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WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION TO THE CONFERENCE
1 

 
T. MAKELA. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION TO THE CONFERENCE 
 
Mr Makela presented the LIFE programme and explained the objectives of this conference, in the context of 
a Green Week dedicated to the promotion of resource efficiency. The conference aims to discuss the future 
of the LIFE programme between stakeholders of the programme and decision-makers in the EU institutions, 
at a moment of intense discussions in the EU institutions on the EU’s budget for years to come.  
 
Mr Makela pointed out that more applications for funding are received every year (615 in 2009 ad 749 in 
2010). The review of the LIFE programme shows that it is achieving its objectives, that it is an essential 
instrument for the implementation of EU environmental policy and legislation, that it is performing well and 
that its added value is significant. 
 
Figures on the LIFE programme presented by Mr Makela. 
 
Created:     1992 
Total number of projects funded 3 300 
LIFE Budget (2007- 2014)  € 2 143 billion 
Of which action grants 78% 
Operating grants and policy development 22% 
Applications 2009  million 
requested) 

615 (€ 689) 

Applications 2010   749 (€ 881 million requested) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Summaries of discussions in these proceedings aim to reflect the debate that took place at the conference. Ideas are 
generally not attributed to individual speakers and statements do not necessarily reflect a consensus. When there was 
an explicit disagreement between participants, this is noted in the text. Ideas that belong together are grouped together, 
even though this may not have been the actual sequence in the discussion. 
 
Various recommendations made by participants have been highlighted at the beginning of each session report. Although 
most of these were discussed, no consensus was sought, so that these recommendations should not be understood as 
policy options, nor conference conclusions. However, votes were taken on specific issues; the result of these votes are 
summarized in tables at the end of each section, where + means "I agree", - means "I disagree" and o means " I do not 
agree nor disagree" 
 
Readers are encouraged to refer to the conference web site for more detailed information and in particular to access 
speakers’ presentations and biographies as well as briefings on each of the five sessions and photos of the conference. 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/news/events/lifeconf_env/index.html 
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SESSION 1. Environment policy on the ground. 
 
Purpose of the session: to assess the contribution of the LIFE programme in the implementation of EU 
environmental policy. 
 
Programme 

 Keynote speaker: Peter Wessman, Legal Coordinator, DG ENV Unit C.2 - Sustainable Waste 
Management Policies 

 Discussant: Prof. Dr. Karl-Ulrich Rudolph, Private University of Witten-Herdecke 
Panellists: 
 Margareta Stubenrauch, Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water 

Management, Austria 
 Mohend Mahouche, Mediterranean Manager, WWF France 
 Elena Jiménez, Jefe de I&D. Area de Desarrollo Tecnológico, CESPA (Grupo Ferrovial) 
 Prof. Serkos Haroutounian, Agricultural University of Athens - Chemistry Laboratory 

 
Keynote speaker and discussant 
 
Keynote speaker Peter Wessman introduced the topic and focused on LIFE’s record in the field of waste 
policy. Prof. Rudolph, who spoke after him, discussed on water policy and on climate change.  
 
LIFE projects are fairly representative of EU environmental policy areas. With 28% of LIFE projects dealing 
with waste policy and 23% with water policy however, these two areas are especially relevant to the LIFE 
programme. The presentation was largely inspired from a recent survey of all waste projects funded by the 
LIFE programme2. 
 
Mr Wessman drew the following conclusions based on projects in the waste sector. 
 

o LIFE projects have given a very strong support to the implementation of the Waste Framework 
Directive.  

o Most projects studied were not exclusively waste projects, but also related to one or more other 
policy fields. 

o Of the different objectives of the Waste Framework Directive, most LIFE projects focused on 
promoting waste prevention or on recycling; they also deal with the handling of hazardous waste. 
Projects contributed to promoting the principles of the Directive’s waste hierarchy (prevention, reuse, 
recycling, recovery and disposal).  

o The vast majority of projects were technological (as opposed to awareness raising and capacity 
building for instance) 

o Finally, project impacts tend to be primarily local. 
 
Discussant Karl-Ulrich Rudolph drew conclusions from a similar examination of water-related projects (a 
total of 251 projects between 1996 and 2006). 
 
This study confirms that water projects very much contribute to water legislation (of which the Water 
Framework Directive is the centerpiece) and that their impact is also primarily local. He added that water 
projects tend to be innovative and that many of these projects aimed at demonstrating new approaches or 
technologies. 
 
He noted that it is very difficult to quantify the overall contribution of LIFE projects to water policy as there is 
no indicator that could be applied to all projects. He emphasized that a ‘water footprint’ would be a 
meaningless indicator at European level as water supply and quality varies according to location. 

                                                 
2 Eva Röben, Contribution of LIFE ENV/INF projects to the implementation, dissemination and further development of 
EU environmental policies and legislation, focusing in particular on resource efficiency - Pilot Study on Waste. 
Astrale/European Commission, 2011. 
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It is important to note, finally, that many projects led to a wider impact only after they formally ended. 
 
Although the number of projects in the climate change category has increased dramatically in recent years, 
there already were in fact a significant number of climate change projects in the past, but they were counted 
under different categories. 
 
Typically, climate change projects do not aim for a direct, local environmental impact; rather, they aim to 
develop methods which, when applied widely, help reduce emissions or tackle the effects of climate change. 
The impact of these projects can therefore be difficult to assess. Projects are furthermore essentially 
demonstration projects, and their effectiveness very much depends on replication and dissemination. 
Behavioural change is very important in this type of project. 

Overall conclusions, common to both speakers: 
 

 All policy fields of relevance are covered by the LIFE projects 
 LIFE is a valuable programme to implement the EU Law 

 
Discussion 
 
Implementing environmental policy. Participants were generally positive regarding the contribution of the 
LIFE programme to environmental policy implementation. Indeed, the programme has provided value to 
policies even in areas where there was no legislation at the time. Some projects even helped develop and 
promote a wider adoption of reference standards.  

Project design and selection. The impact of the programme depends in part on the quality and relevance 
of projects selected. One suggestion in this regard was to focus more consistently on environmentally 
relevant criteria, such as the quantity of waste a project will help recycle, or the quantity of pollution avoided. 
Others objected that this is already required, but does not necessarily generate data which can be 
consolidated at programme level and help measure LIFE’s contribution to policy implementation.  
 
