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Definitions
Short name

Definition

Core Facility (CF)

Core

Facilities

are

shared

and

typically

physical

resource

infrastructures for scientific research of a smaller scale than Research
Infrastructures.
Research

‘Research Infrastructures are facilities that provide resources and

Infrastructure (RI)

services for research communities to conduct research and foster
innovation. They can be used beyond research e.g. for education or
public services and they may be single-sited, distributed, or virtual’
(https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-andinnovation/strategy/european-research-infrastructures_en).

CatRIS D3.3

18 July 2019

Acronyms
Abbreviation

Meaning

CF

Core Facility

ESFRI

European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures

RI

Research Infrastructure

7 / 34

CatRIS D3.3

18 July 2019

8 / 34

Summary
The survey was targeted at three main target groups: 1) potential users/customers of research
infrastructure (RI) services, 2) RI (service) managers/providers and 3) policy makers and
funders. It was open for the period 18 March 2019 to 10 May 2019. The objective addressed
was to support a broad consultation process that the consortium had initiated to gather input
from Core Facilities’ (CF) and RI stakeholders about needs and expectations for the service
catalogue. The survey was advertised via the ESFRI secretariat, Science Europe, OECD
Global Science Forum, European Space Sciences Committee, National Contact Points for
Horizon 2020 (RICH network), European Macro Regions, ESFRI cluster projects and others.
A community of several thousand individuals dealing with different activities related to the
European RI and CF landscape was thereby reached. The survey gathered 207 responses
from the key target groups, thereby kicking off a process of requirement elicitation of the
CatRIS project.
The questionnaire had a total of 32 questions, including a last one on GDPR requirements (for
all respondents). The five initial questions enquired about respondents’ location, their role visà-vis RIs, their scientific field of activity and the definition of ‘service’ in the RI context. Finally,
depending on the answer on their role with regard to RIs services, respondents were
automatically directed to other sections.
The survey results have helped establish a baseline for a definition of RI service, provided
feedback on the proposed typology of RI services as well as on requirements for the future
CatRIS catalogue. The definition of RI services that comes out of the survey is close to the
one proposed (‘RI assistance to the users that provides them certain benefits’). Based on the
the respondents’ answers, RI service should be a predefined unit of work that uses instruments
and resources having certain characteristics and that facilitates access to technologies,
resources as well as expertise. It provides added value to scientific expertise, to the research
or to state-of-the-art technologies. Although the changes to the proposed typology cannot be
finalised after only the survey, the respondents have confirmed the existence of various types
of RI services that were suggested in the survey. The CF/RI community has shown interest in
the future (CatRIS) catalogue and have provided their feedback on requirements. The latter
are to be taken into account in work-packages 4 and 5.
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Introduction: objective, design and implementation of the
survey
The main objective of the CatRIS survey was to support a broad consultation process that the
consortium had initiated to gather input from Core Facilities (CFs) and Research
Infrastructures (RIs) stakeholders about needs and expectations for the RI service catalogue
to be developed. While recognising that surveys launched to a broad community typically have
low response rates, they offer the possibility of having an open channel where respondents
can provide their view anonymously and in a structured way.
The survey was designed and structured having in mind different stakeholders’ groups
including RI managers, operators, users, policy makers and funders. Therefore, targeted sets
of questions were addressed to different stakeholders’ groups. The survey was inspired by the
eInfraCentral project’s (project.einfracentral.eu) user needs survey. In some cases, questions
have been re-used but the questionnaire was extensively modified after consortium partners’
comments and suggestions.
The questionnaire had a total of 32 questions, including the last one on GDPR requirements
(meant for all respondents). The five initial questions enquired about respondents’ location,
their role vis-à-vis RIs, their scientific field of activity, a definition of RI ‘service’ as well as their
role with regard to RIs services1. Depending on the answer to the fifth question, respondents
were automatically directed to subsequent sections. Current and potential users/customers of
RI services were directed to a section enquiring about their experiences, practices and
requirements, respectively. In addition, there was a section that both RI managers and users
were invited to fill in. Furthermore, a section of the questionnaire was dedicated to RI service
managers/providers and a final one for policy makers and funders.
The section addressed to current and potential users/customers of RI services enquired about:
their interest in specific matters of RIs, the means they use to discover and order RI services,
about problems they may encounter when trying to discover RI services, way of searching for
RIs’ services, type of services (including potential problems of finding and accessing those),
motivation for using a European-wide catalogue of RI services, functionalities expected from
a RI service catalogue, characteristics they find important when searching for a service,
knowledge of different types of RI services at a national and European levels and how

