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The objective of this report is to analyse
the research and innovation collaborations
between UPV and FISABIO teams estab-
lished through the actions and projects
funded by the POLISABIO programme
(2017-2021).

The evaluation work has been carried out
by researchers from Ingenio (CSIC-UPV)
and the Inn4all research group at the Uni-
versitat de Valéncia, in collaboration with
staff from the Innovation Area at FISA-
BIO and the Service for the Promotion
and Support of Research, Innovation and
Transfer at UPV.

The report is divided into four sections: a
description of key aspects of the POLISA-
BIO program based on the contents of the
reports and participant details; the collec-
tion and analysis of primary data through
a survey of researchers involved in the
program; the conduct of semi-structured
interviews; and the collection of data to
develop indicators of scientific production
and transfer. The main conclusions are:

1. High satisfaction of the participating
research staff with the POLISABIO
programme.

2. The 79 funded projects generated 52
scientific publications, 74 conference
communications, 7 doctoral theses, 24
bachelor’s theses, 19 master’s theses,
4 awards, 4 software programmes, 8
patent applications, and raised more
than 2.2 million euros of additional
funding.

. High mobilization capacity of the

POLISABIO programme, especially
among FISABIO staff without research
experience.

. Preponderance of motivations related

to social impact (pro-social motiva-
tions) of the persons participating in
the programme.

. Simultaneity of division of labour and

cross-fertilization of knowledge in
collaboration.

. Some UPV groups value the research

experience of FISABIO groups when
initiating collaborations.

. The most criticized aspect of the pro-

gramme is the amount of funding. Ad-
ministrative barriers related to the allo-
cation of resources between FISABIO
and UPV groups, as well as problems
with recruiting human resources, have
also been identified.

. Availability to overcome collaboration

barriers derived from geographical dis-
tance by research staff not affiliated
with institutions in the city of Valencia.

. The matching practices of the POLIS-

ABIO team enable some barriers to be
overcome, related to the “lack of un-
derstanding of the different languag-
es” used by the research groups.
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POLISABIO Programme Evaluation: Final Report

The objective of this report is to present the results of
the evaluation work of the POLISABIO programme (2017-
2021) (htt www.polisabi index.ph ) carried
out within the framework of the “Technological Support
Agreement between the State Agency Spanish National
Research Council (CSIC), the Universitat Politécnica de
Valéncia (UPV), and the Foundation for the Promotion
of Health and Biomedical Research of the Valencian

Community (FISABIO)” of January 17, 2023.

The POLISABIO programme evaluation
analyses the research and innovation col-
laborations between teams from the UPV
and FISABIO established thanks to the ac-
tions and projects funded by this initiative.
The evaluation work has been carried out
by researchers from Ingenio (CSIC-UPV)
and the Inn4all research group at the Uni-
versitat de Valencia, in collaboration with
staff from the Innovation Area of FISABIO
and the Service for the Promotion and Sup-
port of Research, Innovation, and Transfer
at UPV. To formalize this collaborative ap-
proach, an Evaluation Monitoring Commit-
tee was created, made up of representa-
tives from all the institutions participating
in the evaluation process. This committee
has met regularly since the launch meeting
on 2 February 2023 until the completion of
the process and delivery of the final report.

The report is composed of three parts: (i)
description of fundamental aspects of the

POLISABIO programme based on the con-
tents of the project justification reports
and the details of the participants (Pls' and
team members), (i) collection and analysis
of primary data from a survey of all the re-
search staff participating in the programme
and conducting qualitative interviews, and
(iii) data collection to develop indicators
of scientific production and knowledge
transfer. In section 2 we discuss the meth-
odology, and in section 3 we present the
analysis referring to the first two parts. The
structure of the survey, methodology, and
results of the third part regarding indicators
of scientific production and transfer are in-
cluded in the annexes of the report. The
Research Ethics Committee of UPV evalu-
ated the research project on which this text
is based and issued a favourable opinion
(ref: P04_28-06-2023).

1 Principal Investigator (initials).


https://www.polisabio.es/index.php/es

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Description and general
objectives of the POLISABIO
programme

The POLISABIO programme is part of the
“Framework Agreement for Collabora-
tion between the Universitat Politecnica
de Valéncia (UPV) and FISABIO, signed on
April 3, 2017, covering activities in training,
scientific research and technological devel-
opment, the exchange of experts, and the
commercialization to third parties of jointly
developed technologies.” The programme
was launched in 2017 through a Collabora-
tion Agreement between UPV and FISABIO
to establish a joint initiative aimed at pro-
moting research and innovation partner-
ships between UPV researchers from the
Alcoi and Gandia campuses and FISABIO
professionals affiliated with the Alcoi and
Gandia Health Departments. Since then,
and up to 2024, the program has been held
annually, gradually expanding to include all
three UPV campuses and all centers affili-
ated with FISABIO.

The POLISABIO program aims to generate
synergies between researchers and pro-
fessionals from both institutions, foster-
ing research and innovation projects with
strong scientific and technical potential,
focused on innovative topics and attrac-
tive for securing public and private fund-
ing from national and international calls of
interest. The program seeks to promote
cooperation across all UPV campuses —
with particular emphasis on the Alcoi and
Gandia campuses — and among staff from
centers affiliated with FISABIO. These in-
clude, in particular, professionals from the
Health Departments of Vinaros, Castelld, La
Plana, Sagunt, Requena, Valencia—Arnau de
Vilanova-Lliria, Valencia—Doctor Peset, La
Ribera, Xativa-Ontinyent, Alcoi, Elda, Gan-
dia, Marina Baixa, Sant Joan dAlacant, Elx—
Hospital General, EIx-Crevillent, Torrevieja,
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and Orihuela, as well as from FISABIO-Salut
Publica, Centre de Transfusio de la Comu-
nitat Valenciana, Hospital de San Vicente,
Hospital La Pedrera, Hospital Doctor Molin-
er, Hospital Pare Jofré, Hospital La Magda-
lena, and FISABIO-Oftalmologia Medica.

1.2. Funding calls and selec-
tion system

The programme consists of granting two
types of financial aid. The “Preparatory
Actions” for the exploration and formula-
tion of future research/innovation projects,
funded with 5,000 euros, and the “Pro-
jects” of innovation, technological devel-
opment, and validation of results focused
on health technologies, funded with 15,000
euros. The granting of the planned finan-
cial aid is carried out under a system of a
competitive basis of award among groups
from both institutions that meet the pro-
gramme’s eligibility criteria.

The system of evaluation and selection for
aid and projects consists of three phases. In
the first phase, the research groups of UPV
and FISABIO that wish to participate in the
call complete an “expression of interest.”
In this expression of interest, the groups
present a project idea, based on capabili-
ties and/or unresolved technical problems,
to find the most suitable group to under-
take a collaboration. With the information
collected in the expressions of interest, the
management units of the POLISABIO pro-
gramme look for groups that can establish a
collaboration between the two institutions.
In a second phase, once the groups have
been identified and matched, they submit
joint proposals to the call. In the third phase,
the POLISABIO management units evaluate
and select the proposals to be funded by
applying various criteria, such as the tech-
nical quality of the proposal, its impact, or
the curriculum of the groups.
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The analysis consists of three parts. The first part
is the description of fundamental aspects of the
POLISABIO programme, based on the contents of
the project justification reports and the details of
the participants (Pls and team members). The se-
cond part is an analysis of different aspects rela-
ted to the collaboration between FISABIO and UPV
groups, which employs two methodologies:

1. the collection and analysis of primary
data from a survey of the researchers
participating in the programme, and

2. semi-structured interviews to under-
stand the context of some aspects
already addressed by the survey, and
to capture emerging topics that arose
in the semi-structured interviews, not
addressed in the initial design of the
survey, but which could be incorporat-
ed into the survey in the final redesign
before sending.

The third part refers to the collection of
data to develop indicators of scientific
production and transfer, carried out by the
POLISABIO team with the assistance of
members of the Ingenio team (CSIC-UPV).
This methodological section refers only to
the first two parts. The methodology and
results of the third part are included in the
annex of the report.

2.1. Sources and main data
of the descriptive analysis
of secondary data

The descriptive analysis of secondary data
of the POLISABIO programme is based on
documents provided by the management
and coordination team of the POLISABIO
programme. These documents include,
mainly, project justification reports (both
funded and not funded). We also relied on
various additional tables, with information
on each project for each year of the call,
covering the period 2017-2021.

An intensive work of data extraction and
homogenization of the information available
for each call of the programme was carried
out, using the information previously indi-
cated. As a result, three interrelated tables
were generated to structure and condense
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2. METHODS

all the available information. These three
tables constituted the main source of data
for the descriptive analysis of secondary
data, and for the identification of the target
population of the survey and of the persons
selected for the interviews.

Table ‘Projects’. Each observation in
the table corresponds to a different pro-
ject. The variable “id\_project” provides
a unique indicator for each project. It is
important to add that we use the term
project to cover both the ‘Actions call’ and
the ‘Projects call’ of the POLISABIO pro-
gramme. This table provides information
on all projects for the entire period ana-
lysed. Table 1 shows the main variables
available at the project level, including in-

formation for each of the 168 project ap-
plications (both those funded and those
not funded).

Table ‘Persons’. Each observation in this
table corresponds to a different person.
The variable “id\_person” uniquely iden-
tifies the individuals who participated in
the POLISABIO programme. This table
provides detailed information on the par-
ticipants in the programme. For example,
name and surname, contact addresses,
department and campus (UPV), health
department and affiliated center (FISA-
BIO). It should be noted that the prepara-
tion of this table involved an intensive task
of homogenization of names, surnames
and identification of duplicates. The main

e Table 1. Main variables available in the “Projects” table

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION

id_project*
Acronym
IP_UPV
IP_FISABIO
score_upv
score_fisabio
UPV_total
Year
project_type
conced_upv
conced_fisabio

conced_total

conced_dummy

* Unique identifier

Unigue identifier for each project (N=168)
Project acronym

Name of Principal Investigator (UPV)

Name of Principal Investigator (FISABIO)
Score received from UPV evaluator

Score received from FISABIO evaluator

Total score received

Year of call for proposals

Type of project (Project / Action)

Amount contributed by the UPV to the project
Amount contributed by FISABIO to the project
Total amount awarded

Dichotomous variable indicating whether the project
was awarded



fields are described in Table 2. A total of
541 persons (unique IDs) were identified: it
is important to note that the table includes
both those persons who participated in
funded projects and those who applied for
projects that were not funded.

Table ‘Participations’. The linking of the two
previous tables takes place through the ‘Par-
ticipations’ table. In this table, each observa-
tion corresponds to a different participation
in a project. It is important to remember that
the same individual may have participated
in several different projects, so the number
of observations in the ‘Participations’ table is
necessarily higher than the number of ob-
servations in the ‘Persons’ table. Table 3 de-
scribes the variables available.

