RESPONSE BY THE EUROPEAN LIFE SCIENCES FORUM
To THE EC CONSULTATION:
TOWARDS A STRATEGIC VISION OF LIFE SCIENCES AND BIOTECHNOLOGY

The European Life Sciences Forum is a coalition of independent organisations
representative or supportive of the life sciences, biotechnology and biomedical
research communities in Europe. Its mission is to increase their visibility and impact
in the public and policy-making arenas, as a continuing priority, to advance research
and to improve scientists’ positions in European society.

The membership of the European Life Sciences Forum (ELSF) comprises the
European Society for Arteriosclerosis (EAS), the European Life Scientist
Organisation (ELSO), the European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL), the
European Molecular Biology Organisation (EMBO), the European Plant Sciences
Organisation (EPSO), the European Society of Gene Therapy (ESGT), the
Federation of European Biochemical Societies (FEBS), and the Federation of

European Neuroscience Societies (FENS).

CONTACT:

Dr Luc Van Dyck

Executive Co-ordinator, European Life Sciences Forum
Meyerhofstrasse 1, D-69117 Heidelberg

Tel.: +49 (0)6221 8891 552

Fax: +49 (0)6221 8891 200

E-mail: luc.vandyck@elsf.org

http: www.elsf.org



1. GENERAL COMMENTS

Consultation questions

The European Life Sciences Forum (ELSF), whose membership represents
several tens of thousands of researchers in Europe, has committed itself to
answer systematically the Consultation questionnaire. This effort has been
undertaken to emphasise the interest of the scientific community in public debate
as well as in the consultation process itself.

ELSF praises the efforts made by the European Commission to consult all
stakeholders of the life sciences and biotechnology through the stakeholders’
conference and the present questionnaire. Consultation with stakeholders is a
first and essential step towards the establishment of a European Research Area,
and the EC must ensure continuity of this process. In order to improve further
steps of this process, ELSF recommends that:

- conferences and consultations be widely advertised in due time;

- the EC should ensure that all important scientific organisations are
invited to contribute. This was not the case for the stakeholders’

conference; and,

- more time be allocated to answer consultation questionnaires in order

to allow wide consultation of organisations’ members.

The short time period between the present deadline for submission of
contributions and the announced term for the publication of the EC Policy Paper,
due at the end of 2001, makes it unlikely that all contributions can be fully
analysed and possibly incorporated in the Policy Paper. ELSF considers the
consultation and the resulting Policy Paper as a preliminary step that should be
followed by the articulation of an Action Plan for Biotechnology in Europe, to
which stakeholders should be associated. The EC should invite contributions for
such an action plan in a very near future, to allow sufficient time to analyse and
integrate stakeholders’ suggestions and ideas into the Action Plan.

The EC consultation document emphasises rightly the potential of life sciences
and biotechnology and the crucial role of research. ELSF acknowledges the

visionary ideas of the ERA concept and some aspects of the proposal for the



Sixth Framework Programme, which are detailed in this response. ELSF however
warns the European Institutions against too much self-satisfaction. In contrast to
the general tone of the EC Consultation document, Europe is still a “Giant with
clay feet” in a global context, due to a lack of genuine integration. In the same
context of global competition, the total amount of public funding for basic
research, the true motor of innovation, in Europe lags way behind the public
spending of its main competitors, as confirmed by the benchmarking exercise of
the EC. Major investments in research have therefore to be made, chiefly in some
members-states, if the decision of the Lisbon Summit — becoming the most
competitive knowledge-based economy in the world - is to become a reality.

ELSF believes that the Consultation document would benefit greatly from a more
balanced and positive approach to plant and animal science, and to
biotechnology in the agricultural sector. ELSF considers that the report overly
focuses on the concerns of the public towards products derived from first
generation GM plants, and does not discuss adequately the potentially enormous
long-range benefits of future products. ELSF nonetheless believes that GM
products should be rigorously tested before commercialisation and that this

process be based on scientifically definable standards.

