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The overall objective of CASA, a Coordination and Support Action (CSA), is a 
consolidated common agricultural and wider bioeconomy research agenda 
within the European Research Area. 

CASA will achieve this by bringing the Standing Committee on Agricultural 
Research (SCAR), which has already contributed significantly to this objective in 
the past, to the next level of performance as a research policy think tank. CASA 
will efficiently strengthen the strengths and compensate for the insufficiencies of 
SCAR and thus help it evolve further into “SCAR plus”. 

Written by: Jean-Marc CHOUROT - MAAF 
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Abbreviations 
 

CWG:   Collaborative Working Group 

H2020:  Horizon 2020 

SCAR:  Standing Committee on Agricultural Research 

SC2:   Societal Challenge 2 

SG:   Steering Group 

SWG:   Strategic Working Group 

WG:  Working Group-generic term including strategic and collaborative 
working groups  

IPBES: Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services 
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Introduction 

In order to conclude support to SCAR by the CASA CSA, a final conference for SCAR was 

planned involving the MS representatives, the co-chairs and experts of SWG and CWG, 

as well as relevant stakeholders for the work of SCAR.  

 

In order to propose to the SCAR a relevant conference, a taskforce, which included 

members of the SCAR SG, representatives of the EC (DG RTD and DG AGRI) with CASA 

CSA members, was established.  

 

After discussion with the EC, an agenda was drafted and subsequently approved during 

the SCAR SG meeting in May 2019. 

The aim of the conference was to address the question on how SCAR could contribute 

to shape the future. 

 

 

 

Contribution of CASA CSA to organising the conference 

Prior to the conference, CASA CSA drafted support short papers which aimed at 

feeding the discussion on the agenda during the SCAR SG meeting.  

The CASAS CSA members organised and carried out all logistic activities related to a 

smooth running of the conference, as well as organising the catering, looking for the 

room for the venue. 

 

The CASA MG helped identifying and contacting the speakers and provided support 

during the participatory sessions.   
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Running the conference 

The SCAR Conference brought together SCAR delegates, SCAR Steering Group 

members, SCAR Strategic and Collaborative Working Groups’ Chairs and Co-chairs and 

members, and JPI representatives, and European Commission officials. The conference 

was held at the premises of the VLEVA in Brussels, Belgium and took place before the 

SCAR Plenary meeting which was held on 13th June 2019. 

 

The objective of the conference was to reflect on SCAR's functioning in the coming 

years, reflect on the role and impact of SCAR in the EU’s future Horizon Europe 

Programme, identify synergies with CAP and policies on research and innovation, 

identify how SCAR could assist in speeding up R&I impact at EU and national level, as 

well as to discuss possible working groups addressing new challenges. 

 

85 persons attended the event. 

 

The conference was organised in three main parts: 

- Firstly, after an introduction by the European Commission on the main aims of 

SCAR and the expected impact, as well as two keynotes speeches aimed at 

setting up the scene and at initiating the discussion. 

- The second part was run as parallel participatory sessions at which all 

participants were invited to share their views on several questions concerning 

the SCAR. Prior to the conference, the three plenary sessions had been jointly 

prepared by CASA members with experienced SCAR experts and an EC 

representative. At the start of the parallel sessions, this core group introduced 

the topic and opened for discussion. All inputs were gathered and summarized. 

All the inputs of these brainstorming (post it, sheets) sessions were given to the 

moderator of each session.  

- The last part consisted in sharing the outcomes of every session and to 

conclude on proposals to present to the SCAR plenary meeting. 
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After closing the conference of work, the participants were free to continue their 

discussions and exchanges during an informal networking event. 

 

The agenda of the conference, the supports of the keynotes speeches, the slides 

summarizing the outcomes of the 3 participatory sessions and the verbatim of the 

general conclusion are annexed to this report in the following pages.    
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Agenda of the conference 
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Keynote presentation No.1: SCAR achievements and having a glance at 
the future by Barna Kovacs, Hungarian Ministry of Agriculture. 
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Keynote speech N°2: Challenges for SCAR in Addressing the Challenges 
of the Bioeconomy by Professor Gerry Boyle, Director Teagasc 
 

 

I would like to thank the organisers for inviting me to participate in this session. I’m 
wearing two hats. First, as Director of Teagasc we are co-participants in SCAR along 
with our colleagues in the Irish Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine. 
Second, I’m currently the President of Euragri and I’d like to think that while we share 
many of the challenges of SCAR in regards to purpose and functioning, our activities 
strongly complement the central deliberations of SCAR. Working closely with the 
Commission SCAR is very much about scoping out a forward looking and dynamic 
research agenda for the European bioeconomy while Euragri is focused primarily on 
implementing that agenda. 

