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Thanks to Julie Lucas for providing the finance figures on page 4, thanks to all for input.
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Project Objectives
Please provide an overview of the project objectives for the reporting period in question, as included in Annex I to the
Grant Agreement. These objectives are required so that this report is a stand‐alone document.

ProGReSS has established a global network on responsible research and innovation (RRI) involving
academia, SMEs, international organisations, policy advisors, research funders, NGOs and industry.
Of the four project objectives, three are relevant in the first reporting period, namely:
1. Link existing international networks of
RRI with relevant societal actors on a
global scale to focus innovation on
societal desirability.
2. Complete a major fact‐finding mission
comparing science funding strategies
and innovation policies in Europe, the
US, China, Japan, India, Australia, and
South Africa.
3. Advocate a European normative model
for RRI globally, using constitutional
values as a driver to inform societal
desirability.
The link to the work packages is as follows:
Objectives

Work Packages

1. Link existing international networks of
RRI with relevant societal actors on a
global scale to focus innovation on
societal desirability.

The consortium is a global network of research and
innovation actors. To expand it further, WP6
(Dissemination) takes a major role.

2. Complete a major fact‐finding mission
comparing science funding strategies
and innovation policies in Europe, the
US, China, Japan, India, Australia and
South Africa

WP3 (Innovation for Society) fully aligns with this. Hence,
the outcomes of WP3 will deliver comprehensively on
Objective 2.

3. Advocate a European normative model
for RRI globally, using constitutional
values as a driver to inform societal
desirability.

Our debate will be informed by access to research (WP2);
industry and NGO activities (WP4), and case studies
(WP5) in order to provide a solid basis for advocacy.

The capacity‐building that has been invested in ProGReSS in terms of bringing new partners into
EC‐funded collaborations is worth stressing. Three partner institutions had to be registered on
ECAS for ProGReSS for the first time (IWEP, IIT, SASI) and whilst their institutions were registered,
two partners' departments had never taken part in EU‐funded projects (CSU, UCT).
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Work progress and achievements during the period
Person Months Overview
The division of planned costs between RP1 and RP2 was 44% to 56%. The following table shows
the person months for the whole consortium mapped against the above cost projection
distribution.

ProGReSS Partners: Person Months claimed by Work Package. RP 1.
Partner
No. Name
1 UCLan
2 CSSC
3 Tecnalia
4 EA
5 IWEP
6 IIT
7 CSU/CAPPE
8 UCT
9 SASI
10 RIS
Total PMs RP1
Total PMs, 3years
Anticipated RP1
use of PMs
Under use and
(Overuse) in RP1
Remaining PMs
for RP2

WP1
5.77
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.77

WP2
0.53
0.00
0.00
9.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.83
0.00
0.00
11.36

WP3
3.51
0.00
1.00
2.72
11.21
1.12
0.76
0.77
0.00
11.00
32.09

WP4
1.81
0.00
10.00
0.00
0.00
0.62
0.00
0.77
15.56
0.00
28.76

WP5
1.26
0.10
4.05
6.00
0.00
1.12
1.80
0.00
0.00
0.00
14.33

WP6
5.18
4.60
2.00
0.00
0.00
1.19
0.00
0.19
0.00
0.00
13.16

WP7
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.59

Total
18.15
4.70
17.05
17.72
11.21
4.55
2.56
3.56
15.56
11.00
106.06

15.55

19.06

51.32

47.30

35.39

44.58

33.95

247.15

40.00%

75.00%

60.00%

45.00%

45.00%

40.00%

3.00%

44.00%

0.45

2.94

‐1.30

‐7.48

1.60

4.67

0.42

2.69

9.78

7.70

19.23

18.54

21.06

31.42

33.36

141.09

Our variation from the original planning is (2.69) person months more than budgeted. This is an
excellent result: as it is only a 2.5% deviation. (247.15 * 44% = 108.75, real use ‐ 106.06).
Partner
The spending deviation is 2.6%. The
Number
Partner Name Spent Total 1st RP
overall budget of ProGReSS is €1,486,664
1
UCLan
174,708.11
and the anticipated spending in Reporting
2
CSSC
3,503.16
Period 1 was 44%, which is: €594,666.
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Tecnalia
EA
IWEP
IIT
CSU/CAPPE
UCT
SASI
RIS
Total Spending RP1

95,065.21

115,160.64
36,462.94
47,708.50
22,957.09

The combined C forms from RP1 are to the
left, amounting to €579,448.54, deviation:
€15,217.46 or 2.6%.

19,149.29
46,954.75
17,778.85

579,448.54

However, this excellent fit is partly due to
CSSC's liquidation (see management).
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WP2: Innovation Systems2
To ensure that the network's deliberations and outputs are informed by and
compatible with cutting edge research on innovation systems.

A summary of progress towards objectives and details for each task
In this period, four tasks had to be (and were) delivered:
1. Summarise the European and national innovation
agendas and prioritisations in a non‐technical manner
that can be used in the consortium's work as well as
dissemination material (NUID UCD).
See Deliverable 2.1, which provides a summary of the
economic and political situation, the institutions involved
in innovation policy, an overview of innovation strategies
as well as challenges and outlook for EU, Ireland,
Germany, the UK, Spain and Italy.

