








Section 1 - Background

| — Fundamental frends in life sciences and health research:

The 21st century will see a remarkable growth and influence of the life sciences, even greater than we have
witnessed in the second half of the 20th Century. The contribution of biological sciences to society will be pivotal. The
outcome of life sciences research will be essential for improvements in human health, the environment, agriculture,
and energy production. In the decades to come, mastery of the life sciences will be a critical asset for economic success
and international competitiveness.

Today’s scientists are pushing forward to gain a deeper understanding of biological systems in both the normal
and diseased states. Growth in the fields of developmental, molecular, and cellular biology coupled with the emergence
of new fields, such as genomics, proteomics, computational biology, epigenomics, and nanotechnology, is leading to a
remarkable explosion of information. This information must be captured and integrated into new conceptual
approaches to, health, prevention, diagnosis, and treatment. To this end, nations must explore and implement radically
novel approaches to the scientific enterprise.

The global landscape of public health is also rapidly changing. Emerging and re-emerging infectious disease
are issues of vital concern to both scientists and public health officials!. Global shifts from communicable and acute
illness toward chronic conditions are changing societal metrics of disease burden in both the developed and developing
world2. These shifts are most evident in rising healthcare costs and attendant loss of productivity. In addition, the aging
population is adding new health research imperatives. Despite an increase in global pharmaceutical and biotechnological
research and development expenditures, we face a paradoxical decrease in the rate of introduction of safe and effective
new drugs3; 4. These converging issues emphasize the need for greater investments in fundamental, translational and
clinical research.

Il — Worldwide evolution of research systems:

In between World War | and World War II, one could measure the power of a country by the size of its steel
and manufacturing industry. In the years following World War Il, many countries understood the need for sustained
investments in scientific and technological research as a major determinant for national economic well being.
Because of cultural and historical factors, countries approached the problem differently. They employed varying
combinations of government-run research laboratories, semi-independent research institutes, publicly and/or
privately funded scientific societies, and systems of university-based programs supported through one or several
national funding agencies.

Today, regardless of the national model adopted, life sciences and health research requires an ever-increasing
integration within and across multiple disciplines, including both the physical and the biological sciences. Critical
to success is the freedom and flexibility of individual scientists to follow their own creative approaches, either
singly or in collaboration with colleagues in adjacent laboratories or around the world. Interdisciplinary research
and technological advances are having profound implications for the training and support of scientists and, ultimately,
for the pipeline of new ideas. Over the past decade, data show a constant increase in collaborations, both at a
national and international levels (Figure 1).5
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To be successful, science administrators need to be ever more flexible, rapidly adapting to the needs of their
scientists in a collaborative world where science opportunities are occurring at an ever faster pace. Multiple approaches
to funding science encourage competition and creativity, with rapid adoption of the best and most successful practices.
It is particularly important not to over-centralize decision making, but rather to allow a diversity of approaches to
the funding and conduct of science. National and international standards for accounting, funding mechanisms,
career pathways, peer review, and evaluation all play an important role in reducing administrative complexity and
thus productive collaborations.

Il - The growing role of the research university:

A central question in the management of modern scientific research is how to build a sufficiently integrated
critical mass of scientists and trainees in many disciplines, while ensuring the necessary human, physical and financial
infrastructures essential to pursuing the widest possible range of programs and projects. Twenty-first century science
demands that scientists have access to expensive infrastructure, such as research hospitals, sophisticated technologies,
and highly trained personnel. The most effective and natural locus for such integration has become the modern research
university, a model which is highly successful in many countries. The variety of career paths offered by a sufficiently large
institutional employer, with flexible funding resources, facilitates mobility and supports a much needed diverse workforce.
It allows scientists to engage in both individual and collaborative research efforts, while taking on a varying degree
of teaching responsibilities depending upon the state of their research programs and the needs of the university
employing them. A strong university system which includes a life sciences and health research core also facilitates
student exposure to and formal training in research and enriches the interactions of the established scientists with
the next generation of scientific leaders.

IV — France in the global research system:

Investments in life sciences and health research by the French government are yielding tremendous benefits.
France is an important contributor to new knowledge that directly affects health. It makes claim to many fundamental
scientific advances, such as those in the fields of HIV/AIDS, immunology, gene therapy, developmental biology, neurobiology,
microbiology, infectious diseases (including those other than AIDS, such as malaria) and global health. Indeed, the 2008
Nobel Prize for Physiology and Medicine was awarded to two French scientists in recognition of their accomplishments in
the discovery of the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV). As further example of France’s achievements, scientists at
INSERM recently studied the neurodevelopmental disabilities associated with pre-term birth in a longitudinal cohort study.
This study contributed to the prevention of learning disabilities associated with cognitive deficiencies in children born
prematurelyé. INSERM scientists also showed that radiotherapy for glioblastoma in conjunction with supportive care
results in an improvement of survival without reducing the quality of life for elderly patients’.
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All of these, and many more, fundamental discoveries made in France are possible because of the French
government’s significant investments in research and development. Total government R&D outlays hover around 0.8% of
its GDP, positioning the French government among the top European investors in science (Figure 2). France can also lay
claim to a large scientific workforce, with about 8 full time equivalents engaged in science per thousand employees.

Total Researchers (FTE) per Thousand Total Employment (2006)
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Section 2 - Charge to the visiting
committee

L’Agence d’Evaluation de la Recherche et de I’Enseignement Supérieur (AERES) was charged by the Ministry of
Higher Education & Research and the Ministry of Health to evaluate U'Institut National de la Sante et de la Recherche
Medicale (INSERM). The goal of AERES is evaluate, strategies and organizational structure in order to draw a strategic map
for INSERM, in particular, and French biomedical science, in general. To accomplish this task, AERES requested the
advice of an independent international committee composed of world-class research leaders (see Appendix A for
membership).

At present, INSERM is the primary French agency dedicated entirely to life sciences and health research, however,
it represents a minority of the total investment in such research and reports to both the French Ministries of Research
and Health. Many other institutions also make large investments in life sciences and health research, including le Centre
National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS), le Commissariat a ’Energie Atomique (CEA), les Centres Hospitaliers
Universitaires (CHUs), |’Agence Nationale de Recherche (ANR), and others. The current existence of a large number of
agencies stems from a history of periodically creating new entities to respond to emerging needs of science or public
health. Because of this complex landscape and the need for better coordination among agencies, the supervising
Ministers recently charged INSERM to be responsible for coordinating all life sciences and health research programs.

The Committee was charged with undertaking a strategic review of INSERM, including the Agency’s strengths and
weaknesses. In particular the Committee was asked to examine workforce structure, career pathways, infrastructure,
funding streams, review mechanisms, and strategic planning. The Committee was not charged with an analysis of the
quality of specific INSERM research programs.

The Committee was also charged with examining the role of INSERM within the French research ecosystem.
The ultimate goal was to provide recommendations that, if implemented, could enhance the country’s international
scientific competitiveness in this era of globalization and strong knowledge economies. To this end, the committee
crafted recommendations for a course of action that had to necessarily encompass both INSERM and other related
French life sciences and health research agencies.






