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University of Sofia, Bulgaria 
 

 
The fifth meeting of the three working groups of COST Targeted Network TN 1302 
(BESTPRAC) was held on March 10-11, 2016 in Sofia, Bulgaria.  
 
The main objective of BESTPRAC is to establish a network for the administrative, 
finance and legal services in universities, research organizations and related entities 
supporting researchers involved in the lifecycle of European funded projects in order 
to exchange experiences and share and develop best practices, encourage 
knowledge sharing, knowledge transfer and increased efficiency. 
 
The target group BESTPRAC is aiming at is the staff in universities and research 
institutions carrying out administrative tasks in support of European projects during 
the post-award phase, often with low salaries, without any possibility to travel and to 
network and share experiences about carrying out administrative tasks in European 
research projects. The target group does not include researchers, European project 
officers focussed on the pre-award phase of the project lifecycle, managers/ 
directors, people with PhDs. 
 
The call for participation in the joint meeting was overwhelming. In total, 106 
applications were received. Finally, 83 research administrators from 28 countries 
attended the meeting. Among the participants 46 % came from so-called 
inclusiveness countries, 32 % were MC members, 64 % Working Group members, 
and 45 % so-called Early Stage Administrators. It shall also be mentioned that 74 % 
of the participants were female.  
 
The core group of BESTPRAC managed to invite Irina Reyes, Directorate Policy 
Development and Coordination, Unit Science policy, foresight and data, DG Research 
& Innovation, European Commission to give a presentation on “Policies on Open 
Science and Open Access”. The presentation and following discussion was regarded 
as very fruitful. Following the presentation, an interactive session on open science 
and open access was scheduled, starting with a 15 min. presentation (5 min. for 
each WG) on the administrative/ financial/legal point of views of the topic to be 
discussed. It was followed by a 45 min. discussion group discussion. This interactive 
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session turned out to be very successful and it is aimed to continue it at the next 
BESTPRAC meetings.  
 
Finally, parallel meetings of the three Working Groups of BESTPRAC: WG1-Admin, 
WG2-Finance, and WG3-Legal took place.  
 
Summary of WG1-meeting 
WG1 has addressed the following topics during the BESTPRAC meeting in Sofia: 
• Open Science and Open Access (Interactive Session with WG2 and WG3)  
• Employment and career development opportunities for research administrators 
• Research Support Staff (RSS) framework 
• Project management strategies 
• Topics for next WG1 meeting 
Below, highlights are presented for each topic. 
 
Open Access 
The Open Science and Open Access session was started with an interesting plenary 
lecture by Irina Reyes from the Directorate Policy Development and Coordination of 
the European Commission. This lecture was followed by best practices from 
representatives of the working groups. On behalf of WG1, Eveliina Klemola (Aalto 
University, Finland) presented on how to draft the data management plan. Her 
colleague Niina Mikkonen (WG3) referred to the Aalto Data Management Policy that 
was recently implemented, the Aaltodoc repository and the Aalta Current Research 
Information System to be launched in autumn 2016. Eva Kremshuber (University 
of Applied Sciences Upper Austria) presented on the Open Access policy that is 
currently in development at her institution. The main statement was that the 
University’s library is the focal point to start with implementing an Open Access 
policy. After these presentations, WG1 attendants discussed practical aspects of 
Open Science and Open Access with WG2 and WG3 attendants in break-out groups. 
Overall, it was concluded that ethical, protection and security obligations should be 
met prior to Open Access and Open Data and that researchers are to be guided in 
this. How to deal with Open Access and Open Data as research administrators was 
suggested as a topic for a future Training School. 
 
Employment and career development opportunities for research 
administrators 
This session was a follow-up on the previous WG1 meeting in Budapest, with 
presentations on existing regulations and personal experiences: 
Ellen Schenk (Erasmus MC, The Netherlands) presented the outcome of the online 
WG1 survey on national and institutional employment and career track regulations 
that was held in January 2016. This survey was completed by 37 respondents from 
20 European countries. The results show that Research Support Staff (RSS) is often 
not recognised in national collective bargaining agreement or institutional 
employment regulations, or only in a general way. In addition, there are no clear 
regulations regarding career tracks for RSS, in contrast to e.g. for scientists. 
Nevertheless, half of the respondents managed to get a job promotion. 
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Jan Andersen (University of Copenhagen, Denmark) presented on the RSS 
employment regulations in Denmark. In general, the salaries are the result of an 
agreement between the trade unions and the employers that is valid for 5 years. 
There is a Danish trade union dedicated to academia. The wage structure is based 
on basic wages with add-ons based on responsibilities and qualifications (training). 
Jan also referred to an upcoming survey on health at work (stress).  
Anne Katrin Werenskiold (MPI of Biochemistry, Germany) presented on the 
German status. RSS is defined as „science managers providing services for 
scientists“. RSS is not specified in employment regulations, and salary scales are 
based on qualifications (training) and seniority/hierarchy (i.e. supervising people or 
working on your own).  
Michèle Schwegler (ETH Zürich, Switzerland) reflected on her personal 
experiences in developing a career as a research administrator, and presented on the 
employment and salary regulations at her institution. 
Veronika Csapo (Central European University, Hungary) presented the CEU Staff 
Development Plan. CEU considers that supporting the development of their individual 
employees will benefit the whole organisation. The plan foresees in financial and 
time compensation by offering paid trainings and hours to spend on training to the 
employees, but participation is not linked to salary raises. For administrative staff 
including RSS, the usual career path is assistant – coordinator – officer – senior 
officer, taking 4-5 years for moving up the scale. 
Mary Caspillo-Brewer (University College London, UK) presented on the ARMA 
Certificate in Research Administration. This is a part-time 2 years training that 
provides a professional qualification (not academic).  It is based on the daily work 
practices of the trainees and not through lectures. Cardiff Business School is 
currently developing an academic programme on MSc in Research Management 
(https://www.arma.ac.uk/news/msc-in-research-management).  In addition, in 
September 2015 EARMA has launched an ECTS-accredited certificate programme for 
research administrators focusing on EU funding. More information about the courses 
can be accessed at: http://www.earma.org/About-the-CRA-Certificate.  
In France, there is also a diploma for administration of EU Research Projects.1 
 
Comments from the plenary discussion 
• Most institutions usually employ a project manager temporarily on a project and 

once the project is over the manager leaves together with his/her knowledge and 
skills. 

• In Finland, research advisors and administrators are prioritised because EU 
research funding is becoming more and more important due to a decrease in 
national funds. 

• In Switzerland, Cantons have different regulations. A Canton can decide whether 
there will be a yearly increase in salary or not. 

• In Denmark unions play great role, so the advice for others is to organise 
themselves and request their rights. 