POLISABIO Programme Evaluation: Final Report

2.2. Survey analysis
2.2.1. Methodology

The second part of the quantitative study in-
volved the design, distribution, and analysis
of a survey of all participants in the POLISA-
BIO programme. The survey was addressed
to all researchers from FISABIO and UPV who
participated in at least one project funded
by the POLISABIO programme, both Pls and
members of the research groups. This im-
plies a sample population of 354 persons:
200 belonging to FISABIO, and 154 belong-
ing to UPV (see Table 7 for more details). Of
these, 112 persons participated as Pls in at
least one project funded by the POLISABIO
programme.

e Table 2. Main variables available in the “Persons” table

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION

id_person*

Name

Surname

Email

UPV_grupo
UPV_departamento
UPV_campus
fisabio_dept_salud
fisabio_centro_adscripcion
nprojects_conc
nprojects_total
nprojects_conc_pi

* Unique identifier

Unique identifier for each person (n=541)
First name

Last name

Email address

Name of research group (UPV)

Name of department (UPV)

Name of campus (UPV)

Health department (FISABIO)

Affiliated center (FISABIO)

Total number of projects awarded

Total number of projects requested and awarded

Total number of projects awarded as P
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e Table 3. Variables available in the “Participations” table

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION

id_participant*

id_person
id_project

* Unigque identifier

The contact data (e.g., email addresses)
were extracted from the originalinformation
provided by the POLISABIO managing and
coordinating team. For those researchers
without an available email address, efforts
were made to obtain it through alternative
means (e.g., access to scientific publica-
tions, consultation of scientific or univer-
sity directories, etc.). After extraction and
completion of email addresses, the email
address of 340 researchers was obtained,
of which 321 were finally valid (90.7% of
the population of 354 persons). Therefore,
321 researchers received the email with
the invitation to participate in the survey.

For the design of the questionnaire through
which the survey was carried out, inter-
views were arranged with Pls of groups
participating in the POLISABIO programme.
Specifically, during the period October to
November 2023, a total of 5 interviews
(in person or by videoconference) were
carried out with Pls from UPV and FISA-
BIO. These interviews allowed validating
the relevance of the questions included in
the questionnaire, as well as adapting and
clarifying the content and design of the
questions. The implementation and distri-
bution of the survey were carried out elec-
tronically through the Qualtrics platform?.
Each researcher with a valid email address

2 https://www.qualtrics.com/
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Unique identifier for each participation (n=963)
Person identifier

Project identifier

received a personalized link to respond to
the online questionnaire.

Prior to the distribution of the question-
naire, the POLISABIO programme coordi-
nating team sent an email requesting the
participation in the survey of all persons
included in the sample population. The
questionnaire was sent on March 8, 2024.
Three reminders were sent (March 25,
April 2 and April 15), to those researchers
who had not responded or who had not
completed the questionnaire. The collec-
tion of responses was definitively closed
on April 20.

A total of 92 valid responses were ob-
tained, representing a response rate of
28.7%. This rate was higher for UPV re-
searchers (34.8%) than for FISABIO re-
searchers (24.2%). It is also important to
highlight that the response rate was higher
for those respondents who had been Pls in
at least one project funded by POLISABIO
(47.7%), compared to those researchers
who had not been Pls in any funded pro-
ject (18.9%).

For UPV researchers, the response rates
were 38% for the Vera campus, 30% for
the Alcoi campus, and 31.8% for the Gan-
dia campus. For FISABIO researchers, no
large variations in response rates were
observed between the different Health
Departments.


https://www.qualtrics.com/

2.2.2. Structure of the
questionnaire

The questionnaire was structured in three
blocks.

The Block “Profile of respondents” fo-
cused on the research and profession-
al profile of the respondents. This block
included questions related to research
practices, such as the percentage of time
devoted to different types of profession-
al activities, the identification of research
beneficiaries, motivations associated
with participation in research projects,
and other aspects related to professional
experience.

In the “POLISABIO experience” Block,
information was requested about the re-
spondents’ personal experience in the
POLISABIO programme. In this block, the
questions did not refer to specific projects,
but to the experience in the POLISABIO
programme in general. This block includ-
ed questions related to the motivations to
participate in the POLISABIO programme,
general satisfaction with the programme,
and research experience before partici-
pating in the POLISABIO programme.

In the Block “POLISABIO projects”, in-
formation was requested about the re-
spondent’s experience in different projects
and/or actions in which they participated
within the framework of the POLISABIO
programme. Each respondent received a
personalised questionnaire, which allowed
them to view a series of data on the pro-
jects in which they had participated, facil-
itating the identification of the projects on
which information was requested.

These identification data included, for ex-
ample, the acronym for the project, the
year of funding, the full names of the prin-
cipal investigators from both institutions
(FISABIO and UPV), the type of project
(action or project), or the year of the call.

POLISABIO Programme Evaluation: Final Report

If the respondent had participated in more
than one project, information was request-
ed for up to three projects maximum. In the
case of having participated in more than
three, the three most recent were select-
ed to facilitate answering the questions
about each project. As shown in Table /
(see Section 3.1.4), a large percentage of
respondents only participated in a single
project (73%). Only 51% participated in 3
projects, and 4.2% participated in more
than three projects.

The questions associated with the pro-
jects included questions about the contri-
bution of each of the partners (UPV group
and FISABIO group) to the project, the fre-
guency and channels of interaction, the
identification of obstacles experienced,
and the assessment of different types of
impacts resulting from the collaboration.

2.3. Semi-structured
interviews

The conducting of semi-structured inter-
views had two objectives related to the
analytical possibilities offered by qualita-
tive research. The first objective was to un-
derstand the context of some aspects ad-
dressed in the survey. In this way, the aim
was to analyse some processes involved
in the collaborations of the POLISABIO
programme. The second objective was to
capture emerging topics that arose in the
interviews but had not been initially incor-
porated into the survey.

To fulfil the first objective of the interviews
— understanding the context of some as-
pects already addressed in the survey —the
list of open questions was initially based
on the survey blocks related to: motiva-
tions to participate in a research project,
reasons to participate in the POLISABIO
programme, satisfaction with the POLISA-
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BIO programme, contribution of the teams
to the objectives of the project, frequen-
cy and channels of interaction (with em-
phasis on the relationship between ge-
ographical distance and collaboration),
barriers encountered in collaboration, and
the impact derived from the projects. Re-
garding the second objective — capturing
emerging topics —, in the initial interviews
we observed that the interviewees at-
tached great importance to the work of the
POLISABIO coordination team in matching
groups from different institutions during
the call. We therefore added a new block
to the survey on the “Origin of the collabo-
ration”, to try to capture this aspect, while
also delving deeper into these matching
practices in the remaining semi-structured
interviews. In the conclusions section, we
discuss this aspect in more detail.

The selection of interviewees was carried
out in two phases. First, the research team
identified 23 Pls according to the criteria of
the number of projects and calls in which
they had participated, geographical loca-
tion, and their degree of intermediation in
the collaboration network. The POLISABIO
team selected 5 of those 23 Pls to conduct
the interviews, 3 from UPV and 2 from FIS-
ABIO. The five interviews were conducted
between the second week of January and
the first week of March 2024. The average
duration of the interviews was 54 minutes.
The interviews were semi-structured,
based on blocks of open-ended questions
that could lead to further questions related
to the interviewees’ responses.
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® The analysis presented in this section is composed
of three parts: the description of fundamental as-
pects of the POLISABIO programme; the collection
and analysis of primary data from a survey of the
researchers participating in the programme; and
the semi-structured interviews conducted with
the researchers. Since, as described in the metho-
dological section, the design of the survey and the
semi-structured interviews are closely related, we
present the results of these two parts in a single

subsection 3.2.

3.1. Descriptive analysis of
secondary data

The combination of the tables presented
in Section 2.1 allows us to provide a de-
scriptive analysis of the information on the
POLISABIO programme at both the project
and individual levels.

3.11. Projects requested and
granted per year

Figure 1 provides details on the total num-
ber of actions and projects granted per
year. It is important to highlight that, in the
years 2017 and 2018, no distinction was
made between “Actions” and “Projects/,”
so the results for both years are present-
ed under a single category. Over the entire

period 2017-2021, a total of 79 actions/
projects were granted, out of 168 appli-
cations submitted. Therefore, the success
rate (ratio of grants to applications) was
47% for the programme. It should be noted
that this rate was significantly higher for
Actions (54%, 69 out of 128 applications)
than for Projects (25%, 10 out of 40).

3.1.2. Distribution of projects by
institution

For UPV researchers, the location of the
principal investigator was considered, dis-
tinguishing between: Vera Campus, Gandia
Campus, and Alcoi Campus. Table 4 details
the distribution of projects requested and
granted by UPV Campus. It can be observed
that more than half of the projects requested
and granted correspond to UPV researchers

19



3. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

affiliated with the Vera Campus, while the
Alcoi and Gandia Campuses each account-
ed for around one-fifth of the projects.

For FISABIO researchers, the location of
the principal investigator was considered
according to their FISABIO center of af-

filiation and the corresponding Health
Department (HD). Table 5 provides the
distribution of projects (granted and re-
qguested) by HD, highlighting the top 10
HD in terms of the total number of funded
projects.

e Figure 1. Actions (A) and Projects (P) requested/granted per year

o

[

2017 2018

e Granted

e Table 4. Distribution of projects by UPV Campus

st

2020 2021

Campus UPV PROJECTS REQUESTED PROJECTS GRANTED

Vera 95 (56,6%)
Gandia 38 (22,6%)
Alcoi 35 (20,8 %)
Total 168 (100%)
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43 (54,4%)
18 (22,8%)
18 (22,8%)

79 (100%)



3.1.3. Mobilization of
research staff

In this section, we present information on
the research staff mobilized through the
POLISABIO programme. The information
distinguishes between principal investi-
gators of projects and team members. It
also distinguishes between staff belong-
ing to FISABIO and UPV, and research staff
participating in funded and unfunded pro-
jects. Table 6 shows the number of partic-
ipations of UPV and FISABIO for each call.

POLISABIO Programme Evaluation: Final Report

It is important to highlight that Table 6 of-
fers a count of participations, not of indi-
viduals. That is, the values represent the
number of participations in awarded and
not awarded projects each year, according
to the role that each participant has occu-
pied in each project. For example, in 2017,
41 persons affiliated with UPV (10 of them
as PI) were part of teams funded by POLIS-
ABIO. That same year, 18 persons affiliated
with UPV were part of projects submitted
to the 2017 call but did not obtain fund-
ing. Therefore, the total values of each row

e Table 5. Distribution of projects by Health Department (HD)

requested Projects 22 (27.8%)
granted 26 (15,5%) 13 (16.5%)
DS Elx Hospital General 17 (10,1%) 10 (12,7%)
DS Xativa - Ontinyent 13 (7.8%) 4 (5.1%)
DS_FISABIO_Salut Publica 12 (7.1%) 7(8.9%)
DS Gandia 1 (6.6 %) 7 (8.9%)
DS Alicante-Sant Joan D’Alacant 8(4,8%) 2 (2,5%)
DS_FISABIO_Oftal. 8 (4.8%) 3(3.8%)
DS La Ribera 7(4.2%) 2 (2.5%)
DS Orihuela 4(2,4%) 2 (2.5%)
Other 20 (11.9%) 7 (8.9%)
Total 168 (100%) 79 (100%)
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represent, for each call, the total number
of persons who participated in funded and
unfunded projects.

Some important aspects to highlight from
Table 6 are as follows: first, we can de-
duce that the POLISABIO programme mo-
bilized a total of 963 participations (516
in funded projects, and 447 in unfunded
projects); with respect to participations
in funded projects, 2018 was the year in
which the highest number of research
staff took part in projects funded through
the POLISABIO programme (165 partic-
ipations). This is because, starting with
the 2019 call, the number of researchers
per project/action was limited.

e Table 6. Participation in the POLISABIO programme

PARTICIPATION IN

FUNDED PROJECTS

3.1.4. Unigque researchers

With respect to unique researchers, a to-
tal of 541 different persons (from both
FISABIO and UPV) participated in funded/
unfunded projects in the POLISABIO pro-
gramme during the period 2017-2021. As
indicated previously, these persons may
have participated in more than one funded
project during this period.