1

The fifth question was: ‘Regarding RIs’ services, are you: A current RI service user/customer; A

potential RI service user/customer; An RI operator/manager; An RI service manager/provider; A Policy
maker and/or funder’.
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frequently they use different RI services (the last two question were addressed to both RI
managers and users).
The section for RI service managers/providers comprised questions on types of RI services
they offer, issues they are faced with when increasing uptake of RI services, means of
extending the offer of their services to new users or user groups, as well as questions on the
service catalogue. The latter included their interest in listing their services in the CatRIS
catalogue and the foreseen advantages and disadvantages of a catalogue. Last but not least,
there were questions on statistics and visualisation needs for the statistics as well as on the
functionalities and features that the CatRIS catalogue should have.
The section for policy makers and funders contained three questions: on areas they are
interested in when it comes to assessing a RI, on their interest in using CatRIS catalogue and
the added value of a RI service catalogue.
In order to facilitate the respondents’ task and minimise the time required to fill the survey, an
effort was made to propose definitions and multiple-choice questions rather than free text
answers whenever possible. The option to add open comments or add ‘other’ answers than
the ones proposed was systematically included.
All CatRIS partners contributed to the design and testing of the survey prior to its release to
the public. The survey was set up by ESF using the SurveyMonkey platform and was open
from 18 March 2019 until 10 May 2019. It was set-up as an open link so that all those interested
could access it and provide input. The possibility to provide personal contact information was
left to the discretion of the respondents.
The survey was launched on 18 March 2019. The information about the survey was broadly
advertised to the RI community by the project partners advertising the Survey of social media
(Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn), websites, newsletters, mailing lists and project partners’
contacts2. The survey coverage was monitored by the CatRIS team in order to achieve a
balanced representation of respondents from various scientific disciplines and European
countries. Hence target groups included the ESFRI secretariat, Science Europe, the OECD
Global Science Forum, European Space Sciences Committee, the National Contact Points for
Horizon 2020 (RICH network), European Macro Regions, ESFRI cluster projects, etc. A
community of several thousand individuals dealing with different activities related to the
European RI landscape was thus reached. In order to achieve a higher response rate, the

2

In accordance with GDPR.
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CatRIS team extended the deadline for filling out the survey from 15 April 2019 to 10 May
2019. Once closed, a total of 207 Survey responses had been received.
In the analysis that follows the percentages are rounded up to be without decimals. While some
of the questions provided for a possibility to specify an answer in writing, the analysis excludes
the answers that do not bring in a novel perspective.
The first chapter summarises the sample, followed by the second on the analysis of the findings
(organised in four subsections for each of the aforementioned target groups) and then a final
section with conclusion.
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1 Sample description
The survey gathered responses from 32 countries, with notable outliers being Greece (16%)
and France (15%). There were no responses from: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cyprus, Estonia,
Georgia, Iceland, Israel, Malta, Moldova, Serbia, Slovakia and Tunisia (see Figure 1).
Figure 1: Location (country) (n=207)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

A majority of the respondents are researchers and scientists (38%), followed by (27%) RI
operators and managers. Only 5 respondents (2%) represented a funding organisation / owner
(see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Respondent’s role (n=207)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

There were responses from all field of sciences (see Figure 3) with biological and medical
sciences most represented (37%). The second most represented field was earth and
environmental sciences (17%) while the least represented (4% each), were: information
science and technology, and physics astronomy, astrophysics and mathematics.
Figure 3: Field of science for researchers and/or those who work for a RI (n=169)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.
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A majority of the survey respondents (82%) agreed with the definition of a service as described
in the survey. A remaining 18 percent of respondents disagreed (see Figure 4).
Figure 4: Agreed with the definition of a service being ‘RI assistance to the users that provides them
certain benefits’ (n=195)
90%

82%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

18%

20%
10%
0%
Yes

No. Please provide a definition
you suggest

Source: CatRIS Survey.