Another person suggested that, to ensure that all projects are either innovative or at least at the cutting edge, 
all applicants should be asked to demonstrate that their project is at least as good as any existing alternative. 
 
One participant argued that while discussions aimed at improving the programme’s effectiveness and impact 
were welcome, the programme is very efficient and is monitored more closely than any other EU funding 
programme. Its current shortcomings relate less to its design than to the very small amount of funding 
available. The actual amount of money available for environmental funding is therefore a key issue. 
 
Local vs EU level. One participant evoked the discussion regarding the management of the LIFE 
programme and suggested this should remain the Commission’s responsibility. Others suggested that the 
current system of national indicative allocations should be abolished in order to simplify the selection 
procedure and selection to focus on projects qualities rather than on their nationality.  
 
Projects are usually national or local by nature, a result of their having to rely on national co-funding. There 
should be thinking to allow a more effective combination of LIFE funding with various national funding 
sources (see also session 4). 
 
Dissemination of results (see also session 3).  Visibility, dissemination and replication of projects is 
particularly important to ensure that the project has an impact. There is indeed a view that while most 
projects are indeed essentially local, they can acquire an EU-wide relevance if they help inspire similar 
initiatives elsewhere in Europe. Good projects are “shining examples” and bring different 
stakeholders/authorities to work together for greater impact for policy implementation. 

SMEs do not always have the resources or interest for much dissemination work. It was suggested to apply 
different rules for dissemination. In the future, LIFE could possibly apply a different co-funding rate for 
dissemination activities or provide additional support for dissemination after the end of the project. Some 
participants suggested that projects should be designed to end only once dissemination has ended. Current 
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after-LIFE plans are not sufficiently ambitious from this point of view. It is worth noting that while 
dissemination is a low priority for many SMEs and other companies, who focus more on marketing, it is 
generally of considerable importance to NGOs3. 
 
A system should be introduced requiring projects to submit to the Commission information regarding the 
achievements of a LIFE project even some time after EC support has ended. 

Prioritizing: an open or a focussed programme? This discussion involves comparing the merits of the 
bottom up approach, in which the LIFE programme merely chooses the best projects submitted regardless of 
field of policy, and those of a more focussed approach, in which the Commission would aim to concentrate 
funding in a small number of selected policy areas. One suggestion was to focus the LIFE ENV program on 
several themes for 3 years or so before changing the focus. 
 
The main advantage of the (currently applied) bottom-up approach is that projects submitted help the EC 
Units keep in touch with developments in the field. If the EC determined policy priorities, it might not be 
able to react to changes in the nature of environmental problems. Beneficiaries/applicants generally 
appreciate the flexibility of the current system.  

 
On the other hand, a more focussed approach, with more easily comparable projects, would allow an easier 
assessment of the programme as a whole. However, the time lag between the selection of LIFE priorities 
and the collection of project results would be considerable, reducing the information’s usability. A 
combination between the ‘bottom-up’ and the ‘focussed’ may thus be required. 

 
 
 

                                                 
3 By contrast, both NGOs and SMEs may find it difficult to overcome administrative obstacles, including the requirement 
for a bank guarantee. 
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SESSION 2. NEW SOLUTIONS TO ENVIRONMENTAL CHALLENGES IN THE PUBLIC AND THE PRIVATE SECTORS. 
 

 Purpose of the session: to discuss how LIFE can encourage more innovative projects in the 
future. 

 
Programme 
 

 Keynote speaker: Günter Lanz, CEO, Gemeinnützige Umwelthaus GmbH, Frankfurt Airport, 
Germany; formerly LIFE contact point for German Länder 

 Discussant: Julia Georgi, LIFE+ national contact point Greece, Ministry for the Environment, Energy 
and Climate Change, Directorate-General for the Environment, Air Pollution and Noise Control 
Division.  

Panellists: 
 Denis Sarigiannis, Associate Professor, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki 
 Nicole Kerkhof-Damen, Netherlands Agency, Ministry of Economic Affairs, Agriculture and 

Innovation4  
 Richard Lord, Reader in Environmental Geochemistry & Sustainability, Teesside University 
 Anne Louise Friedrichsen, Deputy Head of Unit, European Commission DG ENV Unit E.4 - LIFE 

Environment and Eco-Innovation 
 
Keynote speaker and discussant 
 
Keynote speaker: Thomas Mayer, standing in for Mr Lanz. LIFE+ ENV supports one phase in the 
innovation cycle, between basic research and the diffusion of new methods or technologies. Other EU 
programmes support different phases in the cycle. LIFE grants have increased in size and gone down in 
numbers since LIFE III. They cover the full diversity of policy areas, with notable evolutions in the sectors 
covered over the years. 
 
Different types of innovation should be distinguished in the context of the LIFE programme. Strict innovation 
involves changes in the production of products or services, while broad innovation would also cover 
management or business methods. Strict innovation requires the involvement of the private sector. This is 
significant: in “old” EU member states LIFE is the main source of public funding for the pilot testing of new 
technologies. 
 
Considering the significant investment that a LIFE application requires, the current rate of success of 
applicants (42% on average) and the general success record of LIFE projects, what could be done to further 
promote innovation through the LIFE programme? Suggestions: 
 

o Allowing follow-on applications for promising technologies may help. 
o Private sector applicants should be attracted in greater numbers through clearer labeling and 

communication so that LIFE is clearly perceived as a programme supporting eco-innovation. 
o Various suggestions related to the selection procedure and to the financial management of projects 

(e.g. faster payments and reducing the paperwork) 
o The use of business intelligence, among other tools, was also proposed n order to help select the 

most promising innovative projects. 
 

Discussant: Julia Georgi. Without a doubt, the involvement of the private sector is essential to foster 
innovation. There probably is room for improvement when it comes to attracting and selecting more 
innovative projects. We may need to be more precise in our definition of innovation: for instance, are we 
talking of innovation at national, European or global level? At the very least, those designing projects should 
make sure they do not repeat another LIFE project. 
 
