
Detailed feedback from the League of European Research Universities (LERU) on the draft report of MEP Dan Nica on the Horizon Europe regulation and 

rules of participation. 

LERU published a general response to the draft reports of MEPs Dan Nica and Christian Ehler on Horizon Europe in the statement ’10 LERU key messages for 

Horizon Europe’ which was published in July. This document provides detailed feedback on a large number of amendments proposed by Mr. Nica, in 

particular those we explicitly support and those we do not support. 

In annex you can also find two amendments we like to propose, one as an alternative to the amendment proposed by Mr. Nica and one to address an issue 

that was not addressed in the Nica draft report. 

Original text EC proposal Proposed amendment Nica draft report LERU feedback 
Amendment 1 

Proposal for a regulation - Recital 1 

 

 (1) It is the Union's objective to strengthen its 

scientific and technological bases and encourage 

its competitiveness, including in its industry, 

while promoting all research and innovation 

activities to deliver on the Union's strategic 

priorities, which ultimately aim at promoting 

peace, the Union's values and the well-being of its 

peoples. 

 

(1) It is the Union's objective to strengthen its 

scientific and technological bases by achieving a 

balanced European research area in which 

researchers, scientific knowledge and 

technology circulate freely, and encouraging it 

to become more competitive, including in its 

industry, while promoting all research and 

innovation activities to deliver on the Union's 

strategic priorities and commitments, which 

ultimately aim at promoting peace, tackling 

climate change, sustainable development, the 

Union's values and the well-being of its peoples. 

We are not in favour the frequent references in 
the Nica report to a ‘balanced’ European Research 
Area. It is not clear what is meant with a balanced 
ERA as it is not defined. We therefore recommend 
to delete the first part of the amendment and 
keep the original EC text.  

Amendment 2 

Proposal for a regulation - Recital 2 

 

(2) To deliver scientific, economic and societal 

impact in pursuit of this general objective, the 

Union should invest in research and innovation 

through Horizon Europe - a Framework 

Programme for Research and Innovation 2021-

2027 (the ‘Programme’) to support the creation 

and diffusion of high-quality knowledge and 

(2) To deliver scientific, economic and societal 

impact in pursuit of this general objective and 

maximize the EU added value of its RDI 

investments, the Union should invest in research 

and innovation through Horizon Europe - a 

Framework Programme for Research and 

Innovation 2021-2027 (the ‘Programme’) to 

support the creation, diffusion and transfer of 

high-quality knowledge and technologies in the 

Union, to strengthen the impact of research and 

Throughout the Nica report there is a strong focus 
on focusing investments within the EU. Even 
though LERU understands the motivation and 
agrees that Horizon Europe beneficiaries should 
be motivated to exploit the results of EU funded 
R&I projects first with the EU, we are not in favour 
of emphasising this so explicitly throughout the 
entire regulation. Research and innovation is an 
international endeavour. Strengthening ties 

https://www.leru.org/files/Publications/10-key-LERU-messages-for-Horizon-Europe.pdf
https://www.leru.org/files/Publications/10-key-LERU-messages-for-Horizon-Europe.pdf


technologies, to strengthen the impact of research 

and innovation in developing, supporting and 

implementing Union policies, to support the 

uptake of innovative solutions in industry and 

society to address global challenges and promote 

industrial competitiveness; to foster all forms of 

innovation, including breakthrough innovation, 

and strengthen market deployment of innovative 

solutions; and optimise the delivery of such 

investment for increased impact within a 

strengthened European Research Area. 

innovation in addressing global societal 

challenges as defined by the Sustainable 

Development Goals, and in developing, 

supporting and implementing Union policies, to 

support the uptake of innovative sustainable 

solutions in the Union’s industry and society to 

improve people’s well-being and promote its 

industrial competitiveness; to foster all forms of 

innovation, including breakthrough innovation, 

and strengthen market deployment of innovative 

solutions; and optimise the delivery of such 

investment for increased impact within a 

strengthened European Research Area.  

 

between Europe and the rest of the world is very 
much in the interest of European R&I. The focus 
in the Nica report on keeping R&I activities as 
much as possible within the EU, as well as the 
proposed limitations for associated and third 
countries to participate in Horizon Europe, are in 
clear contradiction with this. 
 
We therefore do not support the following 
amendments:  
2, 10, 13, 26, 35, 74-75, 77, 79, 94, 103, 107; 2014 
and 225. 

Amendment 5  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 5 

 

(5) Open science, including open access to 

scientific publications and research data, has 

the potential to increase the quality, impact and 

benefits of science and to accelerate the 

advancement of knowledge by making it more 

reliable, more efficient and accurate, better 

understandable by society and responsive to 

societal challenges. Provisions should be laid 

down to ensure that beneficiaries provide open 

access to peer-reviewed scientific publications, 

research data and other research outputs in an 

open and non-discriminatory manner, free of 

charge and as early as possible in the 

dissemination process, and to enable their widest 

possible use and re-use. More emphasis should 

in particular be given to the responsible 

 
 
 
 
(5) Open science has the potential to increase the 

quality, impact and benefits of science and to 

accelerate the advancement of knowledge by 

making it more reliable, more efficient and 

accurate, better understandable by society and 

responsive to societal challenges. Provisions 

should be laid down to ensure that beneficiaries 

provide open access to peer-reviewed scientific 

publications, research data and other research 

outputs in an open and non-discriminatory 

manner, free of charge and as early as possible 

in the dissemination process, and to enable their 

widest possible use and re-use. As far as 

research data is concerned, the principle 

should be “as open as possible, as closed as 

necessary”, therefore recognising the need for 

We do not fully support this amendment. More 
precisely we do not agree with the last new 
(highlighted) sentence. Making it mandatory to 
lay down provisions for reciprocity and fair open 
access in all association and international 
cooperation agreements, is likely to hinder the 
participation of associated and third countries 
considerably. LERU strongly supports the idea of 
increasing third country participation in Horizon 
Europe, instead of discouraging it. 



management of research data, which should 

comply with the FAIR principles of 

‘Findability’, ‘Accessibility’, ‘Interoperability’ 

and ‘Reusability’, notably through the 

mainstreaming of Data Management Plans. 

