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1. Introduction

Thisreport on dissemination practicess based on the analysis of survey results obtained
from project coordinators of Agfbod related research projects. The objective of this
deliverable was to look at current dissemination practices in order to provide
recommendations on how to enhance knowledge exchange activities between researchers
and research users (especially food SMES).

This report does not conform precisely with the proposed structure outlined in the
description of work because through this exercise we have learned that little evaluation on
the effectiveness of dissemination practices has been conducted to datesl¢seb.a.2).

Time of project
life cycle A
Project 4-5years ==
End
, L
A"m of A_FR Dl'-l-' /_70W :> European Research National Research
isthe d’“e’"’”‘_’““’j” Projects Projects in Member
BREaeR o8 (Small — 2-3 Years) States
and implemented?
(Large — 4-5 Years)
Project Oyears ==
Start D- Project Proposals Project Proposals
Plan (directed at EU (directed at National
Commission) Authorities)
-2 Years =
Project Generation
-3 years ==

Fig. 1: Overview on project life cycles and integrated dissemination

Therefore our report is structured according to the image of a project life cycle: firstly, we
concentrate on the survey of current dissemination activities in Europeajegis In the
second part of this report we highlight the national requirements in some European
countries for a dissemination plan.
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2.  Summary: Key findings
[Explanation is given in the report]

Audience:Main users of project results were research€d% of projects), policy makers
(30%), industry (28%) and consumers (7%)

Resources15% of small projects and 9% of large projects do not have a person responsible
for dissemination activities other than the project coordinator/ manager.

Resourcesin less than 50% of the projects, the person in charge of dissemination is trained
in communication and a document describing the dissemination strategy has been
prepared.

Dissemination SuccessThe majority (75980%) of respondents declared that their
dissemirmation was successful.

Dissemination Succes®ver 90% of respondents agreed that it is necessary to continue
dissemination after the end of the project in order to ensure a good exploitation of the
results.

Dissemination Succes80% of the projects estiniad their dissemination as successful to
the specific audience.

Dissemination SuccesSmall projects have difficulties in addressing the industry (whatever
size) whether large projects have difficulties in addressing the general public and food SMEs

Dissenination SuccesOnly 23% of the large projects find it difficult to communicate the
results of scientific projects to large food companies while 46 % of small projects find it
difficult.

Dissemination Timing®0% of small projects and 65% of large prt§aotend to continue
dissemination after the end of the project.

Dissemination TimingThe majority of projects (70% of small projects and 80% of large
projects) have started dissemination activities before results were available.

Dissemination Tools Silaiities:

1 100% of the projects developed a website.

1 The second most common activity is newsletter production (84% for small projects,
96% for large projects)

1 Around 40% of both small and large projects prepared leaflets about the project and
for scientigs.
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Dissemination Tools Differences:

T

Almost all large projects use videos for presenting the results (96%) while less than
half (48%) of the small projects produced a video.

Another finding is the less frequent use of new media tools (such as disctisspn
blogs, enewsletters), which are more pronounced in small projects assuming a
smaller budget and therefore less resources for these communication tools.

The preparation of leaflets for other audiences such as consumers or policy makers is
mainly doneby the majority of large projects (52%), whereas the majority of small
projects (80%) have not developed such leaflets.

The production of video(s) on the project is influenced strongly by the main audience
(23% for projects addressing researchers; 63ffpfojects addressing industry).

Engagement with media:

T

T

Distribution of press releases and journalist interviews are the most common
activities (more than 90% for large projects;8@%b of small projects)

70% of large projects and 44% of small projectganized press conferences about
the project.

Publications

)l
T

Almost all projects reported publications of scientific articles in peer review journals.
More than two third of the projects reported publications in specialized and non
specialized media.

Around 30% of the projects reported publication of industry best practice guides.
50% of the projects which indicated to have the industry as main users have
published industry best practice guides.

Events:

1

Less than 70% of the respondents indicated the aaigsation of a scientific
conference for project partners.

All large projects and 88% of small projects reported participation in scientific
conferences organised outside the project.

There are significant differences between large and small projectsrdiegathe
organisation of workshops and training sessions: a majority (80%) of the large
projects and only a minority (30%) of the small projects have organised or will
organise trainings or workshops for scientists (S) or regulatory bodies (RB).

One thirdof the large projects sponsored events.

Less than half of the small projects reported workshop, training or visits to food
companies. The percentage is slightly higher for large projects (50 to 75%).
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The participation in workshops dedicated to compangthe most common activity

for both large (74%) and small projects (48%).

It is followed by visits to companies for small projects (40%) and by the organisation
of workshops or training for large projects.

More large projects are organising workshops airning sessions than small projects
(around 60% for large projects and-28%% for small projects).

Overall, large projects reported more activities targeted at food companies than
small projects.

Languages used:

T

The majority of projects used only Esglin the main publications (70 % (LP) to 84%
(SP) for the website, 52% (SP) to 83% (LP) for the newsletters and 83%(LP) to 84%
(SP) for the final report)

The only difference between large and small projects is in the production of leaflets.
Almost half ofthe large projects produced a leaflet in at least one other language
than English.

The minority of projects produced in different languages. But if they decided to do
so, they translated the results in average to 5 or 6 different languages. Also here the
exemption was the newsletters were 9 different languages in small projects and 11
different languages in large projects were used (see figure 25).