Section 3 - Findings

| — The life sciences portfolio across the French research agencies:

Figure 4

The Committee met the leadership of INSERM, CNRS, CEA, ANR, INCa (Institut National du Cancer), ANRS
(Agence Nationale de Recherches sur le Sida et les Hépatites Virales), INRIA (Institut National de Recherche en
Informatique et en Automatique), and Institut Pasteur.

The Committee found that the typical French life sciences and health researcher is supported through many
streams of funding. However, the fragmented funding system makes it hard for the individual scientist to create and
maintain a stable research program. As an example, the overlap between CNRS and INSERM is striking. Within the life
sciences, CNRS predominately funds basic science, such as evolutionary biology, developmental biology and zoology.
In contrast, INSERM is the major funder for medical research, such as cardiovascular and pulmonary research,
hematology and human nutrition. But there are vast areas where CNRS and INSERM portfolios overlap, such as
molecular biology, neurobiology, cellular biology and genetics. Fragmentation and mission overlap become even
more evident when considering the contributions of smaller life sciences investments by ANR, CEA, INCa, ANRS,
INRIA, INRA, and IReSP (Institut de Recherche en Santé Publique). The presence of different government funding
agencies with partly overlapping missions is not unique to France. However, the extent of the overlap and the number
of agencies involved is striking, especially given the relatively modest sizes of some of the budgets.

The complexity of the funding streams is exacerbated by the proliferation of special initiatives, such as
thematic regroupings (Réseaux Thématiques de Recherche Avancée [RTRA] and Réseaux ou Centres Thématiques de
Recherche et de Soins [R/CTRS]), including the “génopoles,” “neuropoles,” “cancéropoles,” and “infectiopoles.”, that
create additional administrative layers and further drain local resources. Although these structures can provide much
needed infrastructure and capital equipment, effective programmatic coordination among all of these national and
local entities is understandably difficult and mostly lacking.



The management intricacies of multiple funding sources also contribute to high administrative costs and
unnecessary bureaucratic turf battles. Although several layers of cross agency coordination provide some integration,
scientists in the trenches have, by necessity, developed their own adaptive methods for navigating and manipulating
this complex landscape. These individual efforts further increase administrative burdens on scientists and, more
particularly, on directors of research units, diverting effort away from actually doing research. While scientists
lament this situation, they also recognize its advantages: several agencies offering funds for the same area of
research means each scientist has a greater chance of “winning the funding lottery.” In sum, individual investigators
spend an inordinate amount of time applying for funds and complying with diverse rules from various entities in order
to acquire all of the resources needed to conduct their research.

In France, there are at least two relevant ministries funding life sciences and health research: the Ministry of
Research (MoR), the Ministry of Health (MoH). INSERM directly reports to both the MoR and the MoH, while CNRS
reports to the MoR. ANR reports to the MoR. This separation of funding streams makes program coordination
and strategic planning particularly challenging. For example, CNRS, which reports only to the MoR, plays an
important role in biomedical research and, by extension, public health through its chemistry, mathematics, and
life science portfolios, but does not relate to the MoH. The ANR, which reports to the MoR, has a life sciences
and health research funding agenda that is essentially separated from INSERM’s priority setting. The MoH funds
translational and clinical research, both directly and through the CHUs, but it is unclear whether or how this
synergizes the activities of the other funders of health research.

1 ¢« Governance and management:

The Committee found a complex governance structure and many advisory bodies, composed of both nhominated
and appointed individuals. INSERM is directed by a Director General and led by a Board composed of 27 members.
Additionally, there is a Science Advisory Board (SAB) to the Director, composed of 35 members. Seven Specialized
Scientific Commissions (CSS), composed of 30 members each, evaluate the activity of researchers and provide the
Director General with expert opinions on the creation and termination of research laboratories. In addition, to fulfill
its newly assigned mission of overall coordination for life sciences and health research, INSERM created eight thematic
institutes with about ten members in coordinating and advisory roles. With such a large number of bodies, it is difficult
to imagine how the Director General can receive effective input and provide real direction and change in a reasonable
time frame. This situation would gain by being reviewed with the intent of simplifying, streamlining and clarifying roles
and responsibilities.

2 e Operations:

INSERM is the primary French agency devoted to health sciences, with overall responsibility to encourage,
undertake or develop all research work in this field. INSERM’s budget is less than 40% of the total government funding
for life sciences and health research. It is, therefore, difficult to see how INSERM can accomplish its mission when many
of the relevant resources are not under its control.

INSERM is primarily an operating research agency, directly funding and managing Research Units (currently 316)
mostly located in universities and “grandes écoles” or in independent research institutions, such as UInstitut Pasteur
or UInstitut Curie. INSERM does not have its own fully managed institutes or campuses. It supports most of its units
through partnerships with host institutions. INSERM’s Director General presented to the Committee data showing that
80% of INSERM’s support is concentrated in 12 universities. Most INSERM research units receive additional funding or
resources from entities other than INSERM and as a result report to more than one management structure. Laboratories
must deal with different financial, personnel, and acquisitions mechanisms and lack sufficient autonomy to set their
course and accomplish their work. Because this complexity diffuses responsibility and authority, there is also a lack of
accountability.



INSERM provides salaries for its permanent scientists and technical staff, who have a civil servant status with
guaranteed employment. INSERM also pays salaries for non-permanent scientists, staff and contractors, and provides
direct funding for the operating costs and management of its units, as well as for capital equipment. The committee
found that INSERM units expend a large proportion of their financial resources on personnel with fewer resources
devoted to research equipment, reagents, and tools needed to actually carry out the research. This forces such units
to look for additional resources from other funders. As a consequence, researchers tend to focus on smaller, less
expensive projects and do not take on high risk-high reward efforts that may require substantial investments.
This permits individual units to be competitive within an established arena of science, but less able to make paradigm-
changing scientific contributions.

Although bibliometrics, such as citations and impact factors, can be over emphasized in evaluating productivity,
the committee did look at these data as one indicator of success. Such metrics presented to the Committee suggest that
INSERM units are generally productive and at a world class level in several disciplines, but it was also noted that the
large bulk (about two thirds) of INSERM-funded research tends to be published in lower tier journals.

In meeting INSERM Unit Directors and scientists, the committee was pleased to note that, in general, the
Directors were enthusiastic about research opportunities in France. They did, however, express uniform concern about
lower salaries when compared to their international counterparts. The committee also heard, however, that many
French scientists also appreciate the job security associated with permanent public service employment even though
the compensation may not be competitive with other sectors. Although the fact that some INSERM unit directors were
recruited from other countries suggests that INSERM units remain an attractive place to work, the Committee is concerned
that low and uncompetitive salaries may pose a long-term challenge for high level international recruitment, as well as the
retention of successful French scientists.