 

																																																								
1  After the meeting, information was shared on the Master programme for “Management of EU 
projects” in Austria at the University of Applied Sciences Burgenland (FH Burgenland). 
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It was decided to consider this topic as completed and to include the outcomes into 
the „White Paper on RSS Framework“ to address how the positioning of RSS can be 
improved. 
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Research Support Staff (RSS) framework 
This session continued with the activities started at the previous WG1 meeting in 
Budapest in order to define a structured framework for the following WG1 RSS types:  
• Type 1: Research Administrator (a person at the administration providing minimal 

support and checks, guarding the organisational processes and facilitating the 
signature process, involved in many projects) 

• Type 2: European Liaison Officer / EU Research Manager (a person with expert 
knowledge of EU funding providing advice and support to researchers in a 
multitude of ways, involved in many projects) 

• Type 3: Project Manager / Project Developer (a person dedicated to a limited 
number of projects helping the researchers in preparing and managing the 
project on a day to day basis, involved in 1-4 projects) 

In preparation of the Sofia meeting, an online survey was organised by Nik Claesen 
(Vrije Universiteit Brussel, Belgium) in February 2016 on the draft core tasks that 
were defined at the previous WG1 meeting. In order to further fine-tune the core 
tasks based on the outcomes of the survey, to eliminate overlapping tasks between 
the different types and to achieve final consensus on the core tasks for each RSS 
type, the three type groups discussed during two break-out sessions. These groups 
were chaired by: 
 
Type 1: Research administrator 
Despoina Xenikaki (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, UK) 
Mary Caspillo-Brewer (University College London, UK) 
Marijana Kroteva (Goce Delcev University, former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia) 
 
Type 2: European Liaison Officer / EU Research Manager 
Elina Humala (University of Jyväskylä, Finland) 
Tjasa Nabergoj (University of Ljubljana, Slovenia) 
Stijn Delauré (KU Leuven, Belgium) 
 
Nathalie Queffelec (Université de Bretagne Occidentale, France) 
Eveliina Klemola (Aalto University, Finland) 
Jan Andersen (University of Copenhagen, Denmark) 
 
Project Manager / Project Developer 
Andri Charalambous (The Cyprus Institute of Neurology and Genetics, Cyprus) 
Anja Mertinkat (Austrian Institute of Economic Research, Austria) 
Ellen Schenk (Erasmus MC, The Netherlands) 
 
The outcomes of the break-out sessions will be reported by the chairs to the leaders 
of the RSS framework (Nik Claesen and Ellen Schenk) in order to prepare for the 
next steps, including the feedback on the core tasks by WG2 and WG3, definition of 
additional tasks and linking to a framework of qualifications. 
 
Project management strategies 
During this session, strategies on how to organise project management and how to 
manage a project were shared by WG1 members. 
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Eveliina Klemola (Aalto University, Finland) presented on the Aalto Project 
Manager Service. Project managers have a permanent position and are paid by the 
university if not working on a project. In general, the managers are occupied by 
projects and if not, they educate themselves and prepare guidelines etc. The Service 
is involved in the application phase and writes the management section. Only for a 
coordination project, a project manager is included in the budget (4 person-months 
per year for a small project of ~5 partners and < 5 MEuro). A project manager is 
seen as the memory of the project. 
Juan Abolafia (Fundacio Clinic per a la Recerca Biomédica, Spain) presented on 
essential elements of project management, including efficient communication, good 
planning and monitoring of the project, considering goals of the project and the 
partners, risk management, and in-depth knowledge of EU rules. A project 
management guide developed at his institute is available for those interested.  
Despoina Xenikaki (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, UK) 
presented on a number of issues that occurred in one of her FP7 partner projects. 
One specific issue concerned the shift of funding from research (75% funding) to 
dissemination (100% funding). While shifts within a budget category are often 
allowed without an amendment to the GA, it is unclear if this would also be feasible 
between cost categories. 
Claudia Oliveira (University of Lisbon, Portugal) gave some practical do’s and 
don’ts in project management. Do’s are: encourage your organisation to develop a 
H2020 system (procedures, procedures, procedures); keep all records related to 
costs you will claim; keep accounting records in a helpful format; keep time sheets 
by work package; get help or advice before you start. Don’ts are: do not promise 
activities or outcomes you cannot deliver; do not assume that you can easily extract 
data from your organisational systems; do not leave reporting to the last minute; do 
not bury your head in the sand. Sharing documents through open source such as 
Dropbox and Google Drive is often used, but raises security issues if this is not within 
the European Union (especially USA is problematic). 
Stijn Delauré (KU Leuven, Belgium) presented on how project management is 
organised at his institution. KU Leuven is a centralized university with an EU 
Research Support Team that is involved from idea to project. For unexperienced 
scientists, project managers can be hired from the Team. Experienced scientists take 
care of their own project management, budgeting for a project manager who will be 
positioned within the research group. KU Leuven uses an incentive system for the 
overhead from EU funding. In addition, Stijn referred to the fact that the open access 
repository has led to a significant increase on the ranking list for most innovative 
universities. 
 
Topics for next WG1 meeting (September 2016, Vilnius, Lithuania) 
The following topics were identified for the next WG1 meeting(s): 
1. Continuation of Research Support Staff framework: definition of qualifications and 

involvement of WG2 and WG3 
2. Interpretation and implementation of the Annotated Model Grant Agreement with 

an invited expert from the European Commission or as a joint session with WG2 
and WG3  

3. Recycling strategies for rejected proposals 



	

 www.bestprac.eu 7 	

TN1302: BESTPRAC	

	

4. Joint session with WG2 on technical and financial reporting in Horizon 2020 
The final topics for the next meeting will be set by the WG1 leader together with the 
BESTPRAC core group. 
Acknowledgements to Andjela Pepic and Rebekka Steinmann for their helpful notes. 
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Summary of WG2-meeting 
During the BESTPRAC Meeting in Sofia, WG2 members (30 attendants from 20 COST 
Countries) analysed and discussed following topics :  

- Policies on Open Science and Open Access 
- European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) 2014-2020 
- Financial “Error free “ management of H 2020 projects 
- Best practices in financial management of H2020 MSCA 

 
Policies on Open Science and Open Access: 
After the plenary lecture of Irina Reyes, DG research & Innovation, European 
Commission, WG2 attendants discussed financial aspects relating to Open Access and 
Open Data together with WG1 and WG3 attendants. 
 