 

Teagasc is the Irish Agriculture and Food Development Authority and has operational 
autonomy of the Ministry with a responsibility for research in agriculture and food, farm 
advisory and vocational education services. We operate mainly at between 6-8 on the 
TRL scale. We also manage a large Ph.D. fellowship programme (about 300 fellows at 
present) with university partnerships within and outside of Europe. Our annual budget 
is about €195 m. (70% via a core State grant) and we’ve a staff of about 1300. 

 

The challenges facing the bioeconomy have been well rehearsed in several fora in 
recent years. As John Bennington has put it so well “we are facing a perfect storm” 
principally in terms of ensuring food and nutrition security while addressing climate 
change and at the same time ensuring that actors (primary producers, processors, etc.) 
can make a sustainable income (from the processing of biomass) producing food.   

  

Horizon Europe, the successor to Horizon 2020, with an anticipated budget of €10 
billion to be allocated to the broad are of “food” research and which will run from 2021 
to 2027, will play a pivotal role in addressing these challenges.  But the new CAP which 
is expected to embed the principles of sustainability in a manner that has never before 
been achieved will also be hugely important. Member States though regulatory and 
fiscal measures are also gearing up to guide the bioeconomy in its transition towards a 
low-carbon-low-emissions future. Under the “EU Effort Sharing Agreement” many MS 
agricultural sectors, and in particular those with large livestock sectors, will be severely 
challenged to achieve the ambitious targets likely to be set for the mitigation and 
sequestration of GHGs and Ammonia. Apart from the challenges faced by GHGs and 
Ammonia we are also acutely conscious of the related issues concerning water quality 
and biodiversity.  
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As I see it the major challenge for SCAR is to ensure that it contributes to the maximum 
extent possible to the European effort to address the challenges of the bioeconomy.  

 

The need to constantly interrogate the research agenda for the European bioeconomy 
has always been one the great benefits of both the Commission and SCAR’s work. The 
development of that agenda from a narrow agricultural commodity focus to an 
emphasis on systems, the wider bioeconomy and, more recently, the circular 
bioeconomy, in my view simply would not have happened, as quickly at any rate, 
without, in the first instance, a big intellectual push by the Commission. But the 
deliberative process within SCAR has helped to sell these ideas at MS level.  

 

The previous speaker Dr Kovacs has rightly set out the achievements of SCAR to date.  
Many of these centre on the role of SCAR in attempting to align member states’ R&I 
funding towards addressing our common challenges. SCAR has been successful in 
this respect as exemplified by initiatives such as FACCE JPI which originated in SCAR 
and the many ERA-NETs that have arisen from the SCAR Collaborative and Strategic 
Working Groups.  

 

But we need to do more. For the future, the major contribution from SCAR will continue 
be in the alignment of national research systems. Despite the huge budget for Horizon 
2020, the research funded by the EU budget is only ~10% of the total publicly funded 
research in the EU (the other 90% is from national governments). But you can only 
mobilise the alignment of agendas after the mobilisation of ideas has occurred.  

 

SCAR has the key strength of permitting the interface between the “bottom up” 
perspective of the MS – the collaborative working groups (CWGs) and strategic 
working groups (SWGs) of SCAR are proposed by the Member States and resourced 
in the main by Member States – and the “top down” perspective of the Commission.  
(As an aside it’s my own view that one of the unsung benefits of being a member of the 
EU is that it has encouraged this type of interface across a whole spectrum of policy 
areas). 

 

The Working Groups identify the strengths and weaknesses of national research 
landscapes and, most importantly, the research gaps that need to be addressed. In this 
way, they establish an evidence base to drive the alignment of national research 
systems, frequently through the production of a strategic research agenda and/or 
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development of joint calls or through the establishment of ERA-NETs which run the 
joint calls. 

 

This evidence-based approach, built on a “bottom-up” system for selecting topics is 
important in ensuring national support for alignment activities.  Alignment won’t happen 
for the sake of alignment – we all can tend to think at times that our problems are 
unique –  it will only happen when Member States are convinced of the value of it, and 
in general, when the topic areas have been selected by the Member States. In other 
words SCAR has to be able to answer that annoying but perfectly reasonable question 
coming from the Member States – “what’s in it for us” 

 

There are proposals under Horizon Europe for new partnership models (including 
between Member States and the Commission) and new structures for deciding on 
partnership areas.  It is vitally important that SCAR retain an advisory role in these 
deliberations. A “top-down” approach from the Commission that neglects the 
preparatory work that is currently performed by SCAR’s Working Groups would be 
unlikely to be as successful in retaining Member State support. In any case, an 
approach that ignores the interfacing role of SCAR will absolutely result in poorer 
outcomes. 

