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Introduction
Marco Canton – FUJITSU
This event will ensure that all Japanese companies – in Europe and Japan – have the same understanding
about Horizon 2020, with detailed information from the Commission and the experiences of two firms.
Opening Remarks
Kitayoshi Tsumita – JBCE
The JBCE facilitates the European agenda including sustainable development and the transformation of
the digital society through G-to-G and B-to-B activities. By pooling our knowledge and expertise, the EU
and Japan will create opportunities to resolve our common challenges. The EPA will enhance cooperation,
not just on trade and investment, in fields such as R&D. Innovation and new business may need some
standards and regulation. The EU and Japan can be high quality standard-setters for the world.
Horizon 2020 Work Programme for Research & Innovation 2018-2020
Anne Haglund-Morrisey – Senior Policy Officer – Japan Desk, DG RTD, European Commission
Brief overview of EU-Japan research and innovation cooperation: under the 2011 S&T agreement – the next
biannual meeting of the EU-Japan S&T committee will take place in Japan next week1. We will assess
cooperation areas and identify new areas to strengthen cooperation in. Currently, cooperation is targeted
in a few areas (ICT, aeronautics and other transport areas, materials research) and the EU and Japan
decided to look into cooperation possibilities in other thematic areas (renewable energy, environment
research, health, security and research infrastructures, etc.) – all of these will be discussed next week.
To date: there have been 82 Japanese entities in 66 Horizon 2020 projects – mainly Marie Skłodowska-Curie
actions (MSCA) on research mobility in the areas of advanced materials, nanotechnologies, environment,
Euroatom and in ICT. Japanese participants' success rate2 of 20% is very high compared to the average
(c. 14.7%). 18 Japanese firms have been involved in Horizon 2020 so far. European affiliates of Japanese
companies are very active – more than 100 participations by 50 European affiliates – particularly in ICT,
energy and transport research.
Horizon 2020’s 3rd work programme, covering 2018-2020, is worth €30 billion and has 4 focus areas.
International cooperation is important – there will be 30 international flagship initiatives with a budget of
€1 billion and specific support activities for innovators. The international flagship initiatives for Japan
cover 14 existing and suggested initiatives in 9 thematic areas and will be addressed in 22 calls for
participation open to both public and private entities. There is a specific Japan page on the participants'
portal, giving links to all the call topics and to ministries and agencies offering co-funding possibilities.

Two slides on Japan and the third Horizon 2020
work programme from Anne Haglund-Morrisey’s
presentation

The biannual science and technology committee meeting is held under the agreement on EU-Japan cooperation on science
and technology – http://ec.europa.eu/research/iscp/pdf/policy/agreement_japan.pdf
2 Defined as what proportion of Horizon 2020 applications get funding
1
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The May 2017 interim evaluation of Horizon 2020 will be crucial for the development of the successor
programme (FP9). It clearly recommended increasing international cooperation in FP9. The LAB – FAB –
APP report3 made a clear recommendation as to how to increase and strengthen international cooperation
in FP9 – making it the main trademark for the EU in the area of research and innovation. The Lamy
Report made some concrete recommendations – open up FP9 to association by the best, and participation
by all, where reciprocal co-funding is available from partner countries; focussing on excellence not
geographical criterion; focus on the sustainable development goals (SDGs) to form large-scale research
innovation missions in international cooperation; international cooperation should be centralised through
one fund. The interim evaluation also identified clear room for improvement.
Commissioner Moedas is convinced that excellence, openness and impact should be retained as the core
values of FP9. Missions should breakdown silos and focus on reaching specific targets – cooperation with
Japan will become very important with this mission-oriented approach focussing on common challenges
through missions of common interest linked to the SDGs. In May 2018 the Commission will present a draft
Multi-Annual Financial Framework and in June 2018, the Commission will propose the successor
Framework Programme4. In 2019, there will be the European Parliament elections and the appointment of
a new European Commission – this will influence the next FP. FP9 will become operational in 2021.

Q&A included:
- Is there some language that Japanese applicants can bring to a consortium to make the consortium’s application
more interesting for the experts? What has resulted in 22 core topics for which Japanese participation has
been encouraged / mandated is the EU-Japan policy dialogue, including at the recent 8th EU-Japan
Science Policy Forum and at next week’s committee meeting.
-

Who will take part in next week’s committee meeting? MOFA is coordinating the Japanese participation.
MEXT, METI, MIC and MOE will be present as will be JST, JSPS, NEDO and AIST. DG RTD is
coordinating the EU-side participation.