Young and early stage scientists recruited into the INSERM Avenir program were concerned about the administrative
difficulties and lack of sufficient capital to build and maintain a de novo laboratory. These young scientists are apparently
forced to spend a significant amount of time finding additional sources to purchase or replace worn out capital equipment
(often by applying to regional governmental instances) - time that should be devoted to building their research credentials.
New equipment is expensive but this is particularly important in the creation of a new laboratory where such equipment
is essential to productivity.

3 e Career tracks, tfraining and workforce analysis:

The recruitment, training, and career tracks of French scientists are disjointed. It is unclear how young people
are exposed to and recruited into scientific careers. In particular, the Committee did not hear a cogent description of
the expectations and elements of post doctoral training prior to permanent appointment. In contrast, most of the
scientific world utilizes a preparatory track period of several years, made up of both post-doctoral and untenured
faculty appointments, to allow young scientists to prove their capability as independent thinkers and leaders prior to
winning permanent status. The committee was deeply concerned about the very early age at which permanent positions
were granted. For example, recently, 44 positions were given to scientists who had an average age of 30, while another
44 positions were given to individuals who had an average age of 35. In addition, a high number of these slots were
awarded to scientists who took positions in the very same laboratories in which they trained. Such inbreeding results
in a lack of genuine independence for these newly minted faculty members, and raises concerns about their capacity
to generate truly innovative research programs.

The Committee was pleased with the Avenir program, which provides bright young researchers with truly
independent support, fostering their independence. However, the time frame of these fellowships is too short
(three years) and their budgets are too small to allow for the establishment of a productive research program ready
for evaluation. Furthermore, there does not seem to be a seamless and straightforward career trajectory for scientists
who have completed the Avenir program.



The Committee noted that because of the French mandatory retirement age, there will soon be a large number
of research slots available, providing a unique and historic opportunity to make changes to this current system, if so
desired. However, concerns were raised that INSERM’s apparent lack of flexibility in personnel budgeting and hiring due
to rigid administrative and budgetary rules will restrict its ability to take advantage of the upcoming openings due to
retirements.

The Committee found that the management of intellectual property was also fragmented and created a problem
between funding agencies and ultimately was affecting the transfer of French technology to the industry

4 o Administration and Finances:

The committee found the reported administrative costs of INSERM to be high, with a large number of employees
in the INSERM administrative division. The committee also noted that about 70% of the government appropriated
funds to INSERM are committed to salaries, with limited funds devoted to project costs or equipment. Perhaps these
unusually high administrative costs may be explained in part by the need to duplicate functions at local levels, but
the allocation of the INSERM budget should be reviewed and these high costs better justified or redeployed to support
research activities. It is also worth noting that INSERM units receive comparable funds from European Union grants
(16 Million Euros) than they receive from charities and private foundations (17 Million Euros) or Industry
(16 Million Euros).

The virtual thematic institutes:

INSERM is mandated to “coordinate French research initiatives in the biological and health sciences.”8 Recently,
with a clear mandate from the supervising ministries and in the face of growing fragmentation, the INSERM Director
created eight virtual thematic institutes: neurosciences, neurology and psychiatry; genetics and development;
immunology, hematology, and pneumology; circulation, metabolism and nutrition; cancer; infectious diseases;
public health; and health technologies. Two additional institutes are being planned. The committee found that the
responsibility of these coordinating institutes is large but their authority is quite limited with no direct impact on
budgets

Institute directors reported on efforts to coordinate the groups and institutions in France that are doing work
in the relevant disease-oriented domains, but were unable to provide an unambiguous vision of the task at hand, the
expected outcomes of their work, and/or a definition of success.

The lack of specific budgets or authority for these so-called institutes hampers their effectiveness. In the few
months these institutes have been in place, directors reported devoting about two days a week to meetings and other
activities (site visits, etc.) related to their new responsibilities. The institutes have minimal staff and no allocated
resources. Of note, they were rarely mentioned during subsequent discussions with investigators or officials of other
agencies, or were referred to as yet another burdensome administrative layer. It should be noted however that these
virtual thematic institutes are new and have not yet been fully integrated into the system. It was also noted that the
connectedness of the specific institute director has some import on his/her effectiveness. One director, with a defined
relationship with one of the French funding agencies, appeared to have, understandably, a greater influence on the
relevant research programs.

The Committee appreciates the long-standing need to coordinate better the fragmented world of French life
sciences and health research and applauds the efforts of Director Syrota to accomplish this mandate. His inclusionary
approach with the engagement of other funding agencies such ANRS, INCa, CNRS, CEA is necessary and logical. The
Committee is, however, deeply skeptical of the effectiveness of this approach, and it cautions that these efforts should
not substitute for the more profound and bolder reforms needed to reducing agency fragmentation rather than creating
new ways to coordinate among agencies.



The newly formed Coordinating Council of Life Sciences and Health Research is comprised of the main life
sciences and health organizations in France and is chaired by the Director General of INSERM. It is composed of high
level representatives from CNRS, CEA, ANR, INRA, INRIA and Institute Pasteur. This council sees its role as coordinating
the actions, policies, and strategies of the many different agencies that play a role in the French life sciences and
health research enterprise. That said, the Committee notes that the Coordinating Council is missing key stakeholders,
such as universities, industry, university hospitals, and charities.

This Council was clearly created in recognition of the current funding fragmentation in life sciences and health
research. However, the effectiveness of this Council was not clear. Some heads of agencies stated that the Council was
ineffective at strategic planning and had no role in advising the Ministers of Research and Health. The committee also
noted that this group did not take on general advocacy tasks such as building the case for better funding for French
research. Council members also expressed some frustration in its inability to speak for France in the European scientific
dialogue. Obviously, the Council is less than a few months old and should be given time to mature, but again it should not
preclude the need for in depth restructuring as discussed elsewhere in this report.

Unlike INSERM or CNRS, I’Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR) does not operate its own laboratories. ANR
is a new agency funded by the Ministry of Finance, with a budget of approximately 1.0 billion Euros, devoted to the
funding of research projects across the entire spectrum of sciences including applied industrial research; approximately
200 million Euros is estimated to be devoted to life sciences.

The Committee noted that ANR devotes a disproportionate amount of its budget to directed projects (70%) and
a relatively small portion to investigator-initiated (or bottom-up) research (30%). The Committee also heard that there
is limited engagement of the relevant stakeholders in ANR’s programmatic decision-making process. This fact poses a
problem for coordination of ANR’s efforts in the life sciences with those of the other relevant funding agencies. Absent
consultation with INSERM or CNRS, for example, ANR may solicit applications on topics already well funded by these
other agencies. Although ANR may also fund gap areas of the science not covered by other agencies, this funding
strategy could also result in investments in less worthy areas of investigation. Furthermore, the Committee was
concerned that ANR may not be funding a sufficiently high proportion of investigator-initiated research, i.e., of
research independently conceived and developed by scientists, which has a tremendous track-record of innovation
and discovery. In the Committee’s opinion, the ratio between directed and investigator-initiated research should
be better balanced, with at least 50%, and preferably 70%, devoted to non targeted research.