ELSF’s mission is to advance research and to improve scientists’ positions, and

the Forum, therefore, wishes to emphasise two issues of major importance:

1. In its Sixth Framework Programme (FP6) the EC apparently seeks not to
sponsor basic research, but simply to integrate it at a European level, notably
through the Networks of Excellence. If this is true, the EC should publicly
acknowledge it, and two major conclusions should be drawn from it: Firstly,
the selection of priority areas should not lead to the abandonment of major
and key areas of basic research, e.g. plant and (non-model) animal science,
microbiology, areas which also require more integration at the European
level. This is especially important because some national funding agencies
increasingly design their granting schemes to improve access to EU funding,
which can have a long-term detrimental effect on research quality and
continuity. Secondly, if the EC FP6 is not to be seen as a real source of
funding but as a ‘topping-up’ mechanism to encourage integration, the
implementation of a European Research Council should be considered. This
Council would not replace national agencies, which have a crucial role in
maintaining national strengths and priorities, but should be seen as an

opportunity to provide funding for excellent trans-European research through



a flexible scheme, free from constraints. In the light of the example of EMBO
programmes, fears pertaining to a fair re-distribution of grants to contributing
states could be easily overcome.

The availability of human resources is a major concern in Europe. This
phenomenon is currently exacerbated by the observed brain drain, loss of
female scientists early in their career, loss of scientists to other sectors, and
the anticipated generation shift among senior scientists throughout Europe. A
narrow interpretation of the principle of subsidiarity had led the EC to restrict
to the concept of mobility its response to these specific challenges. The Marie
Curie fellowship programme is a very successful initiative, but so far the EC
had not addressed the major problem: the lack of career perspectives for
young scientists after the post-doctoral level. Provisions are made in the FP6
proposal to implement re-integration and repatriation mechanisms, however
details are still missing to assess the quality of these new instruments.
Similarly, the announced Marie Curie Excellence Grants may also be a step
in the right direction. The EC however must be aware that these mechanisms
will be successful only if the best young scientists are offered genuine
perspectives to establish their own independent research group with an
appropriate level of funding. One might argue that this is a national
responsibility; several member states and most of the scientific organisations
of Europe, however, have stressed the need for such opportunities in their
response to the FP6 proposal. Following its own strategy to identify and
encourage best practices, the EC could make a constructive move in this
direction through the establishment of new, adequately-funded research
group leader positions (Euro-Chairs) in order to encourage and facilitate the
independence of the best young European researchers. This could be a joint
initiative based on a co-funding mechanism, European and national or
regional.



2. POTENTIAL AND IMPACT OF THE LIFE SCIENCES AND BIOTECHNOLOGY

Consultation questions

How can the potential of life sciences and biotechnology best be harnessed while
at the same time ensuring that this occurs in a manner that is safe for consumers
and the environment and consistent with fundamental societal values? How can
socio-economic impact best be assessed? Should a more structured approach be
used to weigh societal benefits against disadvantages? To what extent should
such considerations be taken into account in the regulatory approach to life

sciences and biotechnology?

The progress of life sciences and biotechnology, and therefore the delivery of their
promises, is research driven and, by definition, unpredictable. In order to harness
their full potential in Europe research must become a major investment priority and,
at the same time, the industrial fabric has to be developed. The only measure to
assess safety and environment-friendliness of biotechnology products is a regulatory
framework based on sound science. This framework must be determined by experts
and endorsed by policy-makers through legislation. The use (and misuse) of the
precautionary principle must be looked at with great care. Ensuring adhesion to
fundamental values is strictly a political process to which society must be associated
through wide consultation.

Public perception and acceptance is essential to harness the potential of life sciences
and biotechnology. In this respect a distinction must be made between red
biotechnology, for which immediate perception of personal benefit is more
accessible, and green biotechnology, which requires comprehensive information. It
has little sense to develop alternative approaches to assess societal benefits and
disadvantages. Acceptance cannot be imposed on society. Freedom of choice must
be the rule and both stakeholders and public authorities must ensure that society is
provided with the input necessary to make informed choices. All parties should be
given fair representation. Notably, activist groups like animal rights groups and pro-
environmentalist groups should not be over-influential in public consultation. These
groups are essential components of democracy and raise important questions that
need to be addressed, however their implications must be clearly explained to the
public, for instance the need for animal testing of pharmaceutical products.