-

Are all 9 thematic areas translated into specific call topics? Yes. But only a few of them are bilateral – many
are open to other ‘third countries’. FUJITSU and other Japanese companies contributed to the interim
evaluation. Will there be a new consultation before FP9? Stakeholder input is very welcome.

Cooperation with Japan on 5G, Security Cloud, IoT, Big Data and AI
Jean-Yves Roger – International Relations Officer, DG CONNECT, European Commission
There has been a significant increase in EU-Japan cooperation on digital issues – not just on research. We
also have common position / alignment on policy issues (freedom of speech on the internet, privacy, etc.)
and on initiatives. October’s EU-Japan Digital Week saw a series of workshops and dialogues with
government and industry with exchanges of views on blockchain, platforms, data flow and other issues.
There have been coordinated (joint) calls since the first Horizon 2020 work programme in 2013.
Coordinated calls are the results of a long process including several workshops with Japanese counterparts
to define the priorities – aligning common interests on policy and research, then identifying – in
conjunction with industry and academia – specific topics for the collaboration, and finally reaching
strategic agreement between the Commission and the funding agency in Japan. Agreement is also needed
on the call text and budget allocation with equal funding from the EU and Japan.
For the fourth joint call closing on 31 January 2018, the following two areas are open (total EU budget:
€6m).
The EUJ-01-2018 covering "Advanced technologies combining Security, IoT, Cloud and Big data for a
hyper-connected society" and "Interoperable technologies of IoT devices / platforms in the context of Smart
Cities". The end result should aim at co-developing technologies whilst addressing interoperability and
standardisation issues. The goal is to integrate IoT with Big Data and Cloud, with an emphasis on security
3
4

Published in July 2017 and prepared by a high-level group led by Pascal Lamy
Horizon 2020 is the 8th Framework Programme. The European Parliament has published a review of all 8 FPs
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and privacy. There will be an impact on the underlying technology, services and platform – particularly
when cross-border demonstrations are required. Interoperability, particularly in the context of ‘smart
cities’, is also important. The ITAC-AIOTI MoU will play a key role in defining priority areas for EU-Japan
cooperation on IoT. Expected impacts: credible cross-border demonstrations; implement interoperable
solutions; develop cloud-enabled secure and trustworthy applications; promote the use of data for smart
cities and joint contributions to standardisation. Submissions should not address the development of
applications using existing technologies.
The EUJ-02-2018 covering 5G and beyond: the 2015 EU-Japan joint declaration on 5G defined what should
be the priority for EU-Japan cooperation including standardisation and spectrum. Previous calls have been
organised in this area. The current call (EUJ-02-2018) covers the demonstration of technologies and system
interoperability for 5G applications of interest and address long-term challenges beyond 5G.
For both EUJ-01-2018 and EUJ-02-2018, in addition to the normal Horizon 2020 criteria, there are
additional conditions: EU-side participants must reach a coordination agreement with their Japanese
counterparts; projects cannot last more than 36 months; avoid having third-country (non-EU, nonAssociated States, non-Japan) participants.

Q&A included:
- Are the workshops open to industry participants? We organise workshops with government and industry
to identify possible topics for coordinated calls and once the topic was ‘sufficiently mature’ we
launched the coordinated calls having aligned our administrative processes.
-

The calls should be for parallel projects in Japan and in Europe with a coordinated agreement. Should the projects
start together or could they be separate projects that identify common objectives and reach an agreement? It
must be ONE project but with two parallel administrative tracks – the consortium must work together
from the start. Many JBCE companies have research teams in Europe, would it be okay to have the same
company participating in both Europe and Japan? NEC is an example of that. No strict rules about that if it
makes sense to the project.

-

Usually on the EU-side you need to involve the entities of several member-states. Does this apply also for
coordinated calls with Japan? Yes, on the EU-side you need at least 3 partners from 3 member-states /
associated countries, in addition to the partner(s) from Japan.

-

How do you evaluate the evaluators? The ICT Work Programme is very detailed so we look for experts
from academia and industry to evaluate them. Entities can also raise concerns if they feel they were
incorrectly evaluated. The Juncker team should finalise FP9 in 2018; under the new Commission could the
content of FP9 be revised? The core of FP9 will be defined in 2018, I do not expect any major changes.

