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1. INTRODUCTION

In line with the Communication on "Better Regulation for Jobs and Growths in the European
Union"', all major proposals of the Commission are accompanied by an impact assessment.
The Financial Regulation and its implementing rules also require the Commission to carry out
ex ante evaluation for all programmes and activities which may entail significant spending.

This impact assessment report addresses all the ex ante evaluation requirements. Its purpose is
to explain the options considered for the establishment of the European Institute of
Technology (EIT) and discuss the likely impact on EU’s innovation capacity of its creation.”

The structure of this report is as follows:

- Section 1: Introduction

- Section 2: Procedural issues and consultation of interested parties
- Section 3: Problem definition

- Section 4: Policy Objectives

- Section 5: Policy Options

- Section 6: Assessment of the Policy Options

- Section 7: The preferred Policy Option and its key challenges
- Section 8: Cost effectiveness

- Section 9: Monitoring and evaluation

- Annex A: Detailed Assessment of the Policy Options

The proposal to establish a European Institute of Technology was put forward by the
Commission in its 2005 Spring Report’. Building on a wide consultation process throughout
2005, the Commission adopted a first Communication on the EIT* on 22 February 2006,
outlining the ambition and possible scope of this institute. The March 2006 European
Council® recognised that the EIT would be an important step to fill the existing gap between
higher education, research and innovation, and invited the Commission to submit by mid-June
2006 a second communication outlining further the steps to undertake.

! COM(2005)97

This report commits only the Commission's services involved in its preparation, is prepared as a basis
for comment and does not prejudge the final form of any decision taken by the Commission.

} COM(2005)24, “Working Together for Growth and Jobs: a New Start for the Lisbon Strategy”,
par. 3.3.2.

COM(2006) 77, “Implementing the renewed partnership for growth and jobs: Developing a knowledge
flagship: the European Institute of Technology”.

European Council of 23/24 March 2006 — Presidency Conclusions (point 25):
http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/89013.pdf
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The Commission presented this second Communication on the EIT® on 8 June 2006,
providing further information on a number of specific issues and outlining further steps for its
establishment. The June 2006 European Council reaffirmed the importance of the EIT and
called on the Commission to come forward with a formal proposal to be presented in autumn
2006.

6 COM (2006) 276 “The European Institute of Technology: further steps towards its creation”
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2.

PROCEDURAL ISSUESAND CONSULTATION OF INTERESTED PARTIES

This proposal relates to Commission's work plan item 2006/EAC/004’

The main analysis for the impact assessment was conducted from May 2006 to September
2006. Given the broad range of potential impacts, a steering group composed of different
services of the Commission was convened to work on this.

2.1. Consultation and expertise

Since the Commission first put forward the idea of the EIT in Spring 2005, several rounds of
consultation at different levels took place:

A first public consultation on the idea of a European Institute of Technology took place
from 15 September to 15 November 2005 in which some of the most important university,
research, business and industrial innovation organisations took part, along with numerous
individuals from these sectors®.

A series of consultation meetings with Member States representatives’ were held following
the communications of February and June 2006.

A similar series of meetings took place with stakeholders represented by EU level
organisations in the business, research and education sectors'".

Throughout the period since the initial proposal of March 2005, President Barroso as well
as Commissioners Figel’, Potocnik and Verheugen have had numerous exchanges of views
with a large number of political leaders, representatives of the education and research
communities and CEOs of large European companies. Numerous meetings were held,
letters were exchanged and many individuals and organisations submitted position papers.

An ad hoc meeting between the President and members of the ERC scientific council was
convened on 3 May 2006.

First discussions on the EIT took place during the ministerial lunch of the
“Competitiveness” Council (Brussels, 13 March 2006) and in the Informal Education
Ministerial Conference in Vienna (16-17 March 2006). On both occasions the Commission
had the opportunity to address a number of concerns expressed by ministers and provide
clarification on important issues cited in the February 2006 Communication.