The committee found that interactions between universities and INSERM units housed by the universities were
variable with some campuses showing greater degree of collaboration and integration than others. We note for
example, the emergence of still evolving “federated” institutes structures designed to overcome the fragmentation
of resources, governance and management noted throughout this report. The inability of an individual laboratory to
harmonize the requirements of university rules and regulations regarding administration, finance, and personnel
management with that of INSERM was the most frequent complaint heard. Most of INSERM laboratories are co-located
within universities with significant contributions form the Universities in terms of facilities and personnel support.
Although INSERM personnel can fully participate in university activities, the committee did not get a sense of how
coordination is actually accomplished. How are resources shared and managed over time to avoid duplication or lack
of synergy? How are capital decisions regarding facilities or expensive shared resources made? The committee heard
that some enhanced efforts are underway to create “federated’ units into local institute-like structures to solve these
problems, but these are still evolving.



The committee found that, in general, universities seem to lack the flexibility, management expertise and
autonomy, as well as clear strategic direction needed to compete well on the international stage. Key decision makers
are constrained by long held structures and processes. For example, university Presidents are elected for two terms
of four years, not appointed. They are subject to oversight by elected bodies, which may not always have the needed
expertise to help govern the scientific research enterprise of a given university. It is also clear that the best students
in the physical or mathematical sciences coming out of high schools tend to enter the Grandes Ecoles rather than
the universities whereas in health and medicine the best students tend to enter the universities but their focus on
research is often diluted by the other priorities of these training programs. Since very few Grandes Ecoles carry out
active research and award Ph.D. degrees, this system inadvertently undermines the recruitment and training of the
best possible young quantitatively trained scientists into life sciences and health careers and prevents to an unknown
extent the greater degrees of interdisciplinarity needed for modern life sciences and health research.

This situation is, however, likely to improve under the new law on the freedom and responsibilities of universities
(LRU 2007-1199). This law gives universities greater independence and flexibility to craft their own policies and make
hiring and budget decisions that could improve their research capabilities. To date, few universities have taken
advantage of the law, but efforts are underway in the Ministries to encourage more universities to reinvent themselves
and take on more responsibility and authority. The Committee believes these steps to be very important and positive
developments and the committee is impressed with th e scope and thrust of these reforms which are the cornerstone
of any successful transformation.

The majority of the interviewees, however, expressed doubt as to the current capacity of universities to rapidly
acquire the necessary skills and resources to evolve into effective managers of research. Most say that enhancing the
role and status of the universities in the research enterprise is the right thing to do, but it will take years before it can
become fully effective. Some, on the other hand, recognize that some universities are already excellent and mature
enough and could be ready to assume greater autonomy and responsibilities in a very short time given proper incentives
and implementation plans.

A unique feature and great advantage of the French system of life sciences and health research is the presence of
a network of 29 large publicly-funded academic centers (CHUs) within the national health care system. These centers
can perform translational and clinical research more easily than is possible in many other countries. This is a strategic
asset and an opportunity for life sciences and health research in France. It is reported that 1.8 Billion Euros are invested
in clinical research in France through the CHUs via the ministry of health. It is not clear, however, what portion of this
budget is actually used for research as opposed to teaching and training and what is used to deliver health services in an
academic environment where costs are always higher due to the additional missions of research and teaching. It would
be important to clearly identify the components of this budget that are related directly to research and insure that these
funds are used on the basis of scientific merit and not just to equilibrate the operational budgets of CHUs. Furthermore,
although some changes have been set in motion, it appears that the interaction between INSERM units and University
hospitals is not clear and depends largely on goodwill rather than defined structures. This gap is significant in a world
where translational research is a growing and vital component of life sciences and health research. The interaction
between the bench scientist and the clinic, between the physician-scientist and his/her patient, is essential and
requires an integrated infrastructure and strategy which are currently either ad hoc or lacking and require better
integration with the more basic and translational research efforts elsewhere. A clearer identification and separate
managements of funds related to research within the CHUs is thus required if this purpose is to be accomplished.

France benefits greatly from the presence and track record of prestigious free-standing institutes such as the
Pasteur Institute or the Curie Institute. This prestige is exemplified by the two Nobel prizes granted this year to
Pasteur researchers, one co-funded by INSERM and one by CNRS. Indeed, a total of ten recipients of the Nobel Prize
are from the Pasteur Institute — a remarkable achievement, which is recognized worldwide.

These independent institutes are concerned by the decreasing access to base government funding which, they
feel, is not keeping up with inflation and is preferentially allocated to public entities. They also worry about the lack of
sufficient investigator-initiated funding for which they can compete on a fair basis. Although we understand that these
institutes may have access to other sources of support, care should be taken to not unduly disadvantage these non-government
institutes in any proposed reform, as they are a great credit to French science and are housing excellent INSERM units. For
example, the focus on emerging and re-emerging infectious diseases at Pasteur and cancer research at Curie allows those
institutes to compete effectively in critical areas of ongoing and future research worldwide.



The evaluation process presents a significant burden to the various French research organizations and scientists.
One scientist summed up the situation by saying, “one year half of French scientists review the other half and the
following year they switch roles.” Clearly this poses not only a significant burden, but also potential conflicts of
interest that could affect the quality of research. Scientists repeatedly complained about these frequent and
redundant reviews and evaluation. These evaluations and reviews would gain by being coordinated among agencies
to eliminate overlap and reduce burden.

The committee also found several areas of redundancy between the evaluation carried out by the new AERES
Agency and INSERM. It was suggested that “AERES reviews units and institutions and INSERM reviews people,” but this
separation and the rationale for this framework were not clear to the committee. What happens when the assessment of
a unit and its scientists by INSERM and AERES differ? Discussions with INSERM evaluation committee members indicated a
degree of confusion about the respective roles of the AERES and INSERM reviews.

Adding to the complexity of who reviews what, the number of committees and individuals involved in the
evaluation process is very large, using an inordinate amount of resources and time. Most importantly, it was not
clear how the outcome of these evaluations were used in the management or funding of INSERM units and the scientists
working in them. Rigorous evaluation is essential to optimal decision making in science. But excessive, redundant, and
uncoordinated review is not useful if it confuses, rather than helps, the scientists and their institutions. Every effort
should be made to streamline reviews and at a minimum coordinate and combine reviews in time so that laboratories
are reviewed no more than once every four or five years. This discussion needs to be linked to the fragmentation of
agencies, since that is an important source of the redundancy. A clearer separation should be established between
evaluations of units and institutions for accountability and general productivity purposes, as opposed to scientific peer
review designed to assess the quality, originality and potential of the scientific projects themselves.