The question of the impact of socio-economic and societal benefits on the regulatory
approach is ambiguous. If it refers to regulatory processes establishing safety and
environmental-friendliness of biotech products, these benefits must not interfere with
the scientific assessment. If reference is made to regulations guiding research, then
the framework must be established by policy-makers following wide consultation of
all stakeholders and society at large. This reflection cannot be restricted to Europe
and must include the global context of research, which has no boundaries, and its
implications worldwide.

The EU should be prepared for a new legal system to deal with possible lawsuits
arising from suspected harm due to GM products. Indemnity must be guaranteed for
the marketers and producers, while providing for compensation in the event that a
genuine or strongly suspected case arises. This would be an essential element to
generate a framework in which the possible benefits of GM products can be realised
by the public and commercially.

Biotechnology has already delivered clear benefits for improved medicines and
healthcare. The promise of the "post genomics era" is significant but still very
much research driven. What are the prospects in the medium and long term? How
can we best address ethical and socio-economic implications, such as the use of

genetic testing in determining individuals' access to employment, insurance and
healthcare?

There is no doubt that genetics and biotechnologies are going to change significantly
the way in which medical care will be administered in the future, whilst also reducing
healthcare costs. The post genomics era is actually a functional genomics era. The
medical and healthcare benefits in the long term will include more predictive testing
and personalised forms of therapies. It is likely that responders and non-responders
to specific forms of treatment can be predicted with some accuracy, and, hence, the
most effective forms of treatment with the lowest side effects determined for
individual patients. This new way of doing medicine will require a re-assessment of
clinical trials to target better variable patient groups on the basis of genetic
susceptibility or resistance to a drug. It will also require a closer regulation of patient
drug regime by doctors. Faster approval of life saving drugs for terminally ill patients
is already needed.

As stated in the question, the promise of the post genomics era is research driven. It

notably implies the systematic use of healthcare information and community-based



genetic research seeking to identify shared characteristics among family members
and larger groups. A wide debate must be open, and a legal frame must be
established to avoid discrimination and to find the right balance between privacy and
access to information required to conducting research. It is necessary to ensure
community consent in addition to individual consent. The issue of informed consent of
people with severe mental illness must also be addressed. All stakeholders must
therefore be included in public consultation, notably educators, social scientists,
lawyers, ethicists, clergy, doctors and nurses, and community leaders. Considering
the various cultural and philosophical backgrounds the consultation process may take
different forms in countries across Europe, but a European and worldwide dimension
is needed. As public acceptance will be a crucial factor for the access to information,
the legal frame must ensure that ethical principles of beneficence, justice and respect
for persons are upheld. Equal access to health treatment and employment must be
ensured irrespective of genetic background. Other issues revealed by the advances
of science are also at stake and must be addressed, e.g. pre-natal testing and the
selection of embryos, and improved early diagnosis without cure, for which more
counselling will be needed.

Europe's population is ageing. How can advances in life sciences and
biotechnology help improve the health status and quality of life of ageing
Europeans?

Early identification of genetic risk factors could imply life style changes rather than
targeted drug treatment or in combination with targeted drug treatment. Many of the
diseases of the elderly are multi-system disorders, degenerative diseases and
neoplastic diseases. Complex diseases are still poorly understood at the molecular
and cellular level. Basic and applied biotechnology research is specifically
addressing these issues, and major advances and breakthroughs are expected from
functional genomics, pharmacogenetics and stem cell research. New treatments in
cardiovascular, neurological and neoplastic diseases are expected to come from the
application of this knowledge to tissue and cell transplantation and gene therapy.

How may the twin objectives of competitiveness of EU agriculture and the trend
towards sustainable practices be reconciled? What may be the implications for
biodiversity? What are the likely impacts of biotechnology applications on the
farming community and rural development, and on agro-industrial production. How
can agricultural policies best take into account application of biotechnology (at the

level of inputs such as seeds and pesticides, methods of production and quality



and safety of food production)? To what extent might agricultural biotechnology
innovations harm the viability of conventional and organic farming and increase
farmer dependency on fewer suppliers for integrated crop management and
protection systems? What are the prospects for the co-existence of genetically
modified, conventional and organic crops, or the assimilation of the techniques of

modern biotechnology into conventional and organic farming?