European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) 2014-2020 
European Structural and Investments Funds (ESIF) for the period 2014-2010 
comprise following five main Funds to support economic development across all EU 
countries, in line with the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy:  
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) 
the Cohesion Fund (CF) 
the European Social Fund (ESF) 
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) 
European Maritime & Fisheries Fund (EMFF) 
 
ESIF Budget is around 637 billion euros (of which 454 from EU budget) and 
translates 11 thematic objectives from Europe 2020 into key actions for Member 
States and regions as clearly explained on the dedicated webpage on: 
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/themes 
 
During the session, WG2 participants discussed the results of the survey “BestPrac 
Survey on European Structural and Investment Funds: presentation and 
discussion of results” as prepared and analysed by Jaco De Graaf (Leids 
Universitair Medisch Centrum), Dace Kärkle (Latvian Institute of Organic Synthesis), 
Ewelina Wronka (University of Lodz) and Dorianne Attard Mamo (University of Malta). 
The answers of the 37 respondents from 21 contries (41% of 91 BESTPRAC 
participants) could drive to following conclusions:  the existance (with minor 
differences) in every country of bureaucratic procedures and high administrative 
workload in managing the projects financed by these funds, frequently changing 
rules, delayed implementation, and inappropriate timing. Furthermore rules for the 
financial management are not harmonized with other EC Programmes (H2020 for 
example) and the criteria for eligibility of costs are often not clear. 
 
Starting from the EC recommendation regarding “enabling synergies between 
European Structural and Investment Funds and Horizon 2020” as described in the 
document published on 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/guides/synergy/synergies_en.
pdf,   
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WG2 attendants decided to analyze in the next WG meetings the principle of 
“Derogation of non-cumulative principle for combination with Horizon 2020” as 
described in the above mentioned document with following table: 

 
 
“How to avoid financial errors in managing H2020 projects” 
Vanessa Ravagni, Chair of the WG2, introduced the topic presenting the following 
letter by Robert Jan Smith. 
 

 
Letter by the Director General on 2016 as “Financial error free year “ 
 
The letter, as the previous one dated 2015, is divided in two parts, the second part is 
the same as in 2015 and underlined the “10 most common financial errors” (as 
already discussed during the WG2 meeting in Budapest); the first part underlines the 
importance,  in the financial management of H2020 projects, of taking into account 
the following elements (as already identified as important topics by WG2 members): 

1. Time sheets 
2. Costs claimed shall be actually incurred 
3. Rules of subcontracting (never subcontract tasks of other partners) 
4. Need of implementing audit recommendations 

 
Thanks to the presentations of the WG2 volunteers, WG2 members discussed and 
analyzed following subtopics: 
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TIME SHEETS and PERSONNEL COSTS: 
-Staska Mrak Jamnik (University of Ljubljana) stressed the importance of timesheets 
as the major element for assessment in financial audits and showed the best practice 
implemented in her University 
-Primoz Petek (Slovenian Forestry Institute) explained the Time system implemented 
by his Institution  
- Morana Jarec (Institute for Anthr. Res., Zagreb ) discussed the personnel cost 
payment schemes in Croatia and the need for an internal regulation for bonus 
payments.   
 
THIRD PARTIES in H2020: 
- Maddalena Tognola (University of Bern), discussed and explained, using a real case 
form her university, the financial scheme “Third party providing in-kind contribution 
against reimbursement” 
- Per Inge Andresen (Norwegian University of Science and Technology) explained, 
the financial scheme “Linked third parties” and discussed a real case from his 
university   
- “ Chelo Morán, (Universidad Carlos III de Madrid), explained the role of her 
University as as third party in two different H2020 projects.  
 
INTERNAL INVOICES: 
Wolfram Rieneck, (Medical University Innsbruck) presented the new rules for internal 
invoicing in H2020 compared to FP7 and discussed the problems related to the fact 
that „The costs must be declared under the budget category that corresponds to the 
invoiced resource (e.g. personnel, equipment, other direct costs, etc.) and must fulfill 
the eligibility conditions set out in Article 6.1 and 6.2.”. Problems arise when it is not 
possible for the beneficiary to calculate the actual costs, or the calculation and/or 
presentation of the actual costs cause an internal effort too big to justify the benefits 
gained by the reimbursability of the costs. 
  
The WG2 participants discussed and expressed positive views on the following 
solutions, as proposed by the „Position of academic & non-commercial research 
organisations, research councils and regions - January 2016 - Joint statement“---
LINK: 

o Possibility of total internal costs invoicing as a package within the same cost 
category; 

o Creation of a new cost category („Internal invoiced goods and services“ similar 
to subcontracting); 

o Acceptance of internally invoiced costs as package via „other costs“ excluding 
overheads without splitting up into further cost categories; 

o General feasibility condition: set costs per usage which include the pro rata 
services calculated on an annual basis.  

The WG2 members asked Wolfram Rieneck to further analyze the development of 
the EC position relating to the issue. 
 
SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION:  
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- Per Inge Andresen, (Norwegian University of Science and Technology) explained, 
based on a case discussion, terms, conditions and procedures related to the 
“Suspension and termination of projects in FP7 and H2020”. 
- Meltem İşanlar (KOC University) explained, based on a case discussion, conditions 
and procedures and “Do and Don’t” related to “Suspension and Reactivation of an 
ERC Project”.  
 
 
Best practices in financial management of H2020 MSCA 
WG2 volunteers in deep analysed the difficulties in and shared best practices on the 
financial management of MSCA 2014-2020. They referred to the different costs 
categories and the H2020 financial support as described in the following table: 
 

 
 
- Dirk De Craemer (Ghent University), presented the Ghent University approach of 
Financial management of MSCA projects and fellowships;  
- Renè Maasen Van den Brink (VUmc Amsterdam) discussed two levels of budget 
management: Host Institution vs PI for the MSCA, Individual fellowships; 
 - Jonne Ritari (University of Turku), presented the experiences on managing H2020 
MSCA projects at the University of Turku;  
- Geraldine Léonard (Universite d’Orleans), explained the “Management of MSCA-ITN 
and MSCA-Rise” at her university; 
- Per Inge Andresen (Norwegian University of Science and Technology) discussed a 
number of topics related to consortium agreements for MSCA ITNs based on the 
LERU template and suggested a number of adaptations to the template.  
 
Managing VII FP and H2020 Projects Guide to Best Practice – Financial 
Issues based on BESTPRAC members’ experience 
WG2 Members decided to set the deadline of 30.04.2016 for new contributions and 
revisions for the BESTPRAC Financial Guideline. Then the documents will be revised 
for the publication on the BESTPRAC website before June 2016 and presented during 
the BESTPRAC meeting in Vilnius (22-23 September 2016) in a plenary session. 
 