Objectives and priorities of the Spanish SSTI;
Source: Ministerio de Economía y
Competitividad

2. Provide three briefings to the consortium on research
into different innovation approaches (NUID UCD):
 National Innovation Systems Approach (NIS).
 Sectoral Innovation Systems Approach (SIS)
 Regional Innovation Systems Approach (RIS).
See Deliverable 2.2, which provides a background briefing
on NIS, SIS and RIS to the consortium. Please note that we
added "Inclusive Innovation" (see entry under Significant
Results).

National Systems of Innovation building
blocks according to Lundvall

3. Provide a briefing to the Consortium on
research into pro‐poor innovation.
Briefings were provided by Prof. Kaplan (Cape
Town) and Dr Chaturvedi (New Delhi) during the
kick‐off meeting in Paris and the plenary in
Beijing.
2

Dr Chaturvedi (left), Prof. Kaplan (right), Beijing 2014

WP1 is the management work package, hence this section starts with WP2.
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4. Collaborate with US, Chinese, Indian, Australian
and South African, partners as well as our
Japanese advisor to elucidate their national
innovation agendas, including funding strategies.
A special emphasis here is on the societal
desirability of research, i.e. the use of innovation
to tackle major societal challenges (NUID UCD,
IIT, IWEP, UCT, RIS, CAPPE). This work will feed
directly into WP3 (Innovation for Society).

Staff at the European Academy in Germany

This task is a communication and advisory task, which our German partner has discharged as
required (e.g. with the offer of one‐to‐one advice at the plenary in Beijing).

Significant results
1. At the kick‐off meeting in Paris the group started to realize that RRI can only achieve global
appeal if it takes sister concepts from emerging economies seriously. The concept of "Inclusive
Innovation", as used in South Africa, Brazil, China and India is especially relevant. It was
therefore decided to:
a. add an entry on "Inclusive Innovation" to the RRI glossary the GREAT project is
producing. The entry was written by Prof. Kaplan of the South African team.
b. add a briefing on "Inclusive Innovation" to Deliverable 2.2.
c. focus the open sessions of the Beijing plenary in May 2014 on "Inclusive Innovation".

Statement on the use of resources
highlighting and explaining deviations between actual and planned person‐months per work package and per
beneficiary in Annex 1 (Description of Work);

Partner
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Partner Name
UCLan
CSSC
Tecnalia
EA
IWEP
IIT
CSU/CAPPE
UCT
SASI
RIS
Total PMs RP1

WP2
0.53
0
0
9.00
0
0
0
1.83
0
0
11.36

This WP has been under‐used by 2.94 person
months.
19.06 person months were budgeted for WP2
for the entire duration of the project. 75% use
of person months were expected in the first
Reporting Period (RP). Hence, 14.3 should have
been used, but only 11.36 were.
As noted in the contract, "this work package will
ensure that all our deliberations are informed
by up‐to‐date academic research on innovation
systems. Hence, the tasks will consist mainly of

collaboration with partners and stakeholders, briefings for the consortium" (page 10, Dow, Part B).
The main reason for the variation:
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 UCLAN co‐authored WP2 Deliverables 2.1 and 2.2, but with less time effort than
anticipated; instead of 2.88 (the full amount available for Uclan in WP2, only 0.53 were
needed). The main reason was that the drafts provided by the EA were more advanced than
expected. Well done, EA.

WP3: Innovation for Society
Complete a major fact‐finding mission comparing science funding strategies and
innovation policies in Europe, the US, China, Japan, India, Australia and South Africa.

A summary of progress towards objectives and details for each task
In this period, three tasks had to be (and were) delivered:
1. Work with funding body representatives to identify
and compare relevant funding requirements that
focus innovators on tackling major societal problems.
See Deliverable 3.1, which is in two parts. The first part
maps funding requirements in the USA, China, India,
Australia, Netherlands, Germany, South Africa and the UK
onto the EC's five RRI actions points. The second part
maps funding requirements in the USA, China, India,
Japan, Australia, Brazil, Germany, South Africa and the UK
onto the three RRI elements (ethical acceptability,
sustainability and societal desirability), with a special
focus on the latter.

National Science Foundation China Judging
Criteria for Research Applications

We were able to add Brazil to the range of countries due to newly established links from Prof.
Ahrweiler at EA, and a fact‐finding mission with various stakeholders locally.
2. Work with country
representatives to
identify and compare
relevant government
policies that focus
innovators on tackling
major societal problems.
Grand challenges and enablers of
the S-African 10 year plan (right)
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Deliverable 3.2 will be available in draft form in September 2014, as required by the grant
agreement. It continues the work from Deliverable 2.1, and provides a summary of the economic
and political situation, the institutions involved in innovation policy, and an overview of innovation
strategies as well as challenges and outlook for the non‐European countries in the consortium as
an introduction to the main part. In recognition of point 3 under Significant Results (see below),
the main part of D3.2 maps innovation policies onto grand challenges and links them back to the
three RRI elements (ethical acceptability, sustainability and societal desirability), with a special
focus on the latter.
3. Establish whether government policies of RRI can be linked back to broad democratically
legitimized values.
No deliverable is linked to this task and it is not limited to the first period. In presentations given
by the consortium, it was explored how societal desirability could be measured. Constitutional or
other major democratically accepted values were regarded as too vague to base specific
innovation decisions on. For research funding, grand challenges were considered acceptable by
several audiences.