Among those who disagreed there were some alternative definitions offered (see Text box 1).
Text box 1: Alternative definition of a service given by survey respondents (n=35)
-

access provision to services and technologies, resource collections or technical expertise

-

computational capabilities offered to users through a research infrastructure

-

A definition that explicitly names the benefits

-

RI that provides scientific expertise and technical state of the art technologies to users

-

The provision of a (pre-defined) unit of work with specific technological knowledge and scientific
expertise to fulfil user requirements

-

Access to, and assistance with centralized high value resources.

-

too vague, it can be more specific including the expert know-how and expertise

-

RI training and support to users

-

RIs facilitate or enable access to advanced scientific technologies

-

Actions supporting the research activities of the RI user base

-

In economics, a service is a transaction where the seller provides something other than physical
goods to the buyer

-

I'm not sure. It seems correct, but it's very general. Later in the survey you distinguish use of
instruments, use of resources and use of services, while all three should be covered by the
definition of a 'service'.

-

A means of enabling value co-creation by facilitating outcomes that customers want to achieve,
without the customer having to manage specific costs and risks (ITIL standard definition)

-

RIs provides a service to users by making data available to them
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RI assistance and training to the users which provides them with information, know-how and
value

-

RI assistance to the users in order to promote research activities

-

The definition is too broad. I would suggest "RI assistance to the users that enables them to
advance their research".

-

RI assistance to users that provides added value to their research

Note: Selected responses; language edited for mistakes.
Source: CatRIS Survey.

Regarding RI services, the three roles most strongly represented were RI operators and
managers with 26%, potential RI service users with 24% and RI service managers with 23%.
Current RI service users and policy makers or funders were the least represented (see Figure
5).
Figure 5: Respondent’s role vis-à-vis RI services (n=185)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.
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2 Analysis of the findings
2.1

Section for current and potential users/customers of RI services

The sixth question enquired about the interests of users when approaching a RI. Current and
potential users/customers are most interested in RI’s resources (e.g. a dataset, a sample) and
services provided by RI (e.g. training and data analysis). The access to operational and
management capacity of the RI gathered the least interest, with 28% (see Figure 6). There
was just one response under the ‘other’ category: RI’s library.
The means currently most used by current and potential users to find and order RI services is
communication by email, telephone, etc. National access programmes and platforms is the
second most used means to find and order required RI services. Competitive submission of
proposals for use of RI services is the least used means, with 14 percent of respondents (see
Figure 7). A respondent stated that they used ‘RI observatories and registries’ (a response
under the ‘other’ category).
Figure 6: interest of users when approaching a RI (multiple answers possible) (n=58)
80%
70%

74%

72%

67%
57%

60%
50%
40%

28%

30%
20%
10%
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(e.g. a dataset, a
and
instruments
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methodological
expertise of the
RI’s scientists

Source: CatRIS Survey.
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Figure 7: means currently used to find and order required RI services (multiple answers possible) (n=58)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

The next question enquired about potential problems that users experience when trying to find
the right RI service (Figure 8). The result was evenly split between those who did and those
who did not experience problems (52%of users answered ‘No’ and 48% answered ‘Yes’).
Figure 8: Respondents experiencing problems when trying to find the right RI service (n=58)
52%

52%
51%
50%
49%

48%

48%
47%
46%
Yes

No

Source: CatRIS Survey.