Where appropriate, beneficiaries should make 

use of the possibilities offered by the European 

Open Science Cloud and adhere to further open 

science principles and practices.  

 

different access regimes because of the 

Union’s economic interest, Intellectual 

Property Rights, personal data protection and 

confidentiality, security concerns and other 

legitimate interests. More emphasis should be 

given to the responsible management of research 

data, which should comply with the FAIR 

principles of ‘Findability’, ‘Accessibility’, 

‘Interoperability’ and ‘Reusability’, notably 

through the mainstreaming of Data Management 

Plans. Where appropriate, beneficiaries should 

make use of the possibilities offered by the 

European Open Science Cloud and the 

European Data Infrastructure and adhere to 

further open science principles and practices. 

Provisions for reciprocity and fair open access 

should be laid down in all association and 

international cooperation agreements.  
 

Amendment 8  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 8 

 

(8) The Programme should maintain a balanced 

approach between bottom-up (investigator or 

innovator driven) and top-down (determined by 

strategically defined priorities) funding, 

according to the nature of the research and 

innovation communities that are engaged, the 

types and purpose of the activities carried out 

and the impacts that are sought. The mix of 

these factors should determine the choice of 

approach for the respective parts of the 

(8) The Programme should maintain a balanced 

approach between bottom-up (investigator or 

innovator driven) and top-down (determined by 

strategically defined priorities) funding, 

according to the nature of the research and 

innovation communities that are engaged across 

the Union, the success rates in a line of activity, 

the types and purpose of the activities carried 

out, the subsidiarity principle and the impacts 

that are sought. The mix of these factors should 

determine the choice of approach for the 

respective parts of the Programme, all of which 

contribute to all of the Programme’s general and 

specific objectives.  

We do not support this amendment as it is not 
clear what is meant with ‘success rates in a line of 
activity’. If it means that funding should be 
flexible and allocated to those areas with the 
lowest success rates, we don’t see how it would 
work. Success rates vary and are not set at the 
outset of a programme. The only way it could 
work is when funding is flexible and reallocated 
constantly throughout the programme from year 
to year, causing confusion and lack of ability to 
plan.  



Programme, all of which contribute to all of the 

Programme’s general and specific objectives.  

 

 

Amendment 9  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 8 a (new) 

 
 
(8 a) A number of research and innovation 

actions will apply a Fast Track to Research 

and Innovation logic where time-to-grant shall 

not exceeding 6 months. This shall allow a 

faster, bottom-up access to funds for small 

collaborative consortia covering actions from 

fundamental research to market application.  
 

In general we support the idea of Fast Track to 
Research and Innovation. We do however have 

some concerns:  
1) It should be avoided that this Fast Track would 

be used only for close to market activities. Even 

though the text mentions that it should cover the 
full range of R&I, we are afraid that in practice 

this will mainly be used to increase SME 
participation.  

2) 'At least 15% of the budget of the Programme 
shall be granted following a fast track logic. ', (cfr. 

Ehler draft report). We are not favour of adding a 

specific percentage. If such a Fast Track is 
developed, it first needs to be tested (cfr last 

remark) 
3) The credibility of the FP depends on the 

evaluation procedure. Shortening the time-to-

grant should not make any concessions as regards 
the evaluation.  

Although we support the idea as such, we do 
wonder whether going from 8 to 6 months will 

make an important difference and will be 

worthwhile the effort. 
Amendment 10  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 8 b (new) 

 

(8b) The programme should support all stages 

of research and innovation, including basic 

research. The Union acknowledges that 

excellent research, and especially fundamental 

research, is an essential asset and an important 

condition to address EU policy objectives and 

priorities.  
 

 
LERU proposed this amendment together with the 
other university networks. We therefore fully 
endorse this. 



Amendment 11  

Proposal for a regulation - Recital 9  

 

 

(9) Research activities carried out under the 

pillar 'Open Science' should be determined 

according to the needs and opportunities of 

science. The research agenda should be set in 

close liaison with the scientific community. 

Research should be funded on the basis of 

excellence.  
 

(9) Research activities carried out under the 

pillar 'Open Science' should be determined 

according to the needs and opportunities of 

science carried out in particular in the Union 

and its Neighbourhood. The research agenda 

should be set in close liaison with the scientific 

community. Research should be funded on the 

basis of excellence and include emphasis on 

young researchers, while strengthening the 

ERA, avoiding brain drain and reinforcing 

EU’s attractiveness.  
 

We are not in favour of this amendment.  
We do not support the focus on the Union and its 
Neighbourhood and find the introduced emphasis 
on young researchers rather odd (and not correct, 
given early stage researchers are probably aimed 
at) 

Amendment 12  

Proposal for a regulation - Recital 10 

 

(10) The pillar 'Global Challenges and  

Industrial Competitiveness' should be 

established through clusters of research and 

innovation activities, in order to maximise 

integration across the respective work areas 

while securing high and sustainable levels of 

impact in relation to the resources that are 

expended. It will encourage cross-disciplinary, 

cross-sectoral, cross-policy and cross-border 

collaboration in pursuit of the UN SDGs and the 

competitiveness of the Union's industries 

therein.  