Topics and Volunteers for the next WG2 meeting  
1. ESIF European Structural and Investment Funds  

• General Framework 
Valentina Romano (Politecnico di Torino) 
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• Best practices related to the “enabling synergies with other financing 
programmes” 
Jaco De Graaf (Leids Universitair Medisch Centrum), Dace Kärkle (Latvian 
Institute of Organic Synthesis), Ewelina Wronka (University of Lodz) 

2. How to avoid financial errors in H2020 
• Personnel costs: best practices related to additional remuneration 

Staska Mrak Jamnik (University of Ljubljana) 
Eva Vas (Central European University) 
Meltem İşanlar Zeynep Neyza Akcabay (KOC University)  

• Updated version of the Annotated MGA H2020 
Wolfram Rieneck, (Medical University Innsbruck)  

• Financial management, budget reallocation and reporting in H2020 
Per Inge Andresen (Norwegian University of Science and Technology) 

 
3. ERC Portability and Host Institution experiences in managing ERC 
Grants 
Contributions to this topic will be provided by: 

• Dirk De Craemer (Ghent University)  
• Renè Maasen Van den Brink (VUmc Amsterdam)  
• Jonne Ritari (University of Turku)  

 
4.MSCA: WG2 subgroup discussions on best practices in financial 
management of MSCA. 
Conclusions of each subgroup (IF, ITN, Rise) will be presented by the subgroup 
chairs in a WG2 plenary session. Participants and chair of each subgroups will be 
decided through an online survey before the next WG2 meeting in Vilnius. 
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Summary of WG3-meeting 
The BESTPRAC WG3 meeting in Sofia, like the previous WG3 meetings, was 
preceded by the preparatory meeting of the WG3 Leader and the Task Co-Leaders 
(Niina Mikkonen, Carolina Montiel, Miriam Ryan, Jennifer Saussede, Fatma Uslu, 
Elger Vercayie) who were able to reach the meeting place - the Best Western 
Plus Sofia Hotel on Wednesday, March 9th by 5 pm. The Group Leader started 
the prep-meeting giving a general overview of the WG3 programme and some 
practical aspects of sharing content of the presentations with the whole Group. The 
main focus of the specific tasks and presentations was summarized. The tasks Co-
Leaders presented briefly the highlights of their presentations, division of work and 
the roles in their task-teams to be able to exchange opinions with other Task Co-
Leaders on the issues of interest to be discussed within the WG. The list of 
potential topics for the next WG3 meeting in Vilnius collected after the Budapest 
meeting was presented subject to additions during the Sofia meeting and as a 
follow-up (to be submitted within 2 weeks after the meeting to the Group Leader be 
e-mail along with the final versions of their presentations in pdf format to be 
published on the Bestprac website). 

The WG3 sessions focused on two thematic blocks: 

1. Analysis of the new LERU model consortium agreement for the H2020 
Marie Skłodowska- Curie Actions Innovative Training Networks with 
particular attention to identification of potentially problematic clauses. 

2. Ethics issues (legal elements) in H2020 Actions – pre- and post-award 
phases. The WG3 members analysed and discussed the H2020 ethics 
appraisal system and shared practical tips based on the presented case 
studies. 

 
DAY 1 - March 10th 
On the first day of the BESTPRAC Sofia meeting the WG3 members contributed to 
the joint plenary Interactive Session on Open Science and Open Access 
with two presentations addressing the legal aspects and practical advice on 
Open Access in H2020 introduced to the H2020 by Rules for Participation as a 
novelty and an extra obligation put upon beneficiaries. The first presentation on 
publications and open access in the context of the obligation to disseminate 
project results vs. obligation to protect the project results, which was originally 
prepared for the WG3 Budapest meeting (14.09.2015) by Sarah Dello (Ghent 
University, BE), was given by Diana Pustuła (University of Warsaw, PL). 
The conclusion to be remembered is that in fact three contractual obligations 
which must be fulfilled by the beneficiaries under the H2020 projects, i.e. to 
disseminate the results in open access, to protect the results and to keep some of 
them confidential should not be seen as contradictory as neither the European 
Commission nor the other EU funding agencies don’t expect the beneficiaries to 
act contra legem or in an irrational way. It’s advisable to consider acting in three 
steps: 1. Ethical screening of the project results (checking if there are no 
sensitive or confidential data which shall not be made available to the public at 
this stage), 2. Protect before publishing! In particular when the project result is an 
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invention not to lose the feature of the world-wide novelty by revealing the 
essential information about the invention which results (in all countries not 
allowing any “grace period” in their legal systems) in depriving the beneficiaries 
the opportunity to protect the results by filing for patent and to commercialize it in 
the future, 3. Publish the project results in open acces (whether green or gold) but 
check first if there are no “embargo periods” to be observed not to be held liable by 
the publishers. 
The other presentation on Open Access and Research Data Management in the form 
of sharing best practices of Aalto University in that respect was given by – Niina 
Mikkonen (Aalto University, FI). Niina presented in a very clear way the 
process of the preparation of the University Open Access policy, its main 
principles, University publication archive, Aalto Current Research Information 
System (ACRIS), the purpose, the main principles of open access publishing of 
research data and the stages of preparation of the research data management 
policy and its implementation schedule. 
 
 
Thematic block 1 – The LERU model consortium agreement for the H2020 
Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions Innovative Training Networks 

WG3.1: The LERU model CA for MSCA ITN - Part 1 
 
Task Co-leaders: Miriam Ryan (Maynooth University, IE), Jennifer 
Saussede (Université Toulouse III-Paul Sabatier, FR), Elger Vercayie 

(Vrije Universiteit Brussel, BE) 
 
Since the CA template in question is a relatively new development 
made available only recently (on the LERU website) to the H2020 
beneficiaries the Task Co-Leaders analysed the new model CA looking 
for potentially difficult/problematic clauses to be discussed in detail 
with the Group, exchange opinions and share advice with their peers. 
The WG3.2 task Co-Leaders started their session with an introduction 

to this topic by Miriam Ryan addressing the following issues: the basis of the LERU 
Model CA for MSCA – ITN, the main structure and essential clauses to be included in 
the CA, the purpose of this agreement, the source of obligation for conclusion of 
such agreement by the beneficiaries and the consortium governance structure which 
must be adjusted the project needs including its size, the work plan and the 
relations and communication between the consortium partners. Miriam discussed 
also in detail the issue of the consortium liability based on RfP and MGA as well as 
the definition (only in MGA) and the role of the “Partner Organisation” which is not 
signatory of the GA and does not employ any researcher within the Project but 
provides additional training and host researchers during secondments. 
During this session “Some topics of relevance to the DESCA template in general” 
such as automatic termination and the decision making power of the General 
Assembly with a focus on the assumption of authorization of the General Assembly 
Members (GAM) to deliberate, negotiate and decide [on behalf of their institutions 
– D.P.] on all matters listed in Section 6.3.1.2. the CA, were brought to the 
attention of the WG3 members by Elger Vercayie. During the discussion in the WG 
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it turned out that different organizations deal differently with this issue, e.g. some 
decisions taken by the GAMs require ex-post validation by the authorities while some 
institutions issue authorization letters to the GAMs representing them in the 
consortia defining the scope of the authorization in line with the requirements of the 
CA. Elger presented also the analysis results of the secondments   of the the Early 
Stage Researchers (ESR) in the ITN projects (addressed in Art 4.1.1 CA-LERU & 
Art 32 GA) with attention to the Secondment agreement – its terms and conditions 
(including liability) and Intellectual Property and confidentiality issues. Since results 
generated by the ESR during its secondment remain the property of the beneficiary, 
i.e. ESR employer, the following options must be taken into consideration before the 
secondment: giving ownership to the partner organization, sharing ownership 
between partner organisation and beneficiary, giving licensing rights to the partner 
organization or giving part ownership to the ESR (once it is an established practice), 
having in mind, however, the principle of “access rights” to such results hat may be 
requested by other consortium partners if “needed”. 
 