The Committee found that INSERM has made significant and positive efforts in improving its capabilities in
technology transfer at INSERM Transfert over the recent past. The committee is impressed with the clear strategy
presented and by the recruitment of the necessary talent and expertise to better accomplish this important mission.
INSERM’s technology transfer organization is responsible for transferring research activity into industrial partnerships
and networks. The Committee observed that INSERM Transfer interactions with INSERM Units could, however, be
improved based on the comments of researchers. The Committee also noted that INSERM, CNRS and universities who
all have also developed technology transfer offices do not seem to coordinate their intellectual property (IP)
management. There appears to be a lack of clarity as to who owns the IP when developed in “mixed” research
units and who is responsible for pursuing the patenting and marketing of IP. Clearly this interface needs improvement,
especially since it presents a challenge for industry. If industry continues to have difficulty negotiating IP with the
many entities involved at the present time, tech transfer will likely continue to suffer. The Committee did not have
the opportunity to study these issues in greater depth but believes that they should be addressed further.

The Committee met very active and well-informed advocacy groups. They all praised the research activities
carried out by INSERM. While the Committee was pleased to notice this appreciation from key stakeholders, it also
noted that the information for patients and for the public from INSERM and other organizations was insufficient. For
example, there is a lack of effective websites that provide relevant information about life sciences and health research
advances and evidence-based health information for patients.
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Section 4 - Recommendations

| — Core Recommendations

e Core Recommendation #1: France needs to boldly streamline and unify the management
system of its life sciences and health research operations.

The current system of “mixed” life sciences and health research units, with multiple lines of authority, budgeting,
administration, personnel systems, reporting, peer review, and evaluation must be changed to improve both quality and
productivity.

To reduce fragmentation and create a more dynamic national life sciences and health research system, the
Committee strongly recommends a phased, but determined, effort to integrate and unify the management responsibility
of all operating research units of French life sciences and health research into their most proximal institutional parent
such as the universities, independent research institutes, or free-standing government research entities over a period of
a few years to achieve a greater level of local integration and leadership. This process should be driven primarily by a
“bottom up” approach based on optimizing the research potential of each entity in proportion to its degree of maturity
and plans for implementation.

This will require that the universities or other entities that achieve such integration receive incremental government
funds to facilitate the transition process and in order to have sufficient resources to support the personnel, facilities,
administrative systems, shared research resources and general infrastructure needed to operate world-class research.
Because not all universities or institutes will be at the same level of maturity to assume such redefined roles, a roadmap,
made up of a series of short-, medium- and long-term goals, will need to be developed. In concert with the French
government, those entities seeking to become integrated centers for research should be required to meet defined
performance milestones as a condition for receiving government resources. In order to ensure such funding is merit
based, incentives should be created for those universities or relevant entities that are proactive and successful in
effectively integrating and unifying the management of their research enterprise.

The committee recognizes the potential difficulties of implementing such a radical and bold approach. The key
to our recommendation is that at term all laboratories be fully integrated into a single operating authority. Obviously
the committee realizes that an abrupt and immediate transfer to Universities would be disruptive but it strongly favors
the option of integrating all such units located at Universities under such Universities as their management capabilities
evolve after a sufficient period of transition. It is also likely that upon further detailed analysis, some capacity to address
in a proactive fashion problems of national emergencies or public health responses should remain within a network of
state operated research entities. If such is the case, a clear and unambiguous line of separation between the funding
and operating of such entities must be maintained. At a minimum, however, it is important to progressively and through
measured steps direct the system towards this goal which should be achievable over a period of a few years and
avoid the continuation of policies that will make this transition more difficult. For example, we recommend that
upcoming recruitments should be directed exclusively to the entities that will ultimately assume the management
and programmatic responsibility for research, be it the host University or Institute or be it Units that will remain
within integrated “federated” institutes of INSERM or CNRS or other entities as most appropriate for achieving critical
mass. The committee is aware that some university campuses have already achieved a level of operational excellence
and could be, in short order, the initial sites of such a reform effort and serve as experiential platforms and templates
for generalization of the process.
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Core Recommendation #2: Creafte a single National Institute for Life and Health
Sciences Research responsible for funding, not operating, all life sciences and health
research.

The Committee found that the current mix and profusion of national research institutions, which either operate or
fund research or both, is in need of significant restructuring. These two roles, operating versus funding of research, need
to be clearly separated to achieve an optimally functioning system. To avoid confusing lines of authority and unnecessary
bureaucracy, the management of life sciences and health research needs to occur closer to the research itself, i.e. under
either a university or other research entity. Funding should be provided on a rigorously peer reviewed merit basis by
a single independent national life and health sciences research agency. The number of entities that are currently in
operation has to be reduced to simplify the life of the French scientist and as importantly the efficient use of the
significant resources France devotes to these efforts.

To this end, the Committee strongly recommends the creation of a single National Institute of Life Sciences
and Health Research, which should preferably have no operating responsibilities, and be devoted to directing and
funding the nation’s life sciences and health research for all operators of research. This Institute should be in charge
of funding meritorious projects, laboratories and institutions as appropriate, regardless of the affiliation of the
scientists proposing the project. If for reasons of national interest some units in critical research areas of public
health need or possible emergencies need to remain in operation under this institute, those functions need to be
rigorously separated from the funding functions of this new institute. As a matter of comparison, other countries do
support national laboratories for public health research needs of a critical nature within funding agencies but these
“intramural” units play no role in policy or funding decisions and are subject to the same stringent reviews as
“extramural” units.

The creation of a single comprehensive funding agency will provide France with strategic leadership and
adaptability in this critical field of science — a single voice for all health and life sciences and health research. This
new entity will interface with industry and its grantees on matters related to intellectual property. It will help build
national enthusiasm for science and technology, and provide leadership, in concert with strong universities, to articulate
the importance of scientific programs to maintaining national competitiveness. This agency will also be a powerful
interface with charities, patient associations, advocacy groups, the European Union and the world. To accomplish
this goal it will be important to merge the multiple research funding institutions currently in operation into this new
institute while preserving their rightful identity within the relevant divisions of the new institute such as ANRS or
INCa into the relevant infectious disease or Cancer divisions as appropriate. The committee recommends that
INSERM be strongly considered as the integrator of all currently fragmented funding functions and entities and become,
after a transition period, the new proposed institute. Obviously, further evaluation of the specifics of implementation
will be required to determine the most appropriate locus for such a new institute but the key to success will be the
reduction in the number of institutions and funding streams which have unduly proliferated over the past years.
Persistence of the current fragmentation and redundancy of funding institutions would be a disservice to French science.

The implementation of core recommendations #1 and #2 will ensure appropriate allocation of authority and
responsibility to primarily two types of entities - those that are responsible for research operations and those that
are responsible for funding the research on the basis of merit. An important issue therefore is to consider how
exactly will budgets be allocated during and after the transfer of operating or funding authorities. Obviously due
to lack of expertise in French administrative rules and regulations as well as lack of in depth analysis, the committee
can only propose a framework that fits with the core principles enunciated in the preamble of this report. The
committee wanted to also be responsive to the specificities of the current administrative structures and organizations
of the French system of science support and not simply propose approaches imported from other systems which
operate under very different constraints.