The Commission legislative and work programme 2006 of 25 October 2005, COM (2005) 531 final

741 responses were submitted via a web-based questionnaire designed for the public consultation. In
addition, 22 position papers were submitted and considered, where possible, in the analysis. The results
of the public consultation have been presented and analysed in detail in the Commission’s staff working
document of 13 March 2006, (SEC 2006-368):
http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/educ/eit/consult_en.pdf

Three consultation meetings with representatives of the Member States were organised on 24 April, 17
May and 8 September 2006;

Three consultation meetings with approx. 40 European associations and organisations representing
various stakeholders (universities, students, research, business, regions) on 25 April, 18 May and 7
September 2006.
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e Discussions on the EIT have taken place within both the Council’s Education Committee
and its Research working party.

e The Commission also had recourse to inputs from:
(a)  expert workshops organised by its services'';

(b) findings of external experts that assisted the Commission in delivering the
Impact Assessment'?;

(©) The European Research Advisory Board (EURAB);
(d) other material (reports, articles, position papers on the EIT).

The consultation activity undertaken by the Commission is in conformity with the current
Commission’s standards and guidelines"”. Its outcomes have been taken into account in the
elaboration of the policy options and the evaluation of their impact.

Three experts workshops were organised by each of the DGs EAC, ENTR and RTD on 30 June, 6 July
and 13 July 2005 respectively. The purpose of these meetings was to discuss the major issues associated
to an EIT project. A fourth workshop was also organised on 5 April to explore further the EIT concept
and to assist in the preparation of the impact assessment work requirements. In total more than 50
experts participated in the above meetings.

Support services to assist in the preparation of the Impact Assessment on the establishment of the
European Institute of Technology, Framework Contract 2004/S243-208899 with the Commission
Services.

1 COM(2002) 704; SEC(2005) 791.
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3.

PROBLEM DEFINITION

3.1. The global problem: helping to bridge EU’s‘innovation gap’

The Mid Term Review of the Lisbon Strategy stressed the importance of knowledge and
innovation as key drivers of European competitiveness, and outlined a variety of proposals
aimed at increasing the level, efficiency and the exploitation of education and research as the
drivers of innovation'.

The global problem is the relatively weak level, and concentration, of investment in higher
education and R&D and the poor exploitation of knowledge and R&D results into economic
activity and jobs in EU, compared to key competitors, Japan and the US in particular. This
‘innovation gap’ between EU and the key competitor economies shows little sign of closing;
indicators suggest that at this speed EU will need almost 50 years to catch up with its
competitors'” . There are a number of indicators of this problem:

Lower levels of R&D funding in the EU, particularly in the private sector. In the EU25 in
2005, business R&D expenditure represented 1.26 per cent of GDP, compared to 1.91 per
cent in the US and 2.65 per cent in Japan'®.

Insufficient capacity to attract and retain mobile research talent and R&D investment. In
the past few decades too much EU research talent has been lost to competitor economies,
in particular the US", even if the loses are very small in relation to the total pool of talent
in EU"™. Moreover, the EU has been less successful in attracting research talent from the
main competitor countries than the reverse . The EU has also a relatively poor
performance in R&D investment and in attracting globally mobile R&D investment®.

20

COM (2005) 24 Working Together for Growth and Jobs: A New Start for the Lisbon Strategy
TrendChart (2005) European Innovation Scorecard, 2005

TrendChart (2005) European Innovation Scorecard, 2005

For example, in science and Engineering, a large proportion of European Doctoral Candidates in
American universities firmly plan to stay in the USA and this proportion has been increasing during the
last decade. In the beginning of the 1990s it was around 45%; by the turn of the millennium it had risen
to almost 58%. Key Figures 2005 on Science, Technology and Innovation: Towards a European
Knowledge Area, European Commission.

Moguérou, P. (2006) "The 'brain drain' of Ph.Ds. from Europe to the United States: What do we know
and what do we need to know", European University Institute Working Papers RSCAS No. 2006/11.
Although these represent a very small number of Doctorates compared to the total number of
Doctorates awarded in Europe (about 2%, over the period 1991 to 2000), it could very well be that they
represent a much higher share of European top-quality talent that Europe in not able to attract. Indeed,
when looking at the Chemistry, Physics, Medicine and Economics (CPME) Nobel prizes awarded since
1980, it can be seen that 22% of these prizes awarded to individuals affiliated with US institutions at the
time of awarding were born in countries of the European Research Area (ERA). Moreover, these
individuals affiliated with US institutions also represent 41% of all CPME Nobel prizes awarded to
ERA-born individuals.