A 60 minutes presentation prepared together by all Task-Co-Leaders, i.e. Miriam, 
Elger and Jennifer was given by Miriam and Elger. Both speakers were also taking 
questions from the Group during their presentations which were followed by 
discussion in the group moderated by the Group Leader. 
 
WG3.2: The LERU model CA for MSCA ITN - Part 2 
 
Task Co-leaders: Carolina Montiel (Universidad Carlos III de Madrid, ES) 
and Carmen Gascó Fortea (Universidad Politécnica de Madrid, ES) – 
excused absence (presentation submitted to the Group Leader) 
 
During the second session the MSCA ITN model CA discussion was be continued 
based on the experience of the WG3 members who made recommendations and 
shared tips for their peers on how to avoid mistakes while preparing/negotiating 
the CA on behalf of their institutions by presenting case studies. 
 
Since one of the speakers – Carmen – could not be present at the Sofia meeting 
one presentation was given by Carolina followed by a discussion in the WG 
moderated by the Group Leader. 
 
Carolina Montiel gave an overview of the essential parts of the MSCA ITN project 
consortium coordinated by Universidad Carlos III de Madrid and draw attention to 
the specific legal issues to be carefully considered by the beneficiaries including 
Intellectual Property Rights, confidentiality in the context of dissemination obligation 
and limitations of contractual liability, as well as the special concerns of the 
Partner Organisations (PO) such as PO as a “Silent member” of the Supervisory 
Board, Network-wide activities’ costs of the PO’s participation, hosting costs 
during secondments, health and safety internal procedures and policies of the PO. 
Carolina gave also several very useful examples of the “real life” clauses in the 
reading agreed by the consortium partners including those concerning receipts, 
compliance with national, foreign and international trade and export control laws 
and regulations or contributions to management budget. 
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Additionally Tihana Damić (Croatian Veterinary Institute, HR) - as an follow-
up of the WG3 Budapest meeting - presented updated results of the quick survey 
on HR Excellence in Research logo experience and distributed to the WG3 
members handouts with detailed data. A quick poll among the WG3 members in 
Sofia revealed that only 3 institutions out of those represented by the WG3 
members have the logo, only two are involved in the application process and only 
few more intend to apply. Those results seem surprising in the context of our 
discussion during the WG3 Budapest meeting on contractual obligations put upon 
beneficiaries in particular in the MSCA projects or ERC grants concerning the 
principles of the Charter and the Code even if adoption of those two documents is 
officially voluntary to the beneficiaries. 
 
DAY 2 – March 11th 
Thematic block 2 - Ethics issues (legal elements) in H2020 Actions – 
pre- and post-award phases. The WG3 members analysed and discussed 
the H2020 ethics appraisal system and shared practical tips based on the 
presented case studies. 

WG3.3: Ethics issues (legal elements) in H2020 Actions – pre- and post-
award phases – Part 1 
 
Task Co-leaders: Kristín Hardardottir (University of Iceland, IS), Djordje 
Markez (University of Banja Luka, BA), Diana Pustuła (University of 
Warsaw, PL) 
 

Thematic block 2 started with explaining to the group the division of task among the 
Co-Leaders and with the Kristin Hardardottir’s presentation on ethics issues to 
be addressed in the project proposal. Kristin gave a brief overview of the issues to 
be highlighted and addressed in the application, e.g. all concerns or risks that might 
occur in the project, guidance relating to ethical considerations including different 
laws and procedures in the participant countries, observing the highest standards of 
research integrity by the universities’ staff & students while conducting their 
research. The speaker also discussed how to complete an ethics Self-Assessment 
with regard to the methodology, research objectives or impact (e.g. profiling the 
health of people based on big data), as well as how to manage ethics issues 
avoiding common mistakes. Kristin listed research not allowed under H2020 and 
addressed ethics issues in SSH where human participants and methodological tools 
such as surveys, questionnaires, interviews, standardized tests, experiments with 
volunteers etc are used to generate project results. In conclusion it was stated 
that to enhance the proposal one can show that, e.g. the time and resources 
required to conduct an application for ethical approval and for the time it takes to 
receive approval have been planned for, the plan for ethical approval takes into 
consideration the funder’s time limits and conditions of award, any conflicts of 
interest and/or access to sensitive data have been described, the funder’s ethical 
policy have read and understood etc. 
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The session was continued by Diana Pustuła giving presentation on the second 
ethics appraisal step the Ethics Review (before the finalisation of Grant 
Agreement): a) An Ethics Screening (Ethics Experts/Ethics Panels) and b) An Ethics 
Assessment (Ethics Expert Panels). The process of ethics review is presented in the 
best way in the chart below1: 
 

 
 
 

 
1 Ethics Appraisal and Societal Impact in H2020, Maria SPULBER, Research Programme Officer – 
Team leader, Unit S3 – Security Research: http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-
funding-guide/cross- cuttingissues/ethics_en.htm#, slides no. 10 and 7. 
 
 

Additionally ethics issues in the context of protection of personal data and big data 
in the ICT proposals were discussed on the example of the ERC proposal (Proof of 
Concept) in the field of ICT granted to the Universiy of Warsaw’s PI in the last 
H2020 call. Diana explained the ethics assessment procedure, requested 
clarifications and presented documents including the model consent forms for 
human subjects involved in research as part of the regulations of the Rector’s 
Ethics Committee for Applied research involving Human Subjects. 

The last part of the session was run by Djordje Markez who focused on the ethics 
issues in the post- award phase taking into consideration the legal basis and ethic 
appraisal scheme with regard to the Ethics Check and Audit. Djordje shared the list 
of situations in which ethic check can be requested, i.e.: in case of complex and 
difficult ethics issues, if documents provided are not satisfactory, if compliance 
with ER requirements needs to be checked during the implementation or following 
whistleblowing. The Commission may request from the beneficiaries to appoint 
an independent ethics advisor or ethics board for the projects. During the 
discussion in the WG it turned out that one of the institutions represented by the 
WG member at the meeting was asked to do so proving that the EC makes used of 
its privileges to make sure high ethics standards in the H2020 projects are followed. 
 
All Task Co-Leaders gave 30 minutes presentations followed by discussion in the 
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group moderated by the Group Leader. 
 
