rate of new experts between 2014 
reviews and 2015 reviews is 7,4%. 

Following projects were completed in 
2015:

ACCUS (**) ARTEMIS 2011

CRAFTERS ARTEMIS 2011

DCC+G ENIAC 2011

DEMANES ARTEMIS 2011

DESERVE (*) ARTEMIS 2011

E2SG ENIAC 2011

e-GOTHAM ARTEMIS 2011

ELESIS ENIAC 2011

EPT300 ENIAC 2011

ERG ENIAC 2010

GREENELEC ENIAC 2011

IDEAS ENIAC 2011

NANOCOM ENIAC 2010

NANOTEG ENIAC 2010

n-Safecer ARTEMIS 2011

n-SHIELD ARTEMIS 2010

PaPP ARTEMIS 2011

SESAMO ARTEMIS 2011

VARIES ARTEMIS 2011

VETESS (*) ARTEMIS 2011

WSN-DPCM ARTEMIS 2010
 
(*) Final reporting on-going 
(**) Project stopped

 
The results of the official reviews are:

Reviews 2015 Reviews 2014

Excellent 
Progress

12 9

Good Progress 44 53

Unsatisfactory 
Progress

2 2

Still in process 1

Total 59 64

For the 2015 reviews, depending on the 
state of the project this gives: 

1st 
Year 

2nd 
Year 

3rd 
Year 

Final

Excellent Progress 0 2 4 6

Good Progress 14 14 3 13

Unsatisfactory 
Progress

1 1 0 0

Still in process 0 0 1 0

 
5.7.2. Success stories of projects 
completed in 2015

The following success stories are related to 
ENIAC and ARTEMIS projects that finished 
in 2015 or were close to finish. 

The project E2SG (Energy to smart grid) 
addresses the mechanisms and policies 
to assemble, monitor and control smart 
grids. E2SG has specifically identified 
the following fields, in which it will 
develop and demonstrate key enabling 
technologies:

-  node-grid interfaces – especially 
between generating nodes and the 
grid

-  grid-sensing/metering – to collect the 
information needed for management 
and control

-  over-the-grid communication – to 
effectively carry sensing and control 
information where it is needed 

-  grid-topology and control – to 
understand and design connection-
induced behaviours improving 
reliability and to control (local) energy 
production/distribution by exploiting 
advanced storage policies  and

-  energy routing – to develop flexible 
and efficient mechanism to transmit 
energy between nodes, e.g., by 
properly choosing AC or DC links 
depending on temporary operating 
conditions for power consumption.

The consortium has met its objectives by 
a demonstration of the full value chain of 
smart grid applications highlighted by:

-  Improved semiconductor technologies 
and devices such as low, medium and 
high-voltage MOSFETs leading to 
power conversion solutions up to 10 
percentage-points reduced Rds(on) 
compared to state-of-the-art. 

-  Integrated circuits and electronic 
appliances implementing efficient, 
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safe and secure interfaces for 
safeguarding producers  and 
consumers connected to smart grids 
via secure data protection and privacy 
(for sensors, transceivers, meters and 
filters) resulting in reduced size and 
estimated operational power by at 
least 30%. 

-  Algorithmic techniques to handle 
complex energy distr ibution 
and consumption of residential, 
industrial and public consumers by 
usage of relevant information of the 
environment and grid to reduce peak 
demand and/or energy cost by up to 
40% compared to state-of-the-art. 

 
The project ELESIS (European Library-
based flow of Embedded Silicon test 
Instruments) builds around the timely 
identification of the necessary transition 
from off-chip testing to on-chip testing 
that was a visionary move four years 
ago. The project results bring Europe to 
the forefront of IC test and validation. 
In the difficult trade-off between test 
cost and product quality the advanced 
techniques developed in this project 
directly contribute to the competitiveness 
of the European nano-electronics industry.

The project has defined and implemented 
a library of embedded test instruments 
for both RF, analogue, digital and 
mixed signal devices for a variety of 
application domains. Test technology 
IP has been shared among the partners 
and has been made available for others. 
There are significant contributions to 
standardisation. Highlights of the project: 

-  Sophisticated and novel test solutions     

-  Developed and shared library of 
embedded test instruments

-  Over 100 publications and 56 reports 
(incl. three best paper awards)

-  The impressive number of 15 
demonstrators has been shown

-  Seven invention disclosures have 
been filed (some are patents in the 
meantime)

 
The project EPT300 (Enabling power 
technologies on 300mm wafers)  
qualified all the planned 300mm 
technologies and products– in fact more 
products were qualified than initially 
planned. They fulfilled the initial goal of 
the project: to increase the productivity 
of high performance discrete power 

devices by reliable manufacturing on 
300mm wafers. To this aim the first 
300mm manufacturing line was set-up 
in Villach with the subsequent transfer 
to the high-volume site in Infineon 
Dresden. Novel process technologies 
and methods were developed that for 
example result in greatly reduced burn-in 
efforts, promising a large reduction costs 
(several million euro’s per year) to reach 
reliability qualification. Close collaboration 
with end-users has led to develop novel 
circuit topologies to improve efficiency 
and reduce cost and size of the power 
modules. At the project end, all planned 
300mm technologies and products were 
qualified. Small volume production is 
established for first products at the Villach 
site. Front side processing was qualified 
for production at the Dresden site and 
initial volume production is established 
for first products. The yield to prove 
manufacturability in “reasonable volume” 
was achieved and on average it is higher 
compared to previous technology. . The 
achieved cost reduction of is in 20 to 30% 
range.  

 
The project SafeCer  (Safety Certification 
of Software-Intensive Systems with 
Reusable Components), i.e. the projects 
pSafeCer and nSafeCer together, addresses 
the safety certification of electronics 
systems (especially regarding software) 
that places stringent requirements on 
the design processes, so as to be able 
to ensure that the guarantee of safe 
operation can be maintained across 
various uses of the system’s components, 
e.g. across a product family. This issue 
represents a significant proportion 
of the total development cost, which 
SafeCer aims to reduce. Furthermore, 
different industry sectors refer to distinct 
certification procedures, laid down in 
internationally agreed specifications (e.g. 
ISO26262 for automotive and DO178C 
for avionics) which typically contain very 
detailed requirements on the product 
development flow and technologies 
that may or may not be used in a given 
domain. This results in a complex matrix 
of requirements that must be managed 
coherently if the electronics-containing 
product, for example a car or an aeroplane, 
is to be certified for sale on the target 
market in a timely and cost-effective 
manner. 

SafeCer has implemented a complete 
d e ve l o p m e nt  e nv i ro n m e nt  fo r 

certifiable, safety-critical software and has 
demonstrated this for some key domains 
(automotive, avionics, rail, medical). Based 
on a Common Artefact Repository and a 
Common Tool Framework, the SafeCer 
methodology assures full traceability of 
all aspects of safety-critical design, across 
software modules as well as the associated 
safety requirement descriptions and safety 
contracts.

 
The project n-SHIELD (new embedded 
Systems arcHItecturE for multi-Layer 
Dependable solutions) addresses the 
realization of the SHIELD Architectural 
Framework for Security, Privacy and 
Dependability (SPD) and builds on the 
roadmap, developed in a pilot project 
(p-SHIELD). It will address SPD in the 
context of Embedded Systems (ESs) 
as “built in” rather than as “add-on” 
functionalities, allowing SPD certification 
for future ES. The SHIELD General 
Framework considers four scenarios: 1) 
Railway, 2) Voice/Facial Recognition, 3) 
Dependable Avionic Systems and 4) Social 
Mobility and Networking. 

The project achieved a number of 
important breakthroughs in security 
architecture and technology— both 
from a theoretical viewpoint and 
implemented the developed technology 
in 4 demonstrators that were validated 
against user requirements. The state of 
the art of embedded security has clearly 
been advanced, through 40 prototypes, 7 
products, and 13 exploitation roadmaps. 
The major scientific and technological 
achievements of the project can be 
grouped in four main areas:

-  Measurable and Certifiable Security: 
two methodologies with quantitative 
foundations to measure Security, 
Privacy and Dependability in the 
Embedded System domain have been 
developed and applied in the project. 
Also a middleware protection file has 
been developed as first milestone 
towards the rise of the nSHIELD 
standard.

-  Improved security: 40 prototypes 
have been developed at node 
level (e.g. dependable distributed 
computation framework or reliable 
Avionic IQ Engine), network level 
(e.g. network layer security protocol) 
and middleware level (e.g. intrusion 
detection system or secure service 
discovery).
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-  Composable security: as part of the 
nSHIELD architecture, the Overlay layer 
(modular and expandable) decides 
which SPD functionalities should be 
activated/deactivated and therefore, 
makes composability possible.

The SHIELD methodology of measurable 
security and privacy is applied in various 
initiatives, most notably the ECXEL DEWI 
and the IoTSec (NO) projects. Measurable 
security is also the core of the Norwegian 
Smart Grid Security Centre, being 
established to pave the way for innovative 
services based on smart grid data.

 
The project ERG (ENERGY FOR A GREEN 
SOCIETY) addresses further research 
into photovoltaic cells and techniques 
for harvesting, storing and distributing 
the electricity produced, and aims at 
developing innovative solutions to 
enhance the solar energy value-chain. It 
does this by means of an increase in the 
efficient energy management from high 
performance PV cells to power conversion 
systems, power delivery and interface to 
smart-grid. Demonstrators emphasized 
the achieved results. Technical highlights 
include:

-  Ultra-thin Si wafer PV cells with 
improved efficiency (13%) over the 
initial objectives 

-  A smart control system with a pointing 
accuracy of 0.1° within the cost 
objectives (110 €/m²)

-  High performance semiconductor 
switches have been developed, 
manufactured and delivered to 
partners. 

-  Panel based power switch and smart 
box DC/DC converter that achieve 
a demonstrated increase in energy 
production of up to 30%.

-  Integration of IGBT and SiC in power 
module

-  A tested battery management system 

-  A demonstrated overall increase 
efficiency in power conversion and a 
reduction in energy losses 

-  A novel energy dispatching, battery 
charging algorithms, wireless for smart 
gird operation and increased efficiency 
of the battery charging process.

 

The project GREENELEC (Sustainable 
Product Manufacturing) aims at a more 
efficient use of resources by designing 
and manufacturing electronics that enable 
more effective recycling, in particular circuit 
boards and other component assemblies.

The project has led to concrete and tangible 
impact for the partners: products based on 
GreenElec results are already at the market 
and guidelines and procedures have been 
implemented by consortium partners, 
leading to new developments into the 
carrier products (LED lamps, televisions and 
medical displays). These producers already 
profit for the results of the project but it can 
be soon extended to designers of other 
applications, manufacturers and waste 
handling companies. Ultimately, the main 
beneficiary of the results of the project will 
be the society and the environment, thanks 
to the better treatment of the electronic 
waste. 

Several important objectives clear advance 
over the state of the art have been 
achieved:

-  Definition of suitable combinations 
of materials for recycling. Database of 
electronic components and models 
of design to improve the recovery 
efficiency in order to allow a more 
suitable recovery of components. 
The progress made will allow for 
a significant improvement of the 
recovery efficiency of up to 20% that 
can be obtained by suitable grouping of 
components, the use of manufacturing 
technologies that allow for (selective) 
component de-bonding in recycling 
and the addition of markers and 
methods for identification.

-  New systems of detection and sorting 
of waste into the most appropriate 
stream, crucial for achieving the 
quantitative targets. The collection 
rate for the average product category 
can improve by a factor of 2 or more. 
Further, this improved sorting will lead 
to more homogeneous streams for 
recovery of materials, thus improving 
the yield of these processes. An 
improvement potential of 30% on 
recovery is estimated.

-  Definition of eco-efficient business 
models that share incentives over the 
value chain. Cooperation over the 
value chain and regulations can both 
stimulate collection as well as recovery 
efficiency

The project EPAMO (Energy-efficient 
piezo-MEMS tuneable RF front-end 
antenna systems for mobile devices) 
addresses the four main challenges 
for providing future high performance 
RF-systems, energy efficient mobile 
communication systems, highly 
miniaturized and integrated RF 
components, and cost efficient solutions 
to the mobile phone industry.

Several project results have been achieved, 
that can be readily exploited to improve 
their offering and their competitiveness. 
Therefore the commercial exploitation 
and return on investment from the 
project is actually very good - almost all 
the industrial partners have at the end 
of the project something which is either 
already on the market or optimized to be 
brought to the market.

Important progress was achieved at or 
beyond the state-of-the-art in several core 
technologies.  These include:

-  Significant progress was demonstrated 
in terms of integration of PZT within 
Si based processes, including 
strengthening of European industrial 
capability in this sector (in terms of 
tools, layer characterisation, foundry 
availability etc.).  Given the increasing 
strategic importance of piezo-based 
technologies, this is an important 
achievement.

-  Fully merchantable state-of-the-art high 
resistivity Si wafers were successfully 
realised for RF applications 

-  A heterogeneous 3D integration 
technology was demonstrated for 
highly miniaturized RF modules 
compatible with cavity MEMS packages 
and high density interconnects

-  Advanced characterization methods 
were successfully developed and 
applied for integrated passive devices

-  An RF-capable cavity wafer level 
package technology with getter layers 
was developed

-  A novel concept for an RF front-end 
architecture was validated including 
new MIMO capable antenna concepts 
addressing the goal of higher energy 
efficiency in mobile phones. 
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The project DEMANES (Design, 
Monitoring and Operation of Adaptive 
Networked Embedded Systems) 
addresses component-based methods, 
framework and tools for the development 
of runtime adaptive systems that are 
capable of reacting to changes in 
themselves, in their environment (battery 
state, availability and throughput of 
the network connection, availability of 
external services, etc.) and in user needs 
(requirements). Validation is done in three 
pilots (use cases): smart urban transport, 
smart airport and smart home. The results 
of this project (the tool chain and the 
middleware (reusable components)) are 
available as open source and the cross-
domain applicability was demonstrated 
in the following pilots:

-  Smart Urban Transport (city of Rome, 
IT)

-  Smart Outdoor Lighting (city of Assen, 
NL); 

-  Smart Container Terminal (port of 
Rotterdam, NL)

-  Cooperating sensors at home and 
office.

Based on the experience in developing the 
pilots, the project results allow achieving 
20-30% on the following targets: 

-  Reduction of the cost of the system 
design

-  Reduction in development cycles

-  Achieve cross-sectorial re-usability of 
Embedded System

-  Reducing effort and time for re-
validation and re-certification

-  Managing a complexity increase with 
effort reduction

 
The project IDEAS (Interactive Power 
Devices for Efficiency in Automotive with 
Increased Reliability and Safety) addresses 
the safety and reliability of electric vehicles 
(EV) but results are also applicable to 
conventional internal combustion engine 
vehicles. The use of high currents and 
voltages considerably increase the risk of 
serious accidents. Following important 
results were achieved:

-  The development and validation 
of an automotive power supply 
module, based around an innovative 
silicon carbide (SiC) MOSFET device, 
conforming to customer requirements 
with excellent specification range and 
conversion efficiency. 

-  Development of innovative interconnect for the above power supply that offers very 
significant reliability improvements 

-  Development of a novel SIC based DC-DC fast charger for EVs. 