 

 

 

 

 

(10) The pillar 'Global Challenges and  

European Industrial Competitiveness' should be 

established through clusters of research and 

innovation activities, in order to maximise 

integration across the respective work areas 

while securing high and sustainable levels of 

impact for the Union in relation to the resources 

that are expended. It will encourage cross-

disciplinary, cross-sectoral, cross-policy and 

cross-border collaboration in pursuit of the UN 

SDGs, and where needed to address societal 

challenges, the reduction of the RDI divide 

within the Union and the competitiveness of the 

Union's industries therein. The activities under 

this pillar should cover the full range of 

research and innovation activities such as 

basic and applied research, development, 

piloting, demonstration, and support for public 

See motivation amendment 2  
+ 
We do not support that reducing the R&I divide 
should be an explicit goal of pillar II. 



procurement, pre-normative research and 

standard setting, and market uptake of 

innovations to ensure that Europe stays at the 

cutting-edge or research in strategically 

defined priorities.  
 

Amendment 13  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 11 

 

(11) Full engagement of industry in the 

Programme, at all levels from the individual 

entrepreneur and small and medium-sized 

enterprises to large scale enterprises, should 

constitute one of the main channels through 

which the Programme's objectives are to be 

realised, specifically towards the creation of 

sustainable jobs and growth. Industry should 

contribute to the perspectives and priorities 

established through the strategic planning 

process which should support the 

development of work programmes. Such 

engagement by industry should see its 

participation in the actions supported at 

levels at least commensurate with those 

under the previous framework programme 

Horizon 2020 established by Regulation 

(EU) No 1291/2013 of the European 

Parliament and the Council13 ('Horizon 

2020').  
 

 

 

 

 

 

(11) Full engagement of the Union’s industry in 

the Programme, at all levels from the individual 

entrepreneur and small and medium-sized 

enterprises to large scale enterprises, should 

continue specifically towards the creation of 

sustainable jobs and growth in Europe. Both 

civil society and industry should contribute to 

the perspectives and priorities established 

through the strategic planning process which 

should result in periodic Strategic R&I Plans 

under the form of delegated acts. Strategic 

Plans should then be implemented through the 

development of work programmes.  

 

 

See motivation amendment 2 
 
+ LERU is pleased with the adding of the ‘civil 
society’ as an actor that should contribute to the 
strategic planning process, but emphasises that 
many more sectors, including the academic sector 
should be on board, next to civil society and 
industry. 
 
+ LERU is not in favour of the periodic strategic 
planning process under the form of delegated acts 
as proposed by Dan Nica and Christian Ehler. We 
understand and support the EP’s claim to have a 
say in the further development of the Framework 
Programme but we fear that the proposed 
process will be extremely burdensome for both 
the EC and the EP and will hinder a swift planning 
and implementation process. 



Amendment 15  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 13   

(13) The Programme should support research 

and innovation in an integrated manner, 

respecting all relevant provisions of the World 

Trade Organisation. The concept of research, 

including experimental development should 

be used in accordance with the Frascati 

Manual developed by the OECD, whereas the 

concept of innovation should be used in 

accordance with the Oslo Manual developed 

by the OECD and Eurostat, following a broad 

approach that covers social innovation. The 

OECD definitions regarding Technological 

Readiness Level (TRL) should continue, as in 

the previous Framework Programme Horizon 

2020, to be taken into account in the 

classification of technological research, 

product development and demonstration 

activities, and the definition of types of action 

available in calls for proposals. In principle 

grants should not be awarded for actions 

where activities go above TRL 8. The work 

programme for a given call under the pillar 

'Global Challenges and Industrial 

Competitiveness' could allow grants for large-

scale product validation and market 

replication.  
 

 

 

 

(13) The Programme should support research 

and innovation in an integrated manner, 

respecting all relevant provisions of the World 

Trade Organisation. The concept of research, 

including experimental development should be 

used in accordance with the Frascati Manual 

developed by the OECD, whereas the concept of 

innovation should be used in accordance with 

the Oslo Manual developed by the OECD and 

Eurostat, following a broad approach that covers 

social innovation. The OECD definitions 

regarding Technological Readiness Level (TRL) 

should continue, as in the previous Framework 

Programme Horizon 2020, to be taken into 

account as one of the criteria in the 

classification of technological research, product 

development and demonstration activities, and 

the definition of types of action available in calls 

for proposals. In principle grants should not be 

awarded for actions where activities go above 

TRL 9. The work programme for a given call 

under the pillar 'Global Challenges and 

Industrial Competitiveness' could allow grants 

for large-scale product validation and market 

replication.  

LERU does not support this amendment. 
Especially the mentioning of TRL 9 instead of 8 is 
something we do not support. TRL 8 is already 
very close to market and activities that are even 
closer to market should not be support by public 
funding. In general, LERU is not in favour of the 
use of TRLs in the framework programme. The 
R&I process is a circular process rather than a 
linear one. The linear concept is only relevant for 
a limited part of R&I. We therefore propose the 
deletion of the full mentioning of TRLs in this 
amendment. 
For more information see the following LERU 
papers: 

 The Strength of Collaborative Research for 
discovery in Horizon 2020. 

 Productive interactions: Societal impact of 
academic research and innovation. 

 Impact and the next Framework Programme 
for research and innovation. 

 

Amendment 17  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 15   

 

 

 

We do not object to the idea of granting the seal 
of excellence automatically. We emphasise 
however that it is very important that the levels of 
what is considered ‘excellent’ are not lowered. 

https://www.leru.org/publications/the-strength-of-collaborative-research-for-discovery-in-horizon-2020
https://www.leru.org/publications/the-strength-of-collaborative-research-for-discovery-in-horizon-2020
https://www.leru.org/publications/productive-interactions-societal-impact-of-academic-research-in-the-knowledge-society
https://www.leru.org/publications/productive-interactions-societal-impact-of-academic-research-in-the-knowledge-society
https://www.leru.org/publications/impact-and-the-next-framework-programme-for-research-and-innovation
https://www.leru.org/publications/impact-and-the-next-framework-programme-for-research-and-innovation


(15) The Programme should seek synergies 

with other Union programmes, from their 

design and strategic planning, to project 

selection, management, communication, 

dissemination and exploitation of results, to 

monitoring, auditing and governance. With a 

view to avoiding overlaps and duplication and  

increasing the leverage of Union funding, 

transfers from other Union programmes to 

Horizon Europe activities can take place. In 

such cases they will follow Horizon Europe 

rules.  