Among the specific problems users have encountered while trying to find the right RI service,
the difficulty to find a particular service and services being described in an incomplete or
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unclear way are the two most frequent problems (63% of responses each). Services described
from the RI perspective and not from a user’s perspective comes third, with 47% (Figure 9).
Figure 9: Specific problems encountered by users (multiple answers possible) (n=32)
70%

63%

63%

60%
47%

50%
38%

40%
30%
20%

6%

10%
0%
Difficult to
find a
particular
service

Difficult to get Services are Services are None of the
a choice of
described in
described
abovePlease
services to an incomplete from the RI
comment:
compare or unclear way perspective
but not users

Source: CatRIS Survey.

Users typically search for RIs’ services via an internet search (Google, etc.) (73% of the
respondents). The next two favourite choices are via recommendations from colleagues (56%)
and directly on RI websites (53%). Others mentioned included the MERIL and RICH websites
and

the

RMS

facility

database

(see

www.rms.org.uk/network-collaborate/facilities-

database.html). See Figure 10.
Figure 10: Means of searching for RIs’ services (multiple answers possible) (n=55)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.
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As to the services users have already used or have been looking for, the two most popular RI
services are access to data (55% of responses) and the access to facilities (53%). Software
and applications as well as training and education services were both frequently chosen as
well (40% of responses each). The transport service has been used by only four RI services
users (see Figure 11). In the ‘other’ category an additional interesting response was
‘certification – benchmarking’.
Figure 11: Services users have already used or have been looking for (multiple answers possible) (n=55)
Access to facilities / instruments
Access to data
Transport service
Infrastructure management service
Expertise (consultancy) service, advice
Training and education service
Support service
Storage service
Software and applications
Data management
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Other (please specify)

53%
55%
7%
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40%
9%
20%
40%
20%
7%
27%
15%
5%
0%

10%

20%

30%
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

The two questions that followed concerned a potential lack of information on the part of some
users, namely question 12 (‘Are there RI services you need but don’t know where to find’) and
13 (‘Are there RI services you need but don’t know how to access’). Only a minority of answers
(29%) to the former question were affirmative (see Figure 12). Some respondents quoted
certain analysis services, RI services in the field of wood science and technology as well as
material sciences and membrane proteins production and crystallisation methods and
epidemiological data as services they do not know where to find. Even less (16%) of
respondents answered affirmatively to the latter question (see Figure 13). Some respondents
stated that they did not know how to access a membrane proteins production and
crystallisation methods service, epidemiological data as well as an analysis service.
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Figure 12: Are there RI services you need but Figure 13: Are there services you need but don’t know
don’t know where to find? how to access? (n=55)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

Regarding the motivation for using a European catalogue of RI services, 82% of respondents
answered that their motivation lay in discovering new or additional RI’s services. To better
understand the details of the services offered was also a very strong motivation, getting 55%
of responses. Almost as popular was an answer to more easily request access to services
(with 53% of responses). The answer that got the fewest responses was: understanding how
other users rated this service, with 22% (see Figure 14).
Figure 14: Main motivation for using a European catalogue of RI services (multiple answers possible)
(n=49)

Other (please specify)

0%

Neutrality, trustworthiness or objectivity
Understand how other users rated this service
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Source: CatRIS Survey.
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The respondents were then asked about the functionalities that a RI service catalogue should
have. Adding the percentage of ‘very important’ to ‘extremely important’ (see Figure 15), the
following functions were the most important users of RI services: view detailed characteristics
of targeted service (71%), conditions to access the service/access policy (69%), use advanced
filters for finding a specific service (67%), view services classified in categories (56%) and
compare prices (50%). The following functionality received a substantial percentage (i.e. above
50%) of answers in the categories ‘not important’ and ‘somewhat important’, cumulatively:
personalise your experience by having favourite services (54%).
Figure 15: Rating the functionalities that a RI service catalogue should have (n=49)
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Note: The last four responses in the Figure in the order of appearance, are: ‘Give feedback/comments
that can be viewed by other users‘, ‘Personalise your experience by having favourite services’, ‘Get
recommendations for new services based on similar users’ and ‘Get recommendations for new services
based on services you already searched or registered for’. Columns from left to right are, in the order of
appearance: ‘not important’, ‘somewhat important’, ‘important’, ‘very important’, ‘extremely important’.
Source: CatRIS Survey.
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When it comes to the characteristics that users find most important when looking for a service,
they are all found to be at the upper end of the scale (ranging from ‘not important’ as 1 to
‘extremely important’ as 5). Those that received a score of more than 3.5 as a weighted
average (see Figure 16) were: ‘service description’, ‘service options’, ‘target users (i.e.
researchers, entrepreneurs, etc.)’, ‘type of service (remote, on-site)’, ‘helpdesk’, ‘user manual’,
‘service training information’, ‘price and payment model (free, subscription, pay per use, etc.)’,
‘terms of use and service level agreements available’.
Figure 16: Characteristics users find most important when looking for a service (n=49)
4,5
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3,5
3
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Note: the graph shows weighted average, calculated as the sum of the products of rank of each answer
on an ordinal scale (1 – not important to 5 – extremely important, in steps of one) and the percentage
of answers in the respective category.
Source: CatRIS Survey.
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Section for both RI managers and users