-  Successful development and implementation of a novel control system and platform 
of automated gear shifting for EV applications. 

5.7.3. Patents, Publications, 

A total of 17 projects launched under the ARTEMIS and ENIAC flag came to successful 
completion in 2015. The following table summarises their objective outputs.

2015 Completed 
Projects 

Number 
of finished                                                             

projects

Patents Trade 
secrets, 

confidential

Trademarks Exploitable 
foreground

Scientific 
publications

ARTEMIS 9 7 9 0 179 283

ENIAC 9 42 0 1 190 459

Total 18 49 9 1 36 742

 
The following table summarises the objective outputs cumulated over the total of 75 
projects launched under the ARTEMIS and ENIAC that came to completion up to and 
including 2015. 

ENIAC-ARTEMIS 
completed projects

Number 
of finished                                                             

projects

Patents Trade 
secrets, 

confidential

Trademarks Exploitable 
foreground

Scientific 
publications

ARTEMIS 42 28 15 9 644 1460

ENIAC 34 209 5 4 738 23

TOTAL 761 237 20 13 1382 37

 
Cumulated, a total of 76 projects launched under the ARTEMIS and ENIAC flag came to 
successful completion up to and including 2015. The following table summarises their 
objective outputs.

The correlation between the number of partners and the number of scientific publications 
or exploitable foreground is weak, but becomes stronger for the aggregated data per 
year. There is only a very weak correlation with the funding or cost. 

On average:

Average EU-funding

Patents 1,005,753 

Exploitable foreground 483,380

Scientific Publications 19,269 

 
5.8. Operational budget execution

The EU budget allocated has been engaged in its entirety. Further details on the budget 
consumption are in Annex (see Chapter 10.3).

1    Three projects closed were not included because the information is not yet available: 
ACCUS, DESERVE and VETESS.
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Support to operations
6.1. Communication activities 

With regard to internal communication, 
the ECSEL JU held regular meetings to 
review the objectives, the progress made 
and the future actions. A meeting was 
held on a quarterly basis, the format 
being that the ED and each of the four 
line managers provides insights to the 
whole organisation about ongoing 
activities, issues and successes in their 
division. The meeting is an informal setting 
designed to encourage open discussion 
and information exchange amongst all 
personnel.

The ECSEL JU also initiated intensive 
external communication activities, in 
close collaboration with the Associations 
who are members of the JU. Among the 
highlights of these are:

1. Documentation produced:

-  ARTEMIS Business Impact & Metrics

-  ECSEL Impact Analysis document (a 
re-work of the Executive Summary 
of the ECSEL AAR 2014 made into 
publishable form, to support the 
“Innovation in Action” event).

-  ECSEL Project Summaries from Call 
2014 (printed document)

-  ECSEL Project posters and Flyers for all 
Call 2014 projects

-  ECSEL Flyer and other documents for 
specific events (see also below)

-  Roll-ups, Penguins (Consortium 
Building Event) and other visibility 
items in support of events.

2. Press activities:

E-mailings
-  In total, eight “ECSELerate” Newsletters 

were created and emailed to over 
1, 400 recipients. The ARTEMIS 
Newsletters in January and March and 
the ARTEMIS Magazine in December 
included specific ECSEL items.

Press releases
In addition to informative press-releases 
issued by the Associations, ECSEL JU 
issued the following releases:

-  Consortium-Building event

-  Socio-economic impact of JTIs 
(supporting the Innovation in Action 
event)

-  ENIAC Innovation award winner

-  MoU on collaboration with regional 
authority of Carinthia

-  Results of Calls 2015

Media Coverage
-  MASRIA 2015 als Grundlage für die 

kommenden Ausschreibungen in 
ECSEL veröffentlichtSafetrans

-  S y s t e m v e r n e t z u n g  s t e l l t 
große Herausforderungen an 
Entwicklungsprozesse und -methoden 
moderner Embedded Systems_
Safetrans

-  Research Media presenting at Co-
Summit 2015 on science in the digital 
age 

-  Artemis wil dat Europa meer investeert 
in software en in cyber-fysische 
systemen- DATANEWS (In French & 
Dutch)

-  Berlin prepares for Annual Co-summit 
– Pan European

-  Co-summit 2015 – International 
Innovation (interview Heinrich & 
Rudolf)

-  Smart Industry und der Einfluss der 
Software-Integration- Elektronikpraxis

-  ARTEMIS IS DEAD – Long live ECSEL 
EE Journal

-  Daimler’s determination International 
Innovation

-  Co-summit 2015: Event Round-up Pan 
European.

-  Co-summit 2015 International 
Innovation 

-  EMC2 Newsletter

-  Crystal Newsletter

-  Odborníci na vestavné a kyberfyzické 
systémy se setkali v Berlíně  Autonoma

-  Infineon Heads Three Electromobility 
Research Projects to Facilitate More 
Electric Vehicles on Europe’s Roads  
Infinion

-  Announcement in Eurosearch for ATC 
2015 (ARTEMIS project dissemination 
event)

-  Carinthia and ECSEL JU Join Forces 
and Combine Funding to Enhance 
Enterprise Innovation in the Region

-  Gemeinsames Vorgehen von Kärnten 
und ECSEL JU Maximierung der 
Förderung von Innovationen in 
Unternehmen der Region

3. Events:

-  Brokerage 2015 Amsterdam

-  ARTEMIS and EPoSS together 
held a brokerage event, attended 
by ECSEL JU to give first-hand 
information.

-  Co-summit 2015 Berlin

-  The ARTEMIS-ITEA Co-Summit 
(the last of this series) was held 
in Berlin, with high-visibility 
presence of ECSEL JU and a lively 
exhibition of ARTEMIS projects

-  ECSEL Consortium Building Event 
Brussels

-  MEP Award Event Brussels

-  Bringing together members 
of the European Parliament, 
the Commission and the EU 
Stakeholder community, the 
awards celebrate the work and 
achievements of our European 
deputies across a range of policy 
areas. It took place on March 
18th.

-  Parliament Roundtable Breakfast 
Brussels

-  On Tuesday 16 June from 08:00 
until 09:30, the Parliament 
Magazine and ECSEL Joint 
Undertaking organized a high-
level roundtable event looking 
at Safety & Security for European 
Citizens and Nations, Leveraging 
investments in electronics 
systems innovation. This event 
was hosted by Christian Ehler 
MEP.

-  ECSEL STAKEHOLDERS’ FORUM

-  The first ECSEL Stakeholder 
Forum was organised by the 
JU Office with support of the 
Associations, and held in Graz, 
Austria.

-  ICT 2015 

-  Organised by DG CONNECT in 
Lisbon, with ECSEL’s presence 
and demonstrations of three 
projects

-  SSIS 2015

-  SSIS is the Smart Systems 
Industry Summit organised by 
DSP-Valley in Mechelen, Belgium. 
ARTEMIS-IA represented and 
supported ECSEL JU, providing 
information about ECSEL and the 
upcoming Brokerages.

6
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-  EPoSS event 2015

-  ECSEL JU was present with 
an information booth and 
presentation by the ED.  

-  “Innovation in Action” is a recurring 
event organised collaboratively by the 
JTIs to showcase their successes at the 
European parliament. This time it was 
organised together with the “European 
Innovation Summit”, run by Knowledge 
for Innovation (K4I)

-  Euro Nanoelectronics Forum.

-  Organised by Aeneas, together 
with Catrene and support from 
the ECSEL JU and the European 
Commission, this event is a major 
exhibition of ENIAC projects, 
including the ENIAC Innovation 
Award supported by the ECSEL 
JU. ECSEL JU staff also provided 
keynote speeches and other 
presentations.

 
For all organised events, the following 
items are involved:

-  Location identification

-  Website and registration facility

-  Intake and confirmation of registered 
attendees

-  Visual items for website and commu-
nication tools

-  Production of consistent formats for 
power point presentation, banners, 
badges, etc

-  Handouts and all other communica-
tion items

-  Facilitation of consortia meetings and 
of networking activities

4. Website & Networks

The website is constantly updated with 
documents assuring full transparency 
towards the public. Support for the Call 
cycle, jobs openings, procurements, 
projects ideas presentations from the 
Consortium event, and many more. 
The site was also used to host event 
registrations, as a step towards giving a 
clear “ECSEL” branding to these events.

MEP Christian Ehler receives 
the MEP Award for Research 
& Innovation from Andreas 
Wild, Executive Director of 
ECSEL JU
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6.2. Legal and financial framework 

Main decisions were adopted in 2014 by 
the Governing Board and the Executive 
Director at the time of the setup of ECSEL. 
In 2015, the Governing Board continued 
adopting decisions relating to the smooth 
running of the organisation (such as an 
anti-fraud strategy, implementing rules 
to the Staff Regulations, a comprehensive 
conflict of interests policy), as well as 
annual decisions (MASP, work plan, annual 
accounts, budget, assessment on the ED 
annual activity report. 

The Executive Director adopted in 2015 
decisions in relation with the running of 
the JU office (organisation chart, internal 
financial circuits, internal guidelines, staff 
related decision) and to the relations 
with national funding authorities 
(administrative agreements). 

6.3.  Budgetary and financial 
management 

6.3.1. Financial Regulation 

The Financial Rules of ECSEL were 
adopted by its Governing Board on 
3/07/2014 (ECSEL-GB-2014.09). This FR is in 
accordance with article 209 of Regulation 
(EU, Euratom) Nº 966/2012.

Article 209 of the general Financial 
Regulation provides for the adoption of 
a delegated act pursuant to Article 290 
of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union on a Model Financial 
Regulation  for those bodies which shall 
lay down the principles necessary to 
ensure sound financial management of 
Union funds and which shall be based 
on Article 60 of the general Financial 
Regulation. 

6.3.2. Currency 

ECSEL keeps its accounts in Euro. 

6.3.3.  Management Information Systems 

For Management Information purposes, 
ECSEL JU uses ABAC Workflow for 
budgetary accounting and SAP for 
General Ledger accounting. Both systems 
are managed and maintained by the 
European Commission. 

During 2016 the ECSEL JU Accounting 
Officer expects to validate the accounting 
system. By that time the H2020 IT tools 
will be totally tested and in production: 
ECSEL will not execute payments on cost 
claims until 2016.

6.4. Procurement and contracts

The ECSEL JU participated in common 
p ro c u re m e n t  w i t h  o t h e r  J o i n t 
Undertakings, in particular in the field of 
ICT management and for interim services 
in the reporting period.

The ECSEL JU has also joined a number 
of framework contracts launched by the 
Commission on behalf of all EU Institutions 
and decentralised bodies. 

The Service Level Agreements (SLAs) 
with its members have been adapted 
to reflect the transition from ARTEMIS/
ENIAC to ECSEL.  It was the case for the 
pre-existing SLAs signed with Commission 
for facilitating the administration, as well 
as for the SLAs with private members in 
the field of Communication.

1   Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) Nº 110/2014 of 
30 September 2013 on the model financial regulation for 
public-private partnership bodies.
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6.5. IT and logistics

The JUs co-located in the White Atrium 
building share the IT infrastructure. 
The governance includes the ECSEL 
representative in the organization in the 
steering committee. 

A business continuity plan and a disaster 
recovery plan have been established 
on 01 June 2015, providing guidance 
and establishing procedures in case of 
interruption of activities or unforeseen 
situations.

6.6.  Human Resources 

The ECSEL JU filled in the first quarter 
of year 2015 4 positions (administrative 
and financial assistants) which became 
vacant, following the departure of some 
staff members.

In quarter 4, the ECSEL JU advertised 
2 positions, in the field of audit and 
communication, for filling vacant 
positions.

In addition, the ECSEL JU participated in 
common recruitment rounds, in common 
with other JUs for establishing reserve lists 
of assistants and IT managers.

With a view to adapt the structure of 
the organisation to the consequences 
of the previous merger between the 
former ENIAC JU and ARTEMIS JU, the 
organisation chart of the ECSEL JU has 
been adapted on 3 occasions in year 2015 
(29 January, 11 June and 25 November).

To ensure the representation of the 
interests of the staff, the staff committee 
of ECSEL has been set up with the election 
of its members in December.

A set of 32 implementing rules of the 
Staff Regulations has been validated by 
the Governing Board on 18 May 2015, 
for ensuring consistency in the definition 
and application of the staff policy at the 
ECSEL JU. 
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Governance
7.1. Governing Board

In 2015, the Chairperson of Governing Board was Mr Heinrich Daembkes (ARTEMIS-IA Delegation) until 27.03.2015. 

Mr Ben Ruck (NL Delegation) has been interim chairperson from that date until 03.06.2015. Then, Mr Andrea Cuomo has been elected 
Chairperson as from 04.06.2015.

The Governing Board has been composed of the following delegations and representatives (lead delegates appear in bold):

Delegation Name Organisation 

AENEAS Annegarn Marcel AENEAS

Cuomo Andrea ST

de Boeck Jo IMEC

Demotes-Mainard Bertrand Thales

Dunnebier Bas Technolution

Hartman Rob ASML

Hellenthal Berthold Audi

Holden David CEA-LETI

Jarre Alain Recif

Kernevez Nelly SOITEC

Matheron Gérard STMicroelectronics

Mokrani Hervé Airbus D&S

Pelka Joachim Fraunhofer

Pforr Rainer Carl Zeiss

Roncales Poza Miguel AlphaSIP

Roux Laurent Ion Beam Services

Sangiorgi Enrico IU.NET

Sebastian Ina INFINEON

Tual Jean-Pierre Gemalto

van den Biesen Jan Philips

van Roosmalen Fred NXP

van Staa Peter Bosch

ARTEMISIA Lohstroh Jan Artemisia 

Cuomo  Andrea ST

Ditze Michael  

Lienert Dieter Robert Bosch GmbH

Pype Patrick NXP Semiconductors

Rodriguez Ben MangoGem SA

Watzenig Daniel VIF

Barontini Giovanni Finmeccanica

Borrmann Lothar Siemens AG

Candry Patrick Barco

Daembkes Heinrich Airbus Defence and Space 
GmbH

Delgado Estibaliz Fundación TECNALIA Research 
& Innovation

Delsing Jerker Lulea University of Technology

Garcia Sanchez Jesus Angel Indra Systemas S.A.

Gide Laila Thales

Hufeld Knut Infineon Technologies AG

Kantola Kalle FIMECC LTD.

Llewellyn Glenn Airbus Operations SAS

Mäntylä Martti AALTO University

Paulweber Michael AVL List GmbH

Ruiz Pedro Integrasys S.A.

Socorro Rafael Acciona Infraestructuras S.A.

ten berg Ad office-director of ARTEMIS-IA

Uribeetxeberria Roberto Mondragon Goi Eskola 
Politeknikoa

van den Biesen Jan Philips

Weber Michael Bernd Daimler A.G.