Table 7 shows the frequency of partici-
pation in projects, considering only those
persons who have participated in at least
one funded project. Of the 541 persons in-
itially considered, 354 have participated in
at least one funded project. This popula-

PARTICIPATION IN
UNFUNDED PROJECTS

UPV FISABIO Total
IP  Equipo IP  Equipo

2017 10 31 10 21 72
2018 20 59 20 66 165
2019 17 26 17 33 56
2020 16 22 16 27 81
2021 16 35 16 38 105
TOTAL 79 173 79 185 516
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UPV FISABIO Total
IP  Equipo IP Equipo
6 12 6 14 38
14 11 14 28 97
22 37 22 53 134
27 3 27 3 60
20 41 20 37 118
89 134 89 135 447



tion (354 persons) will constitute the basis
for the sending of the questionnaire, which
is detailed in the following section.

Table 7 indicates that a total of 200 FISA-
BIO researchers and 154 UPV researchers
have participated in funded projects in the
POLISABIO programme. Regarding the dis-
tribution of researchers according to their
frequency of participation in projects, the
following should be highlighted. A total of
77.5% of FISABIO researchers have partic-
ipated in only one funded project. The re-
mainder (22.5%) have participated in two
or more funded projects. In the case of
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UPV staff, 67.5% have participated in only
one funded project. The remainder (32.5%)
have participated in more than one funded
project. It should be noted that 9 persons
from UPV have participated in five or more
funded projects.

3.1.5. Teams

In general terms, the average size of the
teams in funded projects was 6.7 persons,
and the average size of the teams in fund-
ed actions was 6.5 persons. With respect
to projects that did not receive funding,

e Table 7. Frequency of participation in funded projects

Ne° of

projects Ueitz]

1 155 77,5
2 32 16
3 9 4,5
4 2 1

5 2 1

6 0 0

7 0 0
TOTAL 200 100%

Total Total

104 67,53 259 7316
30 19,48 62 17,51
9 5,84 18 5,08
2 1,3 4 113
4 2,6 6 1,69
2 1,3 2 0,56
3 1,95 3 0,85
154 100% 354 100%
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the average size of the teams was 5.3 per-
sons (projects) and 4.9 persons (actions).

Table 8 provides detailed information on
the average size of the teams by call year.
It also disaggregates the size according to
the number of FISABIO and UPV persons.

3.1.6. Interaction map

The information retrieved from the sec-
ondary data also enabled the mapping
of interactions between the different in-
stitutions that participated in the POLIS-
ABIO programme. For this purpose, the
affiliations of the principal investigators
associated with all funded projects were

e Table 8. Average team size

considered. For UPV staff, the research
group of affiliation was considered. For
FISABIO staff, the center of affiliation
was considered.

This information allowed the representa-
tion of the relationships between the dif-
ferent institutions. The nodes represent
the institutions. In green, those belonging
to FISABIO are indicated, and in red, those
belonging to UPV. The size of the node is
proportional to the number of projects in
which each institution has participated.
The links (that is, the relationships be-
tween the nodes) represent the joint par-
ticipations in projects funded by POLISA-
BIO. The thickness of the links is propor-
tional to the number of joint projects.

- FUNDED UNFUNDED

Total UPV
2017 7,2 41
2018 8,3 3,9
2019_actions 5,4 2,4
2019_projects 6 3,5
2020_actions 4,9 2,3
2020_projects 5,5 2,5
2021_actions 6 3
2021_projects 8,2 3,8

24

FISABIO Total UPV  FISABIO
31 6,3 3 3,3
4,3 6,9 3,9 3

3 5,5 26 3
2,5 6,6 2.8 3,8
26 2 1 1

3 2,5 13 13

3 51 26 2,5
4,5 71 38 3,4



Thus, it can be observed that several insti-
tutions stand out for occupying particularly
central positions. The Dr. Peset University
Hospital occupies a main position, having
participated in projects with multiple insti-
tutions, such as the IDM (Interuniversity
Research Institute for Molecular Recog-
nition and Technological Development)
or the Department of Textile and Paper
Engineering (UPV). The Virgen de los Li-
rios Hospital and the Elche Hospital also
occupy a prominent position. On the UPV
side, the IDM occupies a central position,
having participated in projects with var-
ious FISABIO institutions, such as the Dr.

e Figure 2. Map of interactions between institutions

Hosp. Lluks Alcanyis
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Peset Hospital, FISABIO Public Health, or
the Elche General Hospital.

3.2. Survey and semi-
structured interviews:
main results

This section presents the main results of
the descriptive analysis in relation to the
main aspects covered in the three blocks
previously described in the methodology
(“Respondents’ profile,” “POLISABIO expe-
rience,” and “POLISABIO projects”).
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3.2.1. Respondents’ profile
3.2.1.1. Type of research: basic-applied

Respondents indicated the extent to
which they classify their research activ-
ities as ‘basic research’ or ‘applied re-
search. Figure 3 (Applied orientation of
research) shows the distribution of the
indicator corresponding to applied re-
search. A value of 100% indicates that
the respondent reported that all their re-
search is applied in nature. In the case
of UPV staff, researchers indicated that,
on average, 63% of their research can
be classified as ‘applied research, while
in the case of FISABIO, the average val-
ue corresponds to 56.2%. That is, in both
groups, most researchers consider that
their research has an applied orientation.

e Figure 3. Applied orientation of the research

UBvY

Frequency

3.2.1.2. Identification of beneficiaries

Respondents indicated, on a scale of 1 to
/, the extent to which they considered that
different groups benefit most directly from
the results of their research activity. The
qguestion was posed as follows:

The research activity you carry out ben-
efits different groups. Please indicate to
what extent you consider that the groups
listed below benefit most directly from the
results obtained from your research activi-
ty. To do so, use a scale from 1to 7 (1 = do
not benefit at all; 7 = benefit very directly).

Figure 4 shows the percentage of re-
spondents (from UPV and FISABIO) who
indicated values of 6 or 7 for each of the
suggested items. For UPV staff, 76 % stated
that the researchers of their own research

Q alk 100 Q al T

Applied research
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group are direct beneficiaries of their re-
search, followed by clinical professionals
(47%), and society in general together
with the scientific community (43%). In the
case of FISABIO, the main beneficiaries
are patients (71%), followed by their own
research group (60%), and clinical profes-
sionals (56%).

3.2.1.3. Citizen science

Respondents were asked to indicate to
what extent they incorporate citizens and/
or civil society organizations into different
phases of research. Respondents indicat-
ed, on a1to 7 Likert scale, how frequently
they incorporated citizens and/or civil so-

e Figure 4. Perceived beneficiaries

% OF respondents

POLISABIO Programme Evaluation: Final Report

ciety organizations into different phases of
their research activity?.

Figure 5 shows the percentage of re-
spondents (from UPV and FISABIO) who
indicated values of 6 or 7 in each of the
suggested items. In the case of UPV, 53%
of respondents interact with citizens and/
or civil society organizations for data col-
lection. 36% also do so to communicate
their research results. In the case of FISA-
BIO, respondents collaborate with citizens

40 A0:4
20
20 17
14.8
- SiElaHal .

3 The question asked the following: “Please indicate
to what extent the following activities are part of
your research practice. To do so, indicate the de-
gree of frequency using a scale of 1to 7. (E.g.: 1 =
“never, does not occur”; 7 = "very frequently”).

e E
) 1
g0
15§ 15.6

0
LIPY FISABIC
== Fesaarch group e Research community = Patients
- Families Associations = Clinical prof
== Pharma companies == Other industries society in genera
= Other groups
lote: Porcentage of respondents indicating values of 6 or 7
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and/or civil society organizations to deter-
mine research objectives (47%), for data
collection (47%), and to discuss potential
applications of the research (37%). Figure
5 also shows that a relevant percentage
(at least one third) of FISABIO researchers
incorporate citizens and/or civil society or-
ganizations at some stage of the research
activity.

3.2.1.4. Professional profile according
to time distribution across different
activities

Respondents indicated the percentage
of time that, during a typical work week,
they devote to different activities. Figure
6 highlights the heterogeneity of profes-
sional profiles between UPV and FISABIO
staff. In the case of UPV staff, research

(45%) and teaching (32%) are the most
important activities. However, for FISA-
BIO researchers, clinical practice (43.6%)
is the most common activity, followed by
research (24.2%). It is important to empha-
size that UPV staff devote almost twice as
much time to research compared to FISA-
BIO staff, who display a more heterogene-
ous activity profile.

3.2.1.5. Motivations to participate in
a research project

Respondents indicated the degree of im-
portance they attributed to different fac-
tors when deciding their level of partic-
ipation in a research project. These fac-
tors included elements related to personal
satisfaction (e.g., facing an intellectual
challenge), professional recognition (e.g.,

e Figure 5. Incorporation of non-professionals into the research process
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gaining professional recognition from my
scientific community), or professional sta-
bility (e.g., improving my job stability),
among others.

Figure 7 shows the percentage of re-
spondents who indicated high or very high
values (6 or 7) in the suggested items*. For
UPV staff, the most relevant motivations
to participate in research are the possi-
bility of contributing to the advancement
of knowledge in their own scientific disci-
pline (85%), and the possibility of obtain-
ing useful answers that help solve specific
problems of other people or social groups

4 The question is phrased as follows: “Please indi-
cate the degree of importance that you persona-
lly attribute to the following factors when deci-
ding your level of participation in each research
project. To do so, use a scale of 1to 7 (1 = "not
important at all,” 7 = "very important”).

e Figure 6. Professional profiles

UPV
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(85%), followed by the possibility of con-
tributing to solving social needs or chal-
lenges (83%). In the case of FISABIO staff,
the main motivation is also the contribution
to the advancement of knowledge (80%),
followed by personal satisfaction (78%),
and the opportunity to generate a positive
impact on actors outside the professional
community (including patients and society
in general), as well as the opportunity to
contribute to solving social needs or chal-
lenges (both items with 71% of responses).
Motivations related to social recognition
or improvement of working conditions are
considered less important.

In the interviews, regarding the general
motivations of our interviewees to carry
out research projects, our interviewees
emphasized the interaction between inter-
disciplinarity and some of the motivations

FISABIO

== Research e Teaching

a» Clinical practice = Management

e Other activities
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that are not among the most highlighted
in the survey: the possibility of improv-
ing career prospects in the case of UPV
researchers, and of facing an intellectual
challenge that provides personal satisfac-
tion in the case of FISABIO researchers. In
both cases, the interdisciplinary nature of
the programme stimulates these second-
ary motivations.

UPV Researcher 4 highlights the curricular
benefits of interdisciplinary research fund-
ed by the programme:

“..if one day | want to apply for accredi-
tation as a full professor ... | need it for my
resume... Academically, for me it has been
great, ... it has been published in journals.
A new field has opened up for me. And
now | have publications in health journals,
which | didn’t have before.” (Researcher 4)

e Figure 7. Motivations for participating in research
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FISABIO Researcher 2, with a long career
as a clinical professional, highlights the in-
tellectual challenge that interdisciplinary
research represents for clinical staff:

“I find it wonderful to be able to collabo-
rate in something far beyond healthcare
medicine ... | have been involved in these
things all my life ... So this was very good
for me because it was a way to continue
and to be able to do things and in this case
with the advantage or with the difference
that these were not things so close to my
own field, but intellectually more attractive
because they were a little different ... In
the end, my own field, well, | have some
mastery over it, but doing things a little bit
in another world and in another field ... |
found it very attractive to be able to enter
that field.” (Researcher 2)

FISABIO
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3.2.2. POLISABIO Experience

3.2.2.1. Previous Research
Experience

In this question, respondents were asked
to indicate whether they had research ex-
perience (e.g., publication of academic ar-
ticles, participation in research projects,
presentation of papers at conferences,
etc.) before they participated in the POLIS-
ABIO programme.