WG3.4: Ethics issues (legal elements) in H2020 Actions – pre- and post-
award phases – Part 2 – case studies 
Task Co-leaders: Task Co-leaders: Ida Smila (University of Turku, FI), 
Barbara Paternoster (University of Ljubljana, SI), Fatma Uslu (Çukurova 
Üniversity, TR) 
 
Discussion on ethics issues (legal aspects) in the H2020 Actions was continued 
and the practical examples were shared in form of case studies presented by the 
Task Co-leaders. 
 
Barbara Paternoster presented how the Ljubljana University approached ethics 
issues in the context of participation in H2020 projects listing internal documents 
adopted at her university regulating ethics issues, i.e. Code of Ethics for 
researchers at the UL, Code of Ethics of the UL, Rules and procedures from 
different UL members. The speaker shared with the group which ethics committees 
operate on the national level (Ministry of Health and Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry 
and Food) and those set up at the level of the university “for optimum protection of 
the interests and well-being of participants in scientific and research work, i.e. 
Ethics committee for sport (Faculty of Sport), Faculty of Arts Ethics Committee, 
Faculty of Education Ethics committee. At other faculties deans are responsible for 
ethic issues if any occur. The WG3 members shared how ethics issues are taken 
care of at their institutions and it may be stated that despite some similarities 
several differences can be observed in particular in the placement of ethics 
committees at the national level and the procedures and bodies responsible for 
granting ethical approvals at the institutional level – some institutions, including the 
University of Warsaw, have, e.g. a dedicated personal data protection officers at 
the central and the faculty level, strongly encouraged by the Commission. 
 
Barbara’s presentation was followed by Fatma Uslu explaining in detail ethics 
Issues Checklist, ethics Self-Assesment (using the Ethics Self-Assesment Forms 
Sample) and finally sharing with the Group, within the exchanging best practices 
among the WG3 members scheme, Ethics Supporting Documents Prepared for 
WoMUNE project run at the Çukurova Üniversity including: e-mail invitation to 
complete survey, participation information sheet and the participant consent form. 
 
The last hands-on presentation focusing on the concept of informed consent was 
given by Ida Smila who worked for couple of years as the secretary at the Ethics 
Committee of the University of Turku. Ida explained the meaning of the informed 
concept as there is no one legal definition of this concept, however four key 
elements are common, i.e.: it must be individual, voluntary, it can be refused or 
withdrawn. The detailed content, form and the language must be adjusted to the 
single participants of the target group, e.g. illiterate ones. Ida shared with the 
Group what information shall be include in the informed consent and how to 
approach children or other persons unable to give consent on the example of the 
teaching schools in Finland. Collecting IC special attention must be given to the 
vulnerable groups such as Illegal immigrants, victims of home violence and the 
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secondary use of data. Ida’s work experience let her explain this very important 
and complex concept based on the cases she was involved in and answer detailed 
questions asked during her presentation. 
 
All Task Co-Leaders gave 20 minutes presentations followed by minutes 
discussion in the group moderated by the Task and the Group Leader. 
 
Conclusions & topics for next WG3 meeting 
 
During the BESTPRAC Budapest meeting the WG3 members were 
provided again with an unique opportunity to discuss legal aspects of 
various H2020 topics, share the professional experience and best 
practices with their peers from different European countries and 
institutions participating in Horizon 2020. 
The list of topics proposed after the Ljubljana and Budapest WG3 meetings along 
with the online survey outcomes were be presented (handouts distributed among 
the WG3 members) subject to open discussion allowing updates, topics prioritizing 
and/or modifications. 
 
The list of potential topics for the next WG3 meetings based on the 
suggestions collected during the Ljubljana and Budapest meetings 
supplemented by the new ones collected by  the Group Leader during the 
Sofia meeting and after the meeting by e-mail (before on-line survey): 

 
• MSCA new model CA – addressed during the WG3meeting in Sofia 
• Checks (legal elements) – pre- and post-award phases - case studies - 

addressed during the WG3meeting in Sofia 
 
Suggestions for topics to go (Ljubljana and Budapest meetings): 

• Analysis of the selected legal issues in (other than H2020 EU programmes) 
run by different DGs (e.g. Justice, Culture etc.) in the European 
Commission and the EC procurement-based research contracts – highly 
ranked in the previous survey, 

• Exploitation and Business plans in the EU research grants from the legal 
point of view, 

• Best practice to risk management (legal/financial/administrative aspects – 
as an idea for an Interactive Session for WG1/WG2/WG3) – highly ranked 
in the previous survey, 

• JTI / IMI projects: room for negotiation? ‘Risks’ of participating for academic 
partners: strong preassure of the industrial partners to retain all IP (often 
royalty-free), 

• Interreg projects: How to deal with issues concerning EU state aid? Potential 
risks for universities/research institutes, 

• The Erasmus+ programme involving research elements including GAs for 
projects with multiple beneficiaries (Key Action 2: Strategic Partnerships), 

• Study and analysis of MCARD model (in order to compare it with DESCA 
model and conclude which options are more suitable for any case); 

• International Dispute Resolution and Applicable law; 
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• Intellectual Property Rights and Contract Law (study and analysis of main 
differences between common law and continental law with special attention 
to moral rights and liability (punitive damages)). 

 
New suggestions for topics to go (Sofia meeting): 

 
• Negotiations of MSCA IF contracts with third countries, e.g. US and 

Canadian institutions, 
• State-aid vs. the EU research grants, 
• The concepts of 'organisation for research and innovation' and the 

proportion of organization’s ‘economic and non-economic activities' in 
Structural Funds, 

• Reform on EU data protection rules, 
• Third parties in consortium – topic largely covered during the previous 

WG3 meetings. 
 
In order to prioritize among the topics suggested by the WG3 members (listed 
above) an on-line questionnaire will be prepared and distributed by the WG3 
Leader well in advance before the next BESTPRAC meeting in Vilnius in order to 
find out which topics are the most interesting/the most important for the Group 
and consequently which of them are going to become part of the WG3 agenda 
of the next meeting in the first place. 
 
The topics (with the highest number of replies marked as no 1 priority (very 
interesting)) with a high number of votes received in the last survey will be 
considered on a priority list. 