Zafalon Roberto STMicroelectronics s.r.l

AT Wiesmüller Michael BMVIT

Hegny Ingo BMVIT

Mosnik Lisbeth BMVIT

Vierbauch Doris FFG

7
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BE Van de Loock Leo IWT

Deprez Francis IWT

Michiels Isabel IWT

Reumaux Mathilde INNOVIRIS

BG Komatichev Emil Ministry of Economy and 
Energy 

Tomov Kalin PR of Republic of Bulgaria 
to EU

European 
Commission

Rouhana Khalil Director – Directorate A 
«Components & Systems» 

Sassen Anne Marie Deputy Head of unit,  A3 
« Complex Systems and 
Advanced Computing»

Lemke Max Head of Unit, A3  «Complex 
Systems and Advanced 
Computing»

Steinhoegl Werner A3 - Complex Systems and 
Advanced Computing

Van Puymbroeck Willy Head of Unit, A4 
«Components»

Zubac Marina A4 - Components

CZ Coufalova Vladimira Ministry education sports 
and youth 

Levák Lukás Ministry education sports 
and youth 

DE Thomas  Christine BMBF

Becker Doreen BMBF

Landvogt Erasmus BMBF

Mengel Stefan BMBF

Rittner Johannes VDI-VDE

Schröder Sabine DLR

Weber Michael DLR

Jester Sebastian BMBF

Martin Christian VDI-VDE

EE Meressoo Toomas Estonian Research Council 

Uska Urmas Entreprise Estonia 

EL Zekentes Konstantinos  

Sakellariou Efthimios  

Farmaki Danae  

EPOSS Gessner Wolfgang Director 

Andrea Cuomo ST

Nevio di Giusto FIAT 

Stefan  Finkbeiner Bosch Sensortec

Thomas Gessner FhG ENA

José Miguel Erdozain IK4

Anssi Korhonen Murata

Jean-René Lequepeys CEA LETI

Carmelo Papa ST Microelectronics

Herbert Rödig Infineon

GuenterLugert Chairman 

Dal Molin Renzo Vice chairman 

Hoffmann Karsten Vice chairman 

ES Alonso Jose Angel MINETUR

Dorado Paloma MINECO

Falcon Severino MINECO

Lucena Chacón Rafael MINETUR

FI Markus Kari Tekes

Heikkinen Marko Tekes

Ahola Kimmo Tekes

FR Dubarry Cécile Ministère des Finances

Fontana Quentin Ministère des Finances

Galland Julie Ministère des Finances

HU Csuzdi Szonja National Research, 
Development and Innovation 
Office

Bottka Sandor National Research, 
Development and Innovation 
Office

Divinyi Agnes National Research, 
Development and Innovation 
Office

IE Hughes Michael Enterprise Ireland

Smith Evelyn Enterprise Ireland

O’Reilly Stephen Enterprise Ireland

IL Zeevi Balasiano Aviv ISERD

Daar Hadas ISERD
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IT Covello Aldo MIUR

Macii Enrico Politecnico di Torino

LV Alberts Maris  

Greitans Modris EDI

MT Foden James Malta Council for Science and 
Technology

Dimech Maria Malta Council for Science and 
Technology

NL Wesseling Japser Ministry of Economic Affairs

Ruck Ben Netherlands Enterprise Agency

Schaap Wilbert Netherlands Enterprise Agency

NO Espeli Tron  

PL Wojciechowska-Grochola 
Barbara

ministry sciences and 
education

Drewniak Dariusz ministry sciences and 
education

Katcki Jerzy institute of electron 
technology 

PT Viseu Melo Luis Humberto Instituto Superior Técnico, UTL

Durão Rui Fundação para a Ciência e 
a Tecnologia, Ministério da 
Educação e Ciência

Mil-Homens Joao Fundação para a Ciência e 
a Tecnologia, Ministério da 
Educação e Ciência

RO Prisecaru Tudor ANCS

Dinu Elena ANCS

Paduroiu Beatrice ANCS

Vulturescu Viorel ANCS

Anania Cristina ANCS

SE Fineman Ann-Mari Vinnova

Bjarne Jonas Vinnova

Litwin Andrej Vinnova

Sjöberg Cecilia Vinnova

SK Donoval Daniel Slovak Univers ity of 
Technology - Bratislava

UK Vousden Lee BIS

Crook Adam BIS

Jones Myrddin TSB

The Governing Board held 4 meetings in 2015.

The Governing Board has adopted the following decisions in 2015:

Number Title Date

GB 2015 28 Work Plan 2015 17/03/2015

GB 2015 29 Appraisal of ECSEL ED 26/02/2015

GB 2015 30 Nomination of Reporting Officers for ED Appraisal

GB 2015 31 Terms of Reference for GB Observers in the Evaluation 
of Call 2015

GB 2015 32 Annual Accounts ENIAC 2014 20/03/2015

GB 2015 33 Annual Accounts ARTEMIS 2014

GB 2015 34 Antifraud Strategy 13/05/2015

GB 2015 35 Implementing Rules of the Staff Regulations

GB 2015 36 Amendment to GB Rules of Procedure 3/06/2015

GB 2015 37 GB Analysis & Assessment of ENIAC AAR 2014 22/06/2015

GB 2015 38 GB Analysis & Assessment of ARTEMIS AAR 2014

GB 2015 39 GB Analysis & Assessment of ECSEL AAR 2014

GB 2015 40 Opinion on the Annual Accounts ECSEL 2014

GB 2015 41 Conflict of Interests Policy 3/06/2015

GB 2015 42 Amendment to Work Plan 2015

GB 2015 43 Approval of the ACO Contract Extension 22/06/2015

GB 2015 44 Amendment to Budget 2015 16/07/2015

GB 2015 45 Amendment to Budget 2015 8/12/2015

GB 2015 46 ECSEL 2016 MASP 

GB 2015 47 ECSEL 2016 Work Plan 6/01/2016

GB 2015 48 No decision

GB 2015 49 Implementing rule on temporary occupation of 
management post 

19/11/2015

GB 2015 50 Nomination of Interim ED

GB 2015 51 Decision on the procedure of interview of the 
candidates by the GB

27/11/2015

GB 2015 52 Implementing rule on unpaid leave 19/11/2015

GB 2015 53 2nd Amendment to the RoP 

GB 2015 54 ECSEL Budget and Establishment Plan 2016 10/12/2015

GB 2015 55 Appointing the ED



ECSEL Annual report 2015  |  43  

7.2. Executive Director

Mr Andreas Wild was Executive Director of the ECSEL JU until 30.11.2015. As from 01.12.2015, Yves Gigase was appointed as acting 
Executive Director.

The Executive Director has adopted the following decisions: 

Number Title Date

ED 2015 031 Administrative agreement 17.2 FRANCE 15/01/2015

ED 2015 032 Administrative agreement 17.2 SWEDEN  05/02/2015

ED 2015 033 Administrative agreement 17.2 GERMANY 10/04/2015

ED 2015 034 Administrative agreement 17.1 PORTUGAL 24/02/2015

ED 2015 035 Administrative agreement 17.2 Brussels 25/02/2015

ED 2015 036 Administrative agreement 17.2 Austria 31/03/2015

ED 2015 037 Administrative agreement 17.2 Latvia 14/07/2015

ED 2015 038 Administrative agreement 17.2 Hungary  13/02/2015

ED 2015 039 No decision 

ED 2015 040 Administrative agreement 17.2 Netherlands 30/03/2015

ED 2015 041 Adopting ENIAC GB decision 145-12 on staff 
appraisal 

12/01/2015

ED 2015 042 Guidelines for staff appraisal 20/01/2015

ED 2015 043 Implementation of ICS 8 for effective management 20/01/2015

ED 2015 044 Organisation chart at 20150126 26/01/2015

ED 2015 045 Payment procedure of ENIAC ARTEMIS project 
beneficiaries

10/02/2015

ED 2015 046 Financial circuits at 20150126 26/01/2015

ED 2015 047 Delegation AOD to MJE 20/02/2015

ED 2015 048 FDI extensions 25/02/2015

ED 2015 049 Use of means of communication by staff members 30/03/2015

ED 2015 050 Administrative agreement Denmark 05/05/2015

ED 2015 051 Administrative agreement Spain Mineco 31/03/2015

ED 2015 052 Administrative agreement Finland 31/03/2015

ED 2015 053 Administrative agreement Ireland 15/04/2015

ED 2015 054 Administrative agreement Italy 29/04/2015

ED 2015 055 Administrative agreement Norway 14/10/2015

ED 2015 056 Administrative agreement Poland 30/03/2015

ED 2015 057 Administrative agreement Slovakia 08/04/2015

ED 2015 058 Administrative agreement UK 30/07/2015

ED 2015 059 Administrative agreement Belgium IWT 10/03/2015

ED 2015 060 Administrative agreement Spain Minetur 30/03/2015

ED 2015 061 Administrative agreement Greece 18/05/2015

ED 2015 062 Administrative agreement Romania not signed 

ED 2015 063 FDI extension PSHIELD 27/03/2015

ED 2015 064 Guidelines for the management of contracts 30/03/2015

ED 2015 065 Business continuity and disaster recovery plan v 2015 29/05/2015

ED 2015 066 Updated Organisation chart 01/05/2015

ED 2015 067 Implementation of financial circuits 27/04/2015

ED 2015 068 Promotion and reclassification Committee 18/05/2015

ED 2015 069 Policy on duration of contracts of employment 27/05/2015

ED 2015 070 Regime for experts involved in the recruitment of ED 26/05/2015

ED 2015 071 Financial circuits for a specific purpose and 
confidentiality

22/06/2015

ED 2015 072 Promotion and reclassification of staff  for year 2015 01/06/2015

ED 2015 073 Direct effect of provisions of GB decision 2015.41 on 
COI concerning staff

24/06/2015

ED 2015 074 Financial Circuits for H 2020 18/06/2015

ED 2015 075 Information on proposals and selected projects 12/10/2015

ED 2015 076 FDI extensions 29/06/2015

ED 2015 077 Administrative agreement Israel 05/11/2015

ED 2015 078 Composition of the Selection Committee for the 
position SEC

18/09/2015

ED 2015 079 Insolvency and bankruptcy of partners in ENIAC-
ARTEMIS projects

23/09/2015

ED 2015 080 Common call JUs FG III appointment of selection 
panel

23/09/2015

ED 2015 081 Rules governing traineeships of the ECSEL JU 11/11/2015

ED 2015 082 Rules related to the grant for traineeships of the 
ECSEL JU

11/11/2015

ED 2015 083 Organisation Chart ECSEL 01.12.2015 20/11/2015

ED 2015 084 FDI extensions 25/11/2015

ED 2015 085 Financial Circuits 01/12/2015

ED 2015 086 Delegation Act for AOD 01/12/2015
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7.3. Public Authorities Board

In 2015, the Chairperson is Mr Ben Ruck (NL Delegation) and the Vice-Chair is Mr Myrddin Jones (UK Delegation).

The PAB has been composed of the following delegations (lead delegates appear in bold):

Delegation Name Organisation 

AT Vierbauch Doris FFG

Niklfeld Georg FFG 

Wiesmüller 
Michael

BMVIT

Kerschl Peter FFG

BE Van de Loock 
Leo

IWT

Deprez Francis IWT

Michiels Isabel IWT

Reumaux Mathilde INNOVIRIS

BG Komatichev 
Emil

Ministry of Economy and Energy 

Tomov Kalin PR of Republic of Bulgaria to EU

European 
Commission

Rouhana Khalil Director – Directorate A «Components & 
Systems» 

Sassen Anne Marie Deputy Head of unit,  A3 « Complex Systems and 
Advanced Computing»

Lemke Max Head of Unit, A3  «Complex Systems and 
Advanced Computing»

Steinhoegl Werner A3 - Complex Systems and Advanced Computing

Van Puymbroeck 
Willy

Head of Unit, A4 «Components»

Zubac Marina A4 - Components

CZ Coufalova 
Vladimira

Ministry education sports and youth 

Levák Lukás Ministry education sports and youth 

DE Mengel Stefan BMBF

Becker Doreen BMBF

Donauer Jochen Saxon State Ministry Economic Affairs 

Rittner Johannes VDI-VDE

Schröder Sabine DLR

Weber Michael DLR

Jester Sebastian BMBF

Martin Christian VDI-VDE

DK Vittrup Jens Peter Innovationsfonden.dk

EE Uska Urmas Entreprise Estonia 

Meressoo Toomas Estonian Research Council 

EL Pappa Aliki  

Sakellariou 
Efthimios

 

Farmaki Danae  

ES Alonso Jose 
Angel

MINETUR

Dorado Paloma MINECO

Falcon Severino MINECO

Lucena Chacón 
Rafael

MINETUR

FI Markus Kari Tekes

Heikkinen Marko Tekes

Leino Kari tekes 

Ahola Kimmo Tekes

FR Galland Julie Ministère des Finances

Fontana Quentin Ministère des Finances

HU Divinyi Agnes National Research, Development and Innovation 
Office

Bottka Sandor National Research, Development and Innovation 
Office

Csuzdi Szonja National Research, Development and Innovation 
Office

IE Hughes Michael Enterprise Ireland

Smith Evelyn Enterprise Ireland

O’Reilly Stephen Enterprise Ireland

IL Zeevi Balasiano 
Aviv

ISERD

Daar Hadas ISERD

IT Covello Aldo MIUR

Macii Enrico Politecnico di Torino

LV Greitans Modris EDI

Alberts Maris  

Berzina Dina  

MT Foden James Malta Council for Science and Technology

Dimech Maria Malta Council for Science and Technology

NL Ruck Ben Netherlands Enterprise Agency

Schaap Wilbert Netherlands Enterprise Agency

van der Bijl Robert-
Jaap

Netherlands Enterprise Agency

NO Espeli Tron  

PL Ostapczuk Anna National centre for research and devpt 

Chomczyk Michal National centre for research and devpt 

Bojanowska-Sot 
Maria

National centre for research and devpt 
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PT Viseu Melo Luis 
Humberto

Instituto Superior Técnico, UTL

Durão Rui Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia, 
Ministério da Educação e Ciência

Mil-Homens Joao Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia, 
Ministério da Educação e Ciência 

RO Dinu Elena ANCS

Vulturescu Viorel ANCS

Anania Cristina ANCS

SE Litwin Andrej Vinnova

Fineman Ann-Mari Vinnova

Bjarne Jonas Vinnova

Sjöberg Cecilia Vinnova

SK Donoval Daniel Slovak Universtity of Technology - Bratislava

UK Jones Myrddin TSB

Mobbs Graham TSB

Vousden Lee BIS

 
The PAB held 5 meetings in 2015. 

In 2015, the PAB has adopted the following decisions:

Number Title Date

PAB 2015 08 Amendment to PAB 2014 02 on rules for evaluation 
and selection

25/02/2015

PAB 2015 09 Decision instructing the ED to launch the call for 
proposals 

PAB 2015 10 Amendment funding decision PAB 2014 05 (call 
2014-1)

27/05/2015

PAB 2015 11 Amendment funding decision PAB 2014 06 (call 
2014-2)

PAB 2015 12 Amendment to PAB RoP (PAB 2014 01) 2/06/2015

PAB 2015 13 Amendment to evaluation and selection rules (PAB 
2015 08)

PAB 2015 14 Amendment to RoP (PAB 2015 12) 7/07/2015

PAB 2015 15 allocation of public funding – ECSEL Call 2015-1 18/11/2015

PAB 2015 16 allocation of public funding – ECSEL Call 2015-2

7.4. Private Members Board

The members of the PMB are as follows:

Delegation Name Organisation 

AENEAS Marcel Annegarn AENEAS

Fred van Roosmalen NXP

Rob Hartman ASML

ARTEMIS-IA Jan Lohstroh Artemisia 

Heinrich Daembkes Airbus Defence and Space 
GmbH

Michael Paulweber AVL List GmbH

EPoSS Wolfgang Gessner Director EPoSS Office 

Guenter Lugert Chairman EPoSS  Executive 
Committee

Renzo DalMolin Vice chairman EPoSS

 
The PMB has a rotating chair per meeting. The rotation is per 
association.