Third European Report on Science and Technology Indicators 2003, Towards a Knowledge Based
Economy, European Commission;

Europe benefits less from the increased globalisation of R&D than its main competitors. Over the years
1997 2002, R&D expenditure by EU companies in the US increased in real terms much faster than
R&D expenditure by US firms in the EU (+54 % against +38 %). Emerging countries like India and
China are those that benefit more from US R&D outflows. Key Figures 2005 on Science, Technology
and Innovation: Towards a European Knowledge Area, European Commission.
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e Poor performance in exploiting the results of R&D. In 2005 the EU25 countries generated
22 triadic patents per million population, compared to 54 in the US, and 93 in Japan®'.

e Whilst comparisons between the EU25 and the US as a whole paint a bleak picture, it must
be remembered that there is considerable variation in performance within both The EU and
the US. The Scandinavian countries, for instance, spend relatively more on R&D than
almost all states within the US*.

Factors under pinning the global problem

Given the complexity of the global problem, at least five main issues can be identified as
underlying factors:

¢ insufficient concentration of resources in poles of excellence —both educational and
research- able to compete on the global scene;

¢ the poor integration of the three elements of the knowledge triangle;

¢ insufficient trans- and inter-disciplinary research and education focused on medium- and
long-term innovation challenges;

e lack of innovative governance and organizational models in European research and
education in academic and research institutions;

e an excessive number of barriers that contribute to the costs of ‘non-Europe’ in innovation.

Insufficient concentration of resources in poles of excellence able to compete on the
global scene

When compared with the major international players, the EU is characterized by an
insufficient concentration of resources in globally competitive poles of excellence. Not only
does the EU spend less than its counterparts in its Research and Education sector, but its
expenditure is much less concentrated in a few top-class institutions than in the US.
Moreover, the EU's scientific and technological output appears to be more diversified and
distributed evenly across all fields of science than that of the US. Efforts are therefore
required to counter fragmentation®. The US university system is much more segmented with
R&D resources concentrated in few top level universities. In the US, for example, most
academic R&D is concentrated, both in terms of resources and expertise, in a small proportion
of the 3.300 higher education institutions. The top 3% of institutions take about 80% of all
R&D expenditure®. Moreover, research expertise and resources are more concentrated in a
small number of universities in the US, with fewer than 100 recognised research intensive

2 European Innovation Scoreboard (2005). Triadic patents are those filed with all 3 of the European

Patent Office, the Japanese Patent Office, and the US Patent and Trademark Office.

Luger, M. (2005) The innovation gap between the US and Europe: myth or reality? Presentation given
at the TrendChart Workshop, 15-16 November 2005 in Brussels

Key Figures 2005 on Science, Technology and Innovation: Towards a European Knowledge Area,
European Commission.

Science and Engineering Indicators — 2004, National Science Foundation.

22

23

24
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universities®. This contrasts with the situation in the EU where almost all of our nearly 4.000
universities aspire at least to be research active.

The lack of differentiation and concentration in the EU landscape leads to a situation in which
the average quality of research is good but there is not enough which is excellent®. This is
borne out by international rankings of the performance of European universities. According to
the Shanghai academic ranking, in 2005 there were just two European universities in the
global top 10 (8 are from the US) and this proportion grows to 9 EU to 39 US at the top 50.
Within the first 500, nearly half are European®’ reflecting a good average performance.
American universities are thus far more focussed than their European counterparts, with the
result that many of their best have become centres of excellence in particular fields.

The poor integration of the three elements of the knowledge triangle

The EU performs poorly, in comparison to the US and Japan, in the commercial exploitation
of research outcomes™. A key cause of this is the limited level of knowledge transfer between
higher education and research centres on the one hand and business on the other” . Many
European universities and researchers still consider business as a separate, perhaps even an
undesirable world, and many businesses do not consider interaction with universities or other
research organisations as a strategic input into their future. Whilst this is, in part, a demand-
side problem resulting from widespread private sector reluctance to work with the higher
education sector’° , the responsibility also lies with European universities, and their ability to
deal with the demands of commerce®" , This shortcoming is crucial; it has been argued that the
emerging paradigm for R&D in the 21st century is that of ‘open innovation’, where
collaboration between businesses and universities or independent research centres is
increasingly important’> . This gap is even more problematic for the EU; the proportion of
researchers employed by universities is much higher in the EU than in its competitors. In the
EU, just under half of researchers are employed by business, whereas in Japan the business
sector employs two out of three researchers and in the US four out of five researchers work in
a business environment™.