Significant results
1. Mapping the European Commission's five RRI action points onto existing funding schemes in
the USA, China, India, Australia, Netherlands, Germany, South Africa and the UK showed that
ethics governance is the most widely accepted RRI action point globally, whilst societal
engagement is the least commonly practised.
RRI Action Points Globally
RRI criterion

Trust

Societal
engagement
Open access
Gender
equality
Research and
innovation
governance
Scientific
education
* limited

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

9

2. A peer‐reviewed international journal publication was an
additional outcome of the funder comparisons. It compared the
concept of RRI with the US National Science Foundation's
funding requirement of achieving "broader impacts" and
concluded: "While RRI seeks fundamental changes in the way
research is conducted, Broader Impacts is more concerned with peripheral aspects of research:
widening participation of disadvantaged groups, recruiting the next generation of scientists,
increasing the speed with which results are used, and so on." A response to this article has
already been published, see:
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11948-013-9501-0

3. In discussions with stakeholders at relevant events (see dissemination report), it became clear
that driving societal desirability through constitutional values has insufficient appeal. A
consensus did emerge, however, both amongst the group and at dissemination events, that
the grand challenges of humankind are a more suitable marker for societal desirability. As a
result, all relevant ProGReSS deliverables are now linked to grand challenges. Given that
constitutional values are specifically named in objective 3, we are also going to continue
testing their appeal as a measure for societal desirability. However, as an excellent Plan B for
our strategy for fostering the convergence of
regional innovation systems (objective 4), we will
continue to develop the possibility that grand
challenges of humankind are a more suitable tool.
Uclan (Schroeder, right) and SASI (Chennells)
on Global Ethics Panel at invite-only
Cambridge University Press event in Paris 2013
discussing societal desirability as part of RRI

Statement on the use of resources
Partner
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Partner Name
UCLan
CSSC
Tecnalia
EA
IWEP
IIT
CSU/CAPPE
UCT
SASI
RIS
Total PMs RP1

WP3
3.51
0
1
2.72
11.21
1.12
0.76
0.77
0
11
32.09

This WP has been over‐used by (1.30) person
months.
51.32 person months were budgeted for WP3
for the entire duration of the project. 60% use
of person months were expected in the first
Reporting Period. Hence, 30.79 should have
been used, but 32.09 were.
WP3 is the heart of the ProGReSS proposal, as it
contains the major fact finding mission in the
USA, China, India, Australia, Germany, South
Africa and the UK (plus Japan through a sub‐
contract).
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After realising how little RRI (not only verbatim, but in spirit) is known in the non‐European
countries that are part of the consortium, the Consortium decided to add an additional task to
Deliverable 3.1, namely mapping the EC's 5 RRI action points onto funder requirements in the
respective countries. This additional work was necessary (and undertaken in the USA, China, India,
Australia, Germany, South Africa and the UK) to move the project closer to realising the
deliverables from WP7, the convergence roadmap. Without this work, we would have had no
"handle" on possible convergence areas globally.

WP4: Outreach
To ensure that industry and end‐user views are taken into account in the
convergence roadmap.

A summary of progress towards objectives and details for each task
In this period, four tasks had to be (and were) delivered:
1. Identify and collect mission statements and best
practice examples from industry focusing on the
societal desirability of research and innovation by a
collation of material from the public domain and one‐
to‐one meetings.
See Deliverable 4.1, which presents mission statements of
companies that were selected for their delivery of
products and services linkable to Grand Challenges as
collected in the Lund Declaration.
Graphics summarizing 4.1 Examples

2. Identify common and differentiating
factors behind the best practice
examples collected and their relationship
to Corporate Social Responsibility, in
particular the UN Global Compact.
See Deliverable 4.1, which shows that the
UN Global Compact does not align with RRI
as defined by von Schomberg, as any
reference to societal desirability is missing.
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3. Identify and report on specific and potential drivers
that leverage RRI acceptance among industries,
through the analysis of existing recommendations
and guidelines in business ethics and corporate
social responsibility and the newer concept of
"shared values" (TRI and Uclan).
See Deliverable 4.2, which ambitiously brings together
the topics of end‐user engagement in industry, and
end‐user engagement of marginalized developing
country populations.

Sceletium cultivation
(first significant co-innovation between industry
and vulnerable populations in South Africa)

4. Provide the network with direct information from
an end‐user organisation, and additional points of
reference, by collecting feedback from the test‐case
end‐users’ organisation present in the consortium.
The end‐user organisation represented within
ProGReSS (SASI) is an NGO working on behalf of a highly
marginalised indigenous population. Its input into the
project has been formalized in Deliverable 4.2, based
on, i) a highly successful engagement workshop in the
Kalahari, co‐sponsored by the South African
Department of Science and Technology (full, illustrated
minutes are available at:

Traditional San Leader Andries Steenkamp
summarizing with Leana Snyders what the San
community expects when engaging with industry

http://www.progressproject.eu/news/1632-san-knowledge-andinnovation-minutes-of-the-kimberley-workshop/ and ii)

presentations made at a plenary meeting in Beijing.