Figure 8 presents the results obtained, dis-
tinguishing between UPV respondents and
FISABIO respondents. Notable differences
can be observed between both groups. In
the case of UPV staff, 84.4% of respond-
ents already had more than 10 years of re-
search experience before they participated
in the POLISABIO programme. However, in

e Figure 8. Previous research experience
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the case of FISABIO, 33.3% of respondents
had no prior research experience, 17.8%
had little experience (1to 3 years), and 31%
had 10 years or more. These differences
highlight that the POLISABIO programme
has been particularly useful in incorporat-
ing a significant proportion of FISABIO staff
with little or no prior research experience
into research activities.

3.2.2.2. Reasons for participating in
the POLISABIO Programme

Respondents indicated the degree of im-
portance they attribute to a series of rea-
sons for participating in the POLISABIO
programme. The items presented were
slightly different for each group, so the re-
sults are shown separately.

w0 80 100
- G o8 years

& 10 years or more
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Figure 9 shows the percentage of UPV re-
spondents who indicated high or very high
values (6 or 7) on the suggested items. 81%
of respondents indicated that “benefiting
other groups through my research” and
“having a positive impact on health” were
important/very important reasons for par-
ticipating in the POLISABIO programme. In
third place was the objective of “improving
the applicability of my research results,”
with 77% of respondents. By contrast, only
11% of respondents considered “access to
equipment for my research” as an impor-
tant/very important reason.

Figure 10 presents similar information,
this time for FISABIO respondents. As in
the case of UPV researchers, FISABIO
respondents also indicated that “having
a positive impact on health” (76%) and

“benefiting other groups through my re-
search (e.g., patients)” (73%) were impor-
tant/very important reasons for participat-
ing in the POLISABIO programme, as well
as the expectation of benefiting from the
experience and knowledge of POLISABIO
researchers (73%). By contrast, “access
to data” (36%) and “access to equipment”
(38%) were infrequent reasons for ex-
plaining the decision to participate in the
POLISABIO programme

Our semi-structured interviews allowed us
to delve deeper into some of the results
of this survey question. Firstly, although
funding is not a priority, this motivation
may change depending on the stage of the
participants’ research careers. Although
the amount of funding for each project is
not very high, it can, in some cases, be suf-

e Figure 9. Motivations for participating in the POLISABIO programme (UPV)
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ficient as an incentive to start a line of re-
search. FISABIO Researcher 5, who is at an
early stage of her research career, states
that her main motivation is the search for
funding for research:

“We cannot access funding from the Insti-
tuto Carlos lll, so if we want to do research,
we can only access grants of this kind”
(Researcher 5).

UPV Researcher 1, with a consolidated
career trajectory, mentions interactions
with other research collaboration funding
programmes:

“We are motivated because we have had
a predisposition for years to do work in the
field of biomedicine... we are interested
in collaborating with clinical groups... So,
for us, it opens avenues of collaboration

POLISABIO Programme Evaluation: Final Report

and the possibility of applying for projects
[through other funding programmes] at
some point” (Researcher 2).

Secondly, UPV Researcher 3 highlights the
possibility of increasing the applicability of
her research as the main reason for partic-
ipating in the programme, specifically re-
ferring to the patentability of the research
project and relationships with companies.
In her case, the project actually began as
a continuation of a collaboration with a
private company. For this interviewee, the
professional experience in private com-
panies of some UPV researchers is one
of the reasons that explains this orienta-
tion toward applicability, which is indeed
higher among UPV researchers (77%) than
among FISABIO researchers (64%), as de-
rived from the survey results:

e Figure 10. Motivations for participating in the POLISABIO programme (FISABIO)
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)

all this started because of collabora-
tion with a company... [some] research-
ers come from the private sector. So that
leads us to always carry out research with
a view to a possible application later on,
even if it is in five, ten, or fifteen years...
So, itis true that we have that perspective,
if not to patent, at least to develop some-
thing that can be scaled up at the industrial
level and that allows not only technical but
also economic viability and profitability”
(Researcher 3).

3.2.2.3. Satisfaction with the
POLISABIO Programme

In this block, respondents were also asked
to evaluate, on a scale from 1 to 7, differ-
ent aspects related to the POLISABIO pro-
gramme. Figure 11 shows the percentage
of respondents who indicated a “positive”
or “very positive” evaluation to each of the
items presented. Results are disaggregat-
ed by type of institution (FISABIO / UPV).

UPV respondents indicated a high level of
satisfaction with the matching between
UPV-FISABIO groups through expressions
of interest: 79% indicated “high” or “very
high” satisfaction. High levels of satis-
faction are also observed with respect
to the dissemination of the call (77%).
The lowest rating refers to the funding
granted (only 19% considered it positive
or extremely positive). The patterns are
similar for FISABIO respondents, although
the values are lower. 62% of respondents
evaluated positively/very positively the
matching between FISABIO-UPV teams.
31% of respondents were satisfied with
the amounts of funding granted to ap-
proved projects.

Additionally, respondents indicated their
degree of “overall satisfaction” with the
POLISABIO programme, using a scale
from 1to 7. The average score reported by
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UPV respondents was 5.65, and the av-
erage score among FISABIO respondents
was 5.44. It is important to highlight that,
in general terms, respondents from both
institutions showed high levels of overall
satisfaction with the programme. 63.8%
of UPV respondents expressed a “posi-
tive” or “extremely positive” opinion of the
programme. This figure was 57.8% among
FISABIO respondents.

The questionnaire also included an
open-ended question, where respondents
were asked to indicate whether they had
any additional suggestions or comments
regarding their participation in the POLIS-
ABIO programme: 23 respondents provid-
ed comments in this section.

A first set of comments refers to elements
related to programme funding. Some re-
spondents expressed complaints about
the limited budget offered by the pro-
gramme and suggested “Increase the
amount of funding, especially for groups
wishing to register patents.” In this regard,
another respondent noted: “The amounts
are very limited. Particularly in Research
Projects, dissemination activities should
be eligible for funding.” Another researcher
stated, “For researchers who are just start-
ing, | think it is a good option, although the
amount of funding makes it very difficult
to carry out a project unless you have a
consolidated research team that can cov-
er part of the expenses. For established
researchers, it is not worthwhile given the
amount of administrative work involved—
preparing the proposal, expense justifica-
tion, final report...—and financially it is not
profitable.” Finally, it was also remarked
that “The funding allocation is very low. It
usually does not even cover the develop-
ment of a proof of concept. One must re-
sort to other parallel sources of funding.”

A second set of comments refers to ad-
ministrative and/or bureaucratic proce-



duresrelated to programme management.
In this regard, issues were raised concern-
ing changes in programme managers, the
need to streamline processes with ethics
committees, and the reduction of admin-
istrative bureaucracy handled directly by
researchers: “If we have to do everything
ourselves, given the heavy clinical work-
load, many of the proposed projects are
not viable, and in some cases, they do
not even materialize or get submitted be-
cause of the bureaucratic requirements.”

Finally, a third set of comments expressed
satisfaction with the programme. For ex-
ample, one respondent noted: “It repre-
sented a scientific benefit and the pos-
sibility of meeting other researchers and
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other experimental techniques.” Others
highlighted that the programme “Breaks
the ice between clinicians and academ-
ics” and “makes it possible to carry out
research projects that would otherwise
be difficult to undertake. It mentors and
guides our steps in such a challenging and
lengthy endeavour as research.” Another
respondent remarked: “It has been an ex-
cellent opportunity to turn an idea into a
prototype. Without the support of POLISA-
BIO, the development would not have been
possible.”

In our semi-structured interviews, as in
the survey and its comments, the most
frequently questioned aspect of the pro-
gramme was the “seed” nature of the

e Figure 11. Satisfaction with the POLISABIO programme
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funding. Researcher 1 commented that, in
his experience, projects must necessarily
be co-financed with other funds belong-
ing to the research groups. He also em-
phasized the need to continue funding the
most promising projects. Another of our
interviewees from FISABIO (Researcher 3)
expressed frustration with the lack of con-
tinuity in funding, particularly in research
structures within small hospitals that have
less access to other funding sources.

On the other hand, at UPV the interdis-
ciplinary nature of the programme and
its capacity to mobilize research focused
on health topics were highly valued. UPV
Researcher 1, an experienced scientist,
commented:

“As an ideaq, | find it very, very interesting.
That is, the Polytechnic University, with
its more engineering-based training, ap-
proaches the health field... Just the fact
that someone wants to apply for a project
and takes the trouble to look for someone
on the other side to arrange an interview...
that alone makes it worthwhile.” (Re-
searcher 1)

UPV Researcher 2 also emphasized the
programme’s ability to broaden research
perspectives:

“Capabilities have been greatly enhanced,
and it also allows you to open up research
horizons that you would never have had
otherwise. For example, in my case, the
biomedical part—I would never have con-
sidered it if | had not been part of these
programmes.” (Researcher 2)

In summary, the assessment of the pro-
gramme highlights the two fundamental
elements of its design: interdisciplinarity
and “seed” funding. While interdiscipli-
narity is well valued, the limitations inher-
ent in seed funding programmes are also
emphasized.
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3.2.3. Participation in
POLISABIO Projects

As previously indicated in this section,
questionnaire respondents were present-
ed with a series of identifying data corre-
sponding to the different projects in which
they had participated. Each respondent
was asked to answer a series of questions
related to each of the projects in which
they had been involved. To avoid overbur-
dening respondents, the maximum number
of projects about which a single respond-
ent could provide answers was limited to
three.

In this section, the unit of analysis for pre-
senting the results corresponds to the “re-
search project.” That is, each “project re-
sponse” is treated as an independent unit of
observation, even though several of these
responses may refer to the same project
(for example, two participants reporting on
the same project) or a single respondent
reporting on more than one project.

Consequently, this approach differs from
that of the two previous sections, where
the unit of analysis was the respondent.
While in the previous sections the number
of observations corresponded to the total
number of respondents (92 valid respons-
es, as indicated in section 2.2.1), in this
section we have a total of 129 responses
(i.e., 129 respondent-project level obser-
vations), referring to 68 different projects.

3.2.3.1. Contribution of the teams to
the project objectives

Respondents were asked, for each pro-
ject, to indicate how their own team and
the institutional counterpart contribut-
ed to achieving the general objectives of
the project. That is, UPV researchers were
asked to what extent their own team (i.e.,
the UPV researcher’s team) and the team



they collaborated with on a given project
(i.e., the FISABIO team) contributed. A
similar logic was followed in the case of
FISABIO participants.

Table 9 presents the percentage of re-
sponses in which each item is considered
important or very important (i.e., rated
with values of 6 or 7). For each institution,
data are provided for self-assessment
and for the assessment of the institution-
al counterpart®.