Because the viability of research depends on stable multi year sources of funding but also in the adjustment of
such support over time as a function of productivity, the committee recommends that whenever a unit is transferred to
a new management entity that this be done under a multi year renewable agreement from the funding agency and not
a permanent budget transfer. For example, if an INSERM unit is transferred to the unified management of a university,
the attendant budget should not be transferred on a permanent basis to the University but committed for a period of
at least five years by INSERM at the end of which INSERM and preferably the proposed National Institute for Life
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Sciences and Health Research if and when it has been created will issue a new five year institutional agreement based
on justified needs and performance of the scientists under the tutelage of that University. Over time, this system will
insure accountability and adaptability while maintaining transparency and simplicity of management by having all
budgets accounted for under a single umbrella. The committee believes that it is essential for success that the number
of research funding institutions supported by the state be reduced to a strict minimum and result in the merging of
several redundant agencies while autonomy, authority and responsibility of research operators in managing their own
affairs should be maximized.

Once integrated, therefore, operating research units within research institutions should rely on principally two
sources of support.

The first source should be a multi-year base research funding institutional grant between the government and the
relevant university or institute to cover fixed base costs. This would include costs for permanent personnel, facilities,
administrative systems shared research resources and infrastructure support and would be allocated to the general
support of the institution. These base support institutional grants should be renewable and adjustable periodically
based upon review and evaluation and in proportion to the success of the institution in attracting competitive support, and
should therefore be explicitly linked to institutional scientific performance. Although these base funding institutional
grants could be negotiated directly by the Ministries, strong consideration should be given to delegating this responsibility
to the proposed National Institute for Life Sciences and Health Research. These institutional base grants could be
awarded by the new entity under the supervision of the relevant Ministries to ensure funding streams are coordinated.
At a minimum, these base institutional research grants should be made in consultation and with the advice of the
proposed National Institute to avoid conflicts and fragmentation of the funding decisions.

The second source of funds, which should be under the direct authority and responsibility of the National
Institute for Life and Health Sciences Research, would be awarded for variable and incremental costs associated with
the direct conduct of specific meritorious scientific projects. That is, these funds would be granted to scientists and
research units for multi-year projects (including clinical research and population health studies) on the basis of
competitive and independent peer review of their proposals and only renewed if sufficient progress and creativity
is demonstrated.

The committee strongly suggests that as a follow up to this report, an implementation commission be rapidly formed
and charged to develop the appropriate and more detailed approaches required to implement these recommendations for
consideration by the policy makers. In order to implement these changes, the Committee also believes that the French
government will have to allocate some additional resources to create the needed support and appropriate incentives for
the transition from the current system to the one proposed by the Committee.

Such a streamlined system of funding will allow, in the context of the French administrative system, both long term
security for researchers and flexibility in pursuing new opportunities while remaining dependent on scientific productivity.
Because the French government de facto funds both entities, it should be able to achieve greater synergy and efficiency
by empowering high performing scientists, as opposed to supporting multiple and redundant bureaucracies.

Core Recommendation #3: Reevaluate the status, compensation, and career pathways
of the French life sciences and health scientists

The Committee believes that it is critical to provide a competitive level of compensation and a high degree of
autonomy and freedom to scientists to use their resources in meeting the aims of their research.

The Committee recommends finding ways for increasing salary compensation for directors of institutes,
university leaders, and scientists who successfully win grants from the funding agencies or other external sources. This
will introduce more flexible and discretionary resources into the system and allow readjustments based on scientific merit.
Another option would be to find objective and acceptable ways to accelerate the promotion of the most meritorious
scientists through the various grades of the civil service so as to make their compensation more competitive with that
of other European countries.

The Committee is also concerned with the appointment of scientists into the civil service at an early stage in
their career. The Committee is not opposed to the concept of permanent appointment of scientists to the civil service,
but recommends the creation of a uniform preparatory period prior to such an appointment. This period should be
supported with sufficiently competitive salaries and benefits, independent resources, and time (no less than five years)
to encourage success.
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In 2000, INSERM created the Avenir Program to provide a path to independence for young researchers. It is
recommended that the Avenir program be expanded and these young scientists be provided with sufficient resources
and laboratory support to be optimally successful. It is also recommended that all scientists considered for permanent
employment be required to take part in this program prior to receiving a permanent appointment. Finally, permanent
appointments should preferably be in a laboratory different than the one in which the young scientist trained.

This recommendation for a preparatory track prior to permanent appointment applies more directly to the
scientists who aim to lead an independent research program or ”chargés de recherche” and to a lesser extent to the
"ingénieurs de recherche” who aim to staff and support the activities of the laboratories to which they are attached.

e Core Recommendation #4: Establish a specific implementation strategy that would
ensure continuity over the transition period of several years.

The committee is concerned that there is no high level and permanent coordinating council in France with
sufficient authority to oversee a long-term national strategy to improve the nation’s life sciences and health research
enterprise. It is beyond the purview of the International Visiting Committee to make specific recommendations as to
how to achieve the needed continuity of purpose required for implementing the necessary reforms. However, the
Committee does recommend the development of an explicit, long-term strategy to sustain a consistent vision for these
changes over time. A transition oversight committee appointed at a sufficiently high level of the government will be
certainly necessary during the implementation phase to develop feasible approaches to be considered by policy
makers. The development of supplemental legislation to the research law or a separate law should also be strongly
considered as it is most likely to ensure long-term success for the proposed approach.

Il — Additional Recommendations

e Recommendation #1: Streamline the peer review and evaluation processes

The Committee found that French operating units and scientists are subjected to frequent and apparently
redundant reviews, conducted independently by each of the funding entities. It is also not clear how the current
reviews are used in the management or funding of France’s operating units and the scientists working in them.

A fair and rigorous program evaluation and peer review system is critical to identifying and supporting the best
possible scientific research. However, this system causes undue administrative burden to the funding agencies, the
reviewers, and the scientists being evaluated, without providing clear benefit to the conduct of life sciences and health
research.