  
 

(15) The Programme should seek alignment 

of rules and synergies with other Union 

programmes, from their design and strategic 

planning, to project selection, management, 

communication, dissemination and 

exploitation of results, to monitoring, auditing 

and governance. With a view to avoiding 

overlaps and duplication and increasing the 

leverage of Union funding, as well as 

decreasing administrative burden for the 

beneficiaries, all types of synergies should 

follow the principle “one action follows one 

set of rules”:  
- transfers from other Union programmes to 

Horizon Europe activities can take place. In 

such cases they will follow Horizon Europe 

rules;  

- cofunding of an action by Horizon Europe 

and another Union programme could also be 

foreseen while not exceeding the total 

eligible costs of the action. In such cases, 

only Horizon Europe rules would apply and 

double audits should be avoided;  

- Seals of Excellence should be awarded 

automatically to all proposals which have 

passed the “excellence” threshold in Horizon 

Europe but cannot be financed due to 

budgetary constraints. In such cases, the 

rules of the Fund providing support should 

apply with the exception of State Aid Rules.  
 

 

The practical application of the automatic 
granting of the seal is likely to be rather complex. 
Also, a seal of excellence for a collaborative 
project is less useful as financing it will be much 
more difficult than single beneficiary grants. 
Together with the university associations LERU 
has proposed an amendment to change the last 
sentence of this recital, to ensure that the Horizon 
Europe rules are followed, not the rules of the 
programme supplying the funding. Following the 
rules of the programme providing the funding 
would be counter-productive to simplification. 
E.g. a Polish university that is hosting ERC grants 
that follow normal ERC rules but at the same time 
has grantees that got a seal of excellence and are 
funded by structural funds and therefore need to 
follow SF rules. This would be very complicated 
and burdensome. It would also lead to reporting 
on research projects following rules that are not 
at all fitted for such purposes. 

Amendment 21  

Proposal for a regulation  

 

 

 



Recital 18 

(18) The Joint Research Centre (JRC) should 

continue to provide Union policies with 

independent customer-driven scientific evidence 

and technical support throughout the whole 

policy cycle. The direct actions of the JRC 

should be implemented in a flexible, efficient 

and transparent manner, taking into account the 

relevant needs of the users of the JRC and the 

needs of Union policies, and ensuring the 

protection of the financial interests of the Union. 

The JRC should continue to generate additional 

resources.  

 

(18) The Joint Research Centre (JRC) should 

continue to provide Union policies with 

independent customer-driven scientific evidence 

and technical support throughout the whole 

policy cycle. The direct actions of the JRC 

should be implemented in a flexible, efficient 

and transparent manner, taking into account the 

relevant needs of the users of the JRC, the 

budgetary constraints, the RDI divide and the 

needs of Union policies, and ensuring the 

protection of the financial interests of the Union. 

The JRC should continue to generate additional 

resources.  

 

We are not in favour of this amendment because 
we do not think it should be explicitly stated that 
the JRC’s direct actions should take the RDI divide 
into account.  

Amendment 22  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 19 

(19) The pillar 'Open Innovation' should 

establish a series of measures for integrated 

support to the needs of entrepreneurs and 

entrepreneurship aiming at realising and 

accelerating breakthrough innovation for rapid 

market growth. It should attract  

innovative companies with potential for scaling 

up at international and at Union level and offer 

fast, flexible grants and co-investments, 

including with private investors. These 

objectives should be pursued through the 

creation of a European Innovation Council 

(EIC). This Pillar should also support the 

European Institute of Innovation and 

Technology (EIT) and European innovation 

ecosystems at large, notably through co-funding 

partnerships with national and regional 

(19) The pillar 'Innovative Europe' should 

establish a series of measures for integrated 

support to the needs of entrepreneurs and 

entrepreneurship aiming at realising and 

accelerating breakthrough innovation for rapid 

market growth as well as promoting EU’s 

technological autonomy in strategic areas. It 

should attract innovative companies, including 

SMEs and start-ups, with potential for scaling 

up at international and at Union level and offer 

fast, flexible grants and co-investments, 

including with private investors. These 

objectives should be pursued through the 

creation of a European Innovation Council 

(EIC). This Pillar should also support the 

European Institute of Innovation and 

Technology (EIT) and European innovation 

ecosystems at large, within the whole EU, 

notably through co-funding partnerships with 

national and regional innovation support actors.  

We are not in favour of this amendment, 
especially not of the highlighted part. Explicitly 
stating that the pillar should support promoting 
EU’s technological autonomy in strategic areas is 
not how R&I works.  
We are also not supportive of the name of the 
pillar proposed by Dan Nica. 



innovation support actors.  

 

 

 

Amendment 25  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 23 

(23) The EIT, primarily through its Knowledge 

and Innovation Communities (KICs), should 

aim at strengthening innovation ecosystems that 

tackle global challenges, by fostering the 

integration of business, research, higher 

education and entrepreneurship. The EIT should 

foster innovation in its activities and should  

support the integration of higher education 

within the innovation ecosystem, in particular 

by: stimulating entrepreneurial education, 

fostering strong non-disciplinary collaborations 

between industry and academia; and identifying 

prospective skills for future innovators to 

address global challenges, which includes 

advanced digital and innovation skills. Support 

schemes provided by the EIT should benefit to 

EIC beneficiaries, while start-ups emerging 

from EIT KICs should have access to EIC 

actions. While the EIT’s focus on innovation 

ecosystems should make it naturally fit within 

the pillar 'Open Innovation', the planning of its 

KICs should be aligned through the strategic 

planning process with the pillar 'Global 

Challenges and Industrial Competitiveness'.  