One of the biggest achievements of ProGReSS could not have been foreseen by the grant
agreement and required deep insights into South African innovation systems and close
collaboration with local stakeholders, who were drawn into serious engagement with the project
as a result. To cover task 4 and the associated milestone (the workshop in the Kalahari), the
ProGReSS team debated for a considerable time over which workshop focus would relate best to
RRI in the context of South Africa, whilst simultaneously serving the innovation interests of the
marginalised San community, in line with our efforts to adopt elements of "inclusive innovation"
into a global RRI concept.
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It was finally decided that one of the main topics at the workshop would be engagement with the
new National Recordal System of the Department of Science and Technology (DST). NIKMAS (the
National Indigenous Knowledge Management System) was launched by the South African
government in May 2013 (https://nrs.dst.gov.za/nikmas/) and whilst the San community in
Southern Africa holds significant indigenous knowledge, no significant engagement with the
government had taken place at the time. ProGReSS partners UCT and SASI started to engage with
the DST, which eventually co‐funded the workshop.
Details of the discussions can be found in the minutes, referred to above. However, the significant
development is that during the ProGReSS workshop in March 2014, the DST explained and
presented Nikmas to the San, who in turn shared their recent efforts to protect and use their
traditional knowledge to assist modern innovation. In the words of SASI's lawyer, partner in
ProGReSS:
Resulting from the excellent exchange of information that occurred, an exciting new
development has now taken place. The DST has chosen ProGReSS partner SASI, in
conjunction with two San representative organizations, (SA San Council and Khomsodev) to
host the entire National Indigenous Knowledge Management System (NIKMAS) in the
Northern Cape, the province in which the San as well as many other indigenous
communities live. This decision not only provides these San organizations with a three year
government project focused on the effective protection of traditional knowledge, but will
strongly support San attempts to utilize their knowledge to further innovation in the fields
of medicinal products.
Further engagement with the DST will take place at a follow‐up workshop in South Africa in early
September 2014. We take this achievement as an illustration of global RRI in practice, namely a
successful attempt at inclusive innovation, where a marginalised community will be trained to
record their traditional knowledge, which in turn may be used for innovation (e.g. medicine,
cosmetics, natural remedies), in close collaboration with the community and taking note of benefit
sharing requirements.
The same workshop was used to debate SASI’s standard research contract , which specifies how
SASI want to engage with industry. Due to the input received at the workshop, especially from
external speakers (e.g. Dr Vinesh Maharaj from the University of Pretoria), SASI are currently
revising this.
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Significant results
1. Using grand challenges to systematically analyse societal desirability efforts in industry
helped us produce a deliverable, which included six enlightening case studies, each
mapped onto a grand challenge, as included in the Lund Declaration. Based on the work
undertaken with our industry partner Tecnalia, we arrived at the following three
reflections:
a. responsible innovation linked to the Grand Challenges can open new market
opportunities and ensure profitability.
b. proving that ethically acceptable, sustainable and societally desirable innovation
can be profitable is important in order to encourage more investment—reliable and
transparent impact assessment procedures, standardized across all regions, are
crucial to this.
c. collective action is necessary for responsible innovation to take place and all actors
must take collective responsibility for research and innovation outcomes.
2. A manifesto by South African San representatives, included in Deliverable 4.2, which
expressed how they expect to be treated by collaborating industry partners made nine
points, amongst them:
 Acknowledge the San as Traditional Knowledge holders.
 Form a longer term partnership with the community.
 Provide annual progress reports on existing collaborations.
3. With support from projects like ProGReSS, marginalised communities can be helped to
input into the innovation process successfully, as the government contract provided to
record traditional knowledge (described above) shows.
Statement on the use of resources
highlighting and explaining deviations between actual and planned person‐months per work package and per
beneficiary in Annex 1 (Description of Work);

Partner
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Partner Name
UCLan
CSSC
Tecnalia
EA
IWEP
IIT
CSU/CAPPE
UCT
SASI
RIS
Total PMs RP1

WP4
1.81
0
10.00
0
0
0.62
0
0.77
15.56
0
28.76

This WP has been over‐used by (7.48) person
months.
47.30 person months were budgeted for WP4
for the entire duration of the project. 45% use
of person months were expected in the first
Reporting Period. Hence, 21.29 should have
been used, but 28.76 were.
SASI's person months are 7.06 over the
budgeted amount for the following reasons:
Tasks were delegated to a new, less senior
colleague when the SASI Director changed roles
for family reasons.
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The new colleague (Leana Snyders) did very well on a much lower salary, but required 6.96 person
months, when 2 were budgeted (+4.96). However, Ms Snyder's additional work resulted in the
presentation of the San Manifesto in Beijing and its incorporation into Deliverable 4.2; thereby
providing in‐depth end‐user‐formulated guidance for industry. Ms Snyders also invested
considerable time in the organisation of the Kimberley/Kalahari workshop, which became more
time‐intensive than expected through the co‐sponsorship of the South African Department of
Science and Technology. However, this additional effort was well worth it, see also the significant
achievements above in relation to nikmas. Finally, 1.51 person months were not attributed by SASI
to WP6 (Dissemination) because it was difficult to distinguish Outreach from Dissemination
activities. In RP2, the latter will be used to achieve a better balance. Overall, SASI stayed within a
thousand euros of their budget, hence there are no budgetary concerns at all.