The Committee recommends a specially appointed review panel of experts be constituted to examine the entire
system of evaluation and suggest changes, with the aim of streamlining and improving this unnecessarily complicated
review system. This study should examine in detail the quality and objectivity of peer review processes, the feasibility of
engaging more independent and international reviewers, and focus particularly on the issue of conflict of interests and
their management.

e Recommendation #2: Unify and simplify the approach to the management of intellectual
property

Although there are a multiplicity of technology transfer offices in both universities and funding agencies, the
Committee heard from scientists and industry representatives that they experienced difficulty in filing for, managing,
and negotiating intellectual property (IP) agreements. Unaddressed, this fragmentation will be a major obstacle to
the transfer of French technology and ultimately in its national competitiveness. The committee recommends that
mechanisms for pooling and managing all government-owned IP with appropriate recognition of the underlying
contributors be studied, and suggests using the UK system as a potential model.

e Recommendation #3: In-depth review of INSERM budget allocations

The Committee has significant concerns about the level of administrative costs and process for allocation
of funds at INSERM. It appears that too high a percentage of the resources are spent on administrative costs and
personnel and not enough funds are devoted to the conduct of research itself. The Committee recommends that
the relative allocations of costs to personnel, the research project, training, and infrastructure be fully evaluated.
In this regard, attention should be paid to expanding resources to INSERM’s Avenir program and ensuring that newly
opened positions, expected because of the anticipated wave of retirements, are used to implement the larger
changes set forth in this report.
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e Recommendation #4: Improve relationships with all research stakeholders, particularly
the public

The Committee heard from stakeholders who were enthusiastic about research and the work of French scientists.
Committee members noted, however, that communication of science and medical information to the public could be
improved. To this end, based on successful experiences of several other countries, the Committee recommends to
optimize the use of the products of French science by mandating the deposition of publications supported by French
agencies into a publicly accessible, free, digital, full text library. This will lead to wider dissemination of the fruits of
French research to the public and the global research community and should increase efficiency in science.
Furthermore attention should be paid in developing web-based resources that provide reliable health information to
the public.

e Recommendation #5 Maximize the use and coordination of funds for clinical research

The committee heard from several sources that resources for clinical research are often diverted to compelling
delivery needs in the health care system. Although recognizing that hospitals are working under tight constraints
world-wide, the committee recommends that France identify and ringfence funds for clinical research, to ensure the
national clinical research effort is strong and integrated with the rest of the research enterprise. Ultimately these
funds should be managed by the proposed National Institute for Life Sciences and Health research.

e Recommendation # 6 Reduce the number and size of advisory committees

In order to ensure optimal advice to the director of INSERM, every effort should be made to reduce the number
and size of the advisory bodies reporting to the direction. In addition, membership in and composition of advisory
bodies should be based on relevant scientific expertise. In the opinion of the committee unduly large advisory
committees with over 20 members are unwieldy and likely to be ineffective.
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Comments

COMMENTAIRES DE LA DIRECTION GENERALE DE L'INSERM
SUR LE RAPPORT DE L’AERES
« A REVIEW OF INSERM BY THE INTERNATIONAL VISITING COMMITTEE :
ENHANCING THE FUTURE OF LIFE SCIENCES AND HEALTH RESEARCH
IN FRANCE »

Le Comité reconnait clairement la qualité de la recherche frangaise, en particulier
celle de I'lnserm, dans le domaine des sciences de la vie et de la santé. Le Comité a
évalué la stratégie mise en ceuvre en France pour assurer la meilleure recherche
dans ce domaine, les questions de coordination et d'interactions entre I'ensemble
des entités et, plus généralement, I'organisation globale des sciences de la vie et de
la santé. Il n'a pas estimé utile de faire une évaluation quantitative de la production
scientifique. 1l disposait pour cela d'indicateurs dans le rapport que nous lui avions
soumis.

Le rapport met en exergue les enjeux de ces recherches pour les prochaines années
et considére que la France peut et doit y jouer un rdéle majeur. Mais pour jouer ce
role, il est nécessaire d'évoluer et de s'adapter a un contexte international de plus en
plus compétitif : plus de réactivité, plus d'efficacité, moins de contraintes.

Le rapport exprime une analyse de notre systéme de recherche par des
scientifiques, des industriels et des responsables d'institutions de recherche de
premier plan, aux expériences diversifiées. Cette vision est percutante, elle remet en
cause certaines de nos conceptions et de nos traditions; nous devons,
collectivement, la prendre en considération.

La complexit¢ de notre dispositif, avec la multiplicité de ses structures, de ses
organismes, de ses agences de financements, tant au niveau local, régional que
national, apparait ainsi sans ambiguité a un panel international. Il en résulte une
complexité dans la vie quotidienne de nos chercheurs, pour l'efficacité de nos
laboratoires et I'attractivité de notre pays.

L'effort de coordination mis en place avec les autres institutions de recherche, et
I'organisation scientifique et stratégique autour des instituts thématiques ont été
soulignés et reconnus par le Comité. Le Comité en reléve cependant avec acuité la
fragilité, que nous avions nous-méme soulignée. Cette fragilité est en effet liée aux
capacités d'action, notamment budgétaires et programmatiques, dont dispose
réellement le dispositif que nous avons mis en place. La conséquence en est la
difficulté que nous pourrions avoir a agir conjointement, rapidement et avec les
mémes priorités en impliquant les différents organismes et agences concernés.

Nous relevons également les appréciations trés positives portées par exemple sur
I'organisation et la stratégie mises en place en matiére de transfert de technologie et
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d'innovation par Inserm-Transfert, ainsi que sur la qualité des interactions que
I'lnserm a su instaurer avec les « stakeholders », en |'occurrence les associations de
patients, méme si, dans les deux cas, des pistes d'amélioration sont évoquées. Sur
la trés grande majorité des autres points abordés, le Comité a identifié des questions
majeures et les a formulées avec une trés grande pertinence.

Pour améliorer fonciérement notre dispositif de recherche, le Comité formule quatre
recommandations centrales :

1) Harmoniser la gestion des laboratoires frangais dans le domaine des sciences
de la vie et de la santé. |l fait le constat que « les différentes tutelles, budgets,
administrations, origines des personnels, évaluations, rapports » nuisent a la
qualité et a la productivit¢ de notre recherche. Le rapport préconise de
priviégier la gestion de proximité des laboratoires par leurs institutions
d'accueil, en particulier les universités, avec une tutelle de gestion unique. lI
souligne cependant que cela suppose une période de transition, toutes les
universités n'étant pas prétes aujourd’hui pour cette nouvelle mission.

2) Créer un unique « Institut National des Sciences de la Vie et de la Santé ».
« The creation of a comprehensive funding agency will provide France with
strategic leadership and adaptability in this critical field of science ». Cette
recommandation donne une réponse claire a la question que nous avions
posée dans les conclusions du rapport soumis au Comité. Le Comité
recommande que cet institut rassemble I'ensemble des financements
actuellement répartis entre les organismes et les agences, notamment 'ANR.
En revanche, cet institut ne doit pas étre en charge de la gestion
opérationnelle des laboratoires, ou tout au moins que les deux fonctions —
gestion opérationnelle et financement - soient bien séparées au sein de cette
institution, autrement dit que « l'intramural» soit clairement distinct de
« I'extramural ». Le Comité recommande que I'Inserm soit désigné comme
l'intégrateur de toutes les fonctions et entités en charge du financement de la
recherche et actuellement fragmentées.

3) Réévaluer le statut et la carriére des chercheurs (rappelons que le Comité a
tenu ses travaux avant I'annonce des nouvelles mesures décidées par le
gouvernement) de fagon a améliorer I'attractivité des métiers de la recherche
et de I'enseignement supérieur en France.

4) Définir une stratégie d'implémentation du nouveau dispositif pendant une
période de transition conduisant a la constitution de I'Institut unique proposé et
au transfert des activités d'opérateur vers les premiéres universités prétes a
les gérer.