Somerecommendationscan be concluded from our research.

For project coordinators:

T

The audience for the resrch results should be precisely defined and then targeted.
For different audiences different dissemination strategies should be planned and
implemented (see D1.2).

The timing of dissemination should be acknowledged by research projects. In the
beginningthe project and the consortium may be introduced, later on websites,
publications and workshops should be considered. Dissemination should continue
after the end of the project to increase the exploitation of the research results.
Consider the extension ahe project for one year without practical work. This
extension should be fully oriented on dissemination.

| dZRA2QOA&dz- £ WLzt AOF GA2y&aQ 2y /5& 2NJ 5+53
Use of national languages is very important to address the food industiyfanent
countries.

Organise workshops in between larger and smaller projects in order to let the
smaller projects benefit from the dissemination strength of larger ones.

AgriFoodResults



1 Use 3D hot spots, a very illustrative tool or other more interactive website tikas
decision support systems to support the dissemination process.

For the Commission:

1 The effectiveness of the dissemination activities should be evaluated- (self
evaluated), based on performance criteria established in advance.

1 Provide subsidies for dismination projects in which more running / and just
finished projects are involved (like agrifoodresults)

9 Discussion between DG Research and DG enterprise is encouraged in this area.

AgriFoodResults



3.  Why the European Commission should encourage best
practice in disse mination for research results

Small and mediursized enterprises (SMES) play a crucial role in European competitiveness
and job creation. They represent the overwhelming majority of enterprises in Europe and
they are the source of dynamism and change iwnmarkets, particularly those at the
leading edge of technology. Although European SMEs are heterogeneous, they are all
confronted with increasing competition resulting from the European internal market and
the need to constantly innovate and accommodatdvances in technology. Furthermore,

an increasing number of SMEs both need and want to internationalise in search of new
markets and business opportunities.

Therefore the EU Commission has set clear terms for the integration of SMEs in research
proposals ad for dissemination of research results (e.g. mandatory 15% allocated project
budget for SMES).

The EU has a specific policy on SMEs, which encourages skills related to entrepreneurship,
innovation, and globalisation. A variety of initiatives have beenh wge across the EU
encouraging SME development, especially in five key areas: the promotion of
SYUNBLINSYSdzNA I alAffas GKS AYLNROSYSyid 27
AYLNRGSYSYyld 2F {a9aQ 3INRgGK LI Gddstliatioh With I y R
SMEs.

¢CKS /2YYA&aaArzyQa aidNXiS3e T2N) {a9a lAYa G2
the business environment easier for SMEs, reducing their administrative costs, simplifying
and speeding up the procedures they need to undketamproving their access to markets

and making it easier for them to be more competitive. The European Commission is
planning a Small Business Act. Key elements of the proposed Act are the establishment of a
special private company statute adapted to SMEeds; exemptions from burdensome legal
requirements; easier access to risk capital; protection of their ideas; support for recruitment
and retraining of staff; facilitating their participation in public tenders and R&D programs;
closer links with univeiy and research centres; and a new chance for entrepreneurs in
case of business failure.

European research funding under the Framework Programmes serves two interests: 1)
companies, research centres and universities are encouraged to take part in jpaarch

by having the opportunity to receive financial funding to execute their research and
RSOSt2LIYSYyld owgb50 g2N] @ HO . & R2AY3 a2x (KSE
competitiveness of the dynamic, knowledgased European economy accorglino the

Lisbon strategy.
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The Commission, therefore, stipulates that contractors of projects funded under its
Framework programs must ensure their results are used and disseminated as widely as
possible for the benefit of economic growth.

Such disseminatiois, however, also crucial to the participants' own interest:

1 Considering the issue of the use and dissemination of research results as early as
possible is a key factor for the success of any project. It is, moreover, essential for
the success of the pject proposal at the application stage as proposals are
evaluated- amongst other criteria with regard to the quality of the plan for using
and disseminating the knowledge.

1 Furthermore, by presenting their research results in the European context,
partidpants can demonstrate that they are potential partners as regards experts and
the public and can increase the chances of commercialising their results.

1 Additionally, neglect of the dissemination obligation will cause the Commission to
step in, which meanthat participants lose influence over the distribution of results.

The termdisseminationy S ya4 a0 KS RA&Of 2adz2NE 2F (1y26f SR3
by any appropriate means other than publication resulting from the formalities for
protecting/ 2 6t SR3IS¢ o6Sd3Id | (eLAOIE SEIFIYLIES 2F 6K
of a patent application by a patent office). Dissemination can, therefore, be seen as the
means by which research results are presented and made known and accessible &mla bro

public and/or to specific research communities (i.e. websites, journals, conferences etc).
Participants of projects are jointly responsible for the dissemination of knowledge,
irrespective of the rules of ownership.

There were no guidelines for the meamand ways of dissemination except where
agreements between participants have been made, e.g. in a consortium agreement. Broadly
speaking, the concrete means and ways will depend on the nature and objectives of the
action (e.g., the dissemination strategi®f a project with social aims, a high tech project
with sensitive issues involved, or an Internet project, will probably differ).

Nowadays the Commission has recognised the importance of a strategic approach to the
dissemination process. The grant agresrh between the Commission and consortia has
changed under the"7framework programme:

AgriFoodResults



Grant agreement, Annex Il, General conditions
[1.12. Information and communication

The beneficiaries shall, throughout the duration of the project, take appropriagasures
to engage with the public and the media about the project aims and results and ttghig
the Community financial support.