Concerning knowledge of RI managers and users of various types of RI services available at
national and European levels, they are mostly quite aware of the landscape (picking ‘somewhat
aware’ and ‘fully aware’ from the offered answers) (see Figure 17). A substantial percentage
are not aware of certain types of services, namely those, that received more than 40% of
answers: ‘material processing service’ (48% not aware), ‘infrastructure management service’
(43% not aware) and ‘transport service’ (63% not aware).
Figure 17: Knowledge/awareness of types of RI services at national and European levels (n=87)
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Note: the first column for each category measures the answer ‘not aware’, the second column
‘somewhat aware’ and the third column ‘I am fully aware of the landscape’.
Source: CatRIS Survey.

RI managers and users were next asked about the extent to which they use various types of
RI services at either national or European levels. The scale was from 1 (service not used)
through 2 (sometimes in use) to 3 (frequent usage). The types of services that received a
weighted average below 1.5 were access to samples, material processing service,
infrastructure management service and transport service (see Figure 18 for results and the
note below it on the calculation of the weighted average).
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Figure 18: Extent to which RI managers and users use various types of RI services at national or
European levels (n=87)
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Note: the graph shows weighted average, calculated as the sum of the products of rank of each answer
on an ordinal scale (1 – not in use to 3 – frequent usage, in steps of one) and the percentage of answers
in the respective category. No. of respondents: 87.
Source: CatRIS Survey.

2.3

Section for RI service managers/providers

The services RI provide the most are: access to facilities/ instruments (84%), analysis service
(84%) and training and education service (75%). Only one manager who responded provides
transport service (see Figure 19). Among additional, free-text answers, a respondent stated
‘e-infrastructure’ as a service provided.
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Figure 19: Types of services provided (multiple answers possible) (n=32)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

The most important (56%) challenge managers/providers face in increasing the uptake of their
services is that they do not see all users browsing/looking for their services/facilities (i.e.
potential users) (Figure 20). No managers participating in the survey answered that they do
not have any challenges and two managers (6%) answered that they face or will be facing the
challenge that users tend to come from countries other than the ones in which RI operates but
that they cannot serve the users outside their country. Other responses were: ‘keep track with
technical developments’, ‘financial investment and proper acknowledgement of CFs’,
‘insufficient technology awareness due to historical gap in technology availability’, ‘capacity of
RI staff is limited for further data analysis and interpretation’ and ‘We try to keep the costs of
our services as low as possible, but it is time-consuming to maintain the inflow of funds to keep
the services accessible to all’.
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Figure 20: Challenges faced in increasing the uptake of services (multiple answers possible) (n=32)
We do not see so many new users requesting
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

The most common way (81%) managers/providers reach out to new users/user groups is by
listing their services in their own online catalogue. Half answered that they are part of a network
that helps them advertise their services/facilities to new/potential users. As expected, there are
no managers not interested in new users (see Figure 21). Among other responses were
‘booklets, brochures, etc.’, organisation of ‘general and focused seminars’ and ‘personal links’.
Figure 21: Ways of reaching out to new users/user groups (multiple answers possible) (n32)
We list our services in our own online
catalogue

81%

We list our services in other online catalogues.