WP5: Case Studies
To provide input to deliberations from three case studies with practical relevance
for the notion of and the need for RRI

A summary of progress towards objectives and details for each task
In this period, three tasks had to be (and were) delivered and one task had to be part‐delivered
(with a draft deliverable):
1. Finalise the sub‐fields of the three case studies (nanotechnology,

synthetic biology and ICT) to be focused on throughout the project.
As anticipated, the sub‐fields of the individual case studies to be focused
on were presented at the kick‐off meeting in Paris and later agreed upon
as:
 Artemisinin (for synthetic biology)
 Nanotech sunscreen
 Ambient assisted living (for ICT)

Illustration used in 5.1
for nanotech sunscreen
example

2. Provide a briefing to the consortium on the individual case studies, including a short version
suitable for the general public and including the main ethical and risk‐related issues raised.
See Deliverable 5.1, which analyses two of the three RRI criteria used throughout ProGReSS
(ethical acceptability and sustainability) for each of the three case studies. The piece was written
as a briefing paper for the wider consortium and the general public. For this reason, significant
effort was made to write in a non‐technical manner and provide the information engagingly. The
following tables summarize the main outcomes of Deliverable 5.1.
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Table 1: Ethical acceptability
Synthetic biology
Nanotechnology










Health risks (biosafety
risks)
Misuse / dual use
(biosecurity risks)
Social justice
(multinationals, land
grab)
Challenge to the
concept of life
Sorcerer’s apprentice
/ “playing god”
argument, as a plea
for modesty




ICT



Health risks (nanoparticles)
Misuse / dual use (privacy,
autonomy risk, terrorist
misuse)
Distributive justice
(nanodivide)
Challenge to the concept of life
(human enhancement,
cyborgs)







Health risks
(electromagnetic
radiation, failure or
crashes in ICT
equipment)
Misuse / dual use
(violation of autonomy;
privacy and data
protection breaches)
Distributive justice
(access)
Societal dependence
on ICT
Challenge to the nature
of humanity (physical,
mental and emotional
enhancement)

Table 2: Sustainability
Synthetic biology

Nanotechnology

ICT










Interference with nature
(intended and unintended
release)
Environmental risks
(biosafety and biosecurity
risks)
Resource guardianship
(another pressure on
biomass)



Interference with nature
(nanoparticles, cyborg‐insects)
Environmental risks (nanoparticles)



Environmental pollution by
heavy metals in ICT
hardware waste
Increased energy
consumption for ICT
activity and data storage
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The Director of Biotechnology of the
European Patent Office in Munich, Dr
Siobhan Yeats, responded to the
report in an article published in our
newsletter.

3. Collaborate with funding case study providers to map RRI requirements against funder
requirements for obtaining research funds in case study fields.
During our fact‐finding mission, we realized that RRI is not sufficiently established in any country,
or within any funding organisation we looked at for such requirements to be available at the level
of individual disciplines. We were happy enough to map generic funding organisation
requirements onto the three RRI criteria, without drilling down to the level of case studies, which
was not possible, as there was no material.
As a result, we produced a matrix that provided an equally ambitious insight into the potential for
RRI to be delivered through funders, namely a matrix per country, which looked at ethical
acceptability, sustainability and societal desirability in terms of compliance, engagement and
research goals. The matrix and the report corresponds to Deliverable 5.2.

Ethical Acceptability
in premier funding
organisations globally

ARC

NSFC

DFG

DST

NRF

Wellcome
Trust

NSF

Compliance
Engagement
Goal3

3

The ARC and the DFG are bottom-up rather than call-issuing research funders, which explains
why they score X on the goal criterion in all three tables.
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Sustainability in
premier funding
organisations globally

ARC

NSFC

DFG

DST

NRF

Wellcome
Trust

NSF

NRF

Wellcome
Trust

NSF

Compliance
Engagement
Goal

Societal Desirability
in premier funding
organisations globally

ARC

NSFC

DFG

DST

Engagement
Goal
4. Collaborate with country representatives to map RRI requirements against government
requirements for undertaking research in case study fields.
A rough draft of Deliverable 5.3 will be available at the end of September 2014, as noted in the
grant agreement, but we are looking forward to making significant refinements.

Significant results
1. Major research funders do not use ‐ either explicitly or implicitly ‐ RRI requirements at
the level of technologies to drive research.
2. As already noted in WP3, societal engagement is highly underrepresented in funder
requirements.
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Statement on the use of resources
highlighting and explaining deviations between actual and planned person‐months per work package and per
beneficiary in Annex 1 (Description of Work);

Partner
Number
Partner Name
1
UCLan
2
CSSC
3
Tecnalia
4
EA
5
IWEP
6
IIT
7
CSU/CAPPE
8
UCT
9
SASI
10
RIS
Total Partner PMs by WP: RP1

This WP has been under‐used by 1.30 person
months.

WP5
1.26
0.10
4.05
6.00
0
1.12
1.8
0
0
0
14.33

35.39 person months were budgeted for WP5
for the entire duration of the project. 45% use
of person months were expected in the first
Reporting Period. Hence, 15.93 should have
been used, but 14.33 were.
A small deviation across all partners
accumulates to make up this small difference,
which will be used up for Deliverable 5.3.

WP6: Dissemination
To communicate widely the findings and outcomes of the project while allowing
stakeholders and policy makers to inject their perspective into the project.
A summary of progress towards objectives and details for each task
Our Deliverable 6.3 provides exactly the information needed here. For ease of reference, the main
summary, in table format, is reproduced here.
Table 1. WP6 Activities and Deliverables
Activity

Deliverable

Milestone

A6.0.1
A6.0.2

Description

Responsible

Deadline

Status

Dissemination Action Plan

CSSC

M09

Completed

Dissemination Log

CSSC

n.a.