This different relationship between the academic and the business sector is revealed also by
the capacity of American universities in attracting private sector investment (equal to 0.17 per
cent of GDP in the EU25 compared to 1.8 per cent in the US**), and also benefit from

25
26

Lambert, R. and Butler, N. (2006) The Future of European Universities: Renaissance or Decay?

Dosi, G et al. (2005) Science-Technology-Industry Links and the ”European Paradox”: Some Notes on
the Dynamics of Scientific and Technological Research in Europe, LEM Working Paper Series,
2005/02

The Institute of Higher Education, Shanghai Jiao Tong University (2005) Academic Ranking of World
Universities. Though there are problems with the methodology of this ranking system, it is generally
accepted as being the most research-centred of the international rankings

Key Figures 2005 on Science, Technology and Innovation: Towards a European Knowledge Area,
European Commission

27
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» OECD (2002) Benchmarking Industry-Science Relationships
30 (2003) The Lambert Review of Business-University Collaboration
3 Lambert, R. and Butler, N. (2006) op cit;

32
33

Chesbrough, H. (2003) Open Innovation, Harvard Business School Press

Key Figures 2005 on Science, Technology and Innovation: Towards a European Knowledge Area,
European Commission

COM(2005)152 Mobilising the Brainpower of Europe: Enabling Universities to make their full
Contribution to the Lisbon Strategy

34
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generous support from alumni and philanthropic foundations®. Only two European
universities have private endowments comparable in size to those of the top 150 US
universities>°,

Insufficient trans- and inter-disciplinary research focused on medium- and long-term
innovation challenges

Concern has also been expressed that EU research and higher education may not be
sufficiently focussed and directed towards addressing strategic medium- and long-term
innovation challenges’’. Investment in new and cutting edge technologies — such as ICT and
biotechnology which have hugely important commercial potential- has been much lower in
the EU than in the US®. The deficit is largely to be found in the lower research effort of the
business sector >*. Moreover, many of the major challenges facing the EU (such as an ageing
population and climate change), require solutions that are characteristically trans- and inter-
disciplinary®. Again, European institutions have been slow to adopt such approaches. The
main challenge for the EU is not only about how to increase the supply of commercial ideas
from the universities into business, but also how to raise the overall level of demand by
business for research from all sources*'. Innovation needs a mutual learning process based on
trust and full understanding of all parts involved, not just a transfer of knowledge at the end of
a research endeavour. A reinforcement of inter-disciplinarity in education and research linked
to a strengthened exploitation focus through the involvement of business partners throughout
the process is thus required. Students and researchers need to develop entrepreneurial skills to
facilitate the creation of new opportunities out of research®. Managerial competences are
needed to coordinate the work of people that belong to different disciplines and sectors, and
other “soft” skills are needed to facilitate the dialogue between groups and teams that work in
different fields and have different cultures.

Lack of innovative governance and organizational models in European research and
education

It must be questioned whether the governance and organizational models of most European
higher education and research organizations, and in particular Universities, are appropriate to
meet current and future challenges43. In the EU, universities largely tend to conform to the
traditional Humboldtian model of public institutions, with a remit to educate and where
academic freedom is paramount. This may leave them remote from contemporary concerns

» COM (2005) 152 Annex to Mobilising the Brainpower of Europe: Enabling Universities to make their

full Contribution to the Lisbon Strategy
3 Patten, C. (2006) Europe Pays the Price for Spending Less. Nature 441 p 691-693, published online 7
June 2006
Dosi, G, Llerena, P, and Labini, MS (2005) Evaluating and Comparing the Innovation Performance of
the United States and the European Union
Key Figures 2005 on Science, Technology and Innovation: Towards a European Knowledge Area,
European Commission.
Dosi, G, Llerena, P, and Labini, MS (2005) Evaluating and Comparing the Innovation Performance of
the United States and the European Union
Report by the Forum on University-based Research “European Universities: Enhancing Europe’s
Research Base”, 2005
(2003) The Lambert Review of Business-University Collaboration
COM (2006) 33 “Implementing the Community Lisbon Programme: Fostering Entrepreneurial
Mindsets through Education and Learning”
COM (2006) 208 “Delivering on the modernisation agenda for universities: Education, Research and
Innovation”