41%

We are part of a network that helps us
advertise our services/facilities to…
We are part of a cross-regional/cross-country
project (e.g. Baltic TRAM, LINX) which aims to…
We are part of a H2020 project which aims to
engage with new/potential users
We promote our services via an ESFRI cluster
we belong to

50%
13%
25%
13%

We carry out promotional campaigns
We are not interested in new users
Other:

28%
0%
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Source: CatRIS Survey.
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The vast majority (94%) of respondents answered that they would be interested to list services
in the CatRIS service catalogue. Only two managers answered no to this question (see Figure
22). One of the open answers after a ‘no’ was ‘unless e-infrastructure services for RIs are
included’.
Figure 22: Interest in listing services in the CatRIS service catalogue (n=32)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

Better visibility/outreach is the most popular answer to ‘which advantages would one expect
from being listed in a service catalogue’, with 97%. Only one manager did not pick that answer.
The answer ‘other advantages’ received 13% of responses including: ‘increase collaboration
potential’, ‘discover new applications for (uses of) our services’, ‘one and final RI catalogue’
and ‘visibility for RIs and RI users in need of e-infrastructure services‘ (Figure 23).
Figure 23: Advantages expected from being listed in a service catalogue (multiple answers possible)
(n=32)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

RI service managers/providers were next asked about possible disadvantages in having a
European catalogue of RI services. The two main disadvantages they see are the sustainability
of such a catalogue is not clear (63%) and an additional administrative burden for RIs in
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updating information (53%). Some 22% of respondents do not see any disadvantages. ‘Other
disadvantages’ represents 13% of the answers. Out of the four different specific answers to
‘other disadvantages’ the two most relevant ones are: ‘internal users will have priority therefore the availability of services and equipment is uncertain’ and ‘keeping catalogue
updated rapidly’ (see Figure 24).
Figure 24: Disadvantages of a European catalogue of RI services (multiple answers possible) (n=32)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

The two most popular types of statistics RI service managers/providers are interested in are
the distribution of services per discipline/scientific domain (81%) and the geographical
distribution of services (81%). Grouping services per TRL3/maturity gathered only three
answers (representing 9%). The category ‘other’ (9%) gathered two relevant specific answers:
‘scientific impact’ and ‘services provided internally (to people in the RI institution) vs. externally’
(see Figure 25).

3

Technology readiness level.
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Figure 25: Types of statistics RI service managers/providers are interested in (multiple answers
possible) (n=32)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

When it comes to preferred means of visualisation for statistics on services, maps would be
the most popular option (84%), followed by tables (69%), bar graphs (56%) and pie charts
(44%) (see Figure 26).
Figure 26: Preferred means of visualisation for exploring statistics on services (multiple answers
possible) (n=32)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.
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service

managers/providers thought all the offered ones were valuable. Nevertheless, three
functionalities stand out as exceptionally important: quality assurance of the service description
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provided, automated update of service information and easy and understandable process of
publishing services (see Figure 27).
Figure 27: Functionalities of the future CatRIS service catalogue ranked (n=32)
Quality Assurance of the service description
provided
Information about types of users accessing a
service (i.e. researchers vs entrepreneurs, etc.)
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RIs
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Note: the graph shows weighted average, calculated as the sum of the products of rank of each answer
on an ordinal scale (1 – not important to 5 – extremely important, in steps of one) and the percentage
of answers in the respective category.
Source: CatRIS Survey.

Other functionalities and features that may be important were provided as answers to the next
question: ‘Are there any other functionalities and features that would be important to include in
the design of an RI service catalogue? Please specify’. The answers are listed in Text box 2.
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Text box 2: Functionalities and features to include in RI service catalogue (n=32)
-

A direct link to RI website

-

Very important to include complementary information about the scientific expertise/knowledge
and local environment that enhances the quality of the technological service provision. A search
engine could be a solution. One should be able to filter by multiple keywords including
technologies and scientific topics.