Rules for sustainability should be made on a worldwide basis, such that approaches
taking sustainability into account do not lead to (short- or long-term) disadvantages in
competitiveness. This should be accompanied by measures to protect biodiversity.
Collections of plants and animals should be maintained, and national parks and
protected regions be defined and rigorously protected. These measures are
independent of whether a new crop variety to be introduced is derived from classical
breeding or from GM technology. Crop rotation and intelligent crop management
should be strongly encouraged. Crop varieties that are transgenic for insect
resistance should have multiple resistance genes (equivalent to the multiple drug
application in medicine, e.g. triple therapy for AIDS) and should be planted together
with non-transgenic crops to avoid generation of resistant insects. Biotechnology and
organic farming should be combined, because their common goal is to reduce
chemicals in foods. The increasing dependence of farmers on fewer and larger
companies is a general problem created by globalisation, and is not a consequence
of biotechnological innovation. The impact of the co-existence of GM and traditional
crops must be further studied, notably through field studies.

Biotechnology applications in the food sector have posed particular challenges,
in particular because consumers have perceived few benefits from GM crops.
What kind of benefits might be expected in 2" generation crops? How can
consumers best be given information and choice? Are the market mechanisms
working efficiently to match supply and demand?

The lack of perception of the potential benefits of GM crops is largely due to a deficit
of communication by industry when these products were put on the market. It should
be realised that, currently, farmers have benefits from GM crops and that consumers
have at least no disadvantages. But in the future consumers could have the chance
to obtain food derived from GM crops that is less polluted with chemicals and less
contaminated with mycotoxins. Furthermore, consumers in developing countries
could benefit from a more balanced diet and from a more guaranteed harvest.
Biotechnology can also contribute to a better environment and to a reduction of



energy consumption. Better scientific education of the consumers will make them
more receptive to rational rather than emotional arguments. The availability of 2nd
and 3rd generation products, e.g. multi-subunit oral vaccines from plants, iron- and

vitamin-enriched rice, plants for bioremediation, will support this change in public
perception.

Food supply is not an issue in Europe given the large surplus of agricultural products
resulting from the past Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). It appears that there is
now a strong interest from society towards more sustainable practices. In this context
there is room for biotechnology products and technologies to improve the nutritional
value of agricultural products and promote environment-friendly practices. The CAP
should probably be altered in this direction.

The European Commission White Paper on renewable energy stated "12% of
primary energy should come from renewable energy resources by the year
2010". What contribution will bioprocesses make to renewable energy in the next
decade and how might this sector be stimulated?

Bioprocesses can reduce energy use. An obvious example is the use of algae to
convert atmospheric carbon dioxide into carbohydrates through photosynthesis. Such
projects have been actively pursued in Japan and similar approaches could be
supported in Europe.

An OECD report indicates that many manufacturing firms are unaware of the
potential of biotechnology for cleaner production and improved efficiency and
profitability. What are the reasons for this and how can the private sector's
awareness of biotechnology's potential be raised?

The lack of information in this sector is primarily observed at the level of SMEs and
can only be counter-balanced by proactive information campaigns. For any kind of
awareness-raising action, it is essential to bring together experts, scientists, and
companies, to provide information, find common interests and identify niches where a
shift to modern biotechnology would make sense. Funding agencies but also local

and regional authorities are probably the most adequate level to undertake these
actions.

What are the implications of progress in life sciences and biotechnology on job
creation? What are the characteristics of such jobs (level of skills, duration,



mobility) and what related implications are there for human resources
development and in particular for education and training?

The development of biotechnology can have a positive impact on job creation,
similarly to what has been observed in the US. A more aggressive policy towards
development of the science and technology sectors, both public and private, would
most likely increase the size and quality of a highly educated and skilled European
workforce. There is however a hiatus between the announced lack of qualified
human resources and the current difficulties that are met by many young scientists in
finding a job. Development of human resources - the implications for education and
training are discussed elsewhere in this document - and development of the industrial
fabric that will provide jobs must be tackled at once. However, if the fruits of
biotechnology in terms of job creation were to be harvested, it would be suicidal to
sacrifice the current generation of researchers, which is planting the trees. The EC
document raises several times the question of brain drain and loss of scientists to
other sectors. Actions have to be taken to provide young promising scientists with
career perspectives in order to reverse this trend (see section 4. Research). Among
these actions, re-qualifying the scientific careers in universities and research
institutes, and removing the obstacles to extensive and bi-directional exchange of
human resources between academia and industry, are crucial ones.