Ly GKAA&A NBLR2NI GKS NBO2YYSYyRIFIGA2ya FTNRY GKS
O2YYdzy A OF A 2y & ¢ Mhttp://ec.europa.eu/research/sciencsociety/science
communication/irdex_en.htmshall be compared with the results on the dissemination
practices.

¢ KS / 2YYA&a Asgnfeddd tas &<ish praje& cobrdinators and team leaders to
generate an effective flow of information and publicity about the objectives and results of

their work, the contributions made to European knowledge and scientific excellence, the
value of collhoration on a Europsvide scale, and the benefits to EU citizens in general. The

O2y Syl LI NIGAOdzZ F NI & | RRNBaasSa O02YYdzyAOl GA2
written press), the workings of which may be less familiar to scientific/academic partiter

also covers websites and other internally generated support such as print publications, CDs

and video.

It outlines good practices that can be employed in:

Defining key messages;

Establishing target audiences;

Selecting the appropriate modes of communication;
Tailoring information to the intended outlets;

Building good relationships with the media;

Evaluating results;

Maximising theexposure of messages; and

Tapping useful Commission and other external resources.

As well as providing sound advice on how hesproceed, this site includes examples of
successful approaches that have been used to date. Therefore it is predestined for our
comparison.

AgriFoodResults
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4. Communication Model adapted for the food sector

Communication is a process whereby information is encodedirapdrted by a sender to a

receiver via a channel/medium. The receiver then decodes the message and gives the
sender feedback. Communication is thus a process by which we assign and convey meaning

in an attempt to create shared understandih@he core mesage in the communication
LINPOS&da A& &aKFELSR YR AyFfdsSyOSR o0& RATTFSNI
AYF2NXYIGAZ2Y §SOSte€d ¢CKAA A& GKS AYyTF2NXIGAZY
and background of the transmitter. Two othed& G SNA I F NE GKS Gt 23AO0!I €
A logical level is characterized by facts and objective proofs. An emotional level is
characterized by feelings and implications. The last criterion which influences the core
YSaal 3S Aa G K Scritériod i§linked V8t the situdtiort #d iaterest of the
receiver. Therefore there are many common barriers to successful communication, two of
which are message overload (when a person receives too many messages at the same time),
and message compleyit

The research dissemination process is a complex communication process where the
transmitter (i.e. research consortium) wants to communicate the results of research and
development activities to a receiver (i.e. food SME). There are different levels of
GyAadzyRSNERGIYyRAYy3A¢ LlRaaAiotS FyR KAa LINROSaa

— R&D results %

<4— R&D needs??? —

Receiver

i.e. research i.e. food SME
consortium

Fig 2: Communication Model (1)

! Sourcehttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Communicatior{accessed on 29 Dec 2009)
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The picture will get even more complicated if we realize that the dissemination of research
results does not reach the fdoSME directly; mediators are often involved.

Research
results [ _

Mediators,
KT staff [«

feedback
Fig 3: Communication Model (2)

Industry,
SMEs!

feedback

A researcher should start the process with some questions:
1 Who will be the main audience / receiver of our results?
1 Is our message in line with the needs of the receiver?
1 Are the needs (e.g. innovation inputs concerning new products, improved processes,
services, organizational methods, marketing) of the receiver known?
1 How can we convert the results or scientific statements into an appropriate format

for the industry?

1 Which chanels are used by our receiver?

1 Is there feedback on understanding of R&D results compared to receiver needs?
Researchers have to be aware that there are some constraints in a successful dissemination
process targeting food SMEs due to the different neadd experiences as shown in the

following figure.

Situation Researchers Situation Food SME

« High competence

+ Good scientific results

» Focus on research issues

+ Lack of business orientation

Distance between science and
business

Scientific language

« day-to-day business
(what ,problem® has to be solved?)
+ Tight Resources
- time
- money
- knowledge
(i.e. management of innovation)

+ High flop rate, low R&D
expenditures

+ Low knowledge on consumer
behaviour (trends / markets)

« strongly prejudiced towards

European R&D projects...

Willingness to tell !!! Willingness to listen ??7?

Fig 4: Needs and experiences of different audiences (esp. food SMES)

Capability to listen ??7?

®5% AgriFoodResults



Communication (and therefore dissemination) can easily fail as parties involved do not have
the same background and do not speak the same language.

The challenges for technology transfer are:

1 Technology transfer is usually in the hands of people whose skills, knowledge and
priorities are R&D, not business opportunities, product innovation and meugget
etc.

1 Large scale enterprises and medium sized innovators are usually able to adopt R&D
results since they dispose of professional resources to do so.

1 SMEs are sceptical of European project results (investment of time and money); they
need practical adee for operational needs.

1 Poor dissemination to SMEs is due to a lack of professionalism in transferring R&D
results into their language and context.

1 The research approach is often focused on getting validated statements where
scientific principles, rel&nships, methods, models, facts and observations provide
the basis.