 

 

 

(23) The EIT, primarily through its Knowledge 

and Innovation Communities (KICs), should 

aim at strengthening innovation ecosystems that 

tackle global societal challenges, by fostering 

the integration of business, research, higher 

education and entrepreneurship. In line with its 

founding act, the EIT Regulation1a and the 

Strategic Innovation Agenda of the EIT1b, the 

EIT should foster innovation in its activities and 

should support the integration of higher 

education within the innovation ecosystem, in 

particular by: stimulating entrepreneurial 

education, fostering strong non-disciplinary 

collaborations between industry and academia; 

and identifying prospective skills for future 

innovators to address global societal challenges, 

which includes advanced digital and innovation 

skills. Support schemes provided by the EIT 

should benefit to EIC beneficiaries, while start-

ups emerging from EIT KICs should have fast-

track access to EIC actions. While the EIT’s 

focus on innovation ecosystems should make it 

naturally fit within the pillar 'Innovative 

Europe', it should also support all other pillars, 

as appropriate. The planning of its KICs should 

be aligned through the strategic planning 

process with the pillar 'Global Challenges and 

Industrial Competitiveness'. Duplication 

between KICs and other instruments in the 

same field, in particular other Partnerships, 

 
 
We support the explicit call to avoid duplication 
between (existing) KICs and other instruments in 
the same field as well as the stronger focus on the 
EIT introduced in this amendment. 
We do not see any need to introduce ‘societal’ in 
global challenges. It makes it unnecessarily long. 
This comment also applies to amendments, e.g.,  
27, 70 and 72. 



should be avoided.  
 

 

Amendment 26  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 24 a (new) 

 

 

 

(24 a) With the aim of maximising return on 

European RDI investments and boosting EU’s 

attractiveness, the Programme should ensure 

commercial exploitation of the results of 

research and innovation in the Union and give 

incentives to standardisation activities within 

the Union;  
 

See comments on amendment 2 

Amendment 27  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 25 

(25) The Programme should promote and 

integrate cooperation with third countries and 

international organisations and initiatives based 

on common interest, mutual benefit and global 

commitments to implement the UN SDGs. 

International cooperation should aim to 

strengthen the Union's research and innovation 

excellence, attractiveness and economic and 

industrial competitiveness, to tackle global 

challenges, as embodied in the UN SDGs, and to 

support the Union's external policies. An 

approach of general opening for international 

participation and targeted international 

cooperation actions should be followed, 

including through appropriate eligibility for 

funding of entities established in low to middle 

income countries. At the same time, association 

 

 

 

(25) The Programme should promote and 

integrate cooperation with third countries and 

international organisations and initiatives based 

on Union’s interest, reciprocity and mutual 

benefits and global commitments to implement 

the UN SDGs. International cooperation should 

aim to strengthen the Union's excellence in 

research and innovation, attractiveness and 

economic and industrial competitiveness, to 

tackle global societal challenges, as embodied in 

the UN SDGs, and to support the Union's 

external policies. An approach of general 

opening for reciprocal international 

participation and targeted international 

cooperation actions should be followed, 

appropriate eligibility criteria, considering 

different levels of R&I capacities, for funding 

We do not support this amendment. Especially 
the wording of the highlighted part is far too 
restrictive. Reciprocity of access to funding should 
indeed be stimulated but it should be formulated 
so strong as it is in this amendment, namely that 
it should be guaranteed.  We recommend to use 
less strong wording to allow other types of 
collaboration (e.g. with an appropriate financial 
contribution) 



of third countries to the Programme should be 

promoted.  

 

 

of entities established in low to middle income 

countries need to be applied. At the same time, 

association of third countries to the Programme 

could be promoted where relevant and where 

reciprocity is guaranteed for the access of EU 

entities access to similar funding programmes 

of the third country.  

 

Amendment 29  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 26 a (new) 

 

 

 

(26 a) With the aim of deepening the scientific 

collaboration within the ERA, exploiting the 

full benefits conferred by the European 

dimension and reducing by 50% the RDI divide 

within the Union, all parts of the Programme 

should engage with all Member States to 

spread excellence, reduce remuneration gaps 

for researchers within the Union, 

counterbalance brain-drain, ensure balanced 

representation in the evaluation panels and 

modernise national RDI systems.  
 

 
This amendment is to be deleted. It is not, and 
cannot be the explicit aim of the research and 
innovation framework programme to reduce the 
innovation divide. Other, generous, European 
funding programmes specifically aim at regional 
development, also in the field of R&I. In the 
Framework Programme there should be equal 
chances for all beneficiaries, independently from 
where they come, but some limited specific 
funding schemes, as proposed in pillar 4, or light 
touch measures (such as the proposed project 
based remuneration) is as far as the FP should go 
to reduce the R&I divide.   

Amendment 30  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 28 a (new) 

 

  

 

(28 a) The gender dimension should be 

adequately integrated in research and 

innovation content and followed through at 

all stages of the research cycle. 40% 

participation of the less represented gender 

from all beneficiaries in each  
 

LERU absolutely supports measures to address 
equal opportunities regardless gender, but the 
proposal to have 40% participation of the less 
represented gender from all beneficiaries in each 
project’s team is not desirable nor realistic in 
some fields. We propose to retain the original EC 
working under article 6 paragraph 9. 

Amendment 32  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 31 b (new) 

(31 b) In order to ensure that Europe remains 

at the forefront of the global research and 

innovation in the digital field and to take 

We do not support this amendment as we do not 
believe such a strong focus on the digital field is 
desirable. 



account of the necessity to step up investments 

to benefit from the growing opportunities of 

digital technologies, a proportional increase 

compared to the current budget, from the total 

budget of the Framework Programme is 

allocated to core digital priorities, throughout 

the entire Framework Programme.  
 