 
  



	

 www.bestprac.eu 21 	

TN1302: BESTPRAC	

	

BESTPRAC WG1/WG2/WG3 Meeting 
Final Programme 

 

March 10-11, 2016 

Sofia University, Sofia, Bulgaria 
 

 
Thursday, March 10, 2016 

 
 
09:00 Welcome address & brief introduction of BESTPRAC  (Jan 

Andersen, Chair) (Aula Hall) 
 Introduction to WG1 / WG2 / WG3 (Aula Hall) 
 (Ellen Schenk, WG1-Leader / Vanessa Ravagni, WG2-Leader / Diana 

Pustula, WG3-Leader)  
 
 
09:20  Policies on Open Science and Open Access (Aula Hall)  

(Irina Reyes, Directorate Policy Development and Coordination, Unit 
Science policy, foresight and data, DG Research & Innovation, European 
Commission) 

 
 
10:50 Coffee break 
 
 
11:10 Interactive Session on Open Science and Open Access 

(Aula Hall) 
WG3-input:  
Open Access in H2020 - legal aspects and practical advice (20 min.), 
Diana Pustuła (University of Warsaw, PL), Niina Mikkonen (Aalto 
University, FI) 
WG1-input: 
How to draft the Data Management Plan when participating in the H2020 
Open Data Pilot, Eveliina Klemola (Aalto University, FIN) 
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Institutional Open Access Strategy, Eva Kremshuber (University of Applied 
Sciences Upper Austria, AU) 
WG2-input: 
Open Access and Open Data: Financial Aspects, Vanessa Ravagni, 
(University of Trento, IT) 

 
 Joint discussion, summing-up 
 
 
12:30 Lunch Break 
 
 
14:00 WG1/WG2/WG3-meeting (in parallel) 
 
WG1.1: Employment and career development opportunities for 
research administrators (Aula Hall) 
This session will follow-up on the previous WG1 meeting with presentations on 
existing regulations and personal experiences. 
 
14:00-14:05 Introduction by session chair Anne Katrin Werenskiold (MPI of 

Biochemistry, GE) 
 
14:05-14:15 Ellen Schenk (Erasmus MC, NL) – Outcome WG1 survey on 

national and institutional employment and career track regulations 
 
14:15-14:25 Jan Andersen (University of Copenhagen, DEN) – Career 

development opportunities for research administrators in Denmark 
 
14:25-14:35 Anne Katrin Werenskiold (MPI of Biochemistry, GER) - Career 

development opportunities for research administrators in Germany  
 
14:35-14:45 Michèle Schwegler (ETH Zürich, SWI) – Personal experiences in 

career development as a research administrator 
 
14:45-14:55 Veronika Csapo (Central European University, HUN) – Personal 

experiences and institutional practices in career development 
 
14:55-15:05  Mary Caspillo-Brewer (University College London, UK) – The ARMA 

Certificate in Research Administration 
 
15:05-15:30 Plenary discussions on next steps for this topic (chaired by Anne 

Katrin Werenskiold) 
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WG2.1: European Structural and Investment Funds	 in 2014-
2020: guidance on using and managing (Hall 1) 
European Structural and Investment Funds are the main financial instrument for the 
implementation of the EU’s cohesion policy and play an important role in promoting 
projects and initiatives that support job creation. In September 2015 at the meeting 
in Budapest, WG2 members shared the opportunity to better understand the 
complex web of responsibilities and programmes that influence the content and 
management of calls for project proposals co-financed by the Funds.  
 

- Introduction, Vanessa Ravagni (University of Trento) 
 

- “BestPrac Survey on European Structural and Investment Funds: presentation 
and discussion of results”,  Jaco De Graaf (Leids Universitair Medisch 
Centrum),  Dace Kärkle (Latvian Institute of Organic Synthesis), Ewelina 
Wronka (University of Lodz) 
 

- Joint discussion, summing-up  
 
 
WG3.1: The LERU model consortium agreement for the H2020 
MSCA Innovative Training Networks – Part 1 (Hall 2) 
The LERU Legal Expert Group has developed this year, based on the DESCA model, a 
consortium agreement template for the Marie Sklodowska-Curie Innovative Training 
Networks making the life of the research and legal support services of the 
beneficiaries easier. The project partners are obliged to conclude the consortium 
agreements for the MSCA ITNs, therefore, having the template in place the ITN 
coordinators don’t have to struggle on their own with development of a reliable CA 
compliant with the MSCA specific rules. They can focus on adjusting the model MSCA 
ITN for the needs of their consortia which still may be a challenge.  
Since the new CA template in question is a relatively new development available only 
recently (on the LERU website) to the H2020 beneficiaries the WG3 members will 
analyse the new model CA looking for potentially problematic clauses to be discussed 
in detail in the group.     
WG3.1. Task Co-leaders: Miriam Ryan (Maynooth University, IE), Jennifer 
Saussede (Université Toulouse III-Paul Sabatier, FR), Elger Vercayie (Vrije 
Universiteit Brussel, BE), Fabrizio Chirivi (Politecnico di Milano, IT) 
 
There will be given a 60 minutes presentation by the Task Co-leaders followed by 30 
minutes discussion in the WG. 
 
 
15:30 Coffee break 
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16:00 WG1/WG2/WG3-meeting (in parallel) 
 
WG1.2: Defining Research Support Staff framework (Aula Hall) 
This session continues with the activities started in Budapest. The aim is to achieve 
consensus for the core tasks for each RSS type. 
 
16:00-16:15 Introduction by session chair Nik Claesen (Free University 

Brussels, BE) 
 
16:15-17:25 Break-out sessions in RSS type groups on core tasks (composition 

of groups will be announced at the meeting) 
 
Group A - Type 1: Research administrator 
(many projects): a person at the administration providing minimal support and checks, guarding the 
organisational processes and facilitating the signature process 
Chaired by: 

• Despoina Xenikaki (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, UK) 
• Mary Caspillo-Brewer (University College London, UK) 
• Marijana Kroteva (Goce Delcev University, fYRM) 

 
Group B - Type 2: European Liaison Officer / EU Research Manager 
(many projects): a person with expert knowledge of EU funding providing advice and support to 
researchers in a multitude of ways 
Chaired by: 

• Elina Humala (University of Jyväskylä, FIN) 
• Tjasa Nabergoj (University of Ljubljana, SLO) 
• Stijn Delauré (KU Leuven, BEL) 

 
Group C - Type 2: European Liaison Officer / EU Research Manager 
(many projects): a person with expert knowledge of EU funding providing advice and support to 
researchers in a multitude of ways 
Chaired by: 

• Nathalie Queffelec (Université de Bretagne Occidentale, FRA) 
• Eveliina Klemola (Aalto University, FIN) 
• Jan Andersen (University of Copenhagen, DEN) 

 
Group D - Type 3: Project Manager / Project Developer 
(1-4 projects): a person dedicated to a limited number of projects helping the researchers in 
preparing and managing the project on a day to day basis 
Chaired by: 

• Andri Charalambous  (The Cyprus Institute of Neurology and Genetics, CYP) 
• Anja Mertinkat (Austrian Institute of Economic Research, AUS) 
• Ellen Schenk (Erasmus MC, NL) 

 
17:25-17:30  Wrap-up 
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WG2.2: How to avoid financial errors in managing H2020 
projects (Hall 1) 
During the meeting in Budapest members decided to continue the exchange of best 
practices in managing H2020 projects (for example with the analysis of personnel 
costs’ reporting and third parties involvement). The discussion will take into account 
the EC running communication campaigns on simplification and reduction of financial 
errors. 