It may be good to maintain some international dimension to the LIFE programme: some involvement of third 
countries (i.e. non-EU countries) in the future would help bring in their contribution as well. Finally, 

                                                 
4 Replaced Mr Martin Lohss, Member of Managing Board, Skysails GmbH & Co KG, Hamburg 
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sustainability is crucial to any innovative LIFE project – without sustainability the innovation will be lost. LIFE 
should avoid supporting projects whose activities cannot continue. 
 
Summary of the discussion 
 
Programme design and attracting the private sector. Several interventions concurred with the keynote 
speaker that LIFE should do more to attract innovative projects, and the private sector in particular. One 
academic insisted that universities are also a key part of the innovation cycle. Calls for proposals could be 
more clearly targeted to the private sector and more clearly express their expectations regarding innovation. 
Some argued that more should be done to advertise the LIFE programme itself and that more LIFE funding 
should be made available. Private sector beneficiaries may also lack the know-how to submit LIFE 
applications and should be supported by trade associations and other support structures. 
 
Conditions of co-funding. Part of the discussion revolved around co-funding rates. Mr. Lord for instance 
argued that the level of co-funding was an obstacle for SMEs seeking to develop truly innovative projects; 
the first scale up of an innovation can be prohibitively expensive.  Mrs Friedrichsen questioned whether this 
is discouraging SME applicants. In fact, the co-funding rate has already increased from 30 to 50% in LIFE+. 
The length of the selection procedure as well as the slow payment of subsidies seem to be more of a 
problem than the rate of co-funding. One suggestion to help shorten the cycle was to allow the period during 
which expenses are eligible to start before the Commission the subsidy contract is signed.  
 
At the same time, more flexibility in combining different funds- including different EU funds- may produce 
favourable results. The issue of complementarity with cohesion and other funds was also raised (and is 
discussed in greater detail in session 4). 
 
Project design. Projects should include a business plan, when relevant, at least at mid-term evaluation 
stage. This should help ensure that the project is able to continue once EC support ends. When it comes to 
technological innovation at least, beneficiaries should ask themselves whether there is a market for their 
technology – though that question may be difficult to answer from the outset. On a similar note, applicants 
should, quite simply, be realistic in the objectives they set for the LIFE projects.  
 
Projects to be encouraged in particular would include those whose innovation can be transferred to other 
branches or sectors – as this would increase impact. At the same time, we are also confronted with the 
reluctance on the part of some innovators to contribute to disseminating an innovation which they consider a 
comparative advantage and do not want competitors to take up too soon. This problem can be overcome 
however as companies are not required to share the specifics of their innovation. 
  
Definition of innovation. The discussant initiated a debate on the definition of innovation, and some 
participants concurred that a clearer definition might help. Another suggested that one practical solution 
would be to request applicants to demonstrate the innovative character of their project, on their own terms, 
when they submit their application. Another participant argued that if a technology is already on the market, 
then the project should not be considered innovative. On the other hand, the national context may also need 
to be taken into account: what is innovative in one country may not be in another. 
 
The EU dimension. One participant argued that transnational projects are an advantage for the programme 
and beneficiaries should make an effort in that respect. Others disagreed and insisted it depended on the 
project. 
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MR. CHRISTOPHE BOUVIER: UNEP REGIONAL DIRECTOR FOR  EUROPE 
 
We are approaching not only 20 year of LIFE programme but also 20 years after Rio: The hope is that the 
discussions will involve also new ways of considering GDP, including also ecosystem services. The 
expenses of EU MSs for the environment went from 0.5% of GDP in the 90s to the 0.3% at present. In order 
to protect EU environment we need not only regulation but also adequate funding.  
UNEP publication on the Economics of Ecosystem services provide many examples of the value of our 
ecosystems.  
 
In the future LIFE could adopt an ecosystemic approach (for example look at the Adriatic and work on all the 
countries bordering on it). In order to do this, Europe would need to work in collaboration with accession 
countries and third countries.  
 
SESSION 3. THE MULTIPLIER EFFECT: HOW GOOD SOLUTIONS SPREAD.  
 
Purpose of the session 

 
 Highlight how effective LIFE projects are in terms of long-term sustainability, replication and transfer 

within and between an industry or a sector and within and across borders. 
 Identify best practice examples as well as the main drivers and most appropriate mechanisms of 

replication, transfer and sustainability that can serve as direct inputs towards future implementation 
of the LIFE Environment programme. 

 Explore the barriers for sustainability and effective replication/transfer and how the main barriers can 
be overcome. 

 
Programme 
 

 Keynote speaker: Roger Moore, Chairman, OpenMI Association 
 Discussant: Sokratis Famellos, Director of Development Dept., Anatoliki sa, Development Agency 

of Eastern Thessaloniki 
Panellists: 
 Martin Brocklehurst, Independent Environmental Consultant and adviser to the UK Waste & 

Resources Action Programme (WRAP) 
 Eduardo de Miguel, Executive Director, Fundación Global Nature 
 Dott.ssa Giuliana Gasparrini, Department for Sustainable Development, Climate Change and 

Energy, Director - Division IV-Environmental Research and Innovation and Sustainable Mobility, 
LIFE+ national contact point Italy 

 Hervé Martin, Head of Unit, European Commission DG ENV Unit E.4 - LIFE Environment and Eco-
Innovation 

 
Keynote speaker and discussant 
 
Keynote speaker: Roger Moore. The keynote speech aimed to shed some light on key success factors and 
barriers to success in replication, transfer and sustainability of LIFE project outputs. Its core message was 
that LIFE is doing well from the point of view of transfer and replication, but can be improved, and the 
speaker put forward a number of recommendations to that effect. 
 
The keynote speaker placed the LIFE programme in the context of wider EU funding and clearly emphasized 
its unique role as the “demonstration phase” in a cycle of policy development and implementation, bridging 
the gap between research and full operation or commercial implementation. It was further noted that the 
availability of funds decreases along the cycle phases (with large amounts allocated to research and small 
amounts allocated to demonstration and commercialization) whereas real costs follow the opposite trend.  
 