37
38
39
40

41
42

43

11

EN



EN

regarding how best to serve students, communities, and states. They are overwhelmingly
state-controlled, with little autonomy over crucial decisions in respect of curricula,
employment practices and salaries, admission thresholds or numbers, and financial
arrangements*™. They are often run in ways that render close partnerships with businesses
difficult, and lack transparent financial and accounting systems or professional management
structures. Measures such as performance-related pay, for instance, through which universities
would be able to reward their most valuable members of staff and attract experts from
elsewhere are rare. On the whole university staff has a poorly developed entrepreneurial
mindset in Europe that results in few spinouts and new businesses”. Though the
modernisation of European universities is underway, overall progress has been slow and
highly variable between Member States.

An excessive number of barriers that contribute to the costs of ‘non-Europe in
innovation

There are certain costs of ‘non-Europe’ in R&D and the operation of the knowledge triangle
within the EU, certainly in comparison to competitor economies such as the US. Perhaps the
most costly of these problems is the absence of a cost effective and legally certain patent
system in the EU*. The drawbacks of the existing European patent system mean that the costs
of applying for — and enforcing — patents in the EU are much higher, when compared to Japan
and the US"".

There is a relative lack of mobility of human and financial capital in Innovation, Research and
Education within the EU, especially compared to the US*. Researcher mobility — between
institutions, across borders and between academia and business — facilitates knowledge
transfer and allows research institutions to draw on a much wider pool of talent than might be
available within individual member states. Though programmes such as Marie Curie have
gone some way towards reducing the problem, language barriers and a lack of mutual
recognition of qualifications are holding back a free flow of skilled workers within the EU.

This lack of mobility is not just restricted to workers; students also suffer from a lack of a
unified system of degree recognition and accreditation within the EU. Through the Bologna
Process there has been significant progress in degree harmonisation (such as the three cycle
system), whilst Erasmus and Erasmus Mundus programs have resulted in large numbers of
students receiving their university education in more than one member state. Nevertheless, the
EU has not gone far enough in large scale collaborative degree programmes spanning
international borders. Similar barriers have also contributed to the fact that Europe’s
universities have less of the global talent -researchers and students- as other competitors.

“ COM (2006) 208 “Delivering on the modernisation agenda for universities: Education, Research and

Innovation”

COM (2006) 33 “Implementing the Community Lisbon Programme: Fostering Entrepreneurial
Mindsets through Education and Learning”

See http://ec.europa.eu/invest-in-research/policy/ipr_en.htm#1

A European patent is estimated to be around three times as expensive as a Japanese patent, and five
times as expensive as a US patent — European Commission (2000) Commission Proposes the Creation
of a Community Patent, Press Release issued 5 July 2000

European Commission (2006) “Creating an Innovative Europe: the Aho Report”

45
46

47

48
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3.2. Existing initiatives at the European level

The revised Lisbon Strategy has placed innovation, research and education activities at the
heart of the Growth and Jobs Agenda. While the implementation of the Lisbon Strategy lies
primarily in the Member States” National Programmes for Growth and Jobs, there is also a
Community dimension that complements, facilitates and coordinates Member States’ policies
and responses.

Following the mandate of the European Council of June 2005, the Commission presented in
July 2005 a “Community Lisbon Programme*®”, covering all actions at Community level
under three main policy areas: knowledge and innovation for growth; making the EU an
attractive place to invest and creating more and better jobs through a coherent mix of policy,
legislative and financial instruments.

Several policy initiatives pertaining to the knowledge triangle have been taken to implement
the Community Lisbon Programme. These initiatives have helped to create a framework
within which EU universities, research centres, enterprises and other actors in the knowledge
triangle can make a positive contribution to the Growth and Jobs Strategy:

The Commission has proposed a coherent framework™ to promote research and innovation
throughout the Union. It sets out framework conditions as well as specific measures in support
of research and innovation that will contribute to meet the Lisbon targets, including the
objective of increasing research and development spending up to 3% of the GDP.