Therefore the dissemination content can be very different to the expectations of the
industry which focuses on a solution to a problem. This solution should be easily and quickly
applicable. The main interest of SMEs is to improve their own business and financial figures.
Therefore they are interested in

1 how to use the solution, not how it works

1 getting the solution. It is not important whether the solution comes from new
research or iis already existing/ available from other sources.
an understandable explanation for the industry
Fy FLILX AOIotS az2ftdziazy i aFft22N) f SOSTt ¢
clear statements
1 quick return of investments because of the time and reseuronstraints

= =4 =

To facilitate dissemination of R&D results to SME researchers, transmitters, have to access
the communication process from both sides of the communication model:
1 Improve thecommunication competencef researchers, i.e., learn how to listen
and to understand the SME’s needs
=> AgriFoodResults will provide training sessions and seminars for R&D staff.
1 Improve thewillingness of companieso listen to and apply research results
=> AgriFoodResults will provide recommendations (see D.1.2paatseworkshops and
personal contacts (traditional approach)) and tools (e.g. research map and knowledge web
3D hot spots (new approach)).

AgriFoodResults
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For increasing the impact of the dissemination activities the effectiveness of the different
actions and tools hastbe evaluated and the experiences should be used for a systematic
improvement of the practice. For a wetlanaged evaluation the criteria should be specified
when the dissemination activities are considered as successful. The specification of the
performance indicators and the success criteria should be carried out during the design of
the dissemination plan.

When establishing dissemination performance criteria, the following aspects have to be
considered:
1 Who is thetarget audience?
food businesses, padularly SMEs; policy makers, researchers, mediators, consumers?
1 What is thespecific objectiveof the dissemination activity such as creating awareness,
enhancing transfer of knowledge, education and training, inducing actions, etc?
1 Whichparameterscan ndicate the extent of achieving the objectives properly?
Which of these parameters can be measured in the practice at reasonable efforts and costs?
1 What is the limit/value of the indicator when the performance is considered as
acceptable/successful?
Theseobjectives may change during the progress of the project. Performance indicators for
dissemination can be related to the efforts made and to the impact reflected by induced
reactions.

=

Performance indicators related to the efforts:
1 number of companies / @icy makers (their organisations) / consumers /
researchers / mediators;

1 number of target groups accessed,

1 number of actions carried out for a specific target group;

1 number of personal contacts initiated by the disseminating organisation;

1 number of evets, including workshops, seminars, trainings, conferences, round
tables, press conferences;

1 number of participants at events;

1 number of leaflets describing the project results;

1 number of publications in trade press;

1 number of industry best practice guise

1 number of press releases and interviews;

1 number of articles published by journalists after a press conference;

1 number of videos, DVDs;

1 number of personal contacts (including company visits) initiated by the

AgriFoodResults
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dissemination;

number of visits on the weBite;

number of messages repeated at least 3 times for the same target audience (tools
used can be different);

number of scientific publications;

number of descriptions to the practical users;

number of scientific presentations.

number of brochures, leaflstfor informing the consumers, etc.;

Performance indicators related to the impact of the dissemination include:

= =4 4 -4 =2 =4 A4 4 A8 8

=4 =4 4 4 A8 8 A

number of interested enquiries received,;

number of contacts initiated by the target audience

requests for additional information;

invitation for a discussion;

request for an offer;

attendance at events offered for a fee

number of new relationships established with the industry/policy makers /
O2yadzYSNAQ 2NHIYyAaAl GA2YaAKYSRAIFIG2NAT
number of fee paying events, which were carried out based on thdtsgsu

number of ideas generated outside the project group;

number of projects initiated;

number of invitation to events as a speaker or to expert panels;

number of citations of / references to the concept and the result excluding the
members of the projet team and outside the events organised by the project team;
number of new policies developed / existing policies changed;

number of policies implemented;

number of downloads from the webite;

number of returning/regular clients;

number of results useah training and education;

YydzYo SN 2F O2yadzYSNNa ljdzSaidAiz2ya NBOSAOSRT
extent of change of consumer practices (measurable only on longer term).

AgriFoodResults



The aim is to promote a mutual understanding between researchers and food SMEs that will
encourage future coperation or at least knowledge transfer and valorisation. To do so,
good scientific communications should be based on the following recommendations and
guestions:

T

ALK LKA

Use the national language of food SMEkey are not used to communications in
foreign larguage. The willingness to listen is decreased with a foreign language
Use clear, simple messages to present the results

What is the solution available?

For which problem faced by the industry?

What is new in the solution?

What are the expected benefit§ asing it?

What resources and facilities are necessary for its implementation?
References of existing applications, if these are available

AgriFoodResults



5. Results of AgriFoodResults survey on dissemination
practices

1. Method

In May 2009 a questionnaire was develdp® learn about dissemination activities that are
implemented in research projects relevant to the food sector. The link to the-hesed
guestionnaire was sent to 100 coordinators and dissemination managers of FP6 and FP7
projects relevant to the food sor. The distribution of the link to the survey was done via

email, homepages of partners and personal contacts via phone and conferences. The results

of the first survey are reported in this deliverable and discussed following a consortium
workshop wheremembers discussed the findings and how to compile two different reports

2y Aa5A3aSYAYyLFGA2Y ! OGAGAGASEE YR G{GNI GS3AAS

2. Results and Discussion

a. Answer rate and profile of answers received

The answer rate is 49%: 1@0ojects were invited to participate and 49 answers were
received. Considering the number of invitations sent, this response rate is considered very
good