Amendment 37  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 44 

(44) It is necessary to establish the minimum 

conditions for participation, both as a general 

rule where the consortium should include at 

least one legal entity from a Member State, and 

with regard to the specificities of particular type 

of actions under the Programme.  

 

 

 

(44) It is necessary to establish the minimum 

conditions for participation, both as a general 

rule where the consortium should include at 

least three legal entities from three different 

Member States or EEA countries, and with 

regard to the specificities of particular type of 

actions under the Programme.  

 

 
This amendment is to be deleted. It is far too 
restrictive and will considerably hamper the 
participation of associated countries, and thus not 
be in the best interest of the strength of the R&I 
landscape in the EU. 

Amendment 40  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 48 

(48) The current system of reimbursement of 

actual personnel costs should be further 

simplified building on the project-based 

remuneration approach developed under 

Horizon 2020 and further aligned to the 

Financial  

 

 

 

 

(48) The current system of reimbursement of 

actual personnel costs should be further 

simplified building on the lump sums used in 

the Marie Skłodowska-Curie actions and 

applying the principle “equal pay for an equal 

excellence” as a general principle.  
 

 

We strongly oppose this proposed amendment 
for two principal reasons:  (i) We don’t agree with 
the abolition of actual personnel costs and their 
replacement with ‘lump sums’ (actually unit costs) 
as in MSCA. This would lead to a considerable 
under-recovery in some MS/AC and a 
considerable over-recovery in others which is not 
a good use of public funding.  Next to this we are 
convinced that it would considerably hamper 
simplification and create too large disparities 
between researchers from the same institution. 
(see also the LERU press release ‘Charity starts at 
home’)  (ii) We also oppose the notion of ‘equal 
pay for equal excellence’.  It does not make sense 
to pay the same to all across the EU. Salary rates 

https://www.leru.org/news/charity-starts-at-home
https://www.leru.org/news/charity-starts-at-home


are just one element in cost of living and can’t be 
treated in isolation. There is no comparison (as 
suggested by Dan Nica) with truck drivers who 
constantly work across the EU, even if they are 
officially based in one MS. Furthermore, it should 
not be the purpose/role of Horizon Europe to 
address salary rates – it is up to individual MS to 
ensure that they fairly reward their researchers. 

Amendment 41  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 50 

(50) Rules governing the exploitation and 

dissemination of results should be laid down to 

ensure that beneficiaries protect, exploit, 

disseminate and provide access to those results 

as appropriate. More emphasis should be given 

to exploiting the results, in particular in the 

Union. Beneficiaries should update their plans 

regarding the exploitation and dissemination of 

their results during and after the end of the 

action.  

 

(50) Rules governing the exploitation and 

dissemination of results should be laid down to 

ensure that beneficiaries protect, exploit, 

disseminate and provide access to those results 

as appropriate. When proposals are evaluated 

with the same rank, and taking into account 

the high oversubscription rates, priority should 

be given to exploiting the results in particular in 

the Union and closing the European RDI 

divide. Beneficiaries should update their plans 

regarding the exploitation and dissemination of 

their results during and after the end of the 

action.  

 

The wording of the amendment needs to be 
changed to ensure a good interpretation of what 
it wants to achieve. 

Amendment 42  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 51 

(51) The key elements of the proposal 

evaluation and selection system of the 

predecessor programme Horizon 2020 with its 

particular focus on excellence should be 

maintained. Proposals should continue to be 

selected based on the evaluation made by 

independent experts. Where relevant, the 

necessity to ensure the overall coherence of the 

 

(51) The key elements of the proposal 

evaluation and selection system of the 

predecessor programme Horizon 2020 with its 

particular focus on excellence should be 

maintained while ensuring broader 

geographical representation of all Member 

States in the peer-review panels and the 

evaluation of the Programme. Proposals should 

continue to be selected based on the evaluation 

made by independent experts stemming from as 

This amendment should be deleted. 
The credibility of the entire FP depends on the 
credibility of the evaluations. There are already 
sometimes concerns about the quality of the 
experts. Excellence and fit for purpose should be 
key. Excellent proposals should be judged by 
excellent evaluators, regardless of origin 
 

 



portfolio of projects should be taken into 

account.  

many Member States as possible. Where 

relevant, the necessity to ensure the overall 

coherence of the portfolio of projects should be 

taken into account by independent experts.  

 

 

Amendment 44  

Proposal for a regulation  

Recital 54 

(54) The types of financing and the methods of 

implementation under this Regulation shall be 

chosen on the basis of their ability to achieve the 

specific objectives of the actions and to deliver 

results, taking into account, in particular, the 

costs of controls, the administrative burden, and 

the expected risk of non-compliance. For grants, 

this shall include consideration of the use of 

lump sums, flat rates and scales of unit costs.  

 

 

 

 

 

(54) Financing types and the methods of 

implementation under this Regulation shall be 

chosen on the basis of their ability to achieve the 

specific objectives of the actions and to deliver 

results, taking into account, in particular, the 

costs of controls, the administrative burden, and 

the expected risk of non-compliance. In regard 

to grants, being the main form of financing, 

this shall include consideration of the use  

of lump sums, flat rates and scales of unit costs.  

 

 

 
We support this amendment. It is good that it 
emphasises that grants are the main form of 
financing.  

Amendment 70  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 3 – paragraph 1 

 

1. The Programme’s general objective is to 

deliver scientific, economic and societal impact 

from the Union’s investments in research and 

innovation so as to strengthen the scientific and 

technological bases of the Union and foster its 

competitiveness, including in its industry, 

deliver on the Union strategic priorities, and 

contribute to tackling global challenges, 

 

 

 

 

1. The Programme’s general objective is to 

deliver scientific, technological, economic and 

societal impact from the Union’s investments in 

research and innovation so as to strengthen the 

scientific and technological bases of the Union, 

and foster its competitiveness in all Member 

States and the regions of the Union, including 

in its industry, deliver on the Union strategic 

 
 
This amendment is to be deleted. We do not 
support the adding ‘technological’ impact here.  
What is ‘technological’ impact? Not clear and not 
desirable.  
See also above (motivation for amendment 2, 25 
and 29) for why we do not support the other parts 
of this amendment. 
 



including the Sustainable Development Goals.  