Regarding UPV’s contribution to the gen-
eral objectives of the project, UPV staff
themselves mainly considered that they
offered “information and advice to solve
specific problems associated with the
project” (91.3%), “energy and motivation”
(91.3%), and “ideas about the orientation
of the project” (88.4%). The lowest val-
ue was recorded for “access to patients,
samples, data, or materials” (34.8%). On
the other hand, FISABIO staff also evalu-
ated the contributions of UPV staff. These
values were significantly lower than those
reported by UPV themselves. FISABIO re-
searchers acknowledged the importance
of the UPV team in providing “ideas about
the orientation of the project” (68.3%) and
“credibility of the project to third parties”
(66.7%). Again, the lowest values were
found in “access to patients, samples, data,
or materials” (48.3%) and in “Pointed out
relevant people and/or sources of infor-
mation” (53.3%). The third column shows
the difference in scores for each item. The
results indicate important differences re-
garding task coordination (28.8 percent-

5 The question was phrased as follows: “Please in-
dicate how your own team, as well as the team
(from the institutional counterpart), contributed
to the achievement of the objectives of the pro-
ject indicated. For each item, please evaluate
each team’s contribution to the objectives of this
project, using a scale of 1to 7 (1 = no contri-
bution to the project objectives; 7 = maximum
contribution to the project objectives).
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age points of difference), and the provision
of information and advice to solve specific
project-related problems (26.3 percentage
points of difference).

With respect to FISABIO’s contribution,
FISABIO researchers themselves mainly
considered that they provided “access to
patients, samples, data, and/or materials”
(81.7%), "knowledge and expertise on the
topic” (80%), and “credibility to third par-
ties” (80%). The lowest-scoring item was
“Provided specific skills in experimental or
analytical techniques” (65%). Their coun-
terpart (the UPV team) also evaluated the
contributions of the FISABIO team to the
different projects. The highest-rated items
were “Provided knowledge and expertise
on the project topic” (78.3%) and “Provid-
ed credibility of the project to third par-
ties.” The lowest-rated item was “Provided
specific skills in experimental or analytical
techniques” (43.5%). Regarding differenc-
es, the last column indicates a discrepan-
cy in terms of specific skills in experimen-
tal or analytical techniques, as well as in
access to resources (patients, samples,
data, etc.).

It is noteworthy that no clear-cut differ-
ence is observed in terms of the contri-
butions of each group to the projects. In
general, the perception of both groups is
that the institutional counterpart provided
“knowledge and expertise,” “ideas about
the orientation of the project,” as well as

“credibility of the project to third parties.”

Where a certain division of scientific la-
bour is indeed observed, according to
cross-perceptions, is in “specific skills in
experimental or analytical techniques”
and in “access to patients, samples, data,
and/or materials.” Regarding the first item,
FISABIO researchers considered that UPV
teams provided “specific skills in experi-
mental or analytical techniques” to a sig-
nificant degree (63.3%), whereas there is
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e Table 9. Percentage of responses in which each item is considered important (6) or
very important (7)

PERCEPTION PERCEPTION

CONTRIBUTION UPV CONTRIBUTION UPV

UPV  FISABIO  Dif.  FISABIO UPV Dif.

Provided knowledge and experience on the

project topic 85,5 61,7 23,8 80,0 78,3 1,7

Provided ideas on the direction of the

project 88,4 68,3 20,1 78,3 68,1 10,2

Provided information and advice to solve
specific problems associated with the 91,3 65,0 26,3 75,0 66,7 8,3
project

Provided specific skills in experimental or

analytical techniques 87,0 633 236 650 435 21,5

Referred me to relevant people and/or

sources of information 71,0 53,3 17,7 75,0 73,9 1/

Contributed to improving my ability and
confidence to explain and defend the 78,3 65,0 13,3 70,0 71,0 -1,0
project's relevance

Provided credibility to the project in the

eyes of third parties 87,0 66,7 20,3 80,0 78,3 1,7

Provided access to patients, samples,

data, and/or materials 34,8 48,3 -13,6 81,7 66,7 15,0

Provided access to facilities,
methodologies, analysis techniques, and/ 82,6 63,3 19,3 70,0 55,1 14,9
or equipment

Contributed to the coordination of the

team's (daily) tasks 855 567 288 783 652 13/

Provided energy and motivation for the
development of activities associated with 91,3 63,3 28,0 73,3 72,5 0,9
the project
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no reciprocal evidence that UPV research-
ers regarded this contribution as relevant
from FISABIO teams (43.5%). Regarding
the second item, UPV researchers consid-
ered that FISABIO teams provided “access
to patients, samples, data, and/or materi-
als” (66.7%), whereas there is no evidence
that FISABIO researchers considered this
contribution as relevant from UPV teams
(48.3%).

Our semi-structured interviews confirm
the most salient result of the survey, re-
ferring to the division of scientific labour
between groups. But they add a new el-
ement: the perception among some UPV
researchers of FISABIO groups’ ability—or
lack thereof—to contribute to analytical
work. On the one hand, some FISABIO
groups are perceived as “Bio” groups, that
is, groups capable of carrying out labora-
tory analyses. Other groups are identified
as purely “Clinical,” without analytical ca-
pacity, mainly providing access to patients,
samples, or materials. As we will see later,
this classification may create certain barri-
ers to collaboration between the two insti-
tutions. However, other UPV interviewees
offered a different perception, suggesting
that the more purely clinical groups may
help overcome barriers derived from the
use of different scientific languages.

An important part of FISABIO research-
ers’ contribution to these interdisciplinary
projects consists of facilitating access to
patients in various situations. FISABIO Re-
searcher 2 described how, in their case,
difficulties in accessing patients during
the pandemic were overcome by expand-
ing the search to patient associations and
day centers:

“It is a bit of the clinical part ... which pa-
tients we could seek became very com-
plicated due to the issue of non-face-to-
face care. So the idea had to be somewhat
adapted towards family associations, to-
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wards day centers ... because that was
the way to be able to contact people who
normally gathered, rather than our specif-
ic patients that we could directly contrib-
ute. But yes, it was we who contributed the
most clinical part.” (Researcher 2)

FISABIO Researcher 5 commented that in
their project the technology had already
been tested on healthy patients. One of
the most important tasks of the project
was to facilitate access to patients to ana-
lyse variations:

“What we are seeing is whether these de-
vices, that is, whether that study makes
sense, whether it provides any diagnostic
and prognostic information about the pa-
thology. They had already carried out stud-
ies on healthy individuals ... And now what
we are seeing is in patients, and wheth-
er there are variations from normality that
provide information.” (Researcher 5)

In addition to access to patients, FISA-
BIO researchers also facilitate access and
knowledge of healthcare materials, facil-
ities, and real environments. UPV groups’
contribution to the projects focuses on
technological development. This contribu-
tion is clearly reflected in the perceptions
of interviewees. Researcher 1 and Re-
searcher 4, both from UPV, described their
contribution as follows:

“In the research projects | am involved in,
the technical part has been carried out en-
tirely by UPV.” (Researcher 4)

“The technical part, well, it has the capac-
ity to provide technology. We are funda-
mentally ... a technology provider ... tech-
nology that sometimes is not even known.”
(Researcher 1)

Regarding the skills in experimental or
analytical techniques of FISABIO groups,
UPV Interviewee 1, with collaboration ex-
perience with biomedical groups, made
a very clear distinction between clinical
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groups with research experience (“Bio”
groups) and those solely engaged in clin-
ical practice.

As we will see in the next section, the lack
of research experience among “clinical”
groups can be an obstacle to collabora-
tion. However, UPV Researcher 2 offers
a different perspective. She acknowledg-
es that the differences between “bio” and
“clinical” groups are significant, but adds
that “clinical” groups can contribute to
overcoming communication problems be-
tween groups from different disciplines:

“So itis true that the perspective of people
who are on the hospital ward, compared
to people who are used to researching, is
very different. Okay. But ... those who are
on the ward are also capable of bringing
it down to a more grounded level, of using
terminology that is very basic so that we
can understand it ... whereas sometimes
when you work with people from Hospital
La Fe you say ... here | got lost ... Let’s re-
cap, | don’t know what this word means.”
(Researcher 2)

This contribution is significant because, as
we will see in the next section, one of the
most important barriers to interdisciplinary
collaboration identified by our interview-
ees is indeed the use of different languag-
es. Thus, there are both pros and cons to
interaction with “Clinical” groups. For this
UPV researcher, an “essentially clinical”
group brings closeness to the problem, the
ability to interpret engineering results in a
clinical context, and a more understanda-
ble language.

Finally, our interviewees highlighted other
contributions of FISABIO teams to the pro-
jects related to knowledge and expertise
in the biomedical field, also emphasized in
the survey. In addition to aspects of ac-
cess and specific techniques employed,
in this type of interdisciplinary project, the
clinical interpretation of the problem to be
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solved and of the proposed solution is cru-
cial. UPV Researcher 1 stressed that clini-
cal groups define the problem to be solved:

“The engineering side ... we are not close
to the problem, right? ... The real problem
is known by those in the bio side. And if
they are on the clinical side, even better ...
| think that approaching that type of prob-
lem, to see if it can be addressed some-
how, I think it is very, very interesting.” (Re-
searcher 1)

As Researcher 5 emphasized, in addition
to the problem to be solved, clinical experi-
ence is also essential to clinically interpret
the technical parameters of the solution:

“Obviously, they provide the devices and
we provide the interpretation of the signals

. we provide the patients, the material
to carry out the tests, and all the clinical
knowledge applied in how to interpret the
correlation with the clinic.” (Researcher 5)

3.2.3.2. Frequency and channels of
interaction. Geographic aspects

In the semi-structured interviews, we also
sought to explore the impact of geograph-
ic distance on project interactions, since
this was one of the relevant evaluation el-
ements for the POLISABIO management
and coordination group. Four researchers
discussed aspects related to geograph-
ic distance between project groups dur-
ing the interviews. All these interviewees
stated that geographic distance had not
posed a considerable problem in the pro-
ject. They also mentioned the more inten-
sive use of online tools following the Cov-
id-19 pandemic.

“It is true that for me the geographic bar-
rier does not exist today, and even less
since COVID, as the whole issue of online
meetings has disappeared. | must say that
before COVID | was someone who traveled



a lot to Valencia ... Now with online meet-
ings, this has been greatly mitigated.” (Re-
searcher 4)

“The UPV co-PI leaves with a grant, he is
going to be away for three months and will
be able to carry out all the development of
the digital tool project, including interaction
with patients online ... Thatis, the pandem-
ic was what forced them to take that leap.”
(Researcher 5)

In one of the projects of the interviewed
researchers, related to a digital technolo-
gy, all contacts were online. In two other
cases, interviewees highlighted the impor-
tance of holding face-to-face meetings.
UPV Researcher 2 referred to the need for
in-person feedback on the use of technol-
ogy in clinical contexts:

“When you see them in situ, how they
place it, how they test it, how they handle
it. All that gives you an answer that, if you
don't see it, you don't get it. So I think there
are always meetings that must be strictly
online and meetings that must be strictly
face-to-face.” (Researcher 2)

In another case, it was necessary for a
UPV team member funded by the project
to travel to hospitals for all clinical trials.
The project funded this researcher’s travel
expenses.

In summary, online connections and the
availability of researchers outside Valencia
city are sufficient to ensure that the geo-
graphical distance between project partic-
ipants does not pose a significant difficulty.

3.2.3.3. Previous Links

In this question, respondents were asked
whether, before collaborating on the pro-
ject, they already knew one or more of the
participants from the counterpart team.

Table 10 shows the percentage of re-
sponses for each of the suggested op-
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tions, broken down by UPV and FISABIO
respondents.