One third of the answers came from FP7 projects (including 5 LCP and 10 SCP)-and two
thirds from FP@orojects (including 14 IP, 4 NoE and 16 STREP). The distribution between
large and small projects is well balanced with 23 large projects (IP, NoE and LCP) and 26
small projects (STREP and SCP).

b. List of projects that participated to the survey
FP7 project

Acronym Project title

BaSeFood Sustainable exploitation of bioactive components from the BlackKSCP
Area traditional foods

BIOHYPO Confronting the clinical relevance of biocide induced antibiotic |SCP
resistance

CAFE Computeraided food processe®f control engineering LCP

Conffidence |CONtaminants in Food and Feed: Inexpensive DEtectioN for CqLCP
of Exposure

DREAM Design and development of realistic food models to allow a LCP
multidisciplinary and integrated approach to food quality and
nutrition

AgriFoodResults



Acronym Project title

EATWELL Interventions to Promote Healthy Eating Habits: Evaluation and |[SCP
Recommendations

EFRAIM Mechanisms of early protective exposures on allergy developmgSCP

FACET Flavours, additives and food contact material exposure task LCP

FLABEL Faod Labelling to Advance Better Education for Life SCP

FOCUS Food Consumer Science in the Balkans: Frameworks, Protocol§SCP

BALKANS Neworks for a better knowledge of food behaviours

LipiDiDiet Impact of Nutritional Lipids on Neuronal and Cognitivefétenance |LCP
Ay 13Ay3s 1ET KSAYSNDRA RA&SIH &

PERFOOD |PERFluorinated Organics in Our Diet SCP

SO2SAY Replacement of sulphur dioxide (SO2) in food keeping the SAmM(SCP
qualitY and shellife of the products

SYMBIOSIBU [Scientific sYergisM of naneBio-Info-cOgni Science for an Integrat SCP
system to monitor meat quality and Safety during production,
storage, and distribution in EU

VITAL Integrated Monitoring and Control of Foodborne Viruses in SCP
European Food Supply Chains

FP6projects

Acronym Project title

Developing and integrating novel technologies to improve safety

CHILION transparency and quality insurance of the chilled/frozen food suglP
chain

CoExtra GM and norRGM supply chains : their GEXistence and TRAcelii [IP

DELIVER Design of Effective and sustainable control strategies for Liver ﬂlSTREI
Europe

I:)EVELONU.I.FDev_e_Iopment of high throughput approaches to optimise the STREI
nutritional value of crops and creipased foods

DIEPHY Dietary Exposure®tPolycyclic aromatic Hydrocarbons and DNA STREI
damage

ECNIS Environmental cancer risk, nutrition and individual susceptibility [NoE

EPIZONE Network on epizootic disease diagnosis and control NoE
Freshly baked breads with improvement oftniional quality and

EUFRESH BAlow energy demanding for the benefit of the consumer and of theSTREH
environment

FEEDING FATQuality and safety of feeding fats obtained from waste or by STREI

SAFETY products from the food chain

ELAVO FIav_qnoids in fruits and vetpables: their impact on food quality, STREI
nutrition and human health

AgriFoodResults



Acronym Project title

FLORA Flavonoids and rela_teq phenolics for healthy Living using Orally STREI
Recommended Antioxidants

HEATOX Heatge_ne_rate_d food toxicants, identification, characterisation an STREI
riskminimisation

HELENA Healthy Lifestyle in Europe by Nutrition in Adolescence STRET

HIGHQ RTE |Innovative northermal processing technologies to improve the STREI
quality and safety of readijoeat (RTE) meals
Identification and prevention adietary- and lifestyleinduced health

IDEFICS . : . IP
effects in children and infants
Increasing Fruit consumption through a trans disciplinary approg

ISAFRUIT leading to High quality produce from environmentally safe, IP
sustainable methods.

LYCOCARD |Role of lycpene for the prevention of cardiovascular diseases |IP

MONIQA Harmonizing nutrient recommendations as a basis for innovativey -

dietary guidelines

Development and application of biomarkers of dietary exposure
genotoxic chemicals and biomais of precarcinogenic and

q
NEWGENERLimmunomoduIatory effects, using mothehild birth cohorts and P
biobanks
NOFORISK  Quantitative risk assessment strategies for novel foods STREI
NovelQ Novel Processing Methods for the Production and Distribution °f|p
High-Qualty and Safe Foods
NUGO European Nutrigenomics Organisation linking genomics, nutritiorNoE
health research
OPTIMOILS Valorisgtion of he;althy lipidic microutrients by optimising food STREI
processing of edible oils and fats
PATHOGENCI|Contrd and prevention of emerging and future pathogens at celly
MBAT and molecular level throughout the food chain
PHIME Public health impact of lontgrm, low-level mixed element exposu =
in susceptible population strata
Influence of the dietay history in the prevention of coeliac diseasg¢
PREVENTCD possibilities of induction of tolerance for gluten in genetically  |[STREF
predisposed children
Development of an innovative integrated and sustainable food
Q-PorkChains production chain of high quality pork@ducts matching consumer [IP
demands
SAFEEOODS Promoting food safety through a new integrated risk analysis =
approach for foods.
Analysis and control of egg contamination by Salmonella and ot
SAFEHOUSE [zoonotic pathogens after the move of laying lsen enriched cagesSTRET

and alternative housing systems
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Acronym Project title