Ongoing

A6.0.3

D6.3

1st Dissemination Report

CSSC‐UCLan

M18

Completed

A6.0.4

D6.5

2nd Dissemination Report

CSSC

M36

A6.1

Kick‐off meeting

UCLan

M03

Completed

A6.2.0

Project website (BETA)

CSSC

M06

Completed

A6.2.1

Project website (fully operational)

CSSC

M09

Completed

Project website report

CSSC

M09

Completed

Set‐up of Dissemination panel

CSSC

M05

Completed

Brochure

UCLan

M08

Completed

Press Centre

CSSC

M08

Completed

Stakeholder inventory template

CSSC

M07

Completed

CSSC

M08

Completed

A6.2.2

MS1

D6.1

A6.3
A6.4

MS2
D6.2

A6.5
A6.6
A6.7.1

MS4

st

Newsletter (1 issue)
st

A6.7.2

Internal Newsletter (1 issue)

CSSC

M08

Completed

A6.8

Wikipage

TRI

M12

Completed

A6.9.0

Social Media Mobilisation plan

CSSC

M06

Completed
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A6.9.1

Social Media Activity

CSSC

n.a.

Ongoing

A6.10

YouTube videos

UCLan

n.a.

Ongoing

Beijing Workshop

IWEP

M16

Completed

Student short story competition

UCLan

M33

WHO Conf.

UCLan

M28

3 High‐profile dissemination activities

UCLan

M36

Final Publishable Report

CSSC

M36

Brussels Conference

CSSC

M36

A6.11

MS6

A6.12
A6.13
A6.14

MS7
D6.4

A6.15
A6.16

MS11

Significant results
1. Our professionally printed brochure included endorsements of the project from US
professors unconnected to ProGReSS.
2. We succeeded in bringing an RRI Wikipedia page online.
3. 8 short video interviews were published on our Youtube channel.
4. We have 100 Twitter followers, which is a good number given that we have only been
tweeting about the project for about a year.
5. The global interest in our website is best shown graphically with blue representing visits.

6. One peer‐reviewed journal publication comparing RRI with "Broader impact" requirements
was published.
Statement on the use of resources
Partner
Number
Partner Name
1
UCLan
2
CSSC
3
Tecnalia
4
EA
5
IWEP
6
IIT
7
CSU/CAPPE
8
UCT
9
SASI
10
RIS
Total Partner PMs RP1

WP6
5.18
4.60
2.00
0
0
1.19
0
0.19
0
0
13.16

This WP has been under‐used by (4.67) person
months. 44.58 person months were budgeted
for WP5 for the entire duration of the project.
40% use of person months was expected in the
first Reporting Period. Hence, 17.83 should
have been used, and only 13.16 were.
CSSC, the partner we lost, under‐used their
budget by 1.71.
A better system for aligning PMs closer with the
budget will be instituted by the Co‐ordinator for
RP2.
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WP7: Convergence Roadmap
To develop a strategy for fostering the convergence of regional innovation
systems at the global level.

A summary of progress towards objectives and details for each task
In this period, no specific tasks had to be delivered. As was noted in the financial section of WP3,
we extended the fact‐finding mission for Deliverable 3.1 to enable a better match with later
deliverables in WP7. However, this activity was logged in WP3.
As an early part of the convergence roadmap are collaborations with other RRI projects, the
activities which were logged in WP7 were all collaborations with the Go5 Team (Responsibility,
Res‐Agora, Great, Responsible Industry). For instance, IIT delivered seven glossary entries for
GREAT. Likewise CSSC (no longer part of the consortium) recorded activities about discussions for
a sustainable RRI platform under WP7, given that they were responsible for the ProGReSS
dissemination platform.

Significant results
Not applicable.

Statement on the use of resources
highlighting and explaining deviations between actual and planned person‐months per work package and per
beneficiary in Annex 1 (Description of Work);

Partner
Number
Partner Name
1
UCLan
2
CSSC
3
Tecnalia
4
EA
5
IWEP
6
IIT
7
CSU/CAPPE
8
UCT
9
SASI
10
RIS
Total Partner PMs RP1