 

SCAR also faces challenges in how it organises itself and how it stays relevant to both 
the Commission and to Member States. SCAR has broadened its remit to encompass 
the whole bioeconomy sector including food production and processing, non-food 
biomass for industrial products and forestry, fisheries and aquaculture production.  But, 
given that its historical legacy was very much focused on agriculture, reflecting the 
structures in several Member States, we must always strive to ensure that we are 
adequately representing those other sectors.  All structures have their inherent 
complexities and the R&I landscape across Europe is especially complex.  In some 
countries responsibility for the entire scope of bioeconomy research lies within a single 
ministry – in that case representation is clear.  But where those sectors are managed 
or influenced by different ministries, all members have a responsibility to ensure that 
we provide representation across the full spectrum of the bioeconomy.  

 

It’s an open question if SCAR truly represents the 37 different countries that it aims to, 
ranging from EU Member States to Candidate and Associated Countries. Like similar 
fora, there are some very active members and some that are much less active.  There 
is a joint responsibility on the active members to try to understand the drivers that 
would encourage the other members to be more active and on the less active members 
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to engage with the active members to shape the activity of SCAR so that it meets their 
needs.  

 

Communication about SCAR’s role is key and this conference is a great example of 
good communication.  Just now, we have heard from Barna Kovacs about all of the 
achievements of SCAR.  Do we talk enough about these achievements, especially in 
the Member States? Not all SCAR deliberations will be of interest to its stakeholders 
but I think the deliberations of the outstanding work on Foresight and the Working 
Groups (e.g. the AKIS) merit much greater visibility in all of the Member States. A 
suggestion: when the current Foresight exercise that’s underway is published, it would 
do much for the visibility of SCAR if a workshop/conference were organised to promote 
its findings in each Member State.  

·          

Resourcing is also vital to the work of SCAR.  As with every organisation and forum, 
we have to strike a balance between ambition and feasibility. SCAR  must be ambitious 
in performing its role, advising the Commission and driving alignment between national 
systems. But we must also ensure that we have the resources to perform our work to 
the necessary standard. 

 

To date, the activities of the Working Groups have all been delivered through the free 
commitment of staff resources by the member state representative organisations. 
There is a great discipline in this, as it ensures that new activities only commence when 
Member States are truly committed to them.  However, there is also likelihood that 
important work will not be undertaken because the membership of the groups are very 
busy with their “day jobs”.  

 

In recent years, the CASA project has provided much needed support for the CWGs 
and SWGs.  As this comes to an end, it is important that we consider how best we can 
resource and support the activities of the Working Groups.   

 

I mentioned at the outset that I’m at present the President of Euragri. Euragri overlaps 
in membership that of SCAR but our primary membership is comprised of Research 
Performing Organisations (RPOs). We like to think that we’re a learning network for 
RPOs operating in the bioeconomy space. Our main interest is on implementing in the 
most effective way possible the research agendas as determined at Member State and 
European Union levels. Sometimes the implementation challenges of Europe’s RPOs 
get insufficient attention. Like SCAR’s membership, most RPOs in Europe come from 
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an agricultural base. The transition, in terms of investing in new scientific skills and 
overcoming conservative attitudes to embrace the bioeconomy, and especially the 
concept of the sustainable circular bioeconomy, cannot, in my opinion, be overstated. 
Our mode of working needs to change utterly if it’s to capture the potential richness of 
the AKIS (or BKIS) approach. Transdisciplinary and multidisciplinary approaches are 
recognised as key to addressing the “grand challenges” but terribly difficult to 
implement successfully. We’re challenged like SCAR to be visible and to demonstrate 
value for public investment. And like SCAR we also lack a sustainable financial base 
and our country and sector representation is also skewed. We yearn for more diverse 
representation and a greater commitment to what I believe is really important work.  

 

As I utter these words I feel as if the beginnings of a strategic alliance are about to be 
formed! 

 

In conclusion I want to return to the issue of SCAR. 

 

Reflecting deeply on SCAR as I’ve had to do in preparation for this talk, I must address 
the moat that’s in my own eye. I’m going to set a challenge to myself and to the other 
senior management in SCAR Member States.  We are all conscious of the important 
work of SCAR but sometimes we neglect to prioritise it; to ensure that we commit key 
staff to the activities of SCAR and to ensure that our representatives at the different 
levels of SCAR connect back to all of the relevant stakeholders in our countries.  It may 
be that by working so effectively, with limited resources, SCAR is a victim of its own 
success. SCAR has been the backbone of European cooperation in agricultural 
research (and subsequently the bioeconomy) research since its inception 45 years 
ago, and particularly in the last 15 years. If we value it, which we should, we need to 
ensure that we give it the priority it deserves so that it can continue with this success 
for the next 15 years.  