 

 

priorities, contribute to tackling global societal 

challenges, as set out in the Sustainable 

Development Goals, and achieve a balanced 

European Research Area.  

 

 

Amendment 71  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 3 – paragraph 2 – point -a 

 

(-a) to promote scientific excellence;  

 

We support this amendment. 

Amendment 73  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 3 – paragraph 2 – point a a (new) 

 

 

 

(a a) to reduce by half address the research and 

innovation divide which is increasing within 

the Union and to foster the participation in 

Horizon Europe of all Member States;  
 

 

This amendment should  be deleted (see 
motivation amendment 29) 

Amendment 78  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 4 – paragraph 1 – point 1 – 

introductory part 

(1) Pillar I 'Open Science', pursuing the specific 

objective set out in Article 3(2)(a) and also 

supporting specific objectives set out in Article 

3(2)(b) and (c), with the following components:  

 

 

 

 

(1) Pillar I 'Open Science', pursuing the specific 

objective set out in Article 3(2)(a) and also 

supporting specific objectives set out in Article 

3(2)(aa), (b), (c), (d) and (da), with the 

following components:  

 

This amendment is to be deleted. We do not 
support the proposed amendment to article 3 (2) 
(new aa). 

Amendment 82  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 4 – paragraph 1 – point 3 – 

introductory part 

(3) Pillar III 'Open Innovation', pursuing the 

specific objective set out in Article 3(2)(c) and 

also supporting the specific objectives set out in 

 

 

 

(3) Pillar III 'Innovative Europe', pursuing the 

specific objective set out in Article 3(2)(c), (d) 

and (da) and also supporting the specific 

objectives set out in Article 3(2)(a), (aa), (b), 

This amendment is to be deleted as it refers to 
amendments that should be deleted. 



Article 3(2)(a) and (b), with the following 

components:  

 

with the following components:  

 

 

Amendment 83  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 4 – paragraph 1 – point 3 – point a a 

(new) 

 

 

 

 

(a a) Incremental Innovation;  
 

We are not convinced a separate funding scheme 
for incremental innovation is needed. It would go 
against the simplifying of the funding landscape 
and reducing of the number of instruments. 

Amendment 84  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 4 – paragraph 1 – point 4 – 

introductory part 

 

(4) Part 'Strengthening the European Research 

Area', pursuing the specific objective set out in 

Article 3(2)(d) and also supporting the specific 

objectives set out in Article 3(2)(a), (b) and (c), 

with the following components:  

 

 

(4) Cross-cutting part 'Strengthening the 

European Research Area', pursuing the specific 

objective set out in Article 3(2)(aa) (d) and also 

supporting the specific objectives set out in 

Article 3(2)(a), (b), (c) and (da), with the 

following components:  

This amendment is to be deleted as it refers to 
amendments that should be deleted. 

Amendment 86  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 4 – paragraph 1 – point 4 – point a a 

(new) 

(a a) boosting the attractiveness of the Union;  
 

To be deleted. LERU is not in favour of a new 
funding stream to boost the attractiveness of the 
Union. We are in favour of boosting this 
attractiveness through reinforcing the 
strongholders of the FP like the ERC and MSCA, so 
these programmes can continue to attract 
researchers from outside the EU to come to 
Europe and by supporting measures for increasing 
collaboration with partners from associated and 
third countries instead of hampering these as 
proposed by Dan Nica. 

Amendment 88  

Proposal for a regulation  

 

2. The Programme may provide funding to 

We support this amendment (see also above, 
amendment 44). 



Article 6 – paragraph 2 

 

2. The Programme may provide funding to 

indirect actions in any of the forms laid down in 

the Financial Regulation, in particular grants 

(including operating grants), prize 

s and procurements It may also provide 

financing in the form of financial instruments 

within blending operations.  

 

indirect actions in any of the forms laid down in 

the Financial Regulation, in particular grants 

(including operating grants) which should be 

the main form of support under the 

Programme, prizes and procurements. It may 

also provide financing in the form of  

financial instruments within blending 

operations.  

 

Amendment 89  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 6 – paragraph 6 

6. The implementation of the specific 

programme29 shall be based on a transparent and 

strategic multiannual planning of research and 

innovation activities, in particular for the pillar 

'Global Challenges and Industrial 

Competitiveness', following consultations with 

stakeholders about priorities and the suitable 

types of action and forms of implementation to 

use. This shall ensure alignment with other 

relevant Union programmes.  

 

 

6. The implementation of the specific 

programme29 shall be based on Specific R&I 

Plans prepared every two years, adopted by 

means of a delegated act and in accordance 

with a process of transparent and strategic 

multiannual planning of research and innovation 

activities, in particular for the pillar 'Global 

Challenges and European Industrial 

Competitiveness'. The consultations with 

national authorities, with the European 

Parliament, with stakeholders and civil society 

representatives about priorities and the suitable 

types of action and forms of implementation to 

use shall ensure alignment with other relevant 

Union programmes and increase consistency 

with national and regional RDI funding 

programmes and priorities, thereby 

strengthening the ERA.  