The analysis, conducted in the context of background research to this conference session, identified the 
following key success factors: networks; an institutional framework; a strong customer (end user) base; 
and assurance of future funding. On the other hand, key barriers to replication, transfer and sustainability 
were found to be: common implementation since there are often differences across the Member States in 
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the implementation of policy and different regions may require different solutions; saturation point which, 
when reached by an industry or sector, will inhibit the adoption of new technology, or domination by major 
players/multi-nationals often actively prevent SMEs gaining market entry; risk, which may be inherent in new 
technologies or in the wide replication of a technology or product, even if successful at the demonstration 
scale, may offset investors; the lack of resources or skills for commercialisation and operationalisation is 
difficult. 
 
Discussant: Sokratis Famellos. The discussant expanded on the critical success factors identified in the 
keynote presentation and, moreover, demonstrated how these were inherently interlinked. 
 
Summary of the discussion 
 

General: There was general agreement that the panel had identified most of the critical success 
factors and barriers to replication and transfer and Mrs Gasparrini noted that there were indeed 
problems linked to market penetration that needed to be addressed. One participant highlighted the 
issues of language as being one further barrier to replication and transfer that had not been 
mentioned.  

 
Future funding.  There was general agreement that just because a project was a successful LIFE project it 
was not always the case that it would attract future funding. There was some concern from other panelists 
that projects in the public sector, where funding streams relied largely on government funding initiatives, 
were particularly disadvantaged. Several interventions from the members of the panel and the floor agreed 
that it would be highly beneficial if additional LIFE funding could be allocated to successful projects, such as 
those awarded ‘Best of LIFE’ status, to help them to the next phase of implementation.  The public vote (see 
below) suggested overwhelming support for this proposition. 
 
Business plan. Many of the panelists and participants agreed on the idea of a “business plan”. Nevertheless 
a number of opposing comments were voiced. Mrs Gasparrini noted that business plans are  required in CIP 
projects, thus care should be taken not to overlap with the CIP. Another participant agreed that a business 
plan is useful but is not relevant to all projects. Mrs Friedrichsen indicated that it is already an obligation for 
projects to elaborate an after-LIFE communication , however another participant argued that the after-LIFE 
communication plan is very different to a business plan and that, in general, after-LIFE communication plans 
were not well done and tended to focus on website dissemination. 
 
Behavioural Change:  Another participant considered that LIFE should encourage more social innovation 
and an ecosystem services approach; the social dimension should be at the heart of innovation to drive 
behavioural change. Mr Brocklehurst (panelist) agreed with the need to identify and support behavioural 
change because this underpins many EU Directives, but the mechanisms and incentives to drive this forward 
throughout the Member States need to be identified, especially in the public sector because public bodies 
tend only to work within their own country borders.  
 
Mentoring: Mr Moore noted that not all applicants had relevant skills in networking, business planning, 
accessing funding etc. and, rather than build these into the application, the LIFE Unit could provide a system 
of mentoring during the project. Such a system might involve establishing focus groups of similar projects to 
explore common ways forward, or workshops on business planning with potential access to funds for the 
best business plans. The vote (see below) suggests that this was a popular suggestion with the participants. 
 
Various roles  in project replication. A participant noted that the LIFE Unit relies only on the role of the 
partners in project replication and proposed that the LIFE Unit could facilitate communication between the 
LIFE project and national authorities e.g. the LIFE Unit should take part in disseminating good solutions 
throughout Europe. Mr de Miguel, panelist from Spain, agreed that EC pressure is very helpful on national 
administrations for the implementation of the Habitats and Birds Directives and the same should be done for 
LIFE Environment. Mr Moore proposed that calls for proposals should encourage beneficiaries from different 
countries to take part in a common project. The EC’s influence and connections in other countries should be 
used. He added that the Commission should use its influence to transfer successful projects and 
programmes into other countries. 
 



 

http://ec.europa.eu/life - 27/07/2011 - page 10/21 

Improving the proposal. Mrs Gasparrini noted that the proposal should be more demanding in terms of the 
partnership to secure the project’s sustainability. Mr Famellos suggested that proposals should address real 
needs and should be evaluated in this light. He added that the key success factors identified in this session 
should be included in the next call. Mr de Miguel, panelist, proposed that another cost category should be 
included for policy implementation in order to fund lobbying, which is important since LIFE is a tool to 
implement European policy and as may involve approaching politicians. Activities could include for example 
travel of politicians to see innovative technologies in another member state. One participant pointed out that 
the proposals were already long enough and that care should be exercised to make sure that they were not 
even longer by adding business plans etc. Mr Moore and Mrs Gasparrini agreed that there was no wish to 
make the proposals longer but that there could be a case for making the applications tighter and more 
focused, perhaps introducing competitive measures for those who demonstrate that they have addressed or 
can address the critical success factors and barriers discussed in this session. 
 
In Summary: Mr Martin summed up the session: ‘do we use the best of LIFE?' We need to demonstrate that 
we have good solutions. For example we have a lot of excellent waste management projects….. People 
don’t know what we do…even the local focal point doesn’t always know. We need to recognize that LIFE 
could do more to make its results wider known for existing projects and possibly make changes at the 
programme level for future calls.  
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SESSION 4. COMPLEMENTARITIES WITH OTHER FUNDING PROGRAMMES. 
 

 Purpose of the session: to examine how different funding programmes complement each other 
better in the future and how more synergies can be created. 

 
Programme 
 

 Keynote speaker: Anne Louise Friedrichsen, Deputy Head of Unit, European Commission DG 
ENV Unit E.4 - LIFE Environment and Eco-Innovation 

 Discussant:  Peter Torkler, WWF European Coordinator for Cohesion Policy, WWF Germany 
Panellists: 
 Philippe Quevauviller, Research Programme Officer - DG Research and Innovation, Unit I4 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards. 
 Beatriz Yordi, Head of Unit, European Commission Executive Agency for Competitiveness and 

Innovation, Eco-innovation unit 
 Mathieu Fichter, Policy Analyst, European Commission, DG Regional Policy, Unit D.2 Thematic 

coordination, innovation 
 Charlotte Slater, Consultant - GHK Consulting Limited 
 Dr Robert Wimmer, Chairman - GrAT Independent Research Association 

 
 
Keynote speaker and discussant 
 
Keynote speaker: Mrs Anne Louise Friedrichsen.  This session aims to give answers to the following key 
questions: 
 
With so many actors in the innovation chain, one of the major challenges is coordination among them in 
order to increase synergies. In this respect, the LIFE Programme faces two different situations. The first is to 
make sure that it complements other programmes, the second is to avoid overlaps with them. Generally 
speaking, there is a clear fit of LIFE+ in the linear eco-innovation model that the EU seeks to fund through 
the use of different financial instruments and programmes.  
 