This WP has been under‐used by 1.10 person
months. This under‐spent will be used in RP2.
WP7
0.09
0.00
0
0
0
0.50
0
0
0
0
1.10
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Project management during the period
Please use this section to summarise management of the consortium activities during the period.
Management tasks are indicated in Articles II.2.3 and Article II.16.5 of the Grant Agreement.
Consortium management tasks and achievements
The main management tasks were divided into 7:
1. Organise internal sessions of all plenary meetings
In ProGReSS, we pride ourselves on our
plenary sessions. They are much more
than the meeting of the consortium
discussing work package tasks and
deliverables.
We held our kick‐off meeting at
UNESCO, and our second plenary at
the Chinese Academy of Social
Sciences. Our meetings are full
conferences with an added half day for
Time sheet check meeting, Beijing
internal project management matters.
However, important internal topics are discussed during specifically tabled meetings. For instance,
in Beijing a "Time sheet check" meeting was scheduled.
2. Take responsibility for the overall programme of the project
It is working very well for the Co‐ordinator to steer the whole project, but this is reliant on partner
beneficiaries taking the initiative to support ProGReSS. For instance, since visiting a "Broader
Impacts" conference in the US, Michael Davis from IIT is the most reliable producer of information
on developments around measuring research impact. Rachel Wynberg (UCT) and Roger Chennells
(SASI) have managed to link our activities to ongoing policy work in South Africa, which means that
we have the attention of policy‐makers from two different departments (Science and Technology
and Environmental Affairs) for our work.
3. Produce detailed timetables for the project
A timetable produced by UCLan is below for one deliverable, taken as an example.
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4. Ensure that all milestones are reached and deliverables achieved
This group has been very easy to manage. Everybody is highly committed to the project and we
are all trying to contribute and create a more global perspective on RRI; a perspective that does
not focus solely on the aspect of making new technologies more acceptable to the public. Trying
to include elements of "inclusive innovation" into RRI is a mission that the group rallies behind
quite easily. All milestones and deliverables were reached.
5. Liaise with the European Commission
We would like to thank Dr Fabbri for her
efforts and creativity in developing
collaboration between the ongoing RRI
projects. Especially the early meeting in
Brussels (September 2013, see picture of first
five co‐ordinators to the right) was very
effective. It also gave us an opportunity to
produce short video interviews to have
activity on our YouTube channel.
6. Administer the project's finances
All activities went according to plan, with one exception, which was solved as follows.
SASI, our NGO partner in South Africa, is not as well financed as university or government partners
(e.g. India) in ProGReSS. The initial pre‐financing payment to the Consortium by the European
Commission was 30% of the total grant. As SASI does not have money to advance for project
activities pending the interim grant payment, UCLan and the Consortium agreed a transfer of
financial responsibilities, without any transfer of work loads or person months. UCLan will fund the
two small workshops in September 2014 on SASI's behalf and deduct the funds from SASI's budget
once the next instalment arrives. This approach was agreed by all. Further efforts will have to be
made now that the project review will only take place in February 2015.
7. Ensure smooth internal and external communication flow, especially with external advisors
All external advisors are actively involved in ProGReSS, with two exceptions due to work load. Tom
MacMillan was replaced at the MontFleur workshop in South Africa (September 2014) by Patrick
Mulvany from the UK Food Ethics Council. Their input is highly comparable, but Tom stays in touch
with the project by email. Doris plans a personal meeting with Prof. Klaus Leisinger for the second
half of the project.
Problems which have occurred and how they were solved or envisaged solutions
Only one major problem occurred in the first reporting period, namely the withdrawal of CSSC
from the Consortium. On 14 February 2014, the participation of CSSC was terminated after a
request from CSSC's Director to withdraw. The company went into voluntary liquidation.
Discussions with an alternative French partner were started swiftly, but fell through
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(http://www.vitamib.com/). With the agreement of the consortium, it was then suggested to the
European Commission that UCLan take over CSSC's responsibilities. An amendment was drawn up,
signed and agreed and a new member of staff joined UCLan for the leadership of WP5 (Dr
Francesca Cavallaro).
A small number of minor problems where dealt with as follows:
1. The brochures held by our dissemination work package leader CSSC were destroyed when
the offices of CSSC were handed over to the liquidator. Remaining funds in the brochure
sub‐contract were used to re‐order the brochure, but Uclan had to fund part of it
themselves, as the sub‐contract had not been sufficient for this unexpected eventuality.
2. The website, which used to be hosted by CSSC, is now hosted by an external agent for free
given various difficulties of hosting it at Uclan. It is fully functional and the change‐over
from CSSC was handled smoothly. An existing, unused sub‐contract for web services was
used to pay for the services of CSSC's original web designer to facilitate the hand‐over and
make the necessary arrangements.
Changes in the consortium, if any
As noted above, the main problem in the first period was the unfortunate loss of CSSC as a partner.
List of project meetings, dates and venues
The following is extracted from our Deliverable 6.3.
PROGRESS KICK OFF MEETING
Date: March 20‐22, 2013.
Venue: UNESCO Headquarters, Paris, France.
Main Topics:
The ProGReSS project Kick‐off Meeting introduced the
project’s aim to link existing international networks of RRI
from all continents with European partners and policy‐
makers,
policy‐advisors,
funders,
industry
and
nongovernmental organisations (NGOs), and to foster
interactive discussions with relevant societal actors as well
as innovators. Partners and advisors covering all major
innovation regions (Europe, US, China, Japan, India, Australia and South Africa) participated in the meeting.
The first day of the meeting was open to UNESCO government delegations, and project partners and guest
speakers addressed topics related to the societal challenges of research and innovation. The second day
was chiefly devoted to workshops around project activities, while the third day concentrated on the global
outreach and leverage sought by the ProGReSS.
Dissemination:
Press release published at: http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/SHS/pdf/Concept‐
Note_ProGReSS_2013.pdf
Agenda of the meeting accessible at:

24
http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/SHS/pdf/Agenda_ProGReSS_2013.pdf
Meeting minutes available at ProGReSS webpage:
http://www.progressproject.eu/news/699‐progress‐kick‐off‐meeting‐minutes/

SAN KNOWLEDGE AND INNOVATION
Date: March 19‐20, 2014.
Venue: Kalahari Lodge, Kimberley, South Africa
Main topics:
The overall aim of the workshop was to provide the ProGReSS
network with direct information from an end user
organisation on how a highly marginalised community (the
San) is and can be involved in innovation. The main topics at
the workshop were:
 mechanisms to ensure ethical acceptability of research
through a research contract (given the lack of ethics
committee oversight in the San community);
 the use of databases to protect traditional knowledge from unethical use, and
 a case study of engagement between indigenous peoples and product developers in the development
of a natural remedy/botanical.
Dissemination4:
Meeting minutes, in English as well as in Afrikaans, and attendance register are available at the ProGReSS
webpage: http://www.progressproject.eu/news/1632‐san‐knowledge‐and‐innovation‐minutes‐of‐the‐
kimberley‐workshop/