-

Whether the service is provided at the technical level or is accompanied by extensive scientific
support, e.g., to experimental design, experiment modification/optimization, result interpretation,
publication

-

Number of users, capacity of facilities, transparency, lag/delay in getting services, defining
standards and common definitions of services

-

Easy access to detailed information on service portfolios, accessibility

-

Special needs or conditions for RI

-

Expertise of the service provider, similar services near you search function,...?

-

A tool to handle clients requests. Like ticketing service or something

-

Pricing and financing

-

Cost information, if applicable

-

There are new and upcoming disciplines that are usually described through one particular
discipline. Especially umbrella type of research areas where multiple disciplines are involved
such as disaster management etc. For this reason, it is crucial to design a system that will be
flexible to accommodate not only the recent disciplines but also the upcoming ones

-

Similarities among RIs in terms of technical background, services or and content

-

Contact information of managing organization

-

Just make sure naming and definitions are consistent across sites

Note: Selected responses; language edited for mistakes.
Source: CatRIS Survey.

2.4

Section for policy makers and funders

The area in which policy makers and funders are most interested in is the use of RI’s facilities
and instruments (68%). Close behind, with 64% each are the use of RI’s services and the
provision of technological and methodological expertise by the RI’s scientists (see Figure 28).
Among ‘other’, respondents wrote four interesting answers: ‘budget execution’, ‘excellence in
science’, ‘outcome of the RI’ and ‘policy relevant services’.
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Figure 28: Areas policy makers and funders are especially interested in when assessing performance
or progress of RI (multiple answers possible) (n=22)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

The vast majority of policy makers and funders (86%) would be interested in using CatRIS
service catalogue (see Figure 29).
Figure 29: Interest in using CatRIS service catalogue (n=22)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.

Furthermore, the added value of a RI service catalogue from policy makers’ and funders’
perspective was the topic of the next question (see Figure 30). Three answers got a majority
of responses from the policy makers and funders participating in this survey, with 77% each:
To get up-to-date information about the number of users of an individual RI service; To
understand differences (if any) in the uptake of services from European level RIs vs national
RIs; To understand the potential impact of funded RI services. One policy maker or funder
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does not see any added value. A relevant additional answer which was specified in ‘other’ is:
‘a better overview and understanding of existing services’.
Figure 30: The added value of a RI service catalogue from the perspective of policy makers and funders
(multiple answers possible) (n=22)
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Source: CatRIS Survey.
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3 Conclusions
The survey gathered a substantial number of responses from the key target groups of the
European CF and RI community, thereby kicking off a process of requirement elicitation of the
CatRIS project. It helped establish a baseline for a definition of RI service, provided feedback
on the proposed typology of RI services as well as on requirements of the future CatRIS
catalogue.
The definition of RI services derived from the survey results is close to the one originally
proposed: ‘RI assistance to the users that provides them certain benefits’. Using the
respondents’ answers, it can be concluded that an RI service should be a predefined unit of
work that uses instruments and resources having certain characteristics, and that facilitates
access to technologies, resources, expertise. It provides added value to scientific expertise, to
the research or to state-of-the-art technologies.
The users are interested to use different resources and services of RIs but have shown to use
a rather limited set of means to search, find and order required RI services. Although the
changes to the proposed typology are not be finalised after only the survey, the respondents
(users/customers, RI managers) validated the existence of various types of RI services that
were mentioned in it: access to facilities/instruments; access to data; transport service;
infrastructure management service; expertise (consultancy) service, advice; training and
education service; support service; storage service; software and applications; data
management; material processing service; analysis service; access to samples.
Users would especially like to see the following functions in a RI service catalogue: view
detailed characteristics of targeted service; conditions to access the service/access policy; use
advanced filters for finding a specific service; view services classified in categories; compare
prices.
The interest of the CF and RI community in the future (CatRIS) catalogue clearly follows from
the CF and RI community needs at the current moment. The feedback provided on
requirements of the catalogue will be taken into account in work-packages 4 and 5.