Starting from the first step of the eco-innovation chain, the major challenge is to increase synergies between 
the two consecutive complementary programmes, FP7 and LIFE+, mainly by focusing on better 
communication between DG ENV and DG Research and the two Executive Agencies that implement the 
FP7. 
 
LIFE also complements the structural funds quite well, in fact it is likely that the follow-up to LIFE+ projects 
could often be funded by the Structural Funds. Nevertheless, there is a certain degree of overlapping, 
depending on countries – as structural fund priorities depend on individual operational programmes at 
national level. The major challenge for LIFE is to build stronger communication with DG Regio and Member 
States through national managing authorities in order to maximize benefits. 
 
Like LIFE, the CIP Eco-Innovation programme is a centrally managed financial instrument. Both 
programmes offer funding for innovation projects to bridge the gap between research and full-scale 
implementation and both are open to private and public bodies. The main difference between them is that 
LIFE+ primarily focuses on projects that are submitted by public sector applicants and that are not directly 
market - oriented while CIP eco-innovation funds market-oriented eco-innovation. 
 
The situation at national level is different, here it is more difficult to trace all the relevant national funds that 
can be used in the environmental innovation chain. A very good example of co-funding LIFE+ projects is the 
National Fund for Environmental Protection and Water Management. Since 2008, this fund is used for co-
financing LIFE+ projects up to 95%. 
 
To improve synergies in relation to funding environmental projects, the main task is to increase coordination 
not only among the EU programmes but also among national ones. 
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The Green Paper From Challenges to Opportunities: Towards a Common Strategic Framework for EU 
Research and Innovation funding proposed that the full range of EU instruments for research and innovation 
should work together in a Common Strategic Framework in order to improve the effectiveness of research 
and innovation funding at national and EU levels. 
 
To conclude, the LIFE Programme plays a significant role in relation to other programmes offering financing 
for environmental projects in Europe and bridging the gap between research and widespread 
implementation. Research results show that LIFE is considered a strong brand among beneficiaries and 
often related to large and significant environmental projects.  
 
Discussant: Peter Torkler.  The main problem is making use of results from the LIFE programme via the 
structural funds. While LIFE is small and centrally managed, the Cohesion Fund is a large programme with 
decentralized distribution of money. Quite a big share of Cohesion funding is dedicated to environmental 
projects, but the NGOs are concerned that much of the money DG Regio claims actually not go into 
genuinely environmental projects. Currently, little of the Cohesion Funding goes to eco-innovation. Cohesion 
Funds also finance research to some extent, including environmentally relevant research. 
 
The question is – what is the incentive for beneficiaries, such as municipalities, to apply for an innovative 
LIFE project when the co-financing rate is 50%, while other programmes require no innovation and offer a 
co-funding rate of 75% or more? Poland is a good example of a country where additional funds are brought 
in. 
 
There should be more coordination between DGs and also on national level. Sometimes people in 
environmental ministries do not communicate with people in other ministries who deal with the same topics 
under Cohesion Policy. 
 
Future aim should be to bring Cohesion Policy closer to LIFE and mainstream LIFE into Cohesion Policy. 
 
Coordination between DGs is very important in relation to new funding programmes. 
 
Summary of the discussion 
 
Coordination. There has been insufficient overall coordination: different DGs have realized the need to 
cooperate but it is still not done enough. Coordination is also necessary at national and regional levels. 
According to Mrs Yordi the main need is for clarity, no so much for coordination. Who are the clients of 
different programmes? What policies are we implementing? For CIP the clients are SMEs, private sector. If 
we do not have clarity, we can spend all the time on coordination. 
Mr Torkler brought out that funded ideas should be brought together. There should not be too much 
coordination but more the coordination of ideas between DGs should be done. 
 
Role of local authorities. €105 billion (30%) from the budget of the Cohesion fund goes into environment. 
While LIFE and CIP know their projects, DG Regio does not know their clients. They only know projects that 
are over €50M. On a regional level one has the best overview of funding for the environment. Local 
ministries have important roles. Cohesion projects should make use of results from LIFE. The concept of 
one-stop-shop for funding should be made more use of. 
 
Continued financing. Mrs Slater suggested that financing for Best of Best LIFE projects should continue 
automatically after the LIFE project is over. The idea of integrated projects should be developed further. 
These projects would receive funding from different sources but the environmental concerns must be 
integrated in all activities. Such project could take place in larger areas and would lead to complementarity 
and EU added value. Mrs Yordi would be careful about automatic next step financing for LIFE projects. This 
may not be the most desirable solution. At CIP they like fresh clients with fresh ideas. About 2% have 
previously worked with LIFE. 
 
Dr Wimmer stressed that the idea of integrated projects should be supported. There should be a mechanism 
in place explaining how to use different funding programmes. He has used 8 different funding programmes 
for implementing a project. Combining these is an art and a science in itself. 
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Definition of innovation. The definition of innovation should be made clearer. What is innovation? Systems 
innovation? 2 different kinds of innovation can be distinguished. Incremental innovation – when some 
innovation has already been done but now it would be done better, cheaper or in a more environmentally 
friendly way. Radical innovation – something totally new. 
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SESSION 5 – POLICY COMPLEMENTARITIES : HOW FINANCIAL SUPPORT SERVES OVERALL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

OBJECTIVES 
 

 Purpose of the session: to examine the effective contribution of LIFE projects to the policy cycle in 
practice and whether the programme should be modified to increase its contribution to policy. 