REACHING ALL SECTORS OF SOCIETY WITH RRI: GLOBAL INCLUSIVE INNOVATION
Date: May 13‐14, 2014.
Venue: IWEP, Beijing, China.
Main topics:
Hosted by ProGReSS partner IWEP (the Institute of
World Economics and Politics), this international
workshop on RRI with and for society brought
together researchers and experts from across the
world to discuss and share new ideas and insights into
the concept of Global Inclusive Innovation. Pressing
societal issues like ageing in developed countries
were widely discussed alongside gender equality, and
pro‐poor innovation.
Dissemination:
Meeting minutes, pending final revision, will be soon made available on the ProGReSS webpage.
Press release published at:
http://www.iwep.org.cn/news/731488.htm
4

A continuation of this workshop will take place on September 1, 2014, at the !Khwa tthu San Education and Culture
Centre, in South Africa. More information about the event can be found at:
http://www.progressproject.eu/category/news/
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Beijing workshop, screenshot of the press release
featuring Dr YAO Zhizhong, Deputy Director of IWEP, Chinese
Academy of Social Sciences.

Project planning and status
All future deliverables and milestones are currently on schedule. For the second half of the
project, we have a range of exciting activities, which were started in the first half, but not yet
described.
1. We started collaborating with the medical journalist, psychiatrist and
medical doctor Miriam Shuchman (see right) on show‐casing
responsible co‐innovation between industry and vulnerable
populations. Miriam writes commissioned pieces for Nature, the New
York Times etc. Doris Schroeder and Miriam talked to a range of
people involved with innovating responsibly in South Africa and the
plan is to produce a high‐profile publication, with a wide reach.
Miriam is currently writing urgent commissioned pieces for a range of journals on the Ebola
virus and our collaboration has therefore been delayed.
 As foreseen in the grant agreement, we are using film and video to support our outreach
and our dissemination work package. The two main short documentaries from 2014 have
already been shot, but it will take a while to edit them. The first film was shot at ESOF2014,
the second in various locations in South Africa to capture the responsible co‐innovation of
products featuring the medicinal buchu plant, which is now also being used in the cosmetics
industry. To feedback to our partners (and all who were filmed, especially amongst
vulnerable populations), the film will be shown in the new "academic arena" of the Kalahari
desert festival (http://www.kalaharidesertfestival.org), especially set up for ProGReSS.

Filming at ESOF, June 2014, 5 RRI project co-ordinators (left),
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Filming in South Africa, September 201;, Buchu farmer (left), Buchu traditional knowlege holder (right)

 UCLan (the Co‐ordinator's university) is leading the UK in terms of end‐user involvement in
university research in health and social care. The "Comensus" program of end‐user
engagement celebrated its 10th birthday this year and since long‐standing public
engagement programs at universities are rare, it was decided during the amendment
negotiations that an additional case study should be written up for use in the Responsibility
Observatory. A template was agreed between the Responsible Industry project and
ProGReSS, which will also be used for the Comensus case study.
CASE STUDY TEMPLATE





Executive Summary
Field of Research or Industry
Event or Activity
Why does it fall under Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI)?
 Definition of RRI from European Commission

RRI is an inclusive approach to research and innovation (R&I), to ensure that societal actors
work together during the whole research and innovation process. It aims to better align both
the process and outcomes of R&I, with the values, needs and expectations of European
society.
In general terms, RRI implies anticipating and assessing potential implications and societal
expectations with regard to research and innovation. In practice, RRI consists of designing and
implementing R&I policy that will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

engage society more broadly in its research and innovation activities,
increase access to scientific results,
ensure gender equality, in both the research process and research content,
take into account the ethical dimension, and
promote formal and informal science education.





Examples of engagement activities
Any impact achieved?
Lessons learned

Appendix: Relevance to the five RRI Horizon 2020 actions lines (see above)
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Impact of possible deviations from the planned milestones and deliverables, if any
None
Any changes to the legal status of any of the beneficiaries
None
Development of the Project website, if applicable
For full details see our Deliverable 6.3.
Communication between beneficiaries, possible co-operation with other
projects/programmes etc.
The number of plenary teleconferences has been reduced considerably from the initial estimate,
due to the time zone differences. To involve Chicago and Canberra in one telecall has proved
impossible, even though our colleagues very graciously agreed to join us at unusual times (e.g.
7.00 in the morning for Chicago and 22.00 for Canberra) to discuss urgent matters, e.g. the above
transfer of funds between SASI and UCLan. More communication is now being undertaken by
email, which everybody can access at their convenience. In addition, the Co‐ordinator has
undertaken more one‐to‐one telecalls with partners than envisaged.
Statement on the use of resources, WORK PACKAGE 1, MANAGEMENT
highlighting and explaining deviations between actual and planned person‐months per work package and per
beneficiary in Annex 1 (Description of Work);

Partner
Number
Partner Name
1
UCLan
2
CSSC
3
Tecnalia
4
EA
5
IWEP
6
IIT
7
CSU/CAPPE
8
UCT
9
SASI
10
RIS
Total Partner PMs by WP: RP1

WP1
5.77
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5.77

This WP has been under‐used by 0.45 person
months.
The person months saved will be used by Uclan
to add an additional time sheet check on WP
adherence in RP2, to ensure that the person
months are directed more closely to the
planned budget, wherever possible (e.g. to
balance deviations between Outreach and
Dissemination).