 

Thank you for your attention! 
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Participatory session  - Outcomes of Topic 1 
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Participatory session  - Outcomes of Topic 2 
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Participatory session  - Outcomes of Topic 3 
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General conclusion of SCAR conference 
There after the verbatim of the conclusion. 

 

“Dear SCAR Colleagues, 

It has been a very rich day and I have the difficult task to conclude it. 

Before underlining what I consider as important “take home messages” from the 
discussions we had today, I would like to take the opportunity to thanks the people who 
made this conference possible. I hope I will not forget anybody, avec please forgive me 
if I do so: 

Many thanks to: 

• The EC representatives (Nathalie Sauze-Vandevyver, Waldemar Kütt, the 
SCAR secretariat Liutauras Guobys and Petra Goyens, Inge van Oost), for their 
constructive contributions for setting up the agenda and their assistance in 
inviting us all today. 

• The CASA CSA team, who also discussed the agenda and cared for all the 
back office of the conference.  

• VLEVA, who kindly hosted the conference, and the VLEVA staff who has been 
taking care of the logistics before and during the whole conference. 

• Our moderator Peter Keet for his smooth moderation and time keeping. 
• All speakers for steering, initiating, inspiring the discussion. The exercises of 

setting up the scene were both a challenge and a success. 
• The Chairs, co-chairs and all the members of the SCAR Strategic working 

groups, Collaborative working groups and Foresight, who are active in 
producing SCAR outputs and also actively contributed to the debate. 

• All participants for their commitment in making this event a success. 

Now let’s go back to the conclusions of this conference in relation with its objectives 
which were to identify the role and impact of SCAR in the future of Horizon Europe 
Programme, synergies with CAP and policies on research and innovation. 

For this I would like to use a few familiar letters: 

• S which stands for Support. Today we heard expressions of support to SCAR 
by the Commission, by the Member states, by the Chairs and Co-chairs of the 
SCAR working groups, who believe in what SCAR can achieve. And we also 
took note of all the support SCAR brought to EU and national policies through 
what it delivered and all its potential for supporting EU policies like Horizon 
Europe, CAP, the EU Bioeconomy strategy as well as their articulation with 
national policies. I take the opportunity to thank Nathalie Sauze again for 
highlighting this dimension. And last, we are fully aware of the importance of the 
support brought by CASA and of continuing such a support to SCAR activities. 

• C which stands for Commitment. And here I would like to stress the 
commitment of all member states. The issue of inclusiveness has been 
extensively addressed over the last years. Now all the member states are able 
to share their views in an atmosphere of mutual listening. I here would like to 
underline the speech from Barna for his very constructive and relevant speech 
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and to all contributors of the mentor / mentees initiative. This commitment is 
also a commitment to align views and hereby contribute to strengthening 
Europe. 

• And C which also stands for Challenges. Gerry Boyle has underlined some of 
them this morning, others came out during the discussions in the participatory 
session. Agriculture is facing major challenges. The recent IPBES report, 
endorsed at the international level is very clear about the emergency in 
transforming our agricultural and food sectors.   

• That brings me to the A, which stands for Advice. Advice is what SCAR was set 
up for, and facing those challenges calls for scientific and expert advice. It calls 
for advice on how to set existing knowledge and innovations into action: that’s 
what WG like the AKIS WG are investigating in relation with the CAP. It calls for 
advice on how to better align our efforts at the EU level, taking into account 
national and regional contexts, in order to foster innovations in a concerted 
effort. That’s what SCAR is achieving through WG like the BSW or by 
facilitating the set-up of relevant partnerships. And it also calls for being able to 
keep one step ahead. That is why the foresight activities are so important. 

• And last but not least, here comes the R. There are several dimensions to this 
R. First, the discussions we had advocate for a Renewal of SCAR together with 
the renewal in the contexts: because we are facing new challenges, because 
we have gone one step forward in our reflections, because the new framework 
programme offers new instruments and new opportunities. The creation of a 
WG on how to achieve structural changes in agriculture like growing food 
without chemical pesticides has been mentioned. An also the fact that in order 
to tackle very systemic issues, SCAR should pay attention not to be too 
scattered but to develop relevant interfaces between the SCAR WG and also 
with other groups. 

• And to achieve this renewal, we can rely on the Richness of the SCAR, which is 
my second R: the richness of our profiles, of our skills, of our experiences, of 
our national expertise and the richness and added-value in bringing them 
together. 

Unfortunately in SCAR there is no “I” (but then there would be a risk that it becomes 
scary ;-)) but I still will stress the importance of paying attention to impact and being 
connected to the research groups that design and implement methods in order to 
assess impact ex-ante in order to design and set up the most relevant and the most 
effective research activities. 

Well, that’s it. Thanks again to all of you, and I a looking forward to discuss it again with 
the SCAR Delegates tomorrow during the SCAR Plenary in order to shape the future of 
SCAR.” 
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