 
Programme 
 

 Keynote speaker: Marianne Wenning, Head of Unit, European Commission, DG Environment, Unit 
C.3 Industrial Emissions, Air Quality & Noise 

 Discussant: Birgitte Martens, COWI, Project Manager 
 Panellists:  
 Andrea Nam5, European Commission, DG Environment, Unit D.1 Protection of Water Resources 
 Andrzej Muter, National Fund for Environmental Protection and Water Management, Poland 
 Sarolta Tripolszky, Policy Officer, European Environment Bureau 
 Zuzana Hudekova, REC Slovakia 
 Gábor Molnár, Lake Balaton Development Coordination Agency 

 
 
Keynote speaker and discussant 
 
Keynote speech: Mrs. Wenning provided an overview of the different ways in which the LIFE programme 
has had an impact on the development, implementation and review of EU environmental  policy. Examples 
were provided of projects that have been successful in contributing to EU environmental policy. 
 
Expanding on the discussions held in previous sessions, Ms Wenning presented the range of project types 
and their place in the policy cycle: 
 

 Scoping: projects demonstrating practices that might set standards for policies (e.g. ELV, battery 
recycling) 

 Policy development: preparatory projects (a specific type of project) 
 Policy implementation: demonstrate how targets can be achieved, national implementation, BAT 
 Policy evaluation / review: assessing success of measures, input for recast process; 

 
According to external evaluations made, all projects, by and large, have a link to and aim to contribute to one 
or more pieces of EU legislation or policy; a large majority (80%), furthermore, achieve their objectives. 
 
Mrs Wenning concluded by proposing that both demonstration and preparation projects should continue in 
the future, as both contribute to the policy cycle; while ways should be explored to enhance projects’ 
contribution to policy. 
 
Discussant, Mrs. Martens, based her response on the evaluation of the LIFE programme that was carried 
out by COWI. The main issue raised was that the programme has a rather broad scope while it achieves its 
impacts mainly on the local / regional level. She concluded that the programme is effective in contributing to 
the implementation of policy, but that it is questionable whether it is an instrument that can effectively inform 
EU level policy making in its current form as there does not appear to be much feedback into the policy-
making cycle, while LIFE does not seem to be perceived as an instrument designed for this particular 
purpose. 
 
Summary of the discussion 
 
Contributing to policy development. The first reflections of the panel members (Mr Muter and Mrs 
Hudekova) confirmed that the programme has been successful in contributing to national and local 
implementation of policy.  National co-financing for LIFE projects was considered to work well. 
 

                                                 
5 Replaced Henriette Faegermann, European Commission, DG Environment, Unit D.1 Protection of Water 
Resources 
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As evidence that LIFE is closely coordinated with policy-development, representatives of the LIFE unit 
provided two examples of LIFE projects that had made a significant contribution to EU policy. They also 
mentioned that a specific strand of projects (preparatory projects) has been part of the LIFE programme, that 
was specifically targeted at (and successful in) contributing to EU policy.  Mr Torkler added that the 
programme clearly had an impact on EU policy, though there is still room for improvement in this respect. 
 
Linking with the policy units. LIFE projects have resulted in very relevant results, but are often neglected 
when implementing or designing policies (one LIFE project for example produced an agri-environmental 
handbook which DG Agri did not even know about). The LIFE programme should not do its work in isolation 
from the thematic units and their input is vital. 
 
Thematic units, it is true, are already involved in selection and some participants argued that they should 
also be involved in implementing and taking up results. In any case, more should be done to improve the 
policy interface, e.g. in the form of workshops.  
 
On participant added that lessons learnt from LIFE projects should not only be fed back into the policy cycle, 
they should also communicated to different actors.  
 
LIFE as a tool for policy implementation. Mrs Tripolszky mentionned that the LIFE programme has been 
delivering in terms of contributing to policy implementation, especially concerning the Water Framework 
directive – here the issues are the same in many countries and solutions can easily be transferred. Mrs 
Wenning mentioned that it is a real problem to get good results into policies implemented at the national 
level – the EU can in many cases not go beyond criteria setting, while decisions are taken at the national 
level (subsidiarity principle). 
 
One participant argued that the EC should take its responsibility and ensure that useful results of the LIFE 
programme are used by the Member States. Mrs Wenning (of the EC) agreed that the Commission should 
(and does) take responsibility for enforcing EU policy, but implementation issues are still largely the 
responsibility of the Member States. She further highlighted that one needs to be 5-7 years ahead with 
planning as the policy cycle is long. 
 
Prioritizing. The issue of prioritizing, or focussing the programme’s efforts, resurfaced during session 5. One 
speaker suggested a thematic focus, but others proposed that in the future the EC might decide whether to 
prioritize policy implementation, development or update in order to make more of a difference in its chosen 
field of action. One speaker added the role of support to understanding as one important goal which the 
programme should pursue in the future. 
 
If thematic priorities are selected, National contact persons should at any rate assist in steering applications 
into that particular field of work. 
 
The discussion was enriched with two further suggestions. One is the proposal (already made in session 1) 
that resources allocated to LIFE should be increased if we want to increase the programme’s impact- e.g. 
from 0.2% to 1% of the EU’s budget, not an excessive amount considering the important of environmental 
challgnes. 
 
The second proposal was that there can also be competition for good projects between programmes and 
that funding programmes should be designed carefully to ensure that they complement on another (see 
session 4 for more on the subject). 
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HIGH-LEVEL PANEL DISCUSSION: THE FUTURE OF LIFE 
 
Programme 
 
Gerben-Jan Gerbrandy, MEP, Environment Committee Rapporteur on the EU 2014-2020 Financial 
perspectives 
Sirpa Pietikainen, MEP, President of GLOBE EU 
Kriton Arsenis, MEP, Member of the Environment Committee (PSE group) 
Bas Eickhout, MEP, Greens/EFA Group 
Linda Gillham, MEP, Member of the Commission for the Environment, Climate Change and Energy of the 
Committee of the Regions 
 
Keynote speakers 
 
Gerben-Jan Gerbrandy, MEP on the EU budget for the environment Committee of the European Parliament 
opened the discussion. He announced that the previous day the European Parliament had adopted an 
amendment in support of the LIFE programme. The resolution addressed the general discussion on the EU’s 
“financial perspectives” (for the next 7 year period).  
 
However, the challenge ahead remains considerable for those advocating adequate funding for the 
environment. The EU, like MS budgets are under considerable pressure. The Netherlands (Mr Gerbrandy’s 
country of origin) have cut their support to biodiversity protection by 60%. The challenge is also to ensure 
that all EU funds are environmentally sustainable.  
 