There have been some 9 meetings in 2015.

The decisions have been on the topics mentioned in the Council 
Regulation:

-  The MASRIA 2016

-  The RIAP 2016

-  The Stakeholders Forum2015



46
  |  

 EC
SE

L A
nn

ua
l r

ep
or

t 2
01

5



ECSEL Annual report 2015  |  47  

8



48
  |  

 EC
SE

L A
nn

ua
l r

ep
or

t 2
01

5

Internal Control Framework
The implementation and effectiveness of the internal control 
system is performed by the Internal Auditor, by the Internal Audit 
Capability and by the management of the ECSEL JU. At this point 
in time, most controls are implemented and are assessed as 
functioning effectively. The legal and organizational framework 
is to a large extent implemented, yet it is still “work in progress”: in 
some areas (for example with regard with the implementing rules 
of the staff regulation) it is still based upon the legacy rules and 
procedures that will be updated as soon as the H2020 harmonized 
rules will become available.

ICS 1. Mission: The JU’s raison d’être is clearly defined in 
up-to-date and concise mission statements developed from 
the perspective of the Agency’s customers.

Mission, vision, strategy 
elaborated with all 
employees and shared 
with the GB

ICS 2. Ethical and Organisational Values: Management 
and staff are aware of and share appropriate ethical and 
organisational values and uphold these through their own 
behaviour and decision-making.

Code of good business 
behaviour shared with all 
employees

ICS 3. Staff Allocation and Mobility: The allocation and 
recruitment of staff is based on the JU’s objectives and 
priorities. Management promote and plan staff mobility 
so as to strike the right balance between continuity and 
renewal.

Job rotation is in practise 
only possible between 
JUs; mobility has been 
implemented at the time 
of the merger of ARTEMIS 
and ENIAC into ECSEL

ICS 4. Staff Evaluation and Development: Staff performance 
is evaluated against individual annual objectives, which fit 
with the JU’s overall objectives. Adequate measures are taken 
to develop the skills necessary to achieve the objectives.

Closed prior to end of 
March, follow up on 
development plans

ICS 5. Objectives and Performance Indicators: The JU’s 
objectives are clearly defined and updated when necessary. 
These are formulated in a way that makes it possible to 
monitor their achievement. Key performance indicators are 
established to help management evaluate and report on 
progress made in relation to their objectives.

Key success factors for 
implementing strategy 
identified and KPI defined 
and posted

ICS 6. Risk Management Process: A risk management process 
that is in line with applicable provisions and guidelines is 
integrated into the annual activity planning.

Risk assessment  by IA 
and the management, 
actions plan in place or in 
elaboration

ICS 7. Operational Structure: The JU’s operational structure 
supports effective decision-making by suitable delegation of 
powers. Risks associated with the JU’s sensitive functions are 
managed through mitigating controls and ultimately staff 
mobility. Adequate IT governance structures are in place.

Operation structure and 
associated job description 
defined and documented. 
No sensitive functions have 
been identified.

ICS 8. Processes and Procedures: The JU’s processes and 
procedures used for the implementation and control of its 
activities are effective and efficient, adequately documented 
and compliant with applicable provisions. They include 
arrangements to ensure segregation of duties and to track 
and give prior approval to control overrides or deviations 
from policies and procedures.

Procedures implemented 
according to Decision ED 
2015.043. All procedures 
and internal rules are 
consolidated and updated 
on a single document.

ICS 9. Management Supervision: Management supervision 
is performed to ensure that the implementation of activities 
is running efficiently and effectively while complying with 
applicable provisions.

Tight management 
supervision possible 
thanks to small size; formal 
meetings performed 
regularly

ICS 10. Business Continuity: Adequate measures are in 
place to ensure continuity of service in case of «business-
as-usual» interruption. Business Continuity Plans are in place 
to ensure that the JU is able to continue operating to the 
extent possible whatever the nature of a major disruption.

Business continuity plans 
existent and verified for 
ARTEMIS and ENIAC; in the 
process of merging them 
for ECSEL

ICS 11. Document Management: Appropriate processes and 
procedures are in place to ensure that the JU’s document 
management is secure, efficient (in particular as regards 
retrieving appropriate information) and complies with 
applicable legislation.

Electronic document 
management system 
(TriDoc) fully implemented 
and supported by 
procedures and assigned 
responsibility

ICS 12. Information and Communication: Internal 
communication enables management and staff to fulfil 
their responsibilities effectively and efficiently, including in 
the domain of internal control. Where appropriate, the JU 
has an external communication strategy to ensure that its 
external communication is effective, coherent and in line 
with the JU’s key political messages. IT systems used and/or 
managed by the JU (where the JU is the system owner) are 
adequately protected against threats to their confidentiality 
and integrity.

Strategy adopted by  
GB-2014-11 addressing 
both internal and 
external communications, 
implemented by yearly 
plans

ICS 13. Accounting and Financial Reporting: Adequate 
procedures and controls are in place to ensure that 
accounting data and related information used for preparing 
the organisation’s annual accounts and financial reports are 
accurate, complete and timely.

Financial circuits 
implemented and 
documented

ICS 14. Evaluation of Activities: Evaluations of expenditure 
programmes, legislation and other non-spending activities 
are performed to assess the results, impacts and needs that 
these activities aim to achieve and satisfy.

Evaluations performed 
and reported at least once 
per year, e.g. through the 
Annual Activity Report

ICS 15. Assessment of Internal Control Systems: 
Management assess the effectiveness of the JU’s key 
internal control systems, including the processes carried 
out by implementing bodies, at least once a year.

The management assesses 
the ICS at least once 
per year assisted by the 
Internal Audit Capability

ICS 16. Internal Audit Capability: The JU has an Internal Audit 
Capability (IAC), which provides independent, objective 
assurance and consulting services designed to add value 
and improve the operations of the JU.

Internal Audit Capability 
established by decision 
GB-2014-16

 
8.1. Financial Procedures 

The Financial Rules have been adopted by the Governing Board 
(Decision ECSEL GB 2014.09). The Financial Circuits, established 
and documented in a decision of 04 July 2014 of the Executive 
Director were updated on 

-10 February 2015

-19 April 2015

-24 June 2016

-02 December 2015.

The adaptations have been taking into account the changes 
implemented in the organisation chart, as well as the 
implementation by ECSEL of the tools SYGMA and COMPASS 
developed by the Commission for the financial management  of 
the H2020 Programme

8
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8.2.  Ex-ante Controls on 
Operational Expenditure 

In 2015, the ECSEL JU has been operating 
under 2 different regimes: 

-  For the legacy of projects initiated 
under FP7 with implementing 
the regulations and rules defined 
under the ARTEMIS and ENIAC Joint 
Undertakings, and along the terms 
of the administrative agreements 
signed with the Member states: 
The control on the operational 
expenditures of the ARTEMIS/ENIAC 
legacy projects continue being 
entrusted to the national Funding 
Authorities that certify the eligible 
costs and the amounts paid as national 
contributions, so that the JU can 
calculate its contribution following 
the national pace of payment.

-  Fo r  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f 
projects selected under H2020, in 
accordance with the H2020 common 
rules, and as defined in the new 
administrative agreements signed 
with Participating States: The ex-ante 
control of operational expenditure is 
implemented with making use of the 
tools and methods developed by the 
European Commission.

8.3.  Ex-post Control of Operational 
Expenditure and Error Rates 
Identified 

This section would normally include details 
of ex-post audits undertaken, their method 
of selection (random, MUS, risk-based) and 
result in terms of detected and residual error 
rates. This paragraph is not applicable, since 
no cost-claims for ECSEL actions under 
H2020 have been received as yet.

The activities of ex post control under the 
programme H2020 will be undertaken 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
common Ex post audit strategy defined 
with the Common Support Centre (CSC) of 
the Commission which is in February 2016 
in its phase of final validation.

With regard to the legacy actions selected 
for funding by ARTEMIS and ENIAC JU, a 
continuous series of activities took place, 
in accordance with the rules defined 
under the legal framework of the ARTEMIS 
and ENIAC Joint Undertakings.

8.4.  Audit of the European Court of Auditors 

When auditing the Annual accounts for year 2014, the European Court of Auditors has 
issued three reports:

-  One for the activities of the ARTEMIS JU until 26 June 2014,

-  One for the activities of the ENIAC JU until 26 June 2014,

-  One for the activities of the ECSEL JU for the period 27 June – 31 December 2014.

On the reliability of the accounts for ARTEMIS, ENIAC and ECSEL Joint Undertakings, 
the Court has considered that “the Joint Undertakings accounts present fairly, in all 
material respects, its financial position and the results of the operations and cash flows 
for the period that ended, in accordance with the provisions of its financial rules and the 
accounting rules adopted by the Commission’s accounting officer.  

On the legality and regularity of the transactions underlining the accounts, the Court  
has considered that  ”the methodologies used by the National Funding Authorities for 
the ex post audits nor a residual error rate on the projects launched under ARTEMIS 
and ENIAC Joint Undertakings do not allow the ECSEL Joint Undertaking to calculate a 
reliable weighted error rate. Therefore it is not possible for the Court to conclude whether 
ex post audits for ARTEMIS and ENIAC projects are functioning effectively and whether 
this key control provides sufficient assurance as to the legality and regularity of the 
underlying transactions”.
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8.5. Internal Audit

The Internal Auditor (i.e., the Commission Internal Audit Services) performed a risk assessment of the ECSEL  
Joint Undertaking processes which has been the basis of the “IAS Strategic Internal Audit Plan 2015 – 2017 for ECSEL”,  
validated by the Governing Board in June 2015.  
The main results are presented below. 
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Business continuity
Procurement
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Budget execution
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Two processes have been rated in the High Impact / High Risk area:

-  G4: Risk management. Mitigation action: detailed risk analysis and actions taken for containing risk; a good example is the following 
chapter 4.5.

-  G3: Anti-Fraud Strategy. Mitigation action: The Common Support Center is in the process of issuing an Anti-Fraud Strategy that will be 
also adopted and implemented by ECSEL JU.

Im
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ct
L

H

Topic definition and call planning- non longer  applicable
Proposal and evaluation of proposals- non longer  applicable
Negociation, contracting & prefinancing- non longer  applicable
Project implementation
Ex-posts controls
Topic definition and call planning
Submission and evaluation of proposals
Grant agreement preparation & prefinancing
Project implemantation
Ex-post controls
Coordination / implementation of tools CSC

FP7 - Call & Grant
Management

H2020 - Call & Grant
Management

Horizontal Processes
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09
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011
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06 011
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010 05

Risk map of the operational processes in Ecsel



52
  |  

 EC
SE

L A
nn

ua
l r

ep
or

t 2
01

5

Two processes have been rated in the High risk / High Impact area:

-  O5: Ex-post controls. Undoubtedly, this rating refers to legacy 
projects. Mitigation actions: intensive activity resulted in the 
estimation of residual error rate, that turned out to be relatively 
low; the issue has a detailed response in this report.

-  O11: Coordination/implementation of  CSC tools. Mitigation 
action: the ECSEL JU is implementing the CSC tools omission 
as soon as they become available.

In addition, the IAS performed an IT risk assessment initially in 
November 2013, and then updated it in November 2014. The 
results are presented below.

 
TT Risk Assessment 2013

 
The ECSEL JU is sharing the IT infrastructure with the other Joint 
Undertakings co-located in the White Atrium Building (Clean 
Sky, FCH and IMI, in the future also BBI and Shift2Rail). The 2014 
update confirms that the measures taken by the JUs resulted in 
the fact that no process is in the High Vulnerability area, a clear 
improvement over the 2013 assessment.

IT Risk Assessment 2014
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8.6. Risk management 

The ECSEL JU management performed a risk assessment 
complementary to the work performed by the Internal Auditor. 
The results are summarised in the following paragraph and 
constitute the basis for the actions planned or already taken by 
ECSEL management actions to mitigate the risks.

 
The main risks recognized are: 

-  Risks in establishing the new entity ECSEL JU with regard to 

-  the budgetary provisions (operational budget, adminis-
trative budget, establishment plan);

-  possibly more attractive conditions in other instruments 
than in ECSEL

-  securing wide visibility across the institutions 

-  sustaining ECSEL Participating States engagement

-  achieving convergence among the multiple Private 
Member

-  Risks in the administrative and operational activities as 
documented by IAS. 

The risks are detailed in the following table the also contains the 
main actions to mitigate the risks (V: vulnerability; I: impact; H: 
high; L: low).

Risk V I Mitigation actions

8.5.1. Risks in establishing the new entity ECSEL JU

8.5.1.1. Budgetary provisions may result in stakeholder disengagement or inability to 
execute

8.5.1.1.a Appropriate operational 
budgets  in  re lat ion to 
stakeholders’ expectations.

H H Highlight 40% overall increase 
versus FP7, agree with the EC to 
increase call funding using next 
year budgets, and actively search 
for additional funding sources

8.5.1.1.b Administrative budget may 
not suffice to implement the 
ECSEL financial requirements 
under H2020 that are much 
more extensive than for 
ARTEMIS and ENIAC under FP7

L H Monitor budget consumption after 
closing Administrative Arrangement 
with EPS and starting first projects, 
address the GB without delay if need 
recognized

8.5.1.1.c Current establishment 
plan may be insufficient to 
handle additional financial 
activities imposed by H2020 
(cost claim ex-ante/ex-post 
verification, differentiated 
payment execution, financial 
relations with EPS), they 
we re  n o t  re q u i re d  f o r 
ARTEMIS and ENIAC under 
H2020

L H Monitor on-time execution of 
financial transactions after closing 
Administrative Arrangement with 
EPS and starting first projects, 
address the GB without delay if 
need recognized

8.5.1.1.d Multiple contributors to 
both administrative and 
operational revenues makes 
cash flow management in 
ECSEL under H2020 much 
more complex  than in 
ARTEMIS/ENIAC under FP7 
and may generate a treasury 
risk

L H ECSEL shall closely monitor cash 
flow and enact Art.16.5.  of the 
Statutes immediately when a 
potential problem is recognized

8.5.1.2. The programme execution may be hindered by H2020 rules incompatible with 
EPS participation

8.5.1.2.a H2020 accounting rules 
ignore national contributions 
and result therefore in triple 
financial bookkeeping and 
reporting, generating an 
excessive burden for all 
par ticipants, especially 
difficult to comply with 
for small or medium-sized 
entities (anti-SME provision)

H H Explore further possibilities to 
converge in accounting procedures

8.5.1.2.b The 25% flat rate for indirect 
costs in H2020 ignores the 
costs incurred by industrial 
c o m p a n i e s  o p e r a t i n g 
K E T  i n f ra s t ru c t u re s  i n 
Eu ro p e  (c l e a n  ro o m s, 
supercomputing centres) 
that cause 200-300% costs 
classified as “indirect” under 
H2020.