- Introduction, Vanessa Ravagni (University of Trento) 
TIME SHEETS and PERSONNEL COSTS:   

- “The importance of timesheets as the major element for assessment in 
financial audit”  Staska Mrak Jamnik (University of Ljubljana) 

- “Dealing with time sheets”  Primoz Petek (Slovenian Forestry Institute) 
- “Personnel costs payments in Croatia” , Morana Jarec,Institute for 

Anthropological Research, Zagreb (Croatia) 
THIRD PARTIES in H2020: 

- “Third party providing in-kind contribution against reimbursement”, 
Maddalena Tognola (University of Bern) 

- “Linked third parties: Who are they, and what makes them different”, Per 
Inge Andresen (Norwegian University of Science and Technology) 

- “Case study:  UC3M as third party in two H2020 projects “  Chelo Morán,  
(Universidad Carlos III de Madrid) 

INTERNAL INVOICES: 
- “New rules for internal invoicing in H2020 compared to FP7 and their 

problems for universities”, Wolfram Rieneck, (Medical University Innsbruck) 
SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION: 

- “Suspension and termination of projects in FP7 and H2020”, Per Inge 
Andresen, (Norwegian University of Science and Technology) 
 

Summing up and conclusion, Vanessa Ravagni (University of Trento) 
 
 
WG3.2: The LERU model consortium agreement for the H2020 
MSCA Innovative Training Networks – Part 2 (Hall 2) 
The MSCA ITN model CA discussion will be continued, experience in using the 
template at the WG3 members’ institutions shared and recommendations/tips for 
other users outlined. 
WG3.2. Task Co-leaders: Carmen Gascó Fortea (Universidad Politécnica de 
Madrid, ES), Carolina Montiel (Universidad Carlos III de Madrid, ES) 
 
There will be given two up to 30 minutes presentations by the Task Co-leaders each followed 
by a 15 minutes discussion in the WG. 
 
 
19:00 Dinner 
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Friday, March 11, 2016 

 
09:00 WG1/WG2/WG3-meeting (in parallel) 
 
WG1.3: Defining Research Support Staff framework - continued 
(Aula Hall) 
9:00-9:15  Reflection by group chairs on session WG1.2: bottlenecks to be 

solved (chaired by Nik Claesen) 
 
9:15-10:00 Continuation break-out sessions in RSS type groups on core tasks   
 
10:00-10:30 Presentation outcome break-out sessions by group chairs (chaired 

by Nik Claesen) 
 
 
WG2.3: H2020 MSCA: best practices in financial management 
(Hall 1) 
Best practices in financial management of MSCA projects will be presented and 
discussed. 

Introduction, Vanessa Ravagni, University of Trento, 5 min 
 

- “MSCA, Individual fellowships: budget management: Host Institution vs PI”,  
Renè Maasen Van den Brink (VUmc Amsterdam) 

- “Financial management and MSCA: the Ghent University approach”, Dirk De 
Craemer (Ghent University) 

- “Aspects to keep in mind in H2020 MSCA ETN management”, Cristina 
Velasco, (Universidad Carlos III de Madrid),  

- “Early experiences on managing H2020 Marie Curie projects in the University 
of Turku”, Jonne Ritari (University of Turku) 

- “Management of MSCA- ITN and MSCA- Rise”, Geraldine Léonard 
(Université d’Orléans) 

- “Consortium Agreements for MSCA ITNs: Adaptations to the LERU template”, 
Per Inge Andresen (Norwegian University of Science and Technology) 
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WG3.3: Ethics issues (legal elements) in H2020 Actions – pre- 
and post-award phases – Part 1 (Hall 2) 
Ethics issues play very important role both in the pre and post-award phases in 
H2020 Actions as the EU does not fund proposals that violate ethical principles. 
Starting with the Ethics Self-Assessment serving to identify any ethical aspects of the 
work to be sufficiently described in the proposal. Each proposal considered for 
funding is subject to an ethics review. At the GA preparation phase the beneficiaries 
may be contacted by the European Commission (or the Funding Agencies) in order to 
implement the results of an ethics review to be reflected in the GA. And finally the 
post-award phase - ethics checks and audits which may take place during the project 
and up to 2 years afterwards, if necessary. The WG3 members will analyse and 
discuss the H2020 ethics appraisal system. 
 
 
WG3.3. Task Co-leaders: Kristín Hardardottir (University of 
Iceland, IS), Djordje Markez (University of Banja Luka, BA), Diana 
Pustuła (University of Warsaw, PL) 
There will be given 3 up to 30 minutes presentations by the Task Co-leaders followed by a 
30 minutes discussion in the WG. 
 
 
10:30  Coffee break 
 
 
11:00 WG1/WG2/WG3-meeting (in parallel) 
 
WG1.4:  Project management strategies in coordination projects 
(Aula Hall) 
Best practices how to administer and manage a European (coordination) project will 
be presented and discussed. 
 
11:00-11:15  Eveliina Klemola (Aalto University, FIN) 
 
11:15-11:30  Juan Abolafia (Fundacio Clinic per a la Recerca Biomédica, SPA) 
 
11:30-11:45  Despoina Xenikaki (London School of Hygiene and Tropical 

Medicine, UK) 
 
11:45-12:00  Claudia Oliveira (University of Lisbon, POR) 
 
12:00-12:15  Stijn Delauré (KU Leuven, BE) 
 
12:15-12:20  Plenary discussion 
 
12:20-12:30  Topics for next WG1 meeting and AOB 
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WG2.4:  Financial Guidelines and Next steps: (Hall 1) 
WG2 members will discuss the current version of “Managing VII FP and H2020 
Projects – Financial Guidelines based on BESTPRAC WG2 members’ experience” and 
decide the updating process and topics for the future.  
The format for this session will follow the Budapest format: all WG2 attendants will need to actively 
participate in this session and preparatory actions will be required.   
 
 
WG3.4: Ethics issues (legal elements) in H2020 Actions – pre- 
and post-award phases – Part 2 - Case studies (Hall 2) 
Discussion on ethics issues (legal aspects) in the H2020 Actions will be continued             
and the practical examples will be shared in form of case studies (3 volunteers will  
be sought to present at this session). 
WG3.4. Task Co-leaders: Ida Smila (University of Turku, FI), Barbara 
Paternoster (University of Ljubljana, SI), Fatma Uslu (Çukurova 
Üniversity, TR) 
 
There will be given 3 up to 20 minutes presentations by the Task Co-leaders each followed 
by a 10 minutes discussion in the WG. 
 
 
12:30 Lunch Break 
 
 
14:00 Best practice for enhancing dissemination of know-how 

and building capacity (presentation of an easy tool to set-up 
an exchange at national / regional level) (Aula Hall) (Maddalena 
Tognola, Switzerland) 

 
 
14:15  Summing-up session of all working groups (Aula Hall) 
 
 
14:30 End of meeting  
 