Evaluating physiological and environmental consequences of us
SAFEWASTEJorganic wastes after technological processing in diets for livesto(STREF
and humans
Safe and high quality Foodgaluction using poor quality waters anSTREI

SAFIR -
Improved Irrigation systems and management
SEAFOODPLLHealth improving, safe seafood of high quality in a consumer dri P
fork-to-farm concept.
TRACE Tracing Food Commodities in Europe IP
TRACEBACK |Integrated system for a reliable traceability of food supply chains||P
TRUEFOOD [Traditional United Europe Food IP

Network of Excellence -
(NoE)
Target Audience: research
centres, universities, research
and technology organisations;
Optimum Size: 6-12 partici-
pants; EU Contr. €5-15 Mio;
Duration: 48 to 60 month
(4 answers)

Coordination Action (CA)
arget Audience: enterprises,
research institutes, universi-
ties and public administr.;

Optimum Size: 10-30 parti-

cipants; EU Contr. €0.6-1,8
Mio; Duration: 18 to 36
months (not incl.)

Small Collaborative
Projects (SCP)
Target Audience: enterprises,
research institutes, universi-
ties; Optimum Size: 5-10
participants; EU Contr. €0.5-
1.5 Mio; Duration: 24 to 36
months (10 answers)

Integrated Projects - (IP)
Target Audience: enterprise
(whatever their size), re-
search institutes and univer-
sities; Optimum Size: 10-20
participants; EU Contr. €4-25
Mio; Duration: 36 to 60
months (14 answers)

Specific Targeted
Research Projects (STREP)
Target Audience: enterprises
(incl. SMEs), research institu-
tes and universities; Opti-
mum Size: 6-15 participants;
EU Contr. €0.8-3 Mio;
Duration: 18 to 36 months
(16 answers)

Large Collaborative
Projects (LCP)
Target Audience: enterprises,
research institutes, universi-
ties; Optimum Size: 10-20

participants; EU Contr. €1.5-4
Mio; Duration: 36 to 48
months (5 answers)

Fig. 5: Overview on FP6 and FP7 instruments
The image above gives an overview on the distribution of answers related to the different

instrumerts. Previous surveys have indicated that SMEs state a clear preference for smaller
and shorter projects (such as STREP and SCP).
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The number of answers (49) is satisfactory and the very good answer rate (49%) shq
interest for dissemination question¥he answers are well balanced between small (5
and large (47%) research projects; there are more answers from FP6 (70%) than fr
projects (30%) probably due to their project status. FP6 projects are in the end phs
already completed.

c. MainuserO | £ OEA DPOI EAAOOE OAOOI OO
The majority of the respondents (65%) indicated that their projects did not concern a
specific food sector. This indicates that most of the FP projects include basic research
activities or common food issues that are not speddia particular food sector. The
answers of the 17 projects that answered positively are listed in the following table.

Table: Projects which covered a specific food sector

Food Sector

Project Acronym concerned Do you address a certain food sector?
ELIVER Meat and Milk
ISAFRUIT Fruit Wilojs]  WAespd]
CHLI-ON Fish and Poultry 100

Farm to Fork
SAFIR (Vegetables) 80%  total 26 small |
Symbiosis Meat Sector projects and

Human food intake = f)fo';'f; G59%
FACET across the EU

60%

EUFreshbake Bread making

Fruit, Health Claims,
Organic, Traditional 40% -
FOCUSBALKANS | Foods

Feed in Dairy Chain
TRACEBACK and Tomato 20%

SEAOODplus Seafood el 3k
FLAVO Fruits and Vegetable
Safehouse Poultry 0%
PathogenCombat | Meat and Dairy Small projects Large projects
OPTIMOILS Fats and Oils
Pig and Pork
Q-PorkChains production
GM and norGM
CoExtra supply chains
FEEDING FATS
SAFETY Meat

The following figure shows thdistribution for the main users of research results. It is
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important to look in details at this result because it has an impact on the dissemination
activities used by the project consortia. Ca. 35% of projects have identified researchers and
therefore the scientific community as the main users of their project results. We would
assume that these projects do not need company visits as dissemination tools. Also ca. 30%

of projects have policy makers as main users. Here again other means for dissemination
shauld be used.

Only ca. 27 % of the projects have indicated that the industry will be the main user for their
research results. It seems that the size of the project does not have a major impact on this
focus, rather the orientation of the project conteVe have therefore extracted the results

F2NJ 6KS LINRP2SOGa 6AGK ANBEASIHFNOKSNRBRE & YIFAY
FNE aK2gy Ay pPdPuHdc ahBSNBASEG 2F RAAASYAYIl GA2

40,0
34,6 35,7 Mostimportant Main User
35,0 + of Project Results (in %)
30,8
30,0 28,6 —28,6
26,9
25,0
O Large Projects (1)
m Small Projects (1)
20,0
15,0
10,0
5,0
0,0 :
Researchers Industry Consumers Policy Makers

Fig. 7 Most important main users for project resul

The main users of all 49 food projects in total are in order of importance the researchers,
the policy makers, food industry and the consumers. Results are similar for small and large
research projects.