In general terms, respondents did not know
the counterpart team before starting the
collaboration within the framework of the
POLISABIO programme (79.1% in the case
of UPV respondents, 67.8% for FISABIO re-
spondents). Among FISABIO respondents,
it is also noteworthy that 20% already had
a professional-formal relationship with one
or more members of the UPV team.

3.2.3.4. Origin of the collaboration

Respondents were asked to indicate how
the collaboration between their team
and the institutional counterpart was in-
itiated. The following response options
were offered:

a) My team proposed an “Expression
of Interest” and the POLISABIO coordina-
tors identified another team.

b) The POLISABIO programme coor-
dinators contacted my team regarding an
“Expression of Interest” submitted by an-
other team.

C) My team identified on the POLISA-
BIO website an “Expression of Interest” pro-
posed by another team and expressed its
interest in collaborating through the web-
site or via the POLISABIO coordinators.

d) My team proposed an “Expression
of Interest” and another team identified
this “Expression of Interest” and expressed
its willingness to collaborate through the
website or the POLISABIO coordinators.

e) | do not know how the collaboration
was initiated.

Table 11 shows the percentage of respons-
es to each of the suggested options. UPV
respondents reported that in 29% of the
cases, the UPV team submitted an expres-
sion of interest, and POLISABIO helped to
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identify a counterpart team. Among FIS-
ABIO respondents, the option with the
highest percentage of responses (30.5%)
was submitting an expression of interest
to which a UPV team responded, express-
ing willingness to collaborate. Options a,
b, and c include some type of what we
have termed “matching practices” car-
ried out by the POLISABIO team. Among
UPV respondents, the aggregate of these
three responses amounted to 75.4%, com-
pared to 45.8% for FISABIO. It is important
to note that the question did not specify
whether the UPV or FISABIO management
team within POLISABIO was responsi-
ble for these matching practices. In fact,
as will be shown in the following section
on interviews related to these matching
practices, in some cases, the POLISABIO
teams established direct contact with re-
searchers from the other institution during
these matching practices.

e Table 10. Previous links

One of the most interesting findings from
our interviews was the participants’ per-
ception of the different matching practices
that occur during the call. In this process,
the work of the POLISABIO team is essen-
tial in bringing together research groups
across institutions. Four interviewees re-
ported that the POLISABIO team inter-
vened directly in the networking process
to match groups from different institutions.
In another case, a group learned about the
programme through a mailing and inde-
pendently identified a counterpart team
from the other institution. Furthermore,
the interviews revealed different strate-
gies employed by researchers themselves
when seeking a counterpart team.

Cross-institutional matching

For Researcher 2, the POLISABIO team'’s
work in facilitating matches is excellent.
As mentioned in the previous section re-

Yes, | already had a professional relationship with one or more

members of the other team, with formal collaboration 9,0 20,3

Yes, | already had a professional relationship with one or more

members of the other team, without formal collaboration. 6,0 6,8

Yes, | had another type of relationship (non-professional) with

one or more members of the other team 6,0 51

No, | did not know any members of the other team before

collaborating on the project. 791 678
100.0 100.0
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garding the matching practices of the two
POLISABIO management groups, on occa-
sions, the POLISABIO groups established
direct contact with researchers from the
other institution during these pairing prac-
tices, as this researcher highlights:

“For me, this aspectis fundamental ... when
a network is created and a need emerges ...
My experience tells me that both at UPV and
FISABIO they have their contacts ... if | have
expressed a need and perhaps, for some
reason, the FISABIO researcher is over-
whelmed and does not contact me because
they don’t see it, POLISABIO has moved
forward ... There have been times when
FISABIO has created needs and we were
contacted from UPV to say ‘Hey, | think you
could easily provide a solution to this, but
for some reason you did not show interest.’
(origin of the collaboration). | believe there
have even been cases where FISABIO con-
tacted us directly ... So | think both entities

e Table 11. Origin of the Collaboration
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work very well as a network, they know the
right levers to pull ... | believe the network
functions very well.” (Researcher 2)

Researcher 4 from UPV explained that
POLISABIO’s (the ‘Tinder’) helped them
find a FISABIO group with which they con-
solidated collaboration:

“We only signed up for ‘Tinder’ once ...
The hospital team signed up and de-
scribed their problem. And the UPV team
signed up and explained what we could
do. And then POLISABIO connected us.
That’s how it worked in the first call, and
the collaboration has continued ever
since.” (Researcher 4)

Researcher 1 from UPV also valued this
matching work very highly:

“Once it is well done at the beginning,
connecting two researchers from very
different worlds to generate a first idea.”
(Researcher 1)

a) My team proposed and POLISABIO sought out another team

b) My team was contacted by POLISABIO

c) My team identified an expression of interest on the POLISABIO

website

d) My team proposed an “expression of interest” and the other

team contacted us

e) | don't know

29,0 17,0
26,1 18,6
20,3 10,2
13,0 30,5
11,6 23,7
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Researcher 2 makes a very interesting ob-
servation about the matching practices of
the POLISABIO team. This UPV researcher
explains how the intervention of the POLIS-
ABIO team makes it possible to overcome
one of the main obstacles identified by the
interviewees (as we will see in the section
on barriers) that hinder interdisciplinary col-
laboration: the use of different ‘languages”

“What FISABIO contributes is ... on the med-
ical side, sometimes things slip past us, like
when you are looking for an active princi-
ple ...and the active principle, do you want
me to do this? Okay, so | think that’s also the
role of the network, right? That is, to be able
to lower the technicality of the language
so that there are points of agreement. ...
both UPV and FISABIO can.... simplify that
technical language and find these matches
between the two entities. Super interesting
... UPV and FISABIO are capable of under-
standing and translating across disciplines
to transmit ideas to researchers from the
other side.” (Researcher 2)

Researchers’ Matching Strategies

In addition to the work of the POLISABIO
team, researchers also developed their
own strategies to establish contact be-
tween groups. The survey results showed
that when asked about the statement “My
team proposed an ‘Expression of Inter-
est’ and the other team responded,” UPV
groups reported that they responded to
FISABIO demands in 30.5% of the cases.
Otherwise, 13.0% of FISABIO groups re-
sponded to a request from the UPV. This
effort by UPV researchers to contact
counterparts was also confirmed in the
interviews. Researcher 1 from UPV, with
experience across several calls, described
various strategies, including relying on
pre-existing contacts or exploring groups
from the other institution based on key-
words and expressed capabilities:

44

“In some cases there was already some
prior contact, and that opened the door
to say, ‘Hey, look, since we already have
a prior contact, let's apply for a project
in this call for a project proposal’ ... In
other cases, it was more like a ‘door-to-
door selling” approach, looking at which
groups exist, what problems they may
have, how we could contribute, and con-
tacting them, or them contacting us. It has
also happened the other way around ... |
think that when they reach out, it is often
because of the keywords we include.”
(Researcher 1)

Regarding how collaborations are initi-
ated, interviews pointed to two different
approaches: responding to a specific
demand expressed in the call or explor-
ing broader opportunities for collabo-
ration. Researcher 2 described the first
approach:

“For me, the demand is always specific
... Normally, we adjust and focus on what
is being requested. But sometimes you
see the demand and realize you cannot
respond to it ... If it were more generic, it
might lead to projects that we had never
considered. But in my case, today, that is
not the situation. For me, 100% of cases
have been concrete demands to which we
provided a solution.” (Researcher 2)

In contrast, Researcher 1 from UPV ex-
plained a more exploratory approach,
without focusing on a specific demand:

“Well, in our case, the way we approached
it was by identifying a group with poten-
tial and holding some meetings to explore
what type of collaboration could be estab-
lished. | think it is more difficult for us to
have a clear idea from the outset ... That
has not been the case. Our approach was
more exploratory, to see what we could do
together, and then assess whether there
was any synergy.” (Researcher 1)



3.2.3.5. Barriers found in collabora-
tion

Respondents were asked to indicate how
frequently they experienced different sit-
uations (“barriers”) that might have nega-
tively affected the achievement of project
objectives. These barriers focused on the
characteristics of the interaction with the
counterpart team.®

Figure 12 shows the percentage of re-
sponses with values of 6 or 7 for UPV and
FISABIO respondents. In the first case, the
main barrier to collaboration experienced
by UPV staff was bureaucratic in nature.
19% reported difficulties with administra-
tive procedures during project execution

6 The question was phrased as follows: “Please in-
dicate how often you experienced the following
situations while collaborating with the team (coun-
terpart) in carrying out the various activities asso-
ciated with the project (project acronym). To do so,
use a scale of 1to 7 (1 = never; 7 = very often).

e Figure 12. Barriers to collaboration

[
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(e.g., hiring staff, ethics committees, etc.).
For FISABIO staff, 10% reported frequent
problems related to the publication and/
or exploitation of project results, while 8%
indicated frequent “lack of understanding
regarding the expectations, environment,
and professional practices” of their UPV
counterparts.

These issues also appeared in the inter-
views. The most frequently mentioned
administrative difficulties were related to
the allocation of resources between UPV
and FISABIO groups. Interviewees argued
that allocation rules were sometimes in-
flexible, leading to problems with procure-
ment management and hiring. In addition
to these administrative barriers, other dif-
ficulties mentioned included delays in the
resolution of calls and the need for pro-
gramme evaluation.

Regarding difficulties with publishing and/
or exploiting results, two of our interview-

«1HRCER
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ees, researchers at the UPV, highlight
the regulatory requirements in the bio-
medical field when it comes to commer-
cially exploiting results. For Researcher 1,
these regulatory requirements are one of
the most significant bottlenecks in this
field, exacerbated by the shortage of pro-
fessionals in academia who specialise in
these areas:

“This whole regulatory part ... It's compli-
cated and extremely costly. It is one of the
bottlenecks in bio applications ... there is
a huge gap in scientific training regarding
regulatory aspects. There are very few ex-
perts, at least in academia. I’'m not saying
private companies don’t have them, but
in academia, there are few ... And that's
where many projects die. I'd say 99.9% die
there.” (Researcher 1)

“From there it must continue with a compa-
ny. I think that is the way forward. Without
a company—through a spin-off, etc.—it is
another possibility but also complicated.
Not easy.” (Researcher 1)

For Researcher 3 from UPV, the only way
to overcome this regulatory barrier is to
collaborate with companies experienced
in the biomedical field with the necessary
capabilities to address these regulatory
processes:

“For us, those certifications and limitations
were totally unknown ... In the second pro-
ject, which was more development-orient-
ed, we obviously partnered with a compa-
ny that already had those certifications,
and adapting a product line to that type of
certification was not particularly difficult.
So, it's true that we've learned enormously
from that process, and that is one of the
handicaps that projects involving product
development encounter...we have certain-
ly learned that.. finding a company that
already has those certifications is much
easier than asking a company to start from
scratch and obtain them, because the bu-
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reaucratic process is extremely slow.” (Re-
searcher 3)

With regard to the publication of project
results in the form of articles in scientif-
ic journals, Researcher 2 from POLISABIO
points out that the interdisciplinary nature
of the projects sometimes makes it diffi-
cult to write these articles. Specifically,
the interviewee mentions the difficulties
associated with publishing the results of a
proof of concept for a technological devel-
opment in medical journals:

“This proof of concept ... That's so, so easy
to say, but turning it into a medical article
today, today | find it difficult ... to really see
how | can explain that. Whether to pres-
ent concrete experiences or everything
together. | don't know... It's really hard for
me, very, very hard.” (Researcher 2)

As we saw in the previous section, surveys
also identify this problem: 10% of FISABIO
staff also reported frequent problems with
publishing and/or exploiting project results.