H H Work with EC to extend the ‘Large 
Research Infrastructure’ exception to 
industrial companies

8.5.1.2.c The ECSEL JU Executive 
Director cannot participate in 
the CSC Executive Committee 
without violating Art.11 of 
the Staff Regulation

H L The ECSEL JU continues being 
represented by observers in the CSC 
Executive Committee

8.5.1.3. Low Commission engagement may be perceived as a policy to de-emphasize 
the Joint Undertaking

8.5.1.4. The ECSEL Participating States may consider that their priorities are not addressed 
and may reduce their engagement

EPS may perceive that 
the ECSEL  MASP, WP and 
processes are not amenable 
to address their priorities; 
consequently, they may 
reduce their contributions

H H The SEL shall give highest priority to 
operate such that the EPS can play 
their role; this was recognized as 
an essential Key for Success in the 
Commission communication from 
2006

8.5.1.5. The Private Members may disagree on key aspects of the programme

8.5.1.5.a Possible disagreements 
within the Private Members 
may slow down the decision-
making and programme 
execution processes of the 
ECSEL JU

The ECSEL management must 
engage the decision makers in each 
Industry Association and get their 
buy-in for concerted actions  

8.5.1.6. The merger of ARTEMIS and ENIAC JU offices may take longer to be achieved 
and generate inefficiencies

8.5.2. Risks in the administrative and financial processes
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8.5.2.1. Risks in the administrative processes

8.5.2.1.a Anti-fraud strategy H H Implement the Anti-Fraud strategy 
generated by the CSC

8.5.2.1.b Risk management H H This document is the main action to 
address this risks, the execution of 
the action it includes should mitigate 
the risks.

8.5.2.2 Risks in the operational processes

8.5.2.2.a Ex-post controls L H Th e  s u r ve y  o f  t h e  n at i o n a l 
procedures executed so far and the 
residual error rate indicate a low risk, 
although the impact is indeed very 
high. The ECSEL management will 
continue surveying the national 
procedures to increase coverage, 
and will continue collecting ex-
post audit information from the End 
of Project certificates, surveying any 
changes in the residual error rate.

8.5.2.2.b Coordination with CSC H H The CSC “Steer ing B oard” i s 
exc lus ive ly  composed of  EC 
employees;  ECSEL GB is  not 
represented. Consequently, the 
ECSEL Executive Director cannot join 
the “Executive Committee” without 
violating the staff regulation. ECSEL 
JU follows the CSC activities and 
implements CSC tools as far as 
applicable. ECSEL must find a way 
to get its specificities properly taken 
into account by CSC at all decision 
levels.

8.5.2.3 Risks in the IT systems

No process in the high risk 
area, neither H nor L impact

L L Continue management supervision.

8.7.  Compliance and effectiveness of Internal Control 

The assessment by the ECSEL management has been already 
presented at the beginning of chapter 7. Further activities are 
included in the plans of the Internal Auditor.
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MANAGEMENT ASSURANCE

9.1.  Assessment of the Annual 
Activity Report by the 
Governing Board

The ECSEL JU Governing Board publishes 
an assessment of this Annual Activity 
report in June of the current year (2016), 
as a separate document.

9.2.  Elements supporting assurance

The ECSEL JU management has 
reasonable assurance that the resources 
assigned to the activities described in this 
report have been used for their intended 
purpose and in accordance with the 
principles of sound financial management, 
and that the control procedures put in 
place give the necessary guarantees 
concerning the legality and regularity of 
the underlying transactions.

This reasonable assurance is based on:

-  The own judgement and the 
information at its disposal resulting 
from the management supervision 
activities

-  The results of the self-assessment

-  The assessment of the ex-post controls 
and the estimation of the residual error 
rate below the materiality level of 2%

-  The work of the internal audit 
capability

-  The observations of the Internal Audit 
Service

-  The lessons learnt from the reports of 
the Court of Auditors for previous years

-  The observations of the European 
Parliament in the discharge procedures 
for previous years

9.2.1.  Results from European Court of 
Auditors during the reporting year 
and follow up of previous audits

The ECA’s opinion expressed at the end 
of year 2015 on the annual accounts for 
the financial year 2014 has been already 
mentioned under the chapter 7.4 above.

 The ECSEL JU has summarised the actions 
taken with regard to the ex-post audit 
strategy implementation that has been 
the reason for a repeated qualified opinion 
by the ECA, as follows:

9.2.2. Motivation and Background 

1. Background

The ECSEL JU made arrangements with 
the national funding authorities (NFAs) 
within the boundaries established by the 
Council Regulations (EC) No 72/20081  and 
74/20082  that entrust the task to define 

the total costs to the NFAs, based on their 
grant agreements “in accordance with 
their national rules, in particular as regards 
eligibility criteria and other necessary 
financial and legal requirements.” 
These Regulations do not establish a 
competence for the JU to define rules 
for the NFAs, and do not empower it to 
perform on the spot checks and audits 
among the NFAs. These shortcomings 
have been recognized and alleviated in 
the Council Regulation (EU) No 561/2014 
establishing ECSEL Joint Undertaking that 
empowers the Joint Undertaking to award 
the EU grants in strict compliance with the 
Horizon 2020 procedures.

2. The ECSEL JU confirms that its extensive 
assessments of the national assurance 
systems concluded that they can 
provide a reasonable protection of the 
financial interests of the JU members; 
however, as indicated by the ECA, the 
national methodologies do not allow 
the calculation of a weighted error rate 
nor a residual error rate for the projects 
(due to the significant variation in the 
procedures applied by the National 
Funding Authorities) launched under 
ARTEMIS and ENIAC Joint Undertakings. 

1   Council regulation (EC) No 72/2008 from 20th December 
2007 establishing the ENIAC Joint Undertaking

2   Council regulation (EC) No 74/2008 from 20th December 
2007 establishing the ARTEMIS Joint Undertaking

9
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In fact, a considerable number of National 
Funding Authorities perform 100% in-
depth checks and correct any errors 
detected before certifying to the Joint 
Undertaking the amounts recognized, 
to be used by the JU as the basis for the 
European grant payments. 

Based on the above considerations, the 
JU developed an estimation method 
for a pseudo error rate which resulted 
in amounts below the materiality level; 
for example, two application of this 
estimation method in 2015 resulted in 
amounts representing 0.66% (estimation 
from 07.04.2015), respectively 0.29% 
(estimation from 24.09.2015) of the 
awarded grants.

The JU method for the pseudo error rate 
consists in an estimation of the amount 
“at risk”: the corrections performed in 
the national systems is considered as 
the incoming quality; the largest error 
detected in any audited transaction is 
considered as potentially affecting all 
transactions performed and not audited, 
while the audited transactions are cleared 
because the errors have already been 
corrected before the JU executes its 
payment. 

3. Conclusions

ECSEL JU appreciates the efforts of the 
European Court of Auditors to assess the 
quality of the procedures applied by the 
JU member States, and acknowledges 
that in some countries, the low number 
of payments executed makes a statistically 
meaningful verification rather difficult. The 
JU observes that, in line with the national 
procedures, the number of auditable 
transactions is now increasing rapidly. In 
any case, the JU assessments demonstrate 
that the audits performed by the National 
Funding Authorities provide an actual 
coverage of the payments executed about 
three times higher than the level at which 
they are considered sufficient to provide 
reasonable assurance, as per the ex-post 
audit strategy.

This technical difficulty does not result, 
however, in a negative opinion of the 
ECA, but understandably prevents it from 
confirming the legality and regularity of 
the transactions without formulating a 
reservation.

ECSEL JU trusts that the European Court 
of Auditors will continue interacting with 
the National Funding Authorities to induce 
corrective actions and improvements 
wherever necessary.

9.2.3. Previous actions

Already in 2012, the JUs took important 
steps to gain assurance with regard to the 
legality and regularity of the transactions 
performed under the conditions 
mentioned above. 

-  The ARTEMIS and ENIAC JUs interacted 
with the National Funding Authorities 
to collect the national ex-post audit 
procedures or the equivalent national 
assurance systems. Sixteen out of 
the twenty-four JU member States 
provided documentation. ENIAC JU 
gave a consulting assignment to its 
internal auditor (the Internal Audit 
Service of the Commission) to assess 
the national procedure, however 
IAS concluded that the provided 
documentation is insufficient to 
extract FP7 reporting data, such as the 
residual error rate in the transactions. 

-  The ARTEMIS JU amended the ex-post 
audit strategy to better align it with 
the practices of the National Funding 
Authorities, in particular with the 
widespread practice to consider the 
intermediate payments as equivalent 
to “pre-financing” and perform in-
depth checks and audits only at the 
end of the project-related activities. 
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-  The ENIAC JU applied the Monetary 
Unit Sampling technique, as per 
FP7 procedure, and selected in 
2012 (and again in 2013) 161 
transactions, then invited the NFAs 
to check them and communicate 
the results; this exercise confirmed 
that the majority of the transactions 
were treated as “pre-financing”, but 
an increasing proportion of them 
started undergoing audits as the 
projects reached the end of the 
activities; consequently, the finding 
that at 95% confidence, the maximum 
misstatement is below the materiality 
level in 98% of the cases (2% error rate) 
is only preliminary, pending the end-
of-project audit results. 

-  The JUs introduced a specific 
document for the NFA to certify at 
the “End of Project” which participants 
have been submitted to an audit, 
and to communicate the results of 
the operation. ARTEMIS JU already 
indicated such results in 2012 and 
continued collecting the data, while 
ENIAC JU started only receiving 
evidence in 2013 on the projects 
arising from Call 2008-1. These show: 
32% of the beneficiaries receiving 
45.6% of the grants were already 
audited, 13.3% further beneficiaries 
receiving 13.6% of the grants were 
planned to be audited, while the 
certificates also documented the 
first results on projects arising from 
Call 2009-1. The consolidated results 
demonstrated that the costs actually 
incurred by the project participants 
exceeded by 12.7% the maximum 
eligible costs granted; they cannot 
result in a reimbursement, but 
demonstrate the strong engagement 
of the beneficiaries to the objective of 
the project. 

These actions and the results obtained up 
to the end of 2013 have been presented 
to the Governing Board and have been 
described in the Annual Activity Report of 
the respective Executive Directors, as well 
as in direct interactions with MEPs in 2013.

9.3. Reservations 

9.3.1. Motivation and Background 

The ECSEL JU management does not 
see at this point any reason to express a 
reservation

9.3.2. Previous actions

Conflict of interests:
0n June 3rd 2015, the Governing Board 
adopted comprehensive rules on the 
prevention and management of conflicts 
of interest:

Persons concerned
This decision shall apply to the following 
ECSEL JU actors:

-  The member’s representatives in the 
Governing Board, 

-  The member’s representatives in the 
Public Authorities Board, 

-  The Executive Director, 

-  The ECSEL JU staff members recruited 
under the Conditions of Employment 
of Other Servants of the European 
Communities,

-  The trainees engaged by ECSEL JU,

-  The interim staff engaged by ECSEL JU,

-  The Seconded National Experts 
engaged by ECSEL JU,

-  The external experts in projects 
reviews, proposals evaluation and 
monitoring of evaluations,

-  The participants in procurement 
committees,

-  The participants in Staff Selection 
Boards  and other  boards  or 
committees involved in human 
resources activities. 

9.3.3. Actions taken in 2015

For the implementation of the Ex-Post 
audit strategy of the ARTEMIS and 
ENIAC projects the JU’s have developed 
in close cooperation with the Court of 
Auditors, the European Commission 
and the National Funding Authorities 
a method for the assessment of the 
procedures and methods deployed by 
the NFAs and a check list. The NFAs are 
asked on a yearly basis to announce any 
modification in their procedures and 
methods, for 2015 this is on-going. This 
will be complemented with dedicated 
workshops to exchange best practices.

9.3.4. Residual error rate estimation

The error rate estimation methodology 
is described in detail in Annex 10.8. 
Following a procedure based upon the 
experience of EC services successful 
in co-managing funding with national 
authorities (such as certain programmes 
of DG AGRI), the residual error rate is 
estimated to be 0.29%. This low value is 
explainable by the fact that the ex-post 
checks and audits are executed by a large 
number of authorities, each one in charge 
of a relatively small number of transaction, 
so that many of the authorities prefer to 
submit to ex-post checks and audits 100% 
of the transaction, rather than a sample.

9.3.5. Conclusion and next steps

The ECSEL JU considers at this point in 
time that it has sufficient elements to 
provide the declaration of assurance in 
the following chapter.
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Declaration of Assurance
I, the undersigned, Bert De Colvenaer,

Executive Director of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking,

In my capacity as authorising officer 

Declare that the information contained in this report gives a true and fair view1 .

State that I have reasonable assurance that the resources assigned to the activities described in 
this report have been used for their intended purpose and in accordance with the principles of 
sound financial management, and that the control procedures put in place give the necessary 
guarantees concerning the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions.

This reasonable assurance is based on my own judgement and on the information at my 
disposal, such as the results of the self-assessment, ex-post controls, the work of the internal 
audit capability, the observations of the Internal Audit Service and the lessons learnt from 
the reports of the Court of Auditors and from the observations of the European Parliament 
for years prior to the year of this declaration.

Confirm that I am not aware of anything not reported here which could harm the interests 
of the Joint Undertaking.

Brussels, 26 February 2016

Bert De Colvenaer

1  True and fair in this context means a reliable, complete and 
correct view on the state of affairs in the Joint Undertaking.

10
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Annexes
11.1. Organisational chart

Organisation chart at 31.12.2015
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Legal
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Programme 
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Network and
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Trainee Programme 
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for Finance
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Programme 
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11.2. Establishment plan 2015

Positions ED Unit A Unit B Unit C Unit D ∑

TAD 1 2 8 1 2 14

TAST -

CA 1 1 2 7 5 16

SNE 1 1

∑ 3 3 10 8 7 31

 
ED=  Office secretariat

TAD=  Temporary Agent – Administrator

TAST=  Temporary Agent – Assistant

CA=  Contract Agent

SNE= Seconded National Expert

11.3.  EU Budget Consumption (H2020 and FP7)

REPORT ON BUDGETARY AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 2015

Art 109 of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking Financial Rules

Revenue Commitments Payments

100% of revenue 
foreseen collected

100% of public funds 
collected

94% of private funds (to 
running costs) collected

100% executed

100% on running costs

100% on operational 
budget

91% executed

83% on running costs

91% on operational 
budget

 
The budget is the instrument which, for each financial year, 
forecasts and implements the revenue and expenditure 
considered necessary for the Joint Undertaking.