European policies in relation to life sciences and biotechnology will reflect
European values and choices. In the global context, policies may diverge in some
aspects. What could be the implications of such divergencies, hereunder the
prospects for the EU to achieve the strategic goal set in Lisbon in March 2000 of
becoming the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the
world?

European policies must reflect European values and choices, but a stand-alone
position is not a viable option in the global context. A self-determined policy on
biotechnology is therefore extremely risky for Europe, which must rather seek global
agreements. Thus, the EU must ensure that its voice is heard in all fora, including the
WTO and other international organisations, in order to preserve the interests of its
citizens and companies, and ensure that its ethical and societal values are not
harmed but also that specific needs of the poorest countries are correctly addressed.
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3. INNOVATION AND COMPETITIVENESS

Consultation questions

How much difference would the establishment of a European patents system
make to the way that innovative (upstream) biotechnology companies do business

in Europe? To what extent may it encourage/facilitate the use of their inventions
by other companies in Europe?

The establishment of a Community Patent is crucial. It appears that many large
companies are primarily seeking protection in the US because R&D efforts and the
commercial market are more important there. Seeking intellectual property rights is
also tedious and expensive in Europe, which acts as a major disincentive especially
for SMEs and the academic sector and thus militate against their development. A
global European legal protection combined with lower costs of patent application and
infringement procedures and, above all, a grace period for publication that would
uniform the European system with that of the US is essential to strengthen R&D and
biotechnology business in Europe. Several measures can contribute to solving the
current problems. Global protection and costs, notably those incurred through
translation, must find a legislative answer and thus require a political agreement at
the European Council level. A simplification of the patent application procedure and
faster granting of patents may be achieved by the European Patent Office. The report
of the Patinnova 2001 Conference highlights some original measures that could be
implemented by public authorites to address litigation and agent costs
(http://wvww.patinnova.org).

The relationship between academic research and actual products lies at the
heart of biotechnology development. Given that public funds only can cover a
small portion of research & development needs, how should those funds be

targeted? What should the continuing interest of public research institutions be in
their own inventions?

Public funds must support primarily academic, open-ended basic research, which is
the major motor for true innovation. Technological progress cannot continue without
the input of basic research and the conceptual breakthroughs it makes possible. Like
any exploratory process, it is not possible to predict what one will find or what its

eventual utility might be. Shareholders of companies cannot be expected to pour
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money into research that delivers only in the very long-term; it is therefore the
responsibility of governments to make the appropriate investments. It is also the
responsibility of governments to make sure that steps are taken by public research
institutions and scientists to acquire, where appropriate, intellectual property rights
(IPRs) on research that is publicly funded and to promote technology transfer and
licensing activities from public institutions, thereby, indirectly reaping the benefits of
their investment.

Concerning research done in public institutions and sponsored by the private sector,
guidelines on agreements to reach when entering into collaboration should be
provided to ensure that public research institutions benefit from their work while at
the same time the legitimate interests of companies with regard to IPRs are taken
into consideration. In this regard, guidelines or regulation should be implement to
enforce disclosure of conflict of interests by scientists involved in any privately funded
research activity.

What explains the gap between Europe and the US in terms of small start-up
companies? Is this gap related to different models of private investment in
commercial biotechnology and different approaches to technology transfer? What
are the policy implications?

Capital availability, tax incentives, and risk-taking and entrepreneurial spirit certainly
have different impact on both sides of the Atlantic. However, the boom of biotech
companies in the US finds its origin primarily in the development of intellectual
property in the academic sector, as discussed in depth by Lita Nelsen, director of the
Technology Licensing Office of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Nelsen
(1998) The Rise of Intellectual Property Protection in The American University.
Science 279, 1460), and this could serve as a model in Europe. In 1980 the Bayh-
Dole Act allowed American universities to own the patents that arose from federally
sponsored research. The universities themselves would not develop the patented
technologies, but would license the patents to industry. A provision of the law allows
the universities to retain royalties, which must be allocated to research and
educational activities, from such licensing, and specifies that a fraction of the
royalties be shared as personal income with the inventors. Now almost all research
universities in the United States have technology licensing operations, and the
number of patents granted to American universities has risen dramatically. More than
250 new companies were formed directly through university licenses in 1996 and a
total of more than 1900 companies between the inception of the Bayh-Dole Act in
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1980 and 1998. It has been estimated that more than 200,000 jobs have been
created in the United States in product development and manufacturing of products

from university licenses.