A majority of FP projects do not concern a spedédod chain. For both small and large fq
research projectsresearchersare the most important users of the research res
followed by the policy makers, food industry, and consumers. If the main objective
EU food research is to increase thanpetitiveness of the businesses through innovat
the proportion of the industry as main target user should be increased
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d. Resources for dissemination

In the majority of projects (887%), a specific person is responsible for the dissemination
activities in addition to the project coordinator. Out of 49 answers, 6 projects indicated that
there was no responsible person for dissemination activities (other than the project
coordinator / manager). This is surprising considering that all FP projects hawgka w
package dedicated to dissemination (including a work package leader).

In almost 50% of the projects, the person responsible for dissemination activities is not a
specialist in communication. A fact which was also discussed at the workshop asea barri

for effective communication of research results (see 5.3). But this applies more to small
projects than to large projects.

. Is the person for dissemination activities a
Do you have a responsible person for specialist?

dissemination activities? 100%

100% -

80% -

80% -

O Don't
Know

60% - E No

60% -

O Yes

0% - 40% -

20% - 20% -

0% -

0% -

Small Large
projects projects Small projects Large projects
Fig. 8 Personal resources (1) Fia. 9 Personal resources (2)
Only 27% Of Sma” projeCtS have prepar( Is there a specificdocumentdescribing your

dissemination strategy?

a specific document describing thejioo% -
dissemination strategy (besides th
information included in the Description o 80% -
Work- DoW). In comparison, 57% of large
projects have a document describing the 60% -
dissemination strategy. However, thi
percentage of projects without a 40% -

document describing the disseminatiol
20% -

0% -

Small projects Large projects
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strategy (other than the DoW$ in both cases very high.

Despite the importance of dissemination activities in FP projects, the survey reveals {
weaknesses: according to the results, 15% of small projects and 9% of large projects
have a person responsible for disseation activities other than the project coordinato
manager. In less than 50% of the projects, the person in charge of dissemination is |
in communication. In only half of the surveyed projects, a document describing
dissemination strategy hasebn prepared. The results also indicate that dissemina

activities are better organised in large than in small research projects.

Fia. 10 Documented Dissemination Strateg

e. Opinions on the performance & difficulty of dissemination

The majority (75980%) of respondents declared that their disgration was successful
and that it ensures/ensured a good exploitation of the project results. Opinions are slightly

more positive for large (LP) than for small projects (SP).

SP: successful

’ e 8% 66%
dissemination
LP: successful
; ao g 23% 58%
dissemination
|
W Strongly agree Agree I Disagree

SP: continuation

0,
after projectend 46%
LP: ti ti ft
projectend

Don’tknow

g -

9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

80%

90% 100%

Fig. 110pinions on successful dissemination and continuation of disseramattivities

after the end of the project
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Respondents from both small and large projects (over 90%) also agreed that it is necessary
to continue dissemination after the end of the project in order to ensure a good exploitation
of the results.

The projet coordinators were asked to judge the success of their dissemination to their
main audience. The result is shown in the following figure according to the indicated main
users of the project results.

The dissemination was very successful in reaching our main target audience
\ \ \ \ \ \ ! | | \

main users: researcher 12 2 2

(N=18) l = (—

main users: policy makers 11 g 2

m Strongly agree Agree 1 Disagree Don’tknow

| | | | | | [ — |

(N=14) \ \ \ \ \ \ | \

main users: industry

(N =14)

main users: consumer 2 2
(N=4)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Fig. 12 Opinion of all projects concerning the sucgessldressing their main audience

80% of the projects estimated their dissemination as successful to the specific audience.

The guide to successful communication of the EU Commission does not reflect any findings

on a successful dissemination practio. | 6 / I 8 S KAaili2NAS&a¢ &a2yvy$8S SEI
YR GKS RA&aaSYAYlFIOGA2y FFTOGAQGAGASE | NB ftAaidSR
FLEOO2NRE 6SPId KAGA 2y GKS 6S0aAaAiS> ydzyo SNJI
number of articles, etc.)All these factors depend very much on the audience and the
content of the relevant project. It is probably not possible to analyze universally valid

figures.

When asked to estimate the difficulty to communicate the results of scientific projects to
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different audiences, respondents are split in almost two equal parts for every audience: half
of the respondents agree that it is difficult while the other half does not agree. The
following figures are sorted in the way that in the first place appears theéemgd which is
most difficult to address.

~ Small projects: It is difficult to communicate the results of scientific projects to

| | I |
Food SMEs 21% 29% 17%
Large food ) ' '
hatheal  13% 33% 8%
companies
I LI I

m Strongly agree Agree  mDisagree  m Strongly disagree 1 Don’tknow

| | |
General
19 179 % o

. 29% 17%
makers
| \ I l |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Fig. 13 Opinion of small projects concerning the difficulties in addressing the different
audiences

- Large projects: It is difficultto communicate the results of scientific projects to

\

lStrongIvagree © Agree m Disagree M Stronglydisagree | Noopinion

Poli - ‘

General
Public

Food SMEs

Large food S '
o 0,
companies 23% 14%
0% 10% 20% 30% 20% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%




Fig. 14 Opinion of large projects concerning the difficulties in addressing the different
audiences

Some interesting findings can be underlined:

1 The audience order is different between small and large projects: small projects have
difficulties in addressing the industry, while large projects have difficulties in
addressing the general public and b8 MEs

1 There is a significant difference between the large and the small projects: only 23%
of the large projects find it difficult to communicate the results of scientific projects
to large food companies while 46 % of small projects find it difficult.