Achievements, status (and difficulties) of Japanese entities in Horizon 2020
Stijn Lambrecht – Project Manager, NCP Japan, EU-Japan Centre for Industrial Cooperation
Participation by Japanese entities (from Japan) fluctuates depending upon how many calls there are in
relation to Japan. International cooperation in general (not just with Japan) has declined slightly. Japanese
entities that participate in a coordinated call are not technically participating in an administratively
Horizon 2020 project, but in the Japanese side of the call. ICT (thanks to the joint calls) and MSCA (for
exchanges) are the main areas for Japanese participation. Coordinated calls aside, the proportion of
companies in joint calls is low – most Japanese participants are from universities and research institutes.
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Four slides from Stijn Lambrecht’s presentation

European companies are participating quite well in Horizon 2020. Participation level from US companies
and South Korea is similar to that of Japanese companies’ affiliates in Europe.
All Horizon 2020 calls are open to Japanese participation, even if Japan has not been identified as a target
country. Two Japanese entities took part in the My-AHA open call. A Japanese affiliate took part in the
INLANE project. Two Japanese universities took part in the PROTINUS (MSCA) project.
There are of course difficulties that need to be addressed when setting up EU-Japan cooperation projects.
The NCP Japan exists to provide support from the start of the process (explaining what the programme is,
how to apply, etc.), through the lifetime of the project (e.g. support a project’s audit):
- Access to funding does not affect European affiliates of Japanese entities, but does affect Japanese
entities in Japan (when there is no coordinated call or funding foreseen by the Commission) – e.g. how
to cover travel costs to take part in consortium meetings in Europe;
-

Administrative difficulties – generally in terms of validation of organisations. It costs money (requires
sworn translators) and entities can be reluctant to prove their existence;

-

Project management difficulties – linguistic and other issues (most project coordinators are non-native
English speakers); but if referred to the NCP Japan, the Japanese partners can be helped; and,

-

Access to entrance points to get started – it helps if the Japanese partners can network in Europe (but
this costs money), they lack FP experience and often do not use the Commission’s partnering services.

There are strategies to increase the involvement of Japanese entities: rather than having a passive approach
(a Japanese organisation is invited to join a consortium to bring in its know-how / technology), an active
approach could help – e.g. through information days or brokerage events with the opportunities to meet
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the Commission and attend pitches by potential consortium partners; taking part in events linked to
relevant projects or using partner search services5 to showcase what you want to offer / are seeking. The
NCP system (funded by national governments, not the Commission) is designed to give all partners equal
access to information, helping identify partners and proposal-writing / checking.

Q&A included:
- Costs of using the NCP system? It is completely free – it is funded by the national governments. Costs of
taking part in NCP Japan training courses are also covered – selection criteria are used to assign places.
-

NCP Japan bridges the cultural and linguistic divide. There are other difficulties: the lack of predictable financing
on the Japan-side (for Japan-based entities) is serious – funding is often only for a single year. Does the NCP also
deal with financial regulations (accounting can be problematic)? The NCP does do that to some extent. The
EUJC has taken part in FP7 and Horizon 2020 projects so has in-house expertise we can draw on.

NEC Laboratories Europe – Experiences & Opportunities
Lars Brückner – NEC Europe Ltd
NEC has been a successful participant in EU R&D&I programmes. Standardisation has been very
important for NEC both in making use of EU projects and in innovation. NEC uses AI, data science and
ICT platforms to create solutions for society. NEC first took part in an EU project in 1998. NEC has 100
leading researchers addressing European and global technology trends. Close collaboration with top
universities and research institutes and major industry and with European standardisation organisations
is key. NEC’s European R&I team in Germany sees itself not only as a R&I lab but also as a
‘standardisation lab. Really successful R&D&I work is only viable if you invest heavily in standardisation
work.
NEC’s main research themes (all linked to ICT): 5G Networks, SDN / NFV, Security, Data Science, IoT
Platform and Smart Transportation. In terms of Horizon 2020, NEC’s main interests are societal challenges
(pillar III) and industrial leadership (pillar II).