It should be noted however that the direct economic impact of technology licensing
on the universities themselves has been relatively small as, with very few exceptions,
most university licensing offices barely break even. This strategy should therefore not
be seen as an alternative to public funding of research.

Another important aspect is the way academic success is rated in Europe, especially
in the life sciences where it is almost exclusively measured on the number and
quality of publications, and how it impacts on career developments. A more balanced
approach taking into consideration patents owned but also elements like the
presence on advisory boards could contribute to raising awareness on intellectual
property and trigger a stronger involvement of scientists in public debate.

Are the human resources available adequate to man the entrepreneurial
companies being set up in Europe? If not, in what fields is the shortage and, in
particular, what is the implication of the increasing outflow of European life-
scientists to other careers and other parts of the world? How may training, and
upgrading and updating of skills, help to ensure supply and how do we recycle
experience? What are the deciding factors for life science scientists choosing an
academic or entrepreneurial career? What are the factors for their geographical

preference?

This question is addressed in various parts of this document. In summary, it seems
essential to take actions to: raise the interest in science and scientific careers; design
education and training programmes for both scientists and technical staff that take
into consideration the needs of industry; introduce elements of business
development, intellectual property and technology transfer in scientific curricula; and
address the problems leading to the loss of female scientists. Life scientists should
also be made aware, at an early stage in their training, that there are many fields in
which they can work within the life sciences that are not necessarily what they have
studied; otherwise, we risk life scientists drifting out into service industries instead of
making a small retraining step to a related area of science, e.g. bioinformatics and
scientific database management, scientific facility management etc.
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In order to avoid brain drain and career shift, it is essential to seriously address the
lack of career perspective in Europe (see section 4. Research), a question that
seems to be constantly overlooked in EC programmes for ‘subsidiarity’ reasons.

Education and opportunities, some aspects of which can be modulated by public
authorities’ actions, but also the personality of the scientist are instrumental in the
choice of an entrepreneurial career. Undertaking an academic career is a passionate
choice that is often tempered by the availability of positions and the lack of career
perspectives. In both cases, the factors for geographical preference are a balance
between opportunities, perspectives, and constraints, notably at the family level.

Do the regulatory and fiscal systems in Europe sufficiently promote innovation
and competitiveness? What determines industrial investment and location
decisions? In particular, what is the role of availability of skilled resources, the

geographical proximity of the knowledge base, capital availability or the regulatory
framework?

No comment.

In view of the aim to foster European competitiveness, what could be done to
develop a broader downstream industry?

Academic/industry think tanks on future directions, needs, and prospects could be
established in order to try to predict markets and needs. The standardisation of
regulations between different fields of application of basic research knowledge would
also be helpful.

Biotechnology product development is a long and expensive process, compared
to other new technologies. Does this warrant a targeted approach to public
innovation, financing and support measures?

No comment.

It is claimed that clustering companies around a research institution or a

university strengthens cross-fertilisation of ideas from both. What are the benefits
and disadvantages of clustering and which best practices may be established?

Clustering companies around centres of excellence is a critical factor for success,

broad distribution is a prescription for ineffective use of resources. The successful
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companies in the US essentially all come from such centres of excellence, and a
community as large as the US has only a handful of them. There is no equal
geographical spread of centres of excellence across Europe, and it is a regional and
national responsibility to tackle this situation and perform the necessary investments.
The number of incubators and academic technology transfer departments is steadily
increasing, however again, there are wide discrepancies between countries and
regions across Europe; the European Commission, and also national and regional
authorities should therefore aim to stimulate these practises.

Shared use of equipment at reasonable cost, challenging environment providing
opportunities for easy exchange of ideas and continued training of staff members,
and qualified human resources are among the clear benefits that can be expected
from company clustering. Some disadvantages may be found in the fact that
intellectual property is drained into company, and in issues of confidentiality that may
result in a less open academic atmosphere.

Business incubators (public or private facilitators to host and aid start-ups in their
early years) are held up as a model for successful technology transfer from
academia to commercial use. What elements constitute a good incubator for
biotechnology enterprises?