Should LIFE continue to do both implementation and innovation? Or, with its limited resources, should LIFE 
prioritize implementation, even though this should be the Member States’ responsibility. 
 
EU environmental policy’s great challenge these days is implementation. The implementation gap is so 
considerable that it risks undermining the credibility of the policy itself. To the point that those wishing to roll 
back environmental policy may one day use the lack of implementation as reason to do so. 
 
Sirpa Pietikainen, MEP outlined some of the strategic purposes to which LIFE funding should be dedicated 
in the years ahead. Generally speaking, (environmental) change can go fast once the solutions are clear. It 
is precisely the purpose of LIFE projects to explore those solutions and make them known. 
 
Additionally, Europe 2020 targets must be quantified: we need indicators to help us advance towards a 
resource efficient economy- including incorporating environmental values into national accounts. The LIFE 
programme must help us develop them. We also need to develop accounting rules that internalise resource 
use. 
 
Thirdly, LIFE should help develop a green infrastructure. Physical planning is not an EU competence, but the 
LIFE instrument does give the EU an opportunity to intervene in this field. 
 
Finally, we need a ‘Green Delarosière’, a strategy to incorporate environmental sustainability into the 
financial sector: rating agencies, company accounts and the banking sector in particular. 
 
Summary of discussion 
 
Impact: through size or through efficiency? Several speakers addressed the size or efficiency of the LIFE 
programme. Mr Eickhout refused to call for an increase in the budget, a position he considered too ‘easy’, 
particularly in front of an audience already supportive of that cause, and called for a clearer definition of the 
programme’s focus.  
 
Kriton Arsenis MEP mentioned that the EU budget is unlikely to increase and that more should be done to 
exploit the outcome of LIFE projects and to make sure that good ideas are indeed exploited and replicated. 
He mentioned that additional support may usefully be dedicated for this purpose. Avoiding overlaps between 
projects may also help to optimize resource use. In a similar spirit, Mr Brocklehurst added that an important 
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way to increase the programme’s impact at little cost would be to roll out best practice developed by LIFE 
more widely. 
 
One participant insisted that the LIFE programme’s cost-benefit ratio was already excellent compared to 
other programmes and that there would be few efficiency gains to be made. Size matters, and the budget 
should be increased. Others (including Mrs Pietikainen) agreed that the LIFE budget deserves to be 
increased, and this should at least be tried. However, environmentalists (in the audience) must go and 
explain LIFE to the Finance Ministry - who probably know nothing of the programme and might fail to defend 
it at the next budget negotiation unless they are made aware of it. 
 
A focus & identify for LIFE Environment. Mr Eickhout mentioned that although yesterday’s resolution in 
the EP expressed support for the LIFE programme, a close reading will show that it the emphasis is on LIFE 
Nature, not LIFE Environment. LIFE Environment needs a clearer identity if it is to mobilize support, indeed a 
clearer focus. This identity could be summed up in the label “resource efficiency”. This covers waste, water 
possibly soil as well. Part of LIFE should also be dedicated to Climate change, this is a good label, but is not 
sufficient. Furthermore, Much of climate funding should not (and likely will not) be covered by LIFE. Funding 
for renewable energy will come from relevant energy-related programmes. Climate proofing will be supported 
by regional and cohesion funds. According to other speakers (including Mr Gerbrandy), LIFE Environment 
should also prioritize, and be recognized as focussing on, eco-innovation. 
 
LIFE’s Mode of operation. Ms Linda Gillham, representing the Committee of the Regions’ environment 
committee, made a number of points relating to the mode of operation of the LIFE programme. In particular, 
she expressed support for large scale projects, said her institution agreed with LIFE being open to projects in 
all fields of environmental policy, was in favour the ‘bottom-up approach’, expressed no views on the size of 
the overall budget, considered that local and regional authorities should be among eligible beneficiaries for 
LIFE grants, expressed some concern at the bureaucratic burden involved in grant management and 
emphasized the importance of project replicability. 
 
FINAL WORD: Janez Potocnik, European Commissioner for the Environment 
 
The Commissioner spoke last at the conference, thanking participants, wrapping up the conference, and 
providing some pointers on his view on the future of the programme. A new regulation and budget will have 
to be agreed for the period spanning 2014 to 2020. “LIFE has a role to play in transforming Europe into a 
knowledge-based, resource-efficient economy and underpin our future competitiveness as well as the health 
of our environment.” The EC currently favours maintaining a specific financial instrument in the service of the 
environment and climate policy.  
 
However the Commission are working on the notion of ‘integrated projects’, that would help leverage other 
EU funds for the implementation of strategic plans (such as a river basin management plan or a waste 
management plan) implementing EU legislation in specific regions.  
 
Policy priorities may furthermore be introduced to help focus LIFE projects over a number of years. LIFE 
environment (dedicate the promoting knowledge transfer, demonstration and the transfer of best practice) 
would likely be separated from LIFE governance (for implementation and enforcement) while eco-innovation 
in the private sector would likely not be covered by LIFE. In conclusion: there is LIFE after LIFE. 
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Conclusions 
 

The future of LIFE: Key recommendations 
 

Policy priorities 
 Many participants favoured maintaining the bottom-up approach to project selection through calls for 

proposals.  LIFE should remain open to projects in all fields of environmental policy. 
 (Or conversely) The LIFE ENV program could focus on selected priorities for 3 years or so before 

changing its focus. 
 LIFE Environment needs a clearer identity if it is to mobilize support, indeed a clearer focus. This identity 

could be summed up in the label ‘resource efficiency’ or ‘Eco-innovation’, or both. 
 More should be done to improve the policy interface between LIFE projects and DG Env’s policy work, 

e.g. in the form of workshops. 
 Thematic units may need to be more involved in implementing and taking up the results of LIFE projects. 
 Lessons learnt from LIFE projects should not only be fed back into the policy cycle, they should also be 

communicated to different external actors involved in EU policy. 
 LIFE should translate good experience in clear messages easy to be used in political arena. LIFE should 

also involve politicians, including MEPs, national politicians and local administrations. 
 
Size and impact 
 The best way to increase the programme’s impact is to increase its budget. It currently represents only 

0.2% of the EU’s budget. 
 Focus more consistently on environmentally relevant criteria in project selection 
 More should be done to exploit the outcome of LIFE projects and increase the programme’s efficiency. 
 Avoiding overlaps between projects should help to optimize resource use. 
 