The budget is established and implemented in compliance with 
the principles of unity, budgetary accuracy, annuality, equilibrium, 
unit of account, universality, specification, sound financial 
management and transparency:

-  unity and budget accuracy: all ECSEL JU expenditure and 
revenue must be incorporated in a single budget document, 
must be booked on a budget line and expenditure must not 
exceed authorized appropriations;

-  annuality: the appropriations entered are authorized for a 
single year and must therefore be used during that year;

-  equilibrium: the revenue and expenditure shown in the 
budget must be in balance (estimated revenue must equal 
payment appropriations);

-  unit of account: the budget is drawn up and implemented in 
euro (EUR) and the accounts are presented in euro;

-  universality:  this principle comprises two rules: 

-   the rule of non-assignment, meaning that budget 
revenue must not be earmarked for specific items of 
expenditure (total revenue must cover total expenditure); 

-  the gross budget rule, meaning that revenue and 
expenditure are entered in full in the budget without 
any adjustment against each other;

-  specification: each appropriation is assigned to a specific 
purpose and a specific objective;

-  sound financial management: budget appropriations 
are used in accordance with the  principle  of   sound  
financial  management,  namely  in  accordance  with  
the principles of economy, efficiency and effectiveness;

-  transparency:  the  budget  is  established  and  
implemented  and  the  accounts presented  in   
compliance  with  the  principle  of  transparency  -  the  
budget  and amending budgets are published in the 
website of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking.

11.3.1. Legal Framework 

The accounting system of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking comprises 
budget accounts and general accounts. 

-  The budget accounts give a detailed picture of the 
implementation of the budget. 

-  The general accounts allow for the preparation of the Financial 
Statements as they show all revenues and expenses for the 
financial year irrespective of the time they are cashed. They are 
designed to establish the financial position of ECSEL JU in the 
form of a balance sheet and an Economic Outturn Account at 
31 December each year.

The Joint Undertaking applies the accrual-based accounting; 
therefore, the Financial Statements show all the charges and 
income for the financial year, regardless of the date of payment 
or collection.

11.3.2. Budget 

In accordance with the Council Regulation (EC) No 561/2014 of 06 
May 2014 under Article 187 of The Treaty setting up ECSEL Joint 
Undertaking, the ECSEL JU is financed through contributions from 
its Members, including cash contributions from the Union and the 
Industry (AENEAS, ARTEMIS-IA and EPoSS) for its running costs and 
a cash contribution from the Union for its operational activities.

11.3.2.1. Budget Structure and fund sources

The budget of the ECSEL JU is divided into 3 titles as follows:

TITLE 1 Staff expenses

TITLE 2 Administrative expenses

TITLE 3 Operational expenses

Fund sources include funds from the current year (C1), funds 
carried over from the previous year (C8) and internal assigned 
revenue (C4 and C5).
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11.3.2.2. Budget Revenue

According to the financial rules of ECSEL 
JU, revenues are funds made available to 
the Joint Undertaking by different sources 
to cover administrative and operating 
expenditure for a year and form part of the 
annual budget. The table below outlines 
the breakdown of the revenue received 
in 2015.

Commitment 
Appropriation

Payment 
Appropriation

Union 
contribution 
for Operational 
expenditure

102,454,814 161,500,000

Union 
contribution for 
Administrative 
expenditure

2,210,000 2,210,000

Industry 
Associations

2,802,000 2,802,000

Other Revenue 27,393 27,393

TOTAL 107,494,207 166,539,393

 
The total revenue from the Industry 
associations amounts to 94% of the voted 
budget. Indeed the contribution of EPoSS 
(188,000€) has not been received by the 
end of year 2015. As mentioned in the list 
below, their recovery order is still open.

For Title 1 and 2 appropriations are non-
differentiated: commitment and payment 
appropriations are of equal amount. For 
Title 3 appropriations are differentiated. 
Commitments are paid over several 
years in accordance with contractual 
obligations.

Fig.9.   Payment Appropriation (in M€)

11.3.2.3. Budget amendments and transfers

11.3.2.3.1. Amendments

During the financial year 2015, the ECSEL 
JU carried out two budget amendments 
as follow:

Initial 1st Amendment 2nd Amendment

EU contribution 97,210,000 97,210,000 104,664,814   

Industry 
Associations

3,140,000 2,990,000 2,990,000   

TOTAL 100,350,000 100,200,000 107,654,814

 
The initial budget was adopted by the 
Governing Board on the 8th of December 
2014 (ECSEL-GB-2014-24).

Budget amendment n°1 was adopted on 
the 16th of July 2015 (ECSEL-GB-2015-44) 
and includes a slight decrease from the 
Industry Association Revenues and an 
increase from the Operational payment 
appropriations due to the acceleration 
in the pace of payments of FP7 legacy 
projects.

Further to the outcome of the evaluation 
of the proposals, budget amendment n°2 
was adopted on the 8th of December 
2015 (ECSEL-GB-2015-45) to increase the 
budget 2015 dedicated to Operational 
expenditures.

Operational expenditure - EU

Operational expenditure - Carry-
over of appropriations

Administrative expenditure - 
Industry Associations

Administrative expenditure - EU

Other Revenue

23.915
5.039

0.027161.500

2.210

2.802
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11.3.2.3.2. Transfers

Initial Transfers 31/12/2015

Local Key Comm.Credits Pay.Credits Comm.Credits Pay.Credits Comm.Credits Pay.Credits Description

CSEL-B2015-A01100-
C1-ECSEL

3,000,000.00 3,000,000.00 0.00 0.00 3,000,000.00 3,000,000.00 STAFF SALARIES

CSEL-B2015-A01200-
C1-ECSEL

30,000.00 30,000.00 0.00 0.00 30,000.00 30,000.00 STAFF RECRU ASSO COS

CSEL-B2015-A01300-
C1-ECSEL

135,000.00 135,000.00 15,000.00 15,000.00 150,000.00 150,000.00 MISSION & REPRESENTA

CSEL-B2015-A01420-
C1-ECSEL

35,000.00 35,000.00 0.00 0.00 35,000.00 35,000.00 SOC-MED INFR & TRAIN

Total A01 3,200,000.00 3,200,000.00 15,000.00 15,000.00 3,215,000.00 3,215,000.00

CSEL-B2015-A02000-
C1-ECSEL

650,000.00 650,000.00 -100,000.00 -100,000.00 550,000.00 550,000.00 BUILD & ASSOCI COSTS

CSEL-B2015-A02100-
C1-ECSEL

110,000.00 110,000.00 65,000.00 65,000.00 130,000.00 130,000.00 IT EQUIPMENT

-45,000.00 -45,000.00

CSEL-B2015-A02210-
C1-ECSEL

45,000.00 45,000.00 -30,600.00 -30,600.00 14,400.00 14,400.00 FURNITURE

CSEL-B2015-A02300-
C1-ECSEL

25,000.00 25,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 30,000.00 30,000.00 OTHERS ADMIN EXPEND

CSEL-B2015-A02410-
C1-ECSEL

80,000.00 80,000.00 -65,000.00 -65,000.00 15,000.00 15,000.00 TELECOMMUNICATIONS

CSEL-B2015-A02600-
C1-ECSEL

234,800.00 234,800.00 100,000.00 100,000.00 421,400.00 421,400.00 EVALUATIONS

75,600.00 75,600.00

11,000.00 11,000.00

CSEL-B2015-A02602-
C1-ECSEL

265,200.00 265,200.00 0.00 0.00 265,200.00 265,200.00 REVIEWS

CSEL-B2015-A02700-
C1-ECSEL

40,000.00 40,000.00 -20,000.00 -20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 INNOVATION ACTIVITIE

CSEL-B2015-A02800-
C1-ECSEL

450,000.00 450,000.00 0.00 0.00 450,000.00 450,000.00 COMMUNICATION

CSEL-B2015-A02901-
C1-ECSEL

250,000.00 250,000.00 -150,000.00 -150,000.00 89,000.00 89,000.00 AUDIT LEGAL EXT SERV

-11,000.00 -11,000.00

Total A02 2,150,000.00 2,150,000.00 -165,000.00 -165,000.00 1,985,000.00 1,985,000.00

CSEL-B2015-B03100-
C1-ECSEL

0.00 39,996,000.00 0.00 27,945,004.41 0.00 67,941,004.41 SELECT PROJECTS ENI

CSEL-B2015-B03101-
C1-ECSEL

0.00 20,004,000.00 0.00 17,864,094.52 0.00 37,868,094.52 SELECT PROJECTS ART

CSEL-B2015-B03102-
C1-ECSEL

95,000,000.00 46,500,000.00 7,454,814.00 9,190,901.07 102,454,814.00 55,690,901.07 SELECT PROJECTS CSL

Total B03 95,000,000.00 106,500,000.00  7,454,814.00 55,000,000.00  102,454,814.00 161,500,000.00
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11.3.2.4. Budget Expenditure

Budget execution at year end reached 100% in terms of commitment appropriations 
and 90.95% in terms of payment execution.

Below is an overview of the budget implementation (execution on commitments and 
payments) by fund source:

2015 – C1 

Amounts in € Commitment 
appropriation

Committed % Committed Payment appropriation Paid % Paid

Title 1 3,215,000.00 3,215,000.00 100.00 % 3,215,000.00 2,710,178.95 84.30 %

Title 2 1,985,000.00 1,985,000.00 100.00 % 1,985,000.00 1,580,772.40 79.64 %

Subtotal 5,200,000.00 5,200,000.00 100.00% 5,200,000.00 4,290,951.35 82.52%

Title 3 102,454,814.00 102,454,814.00 100.00 % 161,500,000.00 147,314,534.87 91.22 %

Total 107,654,814.00 107,654,814.00 100.00 % 166,700,000.00 151,605,486.22 90.95 %

 
2015 – C8

Amounts in € Commitment 
appropriation

Committed % Committed Payment appropriation Paid % Paid

Title 1 101,559.24 101,559.24 100.00 % 101,559.24 55,822.30 54.97 %

Title 2 503,905.63 503,905.63 100.00 % 503,905.63 300,861.10 59.71 %

Subtotal 605,464.87 605,464.87 100.00% 605,464.87 356,683.40 58.91%

Title 3 584,328,926.19 584,328,926.19 100.00 % 0.00  0.00 %

Total 584,934,391.06 584,934,391.06 100.00 % 605,464.87 356,683.40 58.91 %

 
2015 – C4

Amounts in € Commitment 
appropriation

Committed % Committed Payment appropriation Paid % Paid

Title 2 75,492.20  0.00 % 75,492.20   

Title 3 442,089.71  0.00 % 442,089.71 269,073.10 60.86 %

Total 517,581.91  0.00 % 517,581.91 269,073.10 51.99 %

 
2015 – C5

Amounts in € Commitment 
appropriation

Committed % Committed Payment appropriation Paid % Paid

Title 1 1,308.09  100.00 % 1,308.09  0.00 %

Title 2 906.13  100.00 % 906.13  0.00 %

Subtotal 2,214.22 0.00 0.00% 2,214.22 0.00 0.00%

Title 3 316,101.66  100.00 % 229,861.44 229,861.44 100.00 %

Total 318,315.88  100.00 % 232,075.66 229,861.44 99.05 %
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Fig 10.   Budget Comparisons, per Title
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11.4.  The Provisional Annual Accounts for the year 
2015 at closing date 31/12/2015

The annual accounts of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking include the 
Financial Statements and the Budget Implementation Report. The 
Report on Budgetary and Financial Management is a separate 
set of information which accompanies the annual accounts but 
it does not form part of them. The Financial Statements comprise 
the Balance Sheet, the Economic Outturn Account, the Cash-Flow 
table and the Statement of Changes in Capital for the financial 
year 2015. 

The objective of Financial Statements is to provide relevant 
information about the financial position, the performance and 
the cash flows of the entity to the users. For a public sector 
entity such as the ECSEL JU, there are also other, more specific 
objectives, such as to provide information for decision making 
and to demonstrate the accountability of the Joint Undertaking 
for the resources entrusted to it. 

In order to present a true and fair view, the Financial Statements 
must supply relevant information to describe the nature and range 
of the activities; they must explain how it is financed and supply 
definitive information on its operations. In addition, the Financial 
Statements must do so in a clear and comprehensible manner, 
which allows comparisons between financial years. It is with these 
goals in mind that the Annual Accounts have been drawn up. 

It’s important to highlight that 2015 was the first full financial 
year for ECSEL Joint Undertaking that start its operations in June 
27, 2014. For that reason the comparison must be considered 
taking into account this fact.

The accounting system of the ECSEL Joint Undertaking comprises 
budget accounts and general accounts. The budget accounts 
give a detailed picture of the implementation of the budget. 
The general accounts allow for the preparation of the Financial 
Statements as they show all revenues and expenses for the 
financial year irrespective of the time they are cashed. They 
are designed to establish the financial position of ECSEL in the 
form of a balance sheet and an Economic Outturn Account on 
31 December of each year. The Joint Undertaking applies the 
accrual-based accounting; therefore, the Financial Statements 
show all the charges and income for the financial year, regardless 
of the date of payment or collection. 

Note : The figures included in tables 11.4.1 and 11.4.2 are 
provisional since they are, at this date, still subject to audit by 
the Court of Auditors. It is thus possible that amounts included 
in these tables may have to be adjusted following this audit.

1   (based on Annex II to Council Decision 
2013/743/EU)

11.4.1. Balance Sheet at 31.12.2015 in Euro

31.12.2015 27.06-31.12.2014

I. Non-Current Assets 69,231.55 95,946.18

Intangible fixed assets 6,589.46 10,088.32

Tangible fixed assets 62,642.09 85,857.86

II. Current Assets   63,766,600.53  48,422,515.07 

Short-term pre-financing 19,033,948.33 0.00

Short-term receivables 394,465.54 269,379.57

Cash and cash equivalents 44,338,186.66 48,153,135.50

Total Assets 63,835,832.08 48,518,461.25

III. Non-Current Liabilities 

IV. Current Liabilities   215,838,128.88   124,716,726.99 

Accounts payable     156,318,550.23    123,626,293.11 

Accrual expenses 
Administrative

292,210.50             343,714.85 

Accrual expenses 
Operational

155,785,411.43 122,847,884.00

Other debts             240,928.30             434,694.26 

Provisions for risks and 
charges

              34,317.82               43,433.88 

Deferred Incomes             805,000.00         1,047,000.00 

Estimated "in-kind" 
contribution from private 
members

      58,680,260.83 

Total Liabilities   215,838,128.88   124,716,726.99 

V. Net Assets  (Total Asset 
less Total Liabilities)

- 152,002,296.80 -76,198,265.74

Contribution from 
Members 

   148,261,325.20       2,214,976.74 

EU Contribution    144,642,325.20          460,000.00 

IA Contribution       3,431,000.00       1,754,976.74 

IA Contribution not cashed          188,000.00 

Accumulated contribution 
from members used 
previous years

-76,198,265.74 -53,195,261.77

Contribution from 
members used during the 
year (EOA) 

-224,065,356.26 -25,217,980.71

Total Net Assets + 
Liabilities

    63,835,832.08     48,518,461.25 

Note : The figures included in tables 11.4.1 and 11.4.2 are 
provisional since they are, at this date, still subject to audit by the 
Court of Auditors. It is thus possible that amounts included in these 
tables may have to be adjusted following this audit.
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11.4.2 Economic Outturn Account (EOA) in Euro

31.12.2015 27.06-31.12.2014

Administrative Expenses

Staff Expenses -2,671,529.56 -1,394,142.65

Fixed assets related 
expenses

    -34,508.40     - 14,087.73 

Building cost -519,793.97 -237,608.40

Other Administrative 
expenses

-1,236,171.07 -716,430.05

Total Administrative: -4,462,003.00 -2,362,268.83

Operational expenses -160,950,485.43 -22,885,915.62

Contribution in-kind -58,680,260.83

Total Operating Expenses -224,092,749.26 -25,248,184.45

Financial operations 
revenues

27,393.00 30,203.74

Others

Contribution from 
members used during 
the year

-224,065,356.26 -25,217,980.71

Note : The figures included in tables 11.4.1 and 11.4.2 are 
provisional since they are, at this date, still subject to audit by the 
Court of Auditors. It is thus possible that amounts included in these 
tables may have to be adjusted following this audit.