Elements contributing to the success of an incubator overlap the advantages for
clustering companies around centres of excellence: incubators must be immersed in
a high-class modern basic research environment, have the possibility to benefit from
common infrastructure at reasonable costs (canteen, library, material storage,
parking space, administration), and have opportunities to provide lab equipment
adjusted to the individual needs of each company. There must also be room for
expansion with the growth of the enterprise. However, the success of an incubator
primarily depends on the quality of its employees, on their education and training,
and on their relationships with the scientific community and investors.
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4. RESEARCH

Consultation questions

European research is often described as 15+1 indicating that it is fragmented and
uncoordinated. Initiatives aimed at creating a European Research Area seek to
overcome this disadvantage. How real are these problems for life sciences and
biotechnology research and what is needed to ensure that we move fast enough
in co-ordinating European research? What should be the priority areas for
public research in Europe and are sufficient resources foreseen?

Fragmentation and lack of coordination of European research is a reality and one of
the greatest challenges to Europe. In this respect, the establishment of a European
Research Area (ERA) is an initiative that has long been awaited. ERA however
should not be just a slogan; it has to be a signpost to the future. A narrow
interpretation of the Treaty of Amsterdam, notably the principle of subsidiarity and the
articles governing the Community action with respect to research, must be avoided if
the conclusions of the Lisbon Summit are to become a reality.

The benchmarking exercises undertaken by the EC have revealed a number of
sectors where national and European initiatives are needed. At the European level,
the Sixth Framework Programme (FP6) is considered to be the major instrument to
implement ERA. Through FP6 the EU aims to integrate research, and structure and
strengthen its bases. Several issues of the EC proposal - support for SMEs,
development of a European industrial fabric, ethical and societal issues, public
perception of science and technology, guidelines for best practices, intellectual

property etc. — are addressed throughout this document. Here, we wish to focus on
the research policy of the EC.

1. Infrastructures. There is a lack of research infrastructures in Europe.
Facilitating trans-national and private sector access to the existing

infrastructures, and supporting steps to establish new ones, are valuable
initiatives of the EC.

2. EC applications and evaluations. The preparation of an application to EC
programmes is a tedious process that requires a lot of investment in time and
human resources for a very low success rate, a problem that may be

exacerbated in the case of the larger consortia involved in Networks of
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Excellence and Integrated projects. The EC cannot reduce its administrative
workload at the expenses of the researchers. A simplified, two-step
application procedure must be systematically implemented. The EC must also
ensure the transparency of the evaluation process. The expert selection
procedure, the composition of the evaluation panels, and the mode of
operation of these panels have to be modified in such a way that the best
scientists are recruited and given optimal conditions to perform the
evaluation. In the fourth and fifth Framework Programs the EC has
progressively worsen its grant reviewing system, by establishing a politically-
driven and a top-down approach in choosing priorities, by forcing an
“applicative” focus in all areas of academic research, and by introducing
unprecedented and ineffective practices such as self-nomination in the expert
database, anonymity in the proposals, and the use of pondered scores that
give too much weight to elusive parameters such as “management’,
“European added value” and “exploitation plans” and too little to expertise and
quality. Finally, a cumbersome closed-door approach to the reviewing
process, and a fundamentally faulted interpretation of concepts such as
country representation and conflict of interest, has effectively deprived the
expert panels of the best and most experienced European scientists. As a
result, many excellent scientists have been discouraged to apply to EC funds,
and an industry of consultants and professional grant writers has flourished
and drained resources from the whole system. Ultimately, the system neither
funds basic science nor promotes practical application. Again, the example of
much more successful funding systems, such as the National Institutes of
Health in the United States, should inspire and drive any future action of the
EC. A simplification of the administrative procedures following granting of a
project is also urgently required.

Human resources. The Marie Curie fellowship programme is a greatly needed
and successful programme. However, several issues have long been
identified, where harmonisation across Europe is required to facilitate
mobility: pension scheme, social security, maternity leave, child support,
working permit for the partner etc. The EC has been proactive in trying to
address these issues but it seems that the European Council is far from
considering this as a priority! As stated several times in this document,
mobility is also not the appropriate answer to the major problem of youn