It seems that all projects want to address all audiences whether they have targeted their
research to a specific audience or not. This would be in line with the recommendation/re
quirement of the EU Commission guide:

GwSO2yOAf Ay3a (KS ©ther dodggriium FaddAtioyeaof tHe2 BUf eltail?
addressing arery broad range of recipientsScientific, technical, business, institutional and
governmental audiences are all prime targets. But, because FP6/FP7 is supported by public
funds, there is an equaesponsibility tashow citizenghat these monies are being spent to
good effect. Fulfilling the societal objectives of spreading education and generating an
enthusiasm for science also implies a need to reach the public at large, using all available
meansb €

There is a consensus on the necessity to continue dissemination after the end of the |
in order to ensure a good exploitation of the results. Food SMEs are considered the
difficult target audience for the dissemination of scientific resuResults also sho
differences between small and large projects: opinions on the success of disseminati
more favourable in large than in small projects and dissemination to large food comy
seems easier for large projects. Additional informatioowd be necessary about the ma
difficulties of dissemination and their causes towards the different target groups.

f. The timing of dissemination activities
Previous results show that respondents consider it necessary to continue dissemination
after the end of the project. This opinion is put into practice: the majority of projects (90%
(SP) and 65% (LP)) intend to continue dissemination after the end of the project.
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Unfortunately the results do not indicate where the projects will get their funding frem o
how this funding has been organized. We assume that they use own funds.

According to the respondents, dissemiiloa will continue in average 16 months after the
end of the project. The following figure also shows that the majority of projects8(%)
have started dissemirtimn activities before results were available.
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Will/did you continue dissemination after the end Will/did you organise an information campaign
100% of the project? 100% before results are/were available?
o | = | 0 T [ ] T
8% 9%
31% 31% 13%
80% ——— — 80% | — I
Don't
Don't e
4%
o Know
60% = No = 60% | No ol [
0Yes
28% O Yes
40% — - 40% 78% L
65% 69%
20 20% —
0,
s 0% : .
Small projeces Large projects Small projects Large projects

Fig. 15 Projects will continue the disseminatio  Fig 16 Projects have informed early

The results show that small projects may not be as fast as large projects in the beginning of
the research with information campaigns but they are more dedicatedcomtinue
dissemination after the end of the project.

The communication guide of the EU Commission does not make any mesaations on

the timing for dissemination. We would encourage adding a chapter on the dissemination
timing in the guide. It is reecomended that this chapter shall include the description of the
process of perception of the information from awareness raising till conscious use by the
targeted users. This will help applicants understand the need fegaing dissemination
activity afterthe end of the project.
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g. Overview of dissemination activities implemented

The success of a project depends on the dissemination activities carried out. Project
coordinators or project managers were asked to indicate whether they use one of the
following tools (Table middle column):

EU Communi AgriFoodResults Questionnaire AgriFoodResults
cation Guide (Implemented tools)
Websites Project website 100 % (all projects)
Discussion forum 32% (SP) / 65% (LP)
Blogs None (SP) / 26% (LP)
Publications E-newsletter(s) 32% (SP) / 43% (LP)
(first part,more Printed newsletter(s) 84% (SP) / 96% (LP)
on page 28) Leaflet(s) presenting the project 40% (SP) / 39%R)
Leaflet(s) presenting the results for | 40% (SP) / 43% (LP)
scientists
Leaflet(s) presenting the practical 12% (SP) / 42% (LP)
results for the industry
Audiovisual medig Video(s) on the project 20% (SP) / 48% (LP)
Video(s) on the results 48% (SP) / 96% (LP)

(SP = small projects ; LP = large projects)

Dissemination tools

These results show common findings:

1 100% of the projects developedveebsite.

1 The second most common activitynewsletter production(84% for small projects,
96% for large projects)

1 Around 40% of both small and large projects prepdeadlets about the project and
for scientists.

These reslis show differences:

1 Almost all large projects usadeos for presenting the result§d6%) while less than
half (48%) of the small projects produced a video.

1 Another finding is the less frequent useraw media tools(such as discussion fora,
blogs, enewsletters), which is more pronounced in small projects assuming a smaller
budget and therefore less resources for these communication tools.

1 The preparation ofeaflets for other audiencesuch as consumers or policy makers.
The majority of small projec{®0%) have not developed such leaflets whereas the
half of large projects (52%) has developed leaflets.
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The results are not discussed here because the reasons can be different and complex for the
projects. However, it should be highlighted that the relidp of new media tools and trust

in them maybe seen as weaker because contributors do not need to take a personal
responsibility (e.g. use a false name) for their input.

The lack of discussion forum and/or blogs can be explained either by the chanstenis
the target group for the results, the complexity or the specific characteristics of the research
topics or the level of available resources.

We have summarized the answers of small and large projects and analyzed only regarding
0KS YIAYySHBABSKENBNBEAYR GAYyRdzaGNEE

Fig. 17 Dissemination tools implemented in addressing the different audiences

It seems that the production of video(s) on the project is influenced strongly by the main
audience (23% for projects addressing researchers; 63 d@cts addressing industry).

The EU Commission communication guide highlights the necessity of websites, publications,
presentations (see later on) and audiovisual media for a successful dissemination. In
particular, this last recommendation is not bgiimplemented by the scientific community.

We recommend including further information such as explanation on the preparation of
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