11.5.  Scoreboard of H2020 common KPIs

TABLE I

Horizon 2020 Key Performance Indicators1 common to all JTI JUs

Corres-
pon-
dence 
to  
general 
Annex 1

Key Performance 
Indicator

Definition/Responding to 
question

Type of data 
required

Data to be 
provided by

Baseline at the 
start of H2020 
(latest available)

Target at the end 
of H2020

Result Further 
information

IN
DU

ST
RIA

L L
EA

DE
RS

HI
P

12 SME - Share of 
participating 
SMEs 
introducing 
innovations new 
to the company 
or the market 
(covering the 
period of the 
project plus 
three years);

Based on Community 
Innovation Survey . 
Number and % of 
participating SMEs that have 
introduced innovations to the 
company or to the market;

Number 
of SMEs 
that have 
introduced 
innovations;

H2020 
beneficiaries 
through project 
reporting

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

50% No results are 
available as no 
reports have been 
introduced yet

No further 
information

13 SME - Growth 
and job creation 
in participating 
SMEs

Turnover of company, number 
of employees

Turnover of 
company, 
number of 
employees;

H2020 
beneficiaries 
through project 
reporting

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

to be developed 
based on 
FP7 ex-post 
evaluation and 
/or first H2020 
project results

No results are 
available as no 
reports have been 
introduced yet

No further 
information
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SO
CIE

TA
L C

HA
L

14 Publications in 
peer-reviewed 
high impact 
journals 1

The percentage of papers 
published in the top 10% 
impact ranked journals by 
subject category.

Publications 
from relevant 
funded 
projects (DOI: 
Digital Object 
Identifiers); 
Journal 
impact 
benchmark 
(ranking) 
data to be 
collected by 
commercially 
available 
bibliometric 
databases.

H2020 
beneficiaries 
through project 
reporting; 
Responsible 
Directorate/
Service (via 
access to 
appropriate 
bibliometric 
databases)

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

[On average, 
20 publications 
per €10 million 
funding (for 
all societal 
challenges)]

Not applicable to 
ECSEL (because LEIT) 

Chapter 
4.7.3 for 
information 
on legacy 
projects

15 Patent 
applications and 
patents awarded 
in the area of 
the JTI

Number of patent applications 
by theme; Number of 
awarded patents  by theme

Patent 
application 
number

H2020 
beneficiaries 
through project 
reporting; 
Responsible 
Directorate/
Service (via 
worldwide 
search engines 
such as 
ESPACENET, 
WOPI)

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

On average, 2 
per €10 million 
funding (2014 - 
2020) RTD A6

Not applicable to 
ECSEL (because 
LEIT) but see 4.7.3 
for information on 
this topic

Chapter 
4.7.3 for 
information 
on legacy 
projects

16 Number of 
prototypes 
testing  activities 
and clinical 
trials

Number of prototypes, testing 
(feasibility/demo) activities, 
clinical trials

Reports on 
prototypes, 
and testing 
activities, 
clinical trials

H2020 
beneficiaries 
through project 
reporting

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

[To be 
developed on 
the basis of first 
Horizon 2020 
results]

Not applicable to 
ECSEL 

NA

17 Number of joint 
public-private 
publications in 
projects

Number and share of joint 
public-private publications 
out of all relevant 
publications.

Properly 
flagged 
publications 
data (DOI) 
from relevant 
funded 
projects

H2020 
beneficiaries 
through project 
reporting; 
Responsible 
Directorate/
Service (via DOI 
and manual data 
input-flags)

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

[To be 
developed on 
the basis of first 
Horizon 2020 
results]

Not applicable to 
ECSEL (because 
LEIT) but see 4.7.3 
for information on 
this topic

NA

18* New products, 
processes, 
and methods 
launched into 
the market

Number of projects with 
new innovative products, 
processes, and methods, 

Project count 
and drop 
down list 
allowing 
to choose 
the type 
processes, 
products, 
methods, 

H2020 
beneficiaries 
through project 
reporting

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

[To be 
developed on 
the basis of first 
Horizon 2020 
results]

No results are 
available as no 
reports have been 
introduced yet

NA

EV
AL

UA
TIO

N

NA Time to inform 
(TTI) all 
applicants of the 
outcome of the 
evaluation of 
their application 
from the 
final date for 
submission 
of completed 
proposals

To provide applicants with 
high quality and timely 
evaluation results and 
feedback after each evaluation 
step by implementing and 
monitoring a high scientific 
level peer reviewed process

Number 
and % of 
information 
letters sent 
to applicants 
within target 

Joint 
Undertaking

71 153 calendar  
days

62 letters
100%
79 calendar days
79 calendar days

Chapter 
4.3.1
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NA Redress after 
evaluations

To provide applicants with 
high quality and timely 
evaluation results and 
feedback after each evaluation 
step by implementing and 
monitoring a high scientific 
level peer reviewed process

Number of 
redresses 
requested

Joint 
Undertaking

FP7 latest 
known results

No request for redress NA

GR
AN

TS

NA Time to grant 
(TTG) measured 
(average) from 
call deadline 
to signature of 
grants

To minimise the duration 
of the granting process 
aiming at ensuring a prompt 
implementation of the 
Grant Agreements through a 
simple and transparent grant 
preparation process

Number and 
% of grants 
signed within 
target 
Average TTG 
in calendar 
days 
Maximum 
TTG in 
calendar 
days

Joint 
Undertaking

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

TTG < 270 days 
( as %of GAs 
signed)

For projects in Call 
2014:
5
41%
290
344

Chapter 
4.4.1

NA Time to sign 
(TTS) grant 
agreements 
from the date 
of informing 
successful 
applicants 
(information 
letters)

To minimise the duration 
of the granting process 
aiming at ensuring a prompt 
implementation of the 
Grant Agreements through a 
simple and transparent grant 
preparation process

Number and 
% of grants 
signed within 
target 
Average TTG 
in calendar 
days 
Maximum 
TTG in 
calendar 
days

Joint 
Undertaking

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

TTS 92 calendar 
days

For projects in Call 
2014:
0
0%
198
252

Chapter 
4.4.1

PA
YM

EN
TS

NA Time to pay 
(TTP)  (% made 
on time) 
-pre-financing 
- interim 
payment
-final payment

To optimize the payments 
circuits, both operational and 
administrative, including 
payments to experts

Average 
number 
of days for 
Grants pre-
financing, 
interim 
payments 
and final 
payments;
Average 
number 
of days for 
administrative 
payments;
Number 
of experts 
appointed

Joint 
Undertaking

FP7 lates -pre-financing 
(30 days)
- interim 
payment (90 
days)
-final payment 
((90days)

For ARTEMIS and 
ENIAC projects, 
results are:
75% were on time of 
which:
74.7% pre-financing;
75.8% normal 
payments
For ECSEL payments 
100% were on time

HR

NA Vacancy rate 
(%)

% of post 
filled in, 
composition 
of the JU 
staff 

Joint 
Undertaking

n.a. [new 
approach under 
H2020]

4.21% for 2015

JU
 EF

FIC
IEN

CY

NA Budget 
implementation/
execution:
1. % CA to total 
budget
2. % PA to total 
budget

realistic yearly budget 
proposal, possibility to 
monitor and report on 
its execution, both in 
commitment (CA) and 
payments (PA), in line with 
sound financial management 
principle

% of CA 
and PA 

Joint 
Undertaking

100% 100% 
in CA
91%

NA Administrative 
Budget:
Number and % 
of total of late 
payments

realistic yearly budget 
proposal, possibility to 
monitor and report on its 
execution in line with sound 
financial management 
principle

Number 
of delayed 
payments
% of delayed 
payments (of 
the total) 

Joint 
Undertaking

139 (14%) payments 
were delayed

NOTES:

18* This indicator is not a legally compulsory one, but it covers several additional specific indicators requested for more societal 
challenges by the services in charge.

Clinical trials are IMI specific
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11.6.  Indicators for monitoring cross-cutting issues

TABLE II

Indicators for monitoring H2020 Cross-Cutting Issues1 common to all JTI JUs

Correspon-
dence in 
the general 
Annex 2

Cro
ss-

cu
tti

ng
 is

su
e Definition/Responding 

to question
Type of data 
required

Data to be provided by Data to be 
provided 
in/to

Direct 
contri-
bution to 
ERA

Result End 2015 Further 
information

2

W
ide

nin
g t

he
 pa

rti
cip

ati
on

2.1 Total number of 
participations by EU-28 
Member State

Nationality of 
H2020 applicants 
& beneficiaries 
(number of ) 

H2020 applicants & 
beneficiaries at the 
submission and grant 
agreement signature stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

YES From calls 2014 and 2015: 
AT, BE, CZ, DE, DK, EL, ES, FI, 
FR, HU, IT, LT, LV, NL, PT, RO, 
SE, SI, SK, UK, PL  
Representing 665 
beneficiaries

Chapter 4.3.3

2.2 Total amount of EU 
financial contribution 
by EU-28 Member 
State (EUR millions)

Nationality 
of H2020 
beneficiaries and 
corresponding 
EU financial 
contribution 

H2020 beneficiaries at 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

YES The amount for signed 
grant agreements:
147.6M€ out of a total of 
154.1M€

Chapter 4.3.3

NA Total number of 
participations by 
Associated Countries

Nationality of 
H2020 applicants 
& beneficiaries 
(number of ) 

H2020 applicants & 
beneficiaries at the 
submission and grant 
agreement signature stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

YES IL, TR
17

Chapter 4.3.4

NA Total amount of EU 
financial contribution 
by Associated Country 
(EUR millions)

Nationality 
of H2020 
beneficiaries and 
corresponding 
EU financial 
contribution 

H2020 beneficiaries at 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

YES The amount for signed 
grant agreements

Chapter 4.3.4

3

SM
Es

 pa
rti

cip
ati

on

3.1  Share of EU 
financial contribution 
going to SMEs 
(Enabling & industrial 
tech and Part III of 
Horizon 2020)                                                  

Number of H2020 
beneficiaries 
flagged as SME; 

H2020 beneficiaries at 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

The amount for signed 
grant agreements
123
36%

Chapter 4.3.5

6

Ge
nd

er

6.1 Percentage of 
women participants in 
H2020 projects

Gender of 
participants in 
H2020 projects

H2020 Beneficiaries  
through project reporting 

JU AAR YES No results are available 
as no reports have been 
introduced yet

NA

6.2 Percentage of 
women project 
coordinators in H2020 

Gender of 
MSC fellows, 
ERC principle 
investigators 
and scientific 
coordinators in 
other H2020 
activities

H2020 beneficiaries at the 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR YES The amount for signed 
grant agreements
3
This represents 25% of the 
coordinators

The number of 
women in the 
manufacturing of 
electronic goods is 
24.3% in 2015 in 
the USA

6.3 Percentage of 
women in EC advisory 
groups, expert groups, 
evaluation panels, 
individual experts, etc.

Gender of 
memberships in 
advisory groups, 
panels, etc.

Compiled  by Responsible 
Directorate/ Service/Joint 
Undertaking based on 
existing administrative data 
made available by the CSC

JU AAR YES Unavailable, no data 
received

NA

7

Int
ern

ati
on

al 
co

op
era

tio
n

7.1 Share of third-
country participants in 
Horizon 2020    

Nationality 
of H2020 
beneficiaries

H2020 beneficiaries at the 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

YES CH
The amount for signed 
grant agreements
1

Chapter 4.3.4

7.2 Percentage of EU 
financial contribution 
attributed to third 
country participants

Nationality 
of H2020 
beneficiaries and 
corresponding 
EU financial 
contribution 

H2020 beneficiaries at the 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

YES 0% Chapter 4.3.4
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9.1 Share of projects 
and EU financial 
contribution allocated 
to Innovation Actions 
(IAs)

Number of IA 
proposals and 
projects properly 
flagged in the WP; 
follow up at grant 
level.

Project Office – at GA 
signature stage he/she 
will be required to flag 
on SYGMA. Responsible 
Directorate/Service 
(WP coordinator)/Joint 
Undertaking - via tool 
CCM2

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

The amount for signed 
grant agreements
6  (50% of total)
106.7M€

Chapter 4.3.2

9.2 Within the 
innovation actions, 
share of EU financial 
contribution focussed 
on demonstration 
and first-of-a-kind 
activities     

Topics properly 
flagged in the WP; 
follow-up at grant 
level

Responsible Directorate/
Service (WP coordinator)/
Joint Undertaking - via 
tool CCM2

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

Information not available NA

NA Scale of impact 
of projects (High 
Technology Readiness 
Level)

Number of projects 
addressing TRL 
between…(4-6, 
5-7)

Joint Undertaking JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

For the JU this is the 
difference between RIA 
and IA actions. For the 
signed grant agreements: 
6 projects address the TRL 
levels with a focus 3-4 and 
6 projects address the TRL 
levels with a focus 5-8

Chapter 4.3.2

11

Pr
iva

te 
se

cto
r p

ar
tic

ipa
tio

n

11.1 Percentage of 
H2020 beneficiaries 
from the private for 
profit sector

Number of and % 
of the total  H2020 
beneficiaries 
classified by type 
of activity and 
legal status

H2020 beneficiaries at 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

The % private beneficiaries 
of the total  H2020 
beneficiaries for signed 
grant agreements
69%

For more 
information on the 
split between SME 
and LE.
Chapter 4.3.5

11.2  Share of EU 
financial contribution 
going to private for 
profit entities (Enabling 
& industrial tech and 
Part III of Horizon 
2020)   

H2020 
beneficiaries 
classified by 
type of activity; 
corresponding EU 
contribution

H2020 beneficiaries at 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

The  % for signed grant 
agreements
60%

For more 
information on the 
split between SME 
and LE.
Chapter 4.3.5

12

Fu
nd

ing
 fo

r P
PP

s 

12.1 EU Financial 
contribution for PPP 
(Art 187) 

EU contribution to 
PPP (Art 187)

Responsible Directorate/
Service/

JU AAR The EU contribution to 
ECSEL for the year 2015 
amounts to: 144M€

12.2 PPPs leverage: 
total amount of funds 
leveraged through 
Art. 187 initiatives, 
including additional 
activities, divided by 
the EU contribution                                       

Total funding 
made by private 
actors involved 
in PPPs
- in-kind 
contribution 
already committed 
by private 
members in 
project selected for 
funding
- additional 
activities 
(i.e. research 
expenditures/
investment of 
industry in the 
sector, compared 
to previous year)

Joint Undertaking Services JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report
JU annual 
accounts ( 
part of)

Notes: 

The ratio of the cost committed by the private members (all beneficiaries in the projects) in the projects selected in 2015 divided by 
the EU funding for those partners equals: 4.1

TRL: Technology Readiness Level

This indicator (9.2) is initially intended to monitor the Digital Agenda (its applicability could be only partial)
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13
Co

m
m

un
ica

tio
n a
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 di
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m
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n
13.3 Dissemination 
and outreach activities 
other than peer-
reviewed publications 
- [Conferences, 
workshops, press 
releases,  publications, 
flyers, exhibitions, 
trainings, social 
media, web-sites, 
communication 
campaigns (e.g. radio, 
TV)]

A drop down list 
allows the type 
of dissemination 
activity to be 
chosen. Number 
of events, funding 
amount and 
number of persons 
reached thanks to 
the dissemination 
activities

H2020 Beneficiaries  
through project reporting

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

YES For the ECSEL calls no 
reporting has been 
submitted yet, therefore no 
figures are available.