Promoting innovation  
 All applicants should be asked to demonstrate that their proposal is at least as good as any existing 

alternative 
 Those designing projects should make sure they do not repeat another LIFE project. 
 Private sector applicants (including universities) should be attracted in greater numbers through clearer 

labeling and communication so that LIFE is clearly perceived as a programme supporting eco-
innovation. 

 Transnational projects should be promoted: innovation requires cooperation among EU countries in 
order to be enhanced. 

 Business intelligence, among other tools, should be used to help select the most promising innovative 
projects. 

 A clearer definition of the type of innovation expected might be useful. Two different types of innovation 
in particular should be distinguished: incremental innovation and radical innovation. 

 National context may also need to be taken into account: what is innovative in one country may not be in 
another. 

 LIFE should encourage more social innovation (as opposed to focusing on technical innovation) and 
incorporate an ecosystem services approach. 

 
Programme management. 
 Programme management should remain at EU level. 
 The current system of national indicative allocations should be abandoned to ensure that the best and 

most useful projects are selected regardless of their nationality. 
 The payment procedure should be accelerated and the administrative burden on beneficiaries reduced. 
 If possible the EC should try to shorten the funding cycle (i.e. the period between submitting the 

application and the start of a project). 
 Projects should submit information about relevant results achieved after they have submitted their final 

report in order to enable LIFE to adequately assess its ultimate impact. 
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 A co-funding rate of more than 50% may help attract good applications. 
 Project selection and monitoring should keep an eye on the 9 key success and failure factors for 

replication and transfer (see details below). Networks, institutional structures, a strong customer base 
and continued funding stand out as particularly important. 

 Local and regional authorities should remain among eligible beneficiaries fro LIFE grants. 
 Where relevant, projects should include a business plan, at mid-term evaluation stage or sooner. 
 Some involvement of third countries (i.e. non-EU countries) in the future would help bring in their 

contribution as well 
 
Other funds.  
 Mainstreaming (of the environment into other EU funding programmes) must be effective so that other 

funding instruments also support environmental policy. 
 National co-funding of LIFE projects should be more widely available 
 The remit of EU funding programmes should be as clearly defined as possible; each programme should 

‘know its clients’ and each client should know its programme.  
 EU Funding programmes should coordinate better and more to maximize their complementarity. 
 The idea of integrated projects should be developed further. 
 Increase synergies between the two consecutive complementary programmes, FP7 and LIFE+, mainly 

by focusing on better communication between DG ENV and DG Research and the two Executive 
Agencies that implement the FP7. Communication between different DGs in general should be 
improved.  

 Cohesion projects should make use of results from LIFE and thus contribute to replication and transfer.  
 The concept of one-stop-shop for (innovation) funding should be developed to facilitate both access to 

funds for applicants and coordination between programmes. 
 
Building on success 
 The findings and results of LIFE projects must be well exploited once the project itself has ended.  
 Dissemination after LIFE is of paramount importance: the EC should have/provide the tools to 

disseminate projects' results. 
 To promote dissemination, LIFE could possibly apply a different co-funding rate for dissemination 

activities or provide additional support for dissemination after the end of the project. 
 Resources could be dedicated to making sure that good projects are taken up elsewhere. Generally 

speaking, replication and transfer are key to efficiency. 
 Projects could be designed to end only once dissemination has been fully carried out. 
 LIFE could allow follow-up applications for particularly promising technologies. 
 Further LIFE funding could be allocated to successful projects in order to disseminate their results - the 

costs of dissemination are really low if compared with the costs of research and demonstration. 
 The EC could provide a system of mentoring during the project to help the beneficiaries develop the 

skills required to ensure the project’s success and replication after it ends. 
 The EC could facilitate communication between the LIFE project and national authorities. 
 Support for Best of Best LIFE projects should continue after the LIFE project is over, where useful.  
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Annex I - Voting results 
 
Session 1 
 
 + O - 
Was LIFE effective in implementing policy? 66 55 3 
Is the impact of LIFE ENV visible? 29 42 62 
Should the programme try to co-ordinate project 
selection and monitoring more closely with policy 
development and implementation? 

59 44 28 

Would LIFE Environment increase its impact if it 
were more focused to private companies? 

40 25 69 

Are administrative and financial requirements a 
setback for SME and NGO? 

110 12 14 

Do the transnational partnerships in LIFE projects 
provide more effective impacts?  

70 34 27 

Should projects submit to the EC the results 
obtained after the project final report?  

91 22 18 

Would a Top-down approach be better than 
bottom-up approach to help implement legislation? 

24 47 61 

 
Session 2 
 
 + o - 
Should LIFE do more to attract clearly innovative 
projects?  
 

85 19 13 

Should LIFE encourage technological projects?  
 

57 48 11 

Should LIFE remain open and welcome private and 
potentially profitable innovations? 
 

101 13 3 

Should professional "business intelligence" be used 
on the LIFE programme? 
 

66 28 2 

Should LIFE allow “follow-up applications” for 
successful projects requiring further support?  
 

99 16 2 

Should applications which meet a focus theme be 
favoured in the project selection process? 
 

33%* 33% 33% 

 
Session 3 
 
 Number 

of votes 
+ o - 

Should we include mentoring and business 
support within the programme? 

105 68 31 6 

Should the ‘Best of the Best’ LIFE projects 
receive additional support to move them forward 
to the next stage of development? 

112 82 22 8 

 
Session 4 
 
 + o - 
Should complementarity between national funds 
and LIFE be improved? 

90 8 6 
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Should the coordination of the LIFE programme 
and other EU level funding programmes be 
improved? 
 

92 7 0 

Should the difference between CIP and LIFE be 
further clarified? 
 

38 27 9 

 
Session 5 
 
 + o - 
Has the programme helped to test ideas for policy 
development? 

52 97 2 

Has the programme had an impact on EU policy 
making? 

19 59 17 

Should the EC’s thematic units be (more) involved 
in the selection of LIFE projects? 

32 34 24 

Has the programme contributed to national 
implementation of EU policy? 

88 41 13 

 