The Commission has also supported the modernisation agenda for universities’', which aims
at creating a framework within which universities can adapt to the emerging demands and
become stronger players in the global knowledge society and economy, and thereby play a
vital role in support of the knowledge and innovation objectives of the Lisbon Agenda.
Furthermore, the Commission™> has proposed a systematic approach to entrepreneurship
education at all levels, from the primary school to university, with a view to encouraging
more start-ups and a better commercial exploitation of new research developments.

Finally, following the conclusions of the European Council of March 2006, the Commission
has recently presented a broad-based innovation strategy for the EU, aimed at translating
investments in knowledge into products and services™. It aims at supporting Member States
in their endeavour to alleviate their structural weaknesses in the transformation of research
results to new products and services, notably in pursuing the innovation-related integrated
guidelines of the Lisbon National Reform Programmes. The strategy sets out a framework and
a ten-point programme to take innovation forward by bringing together all policy areas which
have an impact on innovation. It re-enforces the role of political leadership for an effective
governance of the reform process, the importance of education to innovation and the
improvement of market conditions to attract innovations.

4 COM (2005) 330 “Common Actions for Growth and Employment: the Community Lisbon

Programme”

COM (2005) 488 “More research and Innovation, Investing for Growth and Employment: a common
approach”

COM (2006) 298 “Delivering on the modernisation agenda for the Universities: Education, Research
and innovation”

COM (2006) 33 “Fostering entrepreneurial mindsets through education and learning”

COM (2006) 502 “Putting knowledge into practice: A broad-based innovation strategy for the EU”

50
51

52
53
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The broad range of policy initiatives will be financially underpinned by various Community
programmes: the new Financial Framework 2007-2013 will devote a significant amount of
resources to innovation, knowledge and research related activities to contribute to boost the
EU economy and create more and better jobs.

The 7th Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development will be
the main financial tool through which the European Union supports research and development
activities. It also exercises a structuring influence on the research fabric in Member States by
stimulating trans-national cooperation. The programme will also support European
investigator driven research, with the creation of the European Research Council (ERC),
which will be a funding mechanism aiming at increasing the level of excellence in EU frontier
research. Moreover, its main focus is on research rather than on education or innovation
activities. The Networks of Excellence (NoEs) are trans-national multi-partner projects
grouping together key players in the EU on a given research topic. NoEs aim at overcoming
fragmentation of the European research landscape, by focussing on the integration of research
capacities but do not address the integration of the educational or business dimension.

Furthermore, the European Technology Platforms (ETPs) are groups of stakeholders
which together informally define a Strategic Research Agenda, including a deployment plan
on issues of high societal relevance and are dependent upon major research and technological
advances in the medium to long term. They involve mainly business and research partners. A
limited number of ETPs have achieved such an ambitious scale and scope that informal
agenda setting and implementation is not enough. Dedicated legal structures, in the form of
Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs) are thus being proposed to co-ordinate the mobilisation
of large-scale public and private investments and substantial research resources. The main
focus of both ETPs and JTIs is on integrating all stakeholders in the definition and
deployment of strategic research agendas, with education not being a main component.

The Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) aims at improving the structural
innovation and growth conditions of the Union. For this purpose, it includes actions in support
of innovation and of growth for SMEs. It provides financial instruments for SMEs, in
particular start-ups, support to a large pan-european network for trans-national knowledge and
technology transfer, the Innovation Relay Centres, as well as a wide range of innovation
specific initiatives. The innovation policy initiatives such as the Europe INNOVA and the
PRO-INNO Europe* comprise actions which assist Member States in the improvement of the
environment for interactions between investors, researchers, entrepreneurs and other
innovation actors through policy learning. The goal of the CIP is, therefore, not be to provide
a proof of concept for the integration of all elements of the knowledge triangle in one
technological area. The CIP does not engage in education or research activities.

The integrated Education & Training 2010 Programme will address important needs
concerning the modernisation and adaptation of Member States’ education and training
systems, particularly in the context of the strategic Lisbon goals. It will also bring added value
directly to individual citizens participating in its mobility and other cooperation actions.

4 More specifically, the PRO INNO Europe initiative aims at fostering closer co-operation on such topics

between actions in Member States just as the Europe INNOVA initiative comprises the identification of
barriers to innovation in important sectors. Each of the activities addresses a specific issue. providing
incentives for those who in the past showed excellent achievement on this issue in their specific context
to further evolve learning with others towards excellence on the European level.
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