Several interviewees also mentioned ne-
gotiations regarding the distribution of
intellectual property rights between UPV
and FISABIO as another barrier.

Finally, the “lack of mutual understanding
regarding expectations, environment, and
professional practices” between different
professional contexts was also mentioned
in interviews. Some interviewees noted
that certain FISABIO groups, especial-
ly those focused on clinical practice, had
little experience in research design or re-
search funding. As we mentioned earlier,
Researcher 1 from UPV, who has a long
track record, makes a clear distinction be-
tween clinical and “bio” groups. Research-
er 2 from FISABIO confirmed that, in their
experience, some clinical groups were not
used to research design.

Another prominent issue related to the
lack of understanding between different



professional environments has repeated-
ly come up in our interviews: the “lack of
understanding of the different languages”
used by research groups.

The three researchers from the UPV agree
on highlighting the difficulties associated
with the use of different “languages” by
the groups. Researcher 1, with a long ca-
reer, described the initial difficulties when
collaborating with clinical groups:

"Another limitation we had at the begin-
ning—now we’ve overcome it after years
of working with bio and clinical people—
was the language. Okay, | think they and
we had problems at first. | remember at
first having meetings with clinical staff and
leaving the meeting saying, ‘I do not un-
derstand a single word’. Absolutely noth-
ing. That doesn’t happen now, but it can be
a problem for new groups that have never
done anything in the clinical field and want
to start working with people who are more
or partly clinical.” (Researcher 1)

Researcher 4 noted that the investment of
time and effort in learning the “language”
of clinical groups was key to sustaining
collaborations:

“We met ... and have stayed together since.
That's because it takes three months just to
understand the language.” (Researcher 4)

Researcher 2 also highlights the issue of
different languages as critical in the col-
laboration process and emphasises the
coordination work required to identify ap-
propriate terminology in the exchange of
samples:

“One thing that | consider essential in this
type of collaboration is the language we
use, not only from the point of view of what
we say... | mean, if a doctor speaks using
medical terms, | get lost, and if | speak us-
ing terms that are perhaps more chemical
in nature, they get lost.” (Researcher 2)
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“The first thing we do is put terminology
on the table: what terms we will use, what
references we will employ, and how we will
codify developments. That rule is clear to
my group. We are all going to have to put
terminology, coding, and identification on
the table in the first meetings and create a
system in which | send you this sample for
you to validate, so maybe we can make an
Excel spreadsheet where we put the iden-
tification of what tests it has undergone...
and you put the date you received it and
your perceptions or observations about
that sample. And if you don’t do that, it
ends up being chaos. (Researcher 2)

In our view, it is particularly noteworthy
that researchers consider the work car-
ried out by the POLISABIO team during the
matching process in the call for propos-
als to be capable of partially resolving the
problem of the different languages spoken
by the groups, as already mentioned in the
section on the “Origin of the collaboration”.

3.2.3.6. Impacts derived from the
projects

This section provides information on the
questionsrelated to the impact derived from
the projects. The types of impact analysed
covered four areas: “knowledge”; “training”;
“health and well-being”; and “economic and

knowledge transfer-related.”

Impact on knowledge

For each project, respondents indicated
to what extent the activities carried out
within the framework of the project had an
impact on different aspects related to the
creation and dissemination of knowledge
(1 =norelevance; 7 = maximum relevance).

Figure 13 shows the percentage of respond-
ents who indicated high (6) or very high (7)
values for each of the items. The result with
the highest values (33%) is the “presenta-
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tion of the results to the study participants.”
In addition, the “initiation of new lines of re-
search” (32%) and the publication of aca-
demic articles (29%) stand out.

Impact on training

With respect to the impact on training,
five potential impacts were proposed, for
which respondents had to indicate their
relevance (1 = no relevance; 7 = maxi-
mum relevance). Specifically, the following
question was posed:

The activities carried out in the project
(project acronym) have been useful for...

e ..training new researchers: e.g. doctor-
al theses, master’s dissertations, bach-
elor’s or master’s final projects.

e ..creating new collaborations with re-
searchers from institutions other than

e Figure 13. Impact on knowledge

those participating in the POLISABIO
programme (UPV or FISABIO).

e ..Obtaining new projects and more
funding.

e ..improving infrastructures (e.g., im-
provement of scientific equipment,
electronic infrastructures, ...).

e ..improving the team’s training in re-
search activities (e.g. management of
scientific projects, experimental de-
sign, publication of results, etc.).

Figure 14 shows the percentage of re-
spondents who indicated high or very high
values for each of these items. Partici-
pation in the POLISABIO programme was
particularly useful for generating new col-
laborations with staff from other institu-
tions (43%), and for improving the team’s
training in research activities (40%). On the
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other hand, its capacity to improve infra-
structures was much more limited (13%).

Impact on health

It was asked to what extent the results as-
sociated with the projects made it possi-
ble to generate positive impacts on health.
Specifically, the following question was
posed:

The results of the activities associated
with the project have allowed...

e ..improvements in public health (e.g.,
morbidity, mortality).

e ..improvements in the quality of life of
patients and their families.

e ..addressing social determinants of
health (e.g., social cohesion, equity, re-
moval of barriers, levels of social isola-
tion, exclusion, social mobility).

e Figure 14. Impact on training
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...addressing environmental determi-
nants of health (e.g., pollution levels).

e ..addressing aspects of acceptance
(public understanding, awareness), ac-
cessibility (e.g., waiting time), or effec-
tiveness and efficiency (e.g., readmis-
sion rates).

e ..the design or execution of clinical
studies for new techniques, drugs, or
substances for therapeutic or diagnos-
tic use.

e ..improvements in healthcare quality
thanks to better diagnostic, therapeu-
tic, and/or management techniques.

The results are shown in Figure 15. Mainly,
respondents emphasized the positive im-
pact of the projects on the quality of life
of patients and their families (33% of re-
spondents). Improvements in healthcare

== Creating new collaborations with other institutions

= |nfrastructure improvement

sof Goar?
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quality, because of better diagnostic, ther-
apeutic, or management techniques (31%),
were also emphasized.

Economic impact

Finally, respondents indicated the extent
to which the outcome of the activities as-
sociated with each project generated var-
ious results related to economic impact.
The following question was posed:

The results of the activities associated
with the project have generated...

e ..transfer and/or commercialization of
technology through the licensing of
patents or software.

e ..agreements or collaboration con-
tracts with companies, administrations,
foundations, or patient associations.

e Figure 15. Impact on health
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...transfer and/or commercialization
of technology through the creation of
spin-offs or start-ups.

...transfer and/or commercialization of
technology by bringing to market inno-
vations, products, or devices produced
by the private sector through collabo-
rative research contracts/projects with
companies.

...Jobs (inside or outside their own or-
ganization).

...economic benefits for society, such
as more cost-effective programmes,
cost reductions, productivity improve-
ments, system sustainability.

...advisory activities for patient associ-
ations, companies, public administra-
tions, or other non-academic actors.
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e ..clinical practice guidelines or proto-
cols aimed at clinical professionals.

e ..treatment guidelines aimed at pa-
tients.

e ..prevention guidelines or protocols
aimed at the general population.

The results are shown in Figure 16. Mainly,
economic benefits for society were per-
ceived (16%). To a lesser extent, clinical
practice guidelines or protocols aimed at
clinical professionals were indicated (14%).
In third place appear contributions of so-
cio-economic impact such as: “transfer
and/or commercialization of technology
through the licensing of patents or soft-
ware,” “agreements or collaboration con-
tracts with companies, administrations,
foundations, or patient associations,” and

e Figure 16. Economic impact
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“advisory activities for patient associa-
tions, companies, public administrations,
or other non-academic actors” (12% each).

Our interviewees mentioned different types
of impact of their projects. In this section,
we mention transfer through patents or
collaborations with companies regarding
economic impact, the initiation of new in-
terdisciplinary lines of research as knowl-
edge impact, specific aspects of health im-
pact (improvements in healthcare quality),
and the training of new researchers.

Although the economic impact items in
the survey are perceived as less important
than those of the other categories of im-
pact, it is noteworthy that all interviewees
mentioned contacts of varying intensity
with companies interested in commercial-
izing the research results, even when the
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technology was at a low level of devel-
opment. The three UPV interviewees also
mentioned patent development as one of
the main objectives of their research.

In the survey, one of the highest knowl-
edge impacts refers to the “initiation of
new lines of research.” Two UPV interview-
ees commented that the interdisciplinary
lines of research opened by this project
had subsequently been attempted to be
funded in other calls in the field of health,
although they also acknowledged the dif-
ficulty of this process:

“with a company a project for strategic ac-
tion in health has been applied for, which
is for technological development. Okay, it
was not granted... but we will try again this
year.” (Researcher 1)

With regard to the impact on health, UPV
Researcher 3 highlights the inclusiveness
of the POLISABIO programme when it
comes to funding projects with an impact
on healthcare quality that usually receive
less attention, such as improvements in
the comfort of patients and professionals.

“they are not projects to save millions of
lives. Ours are not, ours are perhaps more
focused on comfort, on facilitating the day-
to-day work of those who work in medicine
or of the patient himself.” (Researcher 3)

Finally, concerning impacts on training, for
UPV Researcher 4, the training of new pro-
fessionals is fostered by the possibility of
preparing academic works with UPV stu-
dents—such as master’s theses, related to
the activities of the project—which, thanks
to this training, can later join high-technol-
ogy industries:

“(the most important impact of the project
was) the master’s thesis, the final master’s
project of the person involved. ... we have
also produced an article and we have also
won awards.” (Researcher 4)
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In this section, we synthesize the conclusions of the
analysis from the previous sections and from the an-
nexes that we consider most relevant for this report.

1) High satisfaction with the programme,
except for the funding dimension.

The average score received from UPV re-
spondents was 5.65 out of 7, and the av-
erage score from FISABIO respondents
was 5.44 out of 7. It is important to high-
light that, in general terms, respondents
from both institutions showed high levels
of overall satisfaction with the programme.
63.8% of UPV respondents have a “posi-
tive” or “extremely positive” opinion of the
programme. This value is 57.8% for FISA-
BIO respondents. In the interviews, UPV
staff valued very positively the interdis-
ciplinary nature of the programme and its
capacity to mobilize research aimed at
health issues.

2) Indicators of Derived Scientific

Production.

From the 79 projects evaluated, 52 pub-
lications in scientific journals were gen-
erated (35.4% with at least one) and 74
conference communications (48.1% with
at least one), showing high variability be-
tween projects. In addition, 7 doctoral the-
ses, 24 bachelor’s theses, and 19 master’s
theses were produced, as well as 4 awards
linked to these initiatives. In terms of addi-

tional funding, the projects collectively se-
cured over €2.2 million, with the Regional
Ministry of Innovation as the main funding
source (12 projects, >€1.6 million), followed
by the POLISABIO program itself (16 pro-
jects, €232,300) and the European Com-
mission (>€400,000 across 2 projects).
Furthermore, 4 software developments
were registered (5.1% of the projects) and
8 patent applications were filled (10.1%),
(information collected from Annex I1).

3) High mobilization capacity of the
POLISABIO programme.