Slide showing recent projects NEC has been
involved in, from
Lars Brückner’s presentation

This seminar is looking at future EU-Japan cooperation. Three areas to consider: Coordinated calls; EU
only calls; and, EU-Japan regulatory cooperation (regulator led, but should be supported by stakeholders).
NEC’s main motivation for taking part in EU projects – open innovation with institutions and customers
with goals including identifying trends, achieving standardisation (turning European standards into
international ones), bringing Japanese technology to the EU market and opening international markets.
NEC feels to be successful in the EU – including in EU & EU-Japan projects – you need to:
Mr Lambrecht identified 4 partnering services: Participant Portal Partner Search, Horizon 2020 National Contact Point
(NCP) Networks; Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) for SMEs and the CORDIS Partners service
5
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-

Do top quality research, produce good quality publications, have scientific excellence, build networks;

-

Focus on strategic research agendas to identify what is coming and recognise new trends;

-

Identify / push European work of global importance – e.g. Europe is the key IoT context globally;

-

Ensure early / timely investments and involvement with a long-term commitment. You must invest
financially, administratively and in terms of time;

-

Do standardisation work;

-

Position yourself in new areas such as IoT, AI. Combine own initiatives with head office initiatives, EU
priorities / budgets, and results of discussions with partners in EU; and,

-

Lead work on European Technology Platforms.

Challenges and critical evaluations identified in Lars Brückner’s presentation

In terms of expectations / recommendations for the future, NEC feels there should be additional resources
made available – lack of financing can be quite an obstacle. Project flexibility should be possible – the
opportunity to explore different potential outcomes. Expertise and excellence should be the key criteria.
There should be more transparency regarding proposal acceptance; and project evaluations need to be of a
higher quality.

Expectations or recommendations for FP9 identified in Lars Brückner’s presentation

The application of Article 30.3 of the Model Grant Agreement to all grant agreements as matter of
principle/pre-condition and thus the strict objection to IPR transfers and licensing would be a showstopper. How do you reconcile it with ‘open to the world’? It would heavily affect both foreign affiliates in
Europe and European companies doing R&I not only in Europe but globally. R&D&I for companies such
as NEC is co-funded by the global HQ and IPR is administered globally, too. If the Commission wants to
restrict IPR transfers and licensing. NEC Laboratories Europe would be heavily restricted in its further
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participation in EU R&I programmes. A lot of other affiliated companies – not just those from Japan – are
worried by this. If this is pushed through successful R&D&I work in Europe, which creates global business
opportunities for European companies (e.g. FIWARE), and indeed Europe’s role as a global leader, would
be at risk.

Expectations or recommendations for Coordinated Calls identified in Lars Brückner’s presentation

Experiences and expectations of Siemens

Eddy Roelants – Siemens

Siemens’ investment in R&D has increased by 25% since 2014 and is currently exceeding €5 billion.
Siemens has restructured and now focuses on 3 strands – electrification, automation and digitalisation.
Siemens has taken part in all 8 of the FPs. In terms of Horizon 2020, Siemens is involved in all 3 pillars,
with major focus on pillars 2 & 3 (LEIT & societal challenges) and thus on demonstration projects and the
uptake of technologies. Siemens feels that the 3 pillar set-up is consistent with the ‘innovation pipeline’
and should be retained for the next FP.

Siemens’ interests in, and feedback regarding, Horizon 2020 as identified in Eddy Roelants’ presentation

It is not always necessary to have a joint-call to involve Japanese partners – some calls do not mandate
Japanese involvement, but see Japanese participation as an asset. Examples of Siemens’ publically-funded
R&D cooperation with Japan: VirtuWind (with NEC Europe Ltd.) and InRel-NPower (with MIE University
and Kyushu University) under Horizon 2020; and GanMobil (with Fujitsu Electronics Europe GmbH)
under funding by the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF).
Siemens is actually ranked among the top 3 biggest industrial beneficiaries under Horizon 2020, but
money is not its main motivation – just €10-15m/yr of its world-wide yearly R&D expenditure of about €5
billion comes from Horizon 2020 funding. But it is a welcome compensation for preparing the many
proposals (many of them in areas of high-risk). The main benefits are acquiring new ideas, critical masses
for topics and getting to know skilled people and talents; plus standardisation and pre-standardisation
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efforts that start with such projects. Siemens has noted a declining participation of industry and success
rate. Firms are under-represented in Horizon 2020 – 64% of R&D expenditure in Europe comes from
industry (50% from large companies and 14% from SMEs), but the 26% of public funding is divided
equally (13% each) between large companies and SMEs.
Siemens has identified various ways that to improve ‘impact’:

Expectations or recommendations for Coordinated Calls identified in Eddy Roelants’ presentation

It is important that there is an inter-disciplinary approach rather than ‘silos’ (contrary to Horizon 2020
where some parts are run by DG RTD and some by DG CNECT, for example). When the Commission
defines a mission it should define the problem and what should be solved, but not the technology to use.
The proportion of evaluators from industry (as opposed to academics) should be increased and should
match that of the consortia applying. The current structure of involving academics, industry and research
institutes should be retained for FP9. Although the average success rate is c.15%, Siemens reached an
average success rate around 30% thanks to it being very selective and only getting involved with projects
that it makes sense to be a part of. Cost claims and accounting obligations should be further simplified,
there should also be greater project flexibility (e.g. adapting the project during progress). Sometimes the
focus on ‘impacts’ is exaggerated because it is often not easy to estimate.
In addition to the ‘precautionary principle’ also the ‘innovation principle’ with a more risk-taking culture
should be consistently applied to new legislative or policy proposals. Policies or legislation should also be
used to stimulate the uptake of new technologies and/or phase out older ones. E.g. to encourage the
phasing out of older polluting energy technologies, one could set a performance standard ‘ceiling’ of 550
grams CO2 per kWh and thereby stimulate the uptake of newer, greener energy generating technologies.
There has been some discussion as to whether large companies should be entitled to public funds under
FP9. As explained above, the money is not the main motivating factor explaining large companies’
involvement in projects. However, without that possibility, large companies would probably become even
more selective about the projects they engaged in and that could disrupt the current proven ‘ecosystem’
where small & large companies, universities & research institutes cooperate.
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General recommendations for FP9 from
Eddy Roelants’ presentation

Q&A to both NEC and Siemens
- Is there any statistical evidence that by taking part in Horizon 2020 or equivalent programmes you are more
likely to get standardisation? By taking part in a consortium working part on a same topic (e.g. an
industry 4.0 project for M2M data exchanges) you can be in a pre-standardisation phase – as a result of
involving key practitioners, the first ideas for standards can appear. When doing the long-term
preparation work for a proposal you cannot give exact figures for standardisation. NEC’s motivation
for taking part in a project could be linked to standardisation possibilities.
-

Given anyone can become an evaluator, why are there insufficient numbers of industrial evaluators? A lack of
candidates from industry people or a problem in the Commission that it is not allocating the right proposals to
the evaluators? The remote part of the evaluation is not a problem, but operational level people lack the
time to come to Brussels for 4 days of evaluation hearings – video-conferencing should be used.

-

What is the European Commission justification for the Article 30.3 IPR / licensing issue? This is not a new
issue. It was part of the discussion in the EU institutions. NEC has been able to negotiate this
requirement away based on clear arguments. Quite often that negotiation was part of the eventual
individual project discussion. What is new is that the Commission officially announced this will be a
core element of all the grant agreements. If the Commission follows through, it would be a ‘showstopper’. It was less of a show-stopper for Siemens (being based in Europe), but is still in issue if it
wanted to use the technology outside the EU. Robert-Jan Smits has talked about a ‘deploy it in Europe
first’ policy, but this would be contrary to the ‘open to the world’ tenet and also potentially contrary to
business sense – preventing a new technology from being deployed where demand is strongest. We
need to check whether this would apply in all areas or to specific sensitive topics.

-

How do we address a better balance than ‘impact’ that would be acceptable to the European Commission? NEC
feels that the ‘impact’ / KPI focus is by no means bad and should not be abolished; but maybe ‘impact’
has been misunderstood – you feel that you have to promise more than you know you can deliver.
Overall, we seemed to have arrived at a situation where sometimes to be successful you almost have to
make up something, even if what you have previously achieved is good.

-

Lambrecht – Where does the low success rate come from? A heavy over-subscription of good proposals in
response to many calls.

Marco Canton undertook to follow up with Ms Haglund-Morrisey and Mr Roger to relay the comments
that were discussed during the second part of the seminar.

Closing remarks

Aiko Higuchi – EU-Japan Centre for Industrial Cooperation

Thanked the participants for taking part and explained the background and the plans for follow-up
actions for the seminar.