Le Comité formule également six recommandations additionnelles, relatives a
I'évaluation, la gestion de la propriété intellectuelle, |'allocation des budgets (le
comité estimant que la part administrative est trop élevée par rapport au soutien
direct a la recherche), les relations avec le public, I'utilisation et la coordination des
financements destinés a la recherche clinique, la diminution du nombre d'instances
consultatives.

Il ne nous revient pas a ce stade de prendre position et de commenter point par point
ces propositions, dont plusieurs dépassent d'ailleurs largement le cadre de I'Inserm
actuel. Elles sont cependant compatibles, et méme cohérentes, avec I'évolution que
nous avons déja engagée.
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La précision de ces recommandations, leur nombre limité vont nous permettre
d’engager, avec les instituts thématiques et les départements fonctionnels, des
discussions trés concrétes a trois niveaux:

- tout d’abord, en associant largement le conseil scientifique et les
commissions scientifiques spécialisées, les responsables scientifiques
et administratifs, les directeurs d’unités ;

- au sein de la coordination nationale des recherches en biologie et santé,
qui associe aujourd’hui les différentes institutions concernées et
I’Université ;

- avec nos ministéres de tutelle.

Si l'objet a ce stade n'est donc pas de commenter les analyses et propositions du
Comité, il est toutefois utile d'apporter quelques corrections ou précisions sur le bilan
et les données quiy figurent.

Page 13, certaines données figurant dans la figure 4 ne sont pas compréhensibles.
Cela illustre d'ailleurs la complexité et le manque de lisibilit¢ de notre systéme de
recherche et les erreurs ne peuvent étre attribuées au Comité. Il est indiqué qu'il
s'agit des budgets totaux, incluant les ressources externes. Si cela est exact pour
I'lnserm (budget 2007), le chiffre avancé pour le CNRS ne correspond pas aux
documents budgétaires dont nous avons connaissance. En effet, selon la loi de
finances, la subvention dédiée aux sciences de la vie et de la santé pour le CNRS
était en 2007 de 469 M€ (« recherches scientifiques et technologiques en sciences
de la vie, biotechnologies et santé » : action 5 du programme 172 de la MIRES), ceci
n'incluant pas, d'une part, les ressources externes, d'autre part le support général
(action 9 du programme 172) alors que ces deux éléments figurent dans le chiffre
donné pour I'Inserm. Dans le document fourni par le CNRS au Comité, la subvention
(2 nouveau sans inclure le support général et les ressources externes) attribuée au
département des sciences du vivant du CNRS était annoncée a hauteur de 430 M€.
Le chiffre d'environ 375 M€ pour le budget total, tel qu'il apparait dans la figure 4, est
par conséquent largement sous-estimé.

Il convient également de noter que I'activité de I'|RD dans les sciences de |a vie et de
la santé représenterait, selon le graphique, environ la moitié du budget de cet Institut,
ce qui est trés supérieur au bilan qu'en fait I'lRD, notamment dans ses rapports
d'activité. Le budget figurant pour I'INCa est le budget total de I'institut, mais il faut
rappeler que la partie consacrée a la recherche en représente environ la moitié.

Enfin, il conviendrait de faire figurer les budgets correspondant aux actions de I'lnra
et de I'lnria, deux institutions fortement actives dans le cadre de la coordination
nationale des recherches en biologie et santé et qui sont dailleurs clairement
mentionnées dans le texte du rapport.

Page 16, le Comité fait le constat d'effectifs et de co(t trop élevés de I'administration.
Il est possible que cela apparaisse comme tel aux yeux d'observateurs étrangers,
bien que le comité n'en fasse pas la démonstration et I'on peut d'ailleurs regretter
qu'il ne fournisse pas d'éléments de comparaison permettant d'étayer cette thése,
notamment dans la description fournie en annexe du rapport et analysée ci-dessous.
Il est clair que chacun a la volonté d'améliorer les performances de notre
organisation et d'accroitre la part des moyens consacrés directement a la recherche.
Mais nous mettons en garde sur le risque qu'il y aurait a tirer des conclusions héatives
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sans se fonder sur une expertise approfondie, que nous sommes évidemment préts
a engager et devons méme effectuer rapidement.

Dans le méme paragraphe, s'il est exact que I'lnserm recevait en 2007 16 M€ des
programmes européens (I'Inserm étant d'ailleurs, selon I'analyse rendue publique en
juin dernier par la Commission européenne la premiére institution de recherche en
Europe, en terme de participation au 6éme PCRD dans le domaine biomédical), le
financement par les fondations et associations caritatives s'élevait a 27 M€ et les
revenus provenant de l'industrie a 22,5 M€.

La qualité du travail effectué par le Comité de visite international mérite d'étre
soulignée, de méme que l'implication remarquable de son Président et de ses
membres, ainsi que la clarté et la concision du document.

Cette évaluation et ses conclusions constituent une étape majeure dans notre
processus d’évolution et I'élaboration de notre plan stratégique. C’est une
démarche capitale pour notre institution et plus généralement pour I'ensemble
de la recherche en sciences de la vie et de la santé.

Je tiens a remercier trés vivement tous ceux qui y ont contribué, qu’il s’agisse
des équipes administratives, des départements fonctionnels ou des instituts
thématiques et de leur groupe d’experts inter-organismes, tous fortement
mobilisés dans la préparation de cet exercice. Cette mobilisation sera
également déterminante dans I'analyse des recommandations et la mise en
ceuvre de notre schéma d’évolution, auquel je souhaite que tout I'organisme
participe dans les semaines qui viennent.

Le 12 novembre 2008

Pr André SYROTA
Directeur Général
de 'INSERM
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Patrick AEBISCHER, MD, President of the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology in Lausanne ;

Peter AGRE, MD, Co-winner of the Nobel Prize for Chemistry, Professor, Department of Molecular Microbiology
and Immunology, Johns Hopkins University ;

Alain BEAUDET, MD, PhD, President of the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR), Chief Executive
Officer of the Fonds de la recherche en santé du Québec (FRSQ) ;

Sir Leszek BORYSIEWICZ, KBE, Chief executive of the United Kingdom’s Medical Research Council London (MRC) ;
Pierre CHAMBON, MD, Professor Emeritus Collége de France ;

Jean-Paul CLOZEL, CEO Actelion Ltd, Switzerland ;

Lionel COLLET, MD, President of Claude Bernard University, Lyon 1 ;

Jacques GLOWINSKI, Professor Emeritus College de France ;

Bernard LEJEUNE, Secretary general Académie de Grenoble ;

Claude LENFANT, MD, Former Director of National Heart, Lung and Blood Institute (NIH) ;

Michel van der REST, PhD, Director General of Synchrotron Soleil

Rose-Marie VAN LERBERGHE, CEO of Korian

Harold VARMUS, MD, Nobel Prize Winning Scientist and Former Director of NIH - Currently President of Memorial
Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center New York
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