In the analysis, we provide data on the
number of people mobilized by the pro-
gramme. It is noteworthy that the pro-
gramme has mobilized 541 researchers,
including funded and unfunded proposals,
and 354 (200 from UPV and 154 from FIS-
ABIO) if we consider only funded projects.
The mobilization data can be comple-
mented with the institutional interactions
map, in which some of the hospitals and
UPV research groups that participate most
frequently in the interaction network are
highlighted (such as the Dr. Peset Hospital
of Valencia; the IDM (Interuniversity Re-
search Institute for Molecular Recognition
and Technological Development), from the
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Vera Campus; the Virgen de los Lirios Hos-
pital of Alcoi; or the Department of Textile
and Paper Engineering, DITEXPA, at the
Alcoi Campus). Finally, a survey result is
highlighted that reflects the mobilization
capacity of the POLISABIO programme
among FISABIO staff: the POLISABIO pro-
gramme represents the first contact with
research activities for almost 50% of par-
ticipants from FISABIO. In other words:
more than 50% of respondents from the
FISABIO environment indicated that they
had no research experience or very little
research experience prior to their partici-
pation in this programme.

4) Pro-social characteristics (motiva-
tions) of participants.

According to the survey results, respond-
ents mostly perceive that their research
is application-oriented. A priori, it may be
surprising that a relatively low percent-
age of respondents consider themselves
as purely basic researchers. For the most
part, they find a main motivation in the “im-
pact on third parties” and in the capacity
to “respond to social problems” as motiva-
tions for research activities. This orienta-
tion towards applicability and towards im-
pact on third parties is common to a large
majority of participants, regardless of their
affiliation with FISABIO or UPV.

5) Simultaneous division of labour and
knowledge fertilization.

The cross-perceptions about the contribu-
tion of each of the groups allow two trends
to be observed. On the one hand, both
parties consider that both themselves
and their partners contribute significantly
in terms of “providing new ideas,” “knowl-
edge and experience,” and “credibility.” In
this sense, there is no division of scientif-
ic work or specialization between groups,
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but rather a two-way direction of contri-
butions. On the other hand, the division
of scientific work is manifested in aspects
such as the following: FISABIO groups pro-
vide patient data, and UPV groups pro-
vide knowledge in advanced technigues
(according to the perception of the coun-
terpart). It is interesting to point out this
duality of behaviours: cross-fertilization
of ideas and experience, on the one hand,
and division of labour in more technical as-
pects associated with the provision of ma-
terials and data.

6) Some UPV groups value the research
experience of FISABIO groups when initi-
ating collaborations.

The lack of research experience and fund-
ing in some FISABIO clinical groups can be
significant enough for some UPV groups
not to undertake new collaborative pro-
jects even if there is an idea of interest. In
any case, this barrier is closely related to
the fact that one of the objectives of the
POLISABIO programme is precisely to initi-
ate clinical staff without prior scientific ex-
perience into research activity. The most
questioned aspect of the programme has
been its limited funding, which has gener-
ated criticism due to the “seed” nature of
the allocated funds. In this sense, a rec-
ommendation formulated by interviewees
would be to establish a third phase of the
POLISABIO programme, which would se-
lect the most promising projects that have
participated in the programme and pro-
vide them with greater funding. This ini-
tiative could mitigate the feeling of “frus-
tration” at not being able to continue their
research due to funding restrictions of the
programme (and the difficulty of access-
ing other calls), sometimes expressed by
researchers, especially from FISABIO. Fur-
thermore, barriers to collaboration related
to some administrative difficulties in hiring



human resources and in the management
of purchases have been identified.

7) Ease of overcoming geographical dis-
tance by researchers not affiliated with
institutions in the city of Valencia.

In the semi-structured interviews, we
sought to explore the impact of geograph-
ical distance on project interactions. Our
analysis shows that online connections
and researcher availability are sufficient
for the geographical distance between
project participants not to constitute a
considerable difficulty.

8) Matching practices.

One of the most interesting findings from
our interviews was learning about our in-
terviewees’ perceptions of the work done
by the POLISABIO team in matching re-
search groups during the call for propos-
als. The survey already shows that the
POLISABIO team participates in 75.4% of
the initiation of collaborations in the case
of UPV groups, and in 45.8% in the case of
FISABIO. In the interviews, these matching
practices are especially valued because
they help overcome one of the most im-
portant barriers to collaboration in the
project: the “lack of understanding of the
different languages” used by the research
groups. In our opinion, this is an issue that
could be explored in future research. This
issue caught our attention, and we carried
out a review of the literature that confirms
that these matching practices between
interdisciplinary groups are a very novel
aspect of the POLISABIO programme that
could be analysed in more depth in the fu-
ture. The literature on innovation systems
has highlighted in recent decades the role
of intermediary organizations or interface
structures in articulating the collaboration
of different stakeholders in the system
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(Howells, 2006; Howells and Thomas, 2012;
De Silva et al., 2018). One of the practices
highlighted by this line of research is the
“matching” of specific actors belonging to
two or more of these stakeholder groups
to carry out a specific collaboration project
(Lepore, 2023).

The most frequently reported match-
ing practices are of two types. First, the
matching of academic research groups
with companies. In these programmes,
both actors express their capabilities and
needs, and intermediary organizations
process this information to find the most
suitable partners to undertake a new col-
laboration project (Lee, 1996; Perkmann
and Walsh, 2007; Lee, 2000). The Tech-
nology Transfer Offices of universities or
research centers are one of the most fre-
guent types of intermediary organizations
involved in carrying out these programmes
(Debackere and Veugelers, 2005; Siegel
et al., 2003: de Falani et al., 2023). In ad-
dition, another very common practice
for articulating an innovation system is
‘matching’ entrepreneurs and investors in
programmes and events for the creation
of new companies (Sapsed et al., 2007;
Klerkx and Leeuwis, 2009; Collinson and
Gregson, 2003).

The nature of the POLISABIO Programme
is different from these common matching
practices. The objective of this programme
is to fund the collaboration of two groups
from different institutions, UPV and FISA-
BIO. The research groups from FISABIO are
oriented towards biomedicine, with a pre-
dominance of those that, in addition to re-
search, carry out different types of clinical
activity. The UPV groups are dedicated to
technological development in very diverse
areas, including fields related to biomedi-
cine. This diversity of knowledge ensures
that in all the projects of the programme
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there is intense interdisciplinary collabo-
ration. In our literature review (assisted by
Al) we have not found explicit descriptions
or evaluations of this type of systematic
interdisciplinary matching programmes,
so we believe this is a novel aspect of the
POLISABIO programme to be studied in
the future.

Onthe other hand, during our work we have
detected some opportunities for improve-
ment regarding the management of calls
and the evaluation of the programme’s im-
pact. In this sense, our proposals are:

1) Standardize the data collection for-
mat of the participating institutions in the
different phases of call management.

2) Progressively add to the table of final
project result indicators the measurement
of collaboration process results (e.g., ratio
between the number of “matching practic-
es” promoted by the management team/to-
tal number of matchings in the call).

3) Group the result indicators into their
different types of impact: scientific and
knowledge impact, fundraising, economic
and transfer impact, dissemination impact,
social and health impact.
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ANNEX |

Questionnaire
Structure

The questionnaire consists of 21 questions
distributed among the following sections:

BLOCK A. Participation in Polisabio
projects (10 questions): contribution
of the teams to the project objectives;
frequency and channels of interaction;
prior links; duration of the link; origin
of the collaboration; barriers to
collaboration; impact on knowledge;
impact on training; impact on health
and well-being; economic and transfer
to society impact.

BLOCK B. Experience in the Polisabio
programme (3 questions): prior
experience; reasons for participation;
programme evaluation.

BLOCK C. Researcher and professional
profile (8 questions): type of research;
identification of beneficiaries; citizen
science; motivations for participation;
UPV profile; FISABIO profile; common
profile; contribution to research.

To access the full questionnaire, please
contact the authors.




ANNEX Il

Indicators of Resulting Scientific
Production and Transfer

In addition to the analysis of primary and
secondary information presented in the
report, in May 2025, additional information
wasobtainedonthemainresultsassociated
with each project funded by the POLISABIO
programme. The Pls of all projects and/or
actions funded by POLISABIO (2017-2021)
provided details about additional “results”
related to each project funded through
the POLISABIO programme. Specifically,
information was obtained on: conference
publications, journal publications, doctoral
theses, bachelor’s theses, master’s theses,
funded projects, awards, software, and
patents. This information was obtained
through a questionnaire sent to each PI
of at least one project/action funded by
POLISABIO during the evaluated period. In
this questionnaire, respondents validated

a list of outputs, indicating those directly
related to the corresponding POLISABIO
project. Detailed information on the results
obtained is provided below.

Journal and Conference Publications

Of the 79 unique projects evaluated, a total
of 52 publications in scientific journals were
generated, representing an average of 0.66
publications per project. The median is O,
with a standard deviation of 1.48, reflecting
high variability among projects. 35.4% of
the projects (28 in total) generated at least
one publication in a scientific journal. It is
also noteworthy that 2.5% of the projects
have generated more than 3 publications
in scientific journals. Furthermore, a total
of 74 conference papers were generated,
representing anaverage of 0.94 publications
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per project. It is important to note that the
median is O, with a standard deviation of
1.5 and a maximum of 8 conference papers
per project, indicating a skewed distribution
with certain projects concentrating a larger
number of outputs. Almost half of the
projects (48.1%, 38 in total) produced at
least one conference paper. Figure 17 shows
the distribution of projects by the number
of conference and journal publications.

Doctoral theses, bachelor’s
master’s theses, and awards

theses,

A total of 7 doctoral theses associated
with projects funded by the POLISABIO
programme were identified. That is, 8.9%
of the projects (7 in total) generated at

least one thesis.

On the other hand, results directly related
to student training were also reported. A
total of 24 bachelor'sthesesand 19 master’s
theses were identified, representing an
average of 0.3 bachelor’s theses and 0.24
master’s theses per funded project. 21.5%
of the projects (17 in total) generated at
least one bachelor’s thesis, while 16.5% (13
projects) produced at least one master’s
thesis. Furthermore, 8.9% of the funded
projects (7) produced both types of results
(bachelor's and master’'s theses). Figure
18 shows the number and proportion of
projects with at least 1 bachelor’s thesis,

1 master’s thesis, or both types of results.
Awards received in relation to projects
funded by the POLISABIO programme

were also reported. In total, 4 awards or
distinctions were reported.

e Figure 17a. Distribution of projects by the number of conference publications
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e Figure 17b. Distribution of projects by the number of journal publications
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e Figure 18. Distribution of projects by Master's Theses, Bachelor’s Theses, and Combined
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Projects

Pls were also asked to indicate whether
they  obtained  additional  funding
associated with projects funded by the
POLISABIO programme. Figure 19 shows
the distribution of additional funding,
comparing the number of projects (above)
and the total amount in euros (below) by
funding entity.

The Regional Ministry of Innovation
stands out as the main funding body,
contributing over €1.6 million through 12
projects. The POLISABIO programme itself
financed 16 Innovation Projects derived
from preparatory actions, with a more
moderate investment of €232,300. Finally,
the European Commission provided over
€400,000 to support two of the projects.
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Software and Patents

The Principal Investigators (Pls) of the
projects reported the registration of a total
of four software programs associated with
the projects funded by the POLISABIO
programme. This means that 5.1% of the
projects (four in total) have registered at
least one software program. In addition, a
total of eight patent applications have been
filed in connection with these projects.
Therefore, 10.1% of the projects (eight in
total) have generated at least one patent
application. Moreover, commercialisation
actions have been carried out for 75% of
these patent applications.
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Figure 19. Number of projects and total amount financed by funders
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