Chapter 4.7.3 for 
legacy projects

14

Pa
rti

cip
ati

on
 pa

tte
rn

s o
f in

de
pe

nd
en

t 
ex

pe
rts

14.2 Proposal 
evaluators by country

Nationality of 
proposal evaluators

Responsible Directorate/
Service/Joint Undertaking 
in charge with the 
management of proposal 
evaluation

JU AAR  This information is available 
in Chapter 4

Chapter 4.5

14.3 Proposal 
evaluators by 
organisations’ type of 
activity

Type of activity 
of evaluators’ 
organisations

Responsible Directorate/
Service/Joint Undertaking 
in charge with the 
management of proposal 
evaluation

JU AAR YES This information is available 
in Chapter 4

Chapter 4.5

NA

Pa
rti

cip
ati

on
 of

 RT
Os

 an
d U

niv
ers

itie
s

Participation of RTOs 
and Universities in PPPs 
(Art 187 initiatives)

Number of 
participations of 
RTOs to funded 
projects and % of 
the total
Number of 
participations of 
Universities to 
funded projects 
and % of the total
% of budget 
allocated to RTOs 
and to Universities

H2020 beneficiaries at the 
grant agreement signature 
stage

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

YES The amount for signed 
grant agreements
103
31%

Chapter 4.3.5

NA

Eth
ics

The objective is 
ensuring that research 
projects funded 
are compliant with 
provisions on ethics 
efficiently

% of proposals not 
granted because 
non-compliance 
with ethical rules/
proposals invited 
to grant (target 
0%); time to ethics 
clearance (target 
45 days)

Responsible Directorate/
Service/Joint Undertaking

JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

0% NA

Au
dit

Error rate % of common 
representative 
error; % residual 
error

CAS JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

Figures from CAS not 
available

NA Implementation of 
ex-post audit results

Number of cases 
implemented; 
in total €million; 
´of cases 
implemented/total 
cases

CAS JU AAR
RTD 
Monitoring 
Report

Figures from CAS not 
available

Notes:

H2020 applicants - all those who submitted H2020 proposals

H2020 beneficiaries - all those who have signed a H2020 Grant Agreement                                                          

Responsible Directorate - DG RTD Directorates and R&I DGs family in charge with management of H2020 activities 

Services -Executive Agencies and other external bodies in charge with H2020 activities                                              

Project officer - is in charge of managing H2020 projects in Responsible Directorate/Service including Executive Agencies

Data relates to pre-granting ethics review. This time span runs in parallel to granting process.

RTO: Research and Technology Organisation
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11.7. Scoreboard of KPIs specific to ECSEL JU

Intent Measure Data Baseline Target Achieved Comment Further 
information

KPI 1 Programme 
Magnitude

RD&I Effort in € Total Eligible costs NA 4800 M€ in 2020 1361 M€ Based on National 
cost, Cumulative, 
Signed for 2014, 
PAB decision for 
2015

Chapter 4.3.2

KPI 2 Funding 
Magnitude

Public 
Contributions 
Assigned to ECSEL 
Projects

Total Funding NA 2400 M€ in 2020 564.2 M€ Cumulative 
national and 
H2020 funding, 
Signed for 2014, 
PAB decision for 
2015

Chapter 4.3.2

KPI 3 SME Participation % of funded SME’s Participation by # 
companies

20% (ENIAC & 
ARTEMIS)

20% 32% Cumulative, 
Signed for 2014, 
PAB decision for 
2015

Chapter 4.3.5

Financial Benefit Participation by 
eligible costs (% of 
TEC of SMEs versus 
all Companies

13% (ENIAC & 
ARTEMIS)

13% 13% Cumulative, 
Signed for 2014, 
PAB decision for 
2015

Chapter 4.3.2

Other Benefit Annual SME 
satisfaction 
measurement

No survey in 2014 No Target Not available yet

KPI 4 Participant 
Openness

Novel funded 
Entrants

Percentage of 
“new entrants” vs. 
“# participants 
averaged over the 
last 3 years”

15% Not available yet

KPI 5 Extending the 
Community

Country 
Participation 

Number of 
additional 
countries on top 
of the supporting 
countries

30 (ENIAC & 
ARTEMIS)

30 26 EPS total

KPI 6 Market Place 
Effectiveness

The operation of a 
viable and active 
Market Place

Projects lead by 
new entrants

1 4 4 coordinators 
in 2015 were no 
partner in 2014 
selected projects

# Brokerage events 4 2

# new potential 
participants at 
brokerage events

20 This information 
should be provided 
by the Industry 
Association

KPI 8 Driving RTO/Univ led 
Projects

15% (ENIAC & 20% Cumulative

Scientific 
publications and/
or conferences

600 per year 
(ENIAC ARTEMIS)

742 Total publication 
over lifetime of 
ARTEMIS and 
ENIAC projects that 
finished In 2015

Patents submitted 40 per year (ENIAC 
ARTEMIS)

49 Total patents 
over lifetime of 
ARTEMIS and 
ENIAC projects that 
finished In 2015

KPI 9 Funding Efficiency Time to Funding 
decision

Time taken from 
call launch to 
funding decision

246days
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11.8. Materiality criteria

Based upon the information obtained in the actions described in chapter4.3, the Joint Undertakings performed an estimation of the 
residual error rate following procedures in use in other European programmes applying joint management of funding such as the 
ones managed by the Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural development, or the Directorate General for Regional Policy. The 
main principles are as follows:

-  The end of project certificates indicates which audits have been performed in the country; the document includes the eligible 
amount as submitted by the participant and the eligible amount accepted by the NFA

-  The difference between the two values is transferred to a JU contribution using the reimbursement rate: this represents the 
incoming error

JU 
member 
State

JU Commitments (M€) % of Commitments Cumultative 
commitments

Number of 
transactions certified 

EoP

Number of EoP 
certificates with 

checks/audits

% of transactions 
checked/audited 

by NFA

% amount in the 
transactions audited 

by NFA

Error rate Amount at risk (M€) Residual Error Rate Comments (EoP = End of Project certificate)

ARTEMIS ENIAC TOTAL : a b=a/TOT c d e=a*(1-c)*d f=e/a

FR 19,94 161,54 181,48 28,7% 28,7% 100 11 11,0% 12,9% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

NL 25,07 88,74 113,81 18,0% 46,8% 117 97 82,9% 95,1% 0,0 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

DE 24,19 71,71 95,90 15,2% 62,0% 119 52 43,7% 51,9% 0,2% 0,09 0,09% Procedural survey, EoP

IT 23,93 26,67 50,60 8,0% 70,0% 52 52 100,0% 100,0% 0,5% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

AT 14,12 23,02 37,14 5,9% 75,9% 52 43 82,7% 80,6% 5,1% 0,33 0,82% Procedural survey, EoP

BE 5,36 21,66 27,01 4,3% 80,1% 32 29 90,6% 86,5% 0,6% 0,01 0,06% Procedural survey, EoP

ES 20,95 3,21 24,16 3,8% 84,0% 34 34 100,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

IL 0,00 22,64 22,64 3,6% 87,6% 0 0 0,00% 0,00% 0,00 0,00 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

FI 12,64 6,53 19,17 3,0% 90,6% 60 16 26,7% 37,0% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

GB 8,53 6,57 15,10 2,4% 93,0% 39 31 79,5% 77,6% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

SE 10,25 3,67 13,91 2,2% 95,2% 54 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,71 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

NO 3,65 2,53 6,18 1,0% 96,2% 38 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,32 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

CZ 3,37 1,31 4,68 0,7% 96,9% 26 4 15,4% 12,7% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

DK 3,03 0,03 3,06 0,5% 97,4% 8 2 25,0% 25,5% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

IE 0,79 2,23 3,03 0,5% 97,9% 9 1 11,1% 13,4% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

HU 1,00 1,82 2,82 0,4% 98,3% 14 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,14 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

PL 1,20 1,15 2,35 0,4% 98,7% 2 1 50,0% 34,9% 5,0% 0,06 2,50% EoP

GR 0,28 1,96 2,24 0,4% 99,1% 2 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,12 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

PT 1,19 0,66 1,85 0,3% 99,3% 9 7 77,8% 67,2% 3,0% 0,01 0,66% EoP

TR 0,43 0,85 1,28 0,2% 99,5% 0 0 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,00 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

RO 0,23 0,79 1,02 0,2% 99,7% 1 1 100,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, audit certificates

SI 0,85 0,00 0,85 0,1% 99,8% 4 3 75,0% 72,6% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

SK 0,00 0,58 0,58 0,1% 99,9% 5 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,03 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

LV 0,26 0,00 0,26 0,0% 100,0% 4 4 100,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

EE 0,15 0,00 0,15 0,0% 100,0% 2 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,01 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

TOT 181,40 449,86 631,26 100% 783 388 49,6% 58,6% 1,83 0,29%

*: the maximum observed error rate in Column H used as a prudent estimation for the countries without a procedural survey that did not mention audits in EoP yet
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11.8. Materiality criteria

Based upon the information obtained in the actions described in chapter4.3, the Joint Undertakings performed an estimation of the 
residual error rate following procedures in use in other European programmes applying joint management of funding such as the 
ones managed by the Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural development, or the Directorate General for Regional Policy. The 
main principles are as follows:

-  The end of project certificates indicates which audits have been performed in the country; the document includes the eligible 
amount as submitted by the participant and the eligible amount accepted by the NFA

-  The difference between the two values is transferred to a JU contribution using the reimbursement rate: this represents the 
incoming error

JU 
member 
State

JU Commitments (M€) % of Commitments Cumultative 
commitments

Number of 
transactions certified 

EoP

Number of EoP 
certificates with 

checks/audits

% of transactions 
checked/audited 

by NFA

% amount in the 
transactions audited 

by NFA

Error rate Amount at risk (M€) Residual Error Rate Comments (EoP = End of Project certificate)

ARTEMIS ENIAC TOTAL : a b=a/TOT c d e=a*(1-c)*d f=e/a

FR 19,94 161,54 181,48 28,7% 28,7% 100 11 11,0% 12,9% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

NL 25,07 88,74 113,81 18,0% 46,8% 117 97 82,9% 95,1% 0,0 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

DE 24,19 71,71 95,90 15,2% 62,0% 119 52 43,7% 51,9% 0,2% 0,09 0,09% Procedural survey, EoP

IT 23,93 26,67 50,60 8,0% 70,0% 52 52 100,0% 100,0% 0,5% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

AT 14,12 23,02 37,14 5,9% 75,9% 52 43 82,7% 80,6% 5,1% 0,33 0,82% Procedural survey, EoP

BE 5,36 21,66 27,01 4,3% 80,1% 32 29 90,6% 86,5% 0,6% 0,01 0,06% Procedural survey, EoP

ES 20,95 3,21 24,16 3,8% 84,0% 34 34 100,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

IL 0,00 22,64 22,64 3,6% 87,6% 0 0 0,00% 0,00% 0,00 0,00 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

FI 12,64 6,53 19,17 3,0% 90,6% 60 16 26,7% 37,0% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

GB 8,53 6,57 15,10 2,4% 93,0% 39 31 79,5% 77,6% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, EoP

SE 10,25 3,67 13,91 2,2% 95,2% 54 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,71 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

NO 3,65 2,53 6,18 1,0% 96,2% 38 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,32 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

CZ 3,37 1,31 4,68 0,7% 96,9% 26 4 15,4% 12,7% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

DK 3,03 0,03 3,06 0,5% 97,4% 8 2 25,0% 25,5% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

IE 0,79 2,23 3,03 0,5% 97,9% 9 1 11,1% 13,4% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

HU 1,00 1,82 2,82 0,4% 98,3% 14 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,14 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

PL 1,20 1,15 2,35 0,4% 98,7% 2 1 50,0% 34,9% 5,0% 0,06 2,50% EoP

GR 0,28 1,96 2,24 0,4% 99,1% 2 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,12 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

PT 1,19 0,66 1,85 0,3% 99,3% 9 7 77,8% 67,2% 3,0% 0,01 0,66% EoP

TR 0,43 0,85 1,28 0,2% 99,5% 0 0 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,00 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

RO 0,23 0,79 1,02 0,2% 99,7% 1 1 100,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% Procedural survey, audit certificates

SI 0,85 0,00 0,85 0,1% 99,8% 4 3 75,0% 72,6% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

SK 0,00 0,58 0,58 0,1% 99,9% 5 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,03 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

LV 0,26 0,00 0,26 0,0% 100,0% 4 4 100,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,00 0,00% EoP

EE 0,15 0,00 0,15 0,0% 100,0% 2 0 0,0% 0,0% 5,1% 0,01 5,14% Estimate*: no audit info in the EoP reveived so far

TOT 181,40 449,86 631,26 100% 783 388 49,6% 58,6% 1,83 0,29%

*: the maximum observed error rate in Column H used as a prudent estimation for the countries without a procedural survey that did not mention audits in EoP yet

-  The residual error is the incoming error diminished by the sampling rate of the national audit plans

-  The residual error rate is applied to the amount granted in that country, diminished by the proportion that has been audited and 
corrected, to determine the amount at risk

-  The amount at risk is divided by the total grants to calculate the residual error rate for each country

-  The total residual error rate is calculated as the sum of the amounts at risk in each country, divided by to total awarded grants.
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11.9. List of acronyms

DPO Data Protection Officer KET Key Enabling Technology

DRAM Dynamic Random Access Memory KPI Key Performance Indicator

EC European Commission LISO Local IT Security Officer

ECA European Court of Auditors MASP Multi Annual Strategic Plan

ECSEL “Electronic Components and Systems for 
European Leadership”

MASRIA Multi Annual Strategic Research and 
Innovation Agenda

EDPS European Data Protection Supervisor MEMS Micro Electro Mechanical System

EPS ECSEL Participating State NFA National Funding Authority

GB Governing Board NGA National Grant Agreement

HLG High-Level Experts Group NPA National Public Authority

IA Innovation Action PA Public Authority

IAS Commission’s Internal Audit Services PAB Public Authorities Board

ICS Internal Control Standard R&D&I Research, Development and Innovation

IDM Integrated Devices Manufacturer R&D Research and Development

IT Information Technology RIA Research and Innovation Action

JTI Joint Technology Initiative RIAP Research and Innovation Activities Plan

JU Joint Undertaking TRL Technology Readiness Level

JUGA Joint Undertaking Grant Agreement WP Work Plan

LEIT Leadership in Enabling and Industr ial 
Technologies
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