 

LERU is not in favour of the periodic strategic 
planning process under the form of delegated acts 
as proposed by Dan Nica and Christian Ehler. We 
understand and support the EP’s claim to have a 
say in the further development of the Framework 
Programme but we fear that the proposed 
process will be extremely burdensome for both 
the EC and the EP and will hinder a swift planning 
and implementation process. (see also 
amendment 13) 

Amendment 90  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 6 – paragraph 7 

7. Horizon Europe activities shall be primarily 

 

 

7. Horizon Europe activities shall be delivered 

through calls for proposals, some of which 

This is to be deleted as it makes it too restrictive.  



delivered through calls for proposals, some of 

which organised as parts of missions and 

European Partnerships.  

 

organised as parts of missions and European 

Partnerships, except for the activities mentioned 

in Article 39 on Prizes.  

 

Amendment 93  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 6 a (new) 

Article 6 a  

Principles of EU funding  

1. Research and innovation activities carried 

out under Horizon Europe shall have a focus 

on civil applications.  

2. The collaborative parts of the Programme 

should cover the whole value chain, 

including lower TRLs to ensure that 

Europe’s stays at the cutting-edge of 

research and to maximise EU added value.  

3.. The Programme shall ensure the effective 

reduction of the RDI divide by 50% within 

the Union and promote broad geographical 

coverage in collaborative projects. Particular 

attention shall be paid to ensuring European 

geographical balance, subject to the 

situation in the field of research and 

innovation concerned, in funded projects, 

evaluation panels and in bodies such as 

boards and expert groups.  

4. The Programme shall ensure the effective 

promotion of gender equality and the gender 

dimension in research and innovation 

content. Subject to the situation in the field 

of research and innovation concerned, in 

evaluation panels and in bodies such as 

boards and … 
 

See above (amendment 29) 

Amendment 96  

Proposal for a regulation  

2 a. During the first two years of the 

programme, a maximum of 10% of the annual 

We agree with the principle of adopting a phased 
approach to the introduction of missions and to 



Article 7 – paragraph 2 a (new) budget of each Cluster shall be programmed 

through specific calls for implementing the 

missions. For the third  
 

evaluate before increasing the budget spent on 
missions. We are however not convinced that 
specific percentages are useful. 

Amendment 98  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 7 – paragraph 3 – point a 

 

(a) have a clear EU-added value and contribute 

to reaching Union priorities;  

 

(a) have a clear EU-added value and contribute 

to reaching Union priorities and commitments, 

including the achievement of a strengthened 

ERA and the climate and Sustainable 

Development Goals;  

We prefer the original wording. Not clear at all 
what climate should be mentioned separately 
from the SDGs. 

Amendment 99  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 7 – paragraph 3 – point a a (new) 

Text proposed by the Commission  
 

(aa) deliver R&D&I results from which all 

Member States shall adequately benefit;  

We are not in favour of this amendment. It is very 
difficult to ensure that MS adequately benefit and 
guarantee the fund the very best proposals at the 
same time. 

Amendment 100  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 7 – paragraph 3 – point b 

 

(b) be bold and inspirational, and hence have 

wide societal or economic relevance;  

(b) be bold and inspirational, and thus have 

wide political, diplomatic, societal and 

economic relevance;;  

 

To be deleted or at the very least remove 
‘diplomatic’ 
 
We are however supportive of changing ‘or’ into 
‘and’ as proposed by Dan Nica. 

Amendment 101  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 7 – paragraph 3 – point d 

(d) be centered on ambitious but realistic 

research and innovation activities;  

 

 

(d) be centred on ambitious but realistic research 

and innovation policies or activities across all 

stages of development;;  

‘policies or’ certainly needs to be deleted from 
this amendment. Horizon Europe does not need 
to fund missions that are centred on R&I policies. 
Missions need to focus on R&I activities. 

Amendment 103  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 7 a (new) 

 

The European Innovation Council  We are absolutely against the idea that 80% of 
the budget should be dedicated to innovative 
start-ups and SMEs. The aim of an EIC should be 
to promote breakthrough innovation wherever it 
occurs.  



1. The Commission shall establish a 

European Innovation Council (EIC) for 

implementing actions under Pillar III 

'Innovative Europe' which relate to the EIC. 

The EIC shall operate according to the 

following principles: focus on breakthrough 

and disruptive innovation in the Union, 

strategic autonomy of the EU, ability to take 

risk, efficiency, effectiveness, transparency 

and accountability, first commercial 

exploitation in the Union.  

2. At least 80% of EIC budget shall be 

dedicated for innovative start-ups and SMEs.  

3. The EIC Board and management features 

of the EIC are defined in Decision (EU)... 

[Specific Programme] and its annexes.  
 

Amendment 116  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 9 – paragraph 2 – 

point b – point 2  

 

(2) EUR 2 800 000 000 for cluster 'Inclusive 

and Secure Society';  
 

(2) EUR 1 800 000 000 for cluster 'Inclusive and 

Creative Society';  

 

We do not agree with such a low budget for this 
cluster. If cluster 2 is to be split (and we are not 
convinced that this is a good idea), the budget of 
both new clusters should not be so unequally 
divided as is now proposed by Nica. In general, 
LERU has pleaded repeatedly for a more balanced 
division of funding among the different clusters 
(as well as for an increase of the budget of pillar 
I).  

Amendment 119  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 9 – paragraph 2 – point b – point 3 a 

(new) 

 

 

 

(3 a) including at least EUR 3 000 000 000 for 

continuing 'FET Flagships';  

 

To be deleted. Although LERU is supportive of 
keeping FET flagships as such, we do not support 
to add a specific figure for its financing, certainly 
not such a high figure (which even exceeds that of 
cluster 2) 

Amendment 131  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 9 – paragraph 3 

 

3. In order to respond to unforeseen situations or 

to new developments and needs, the 

We are not in favour of this amendment as it is 
unnecessarily restrictive. We prefer the original 
EC wording.  



3. In order to respond to unforeseen situations or 

to new developments and needs, the 

Commission may, within the annual budgetary 

procedure, deviate from the amounts referred to 

in paragraph 2 up to a maximum of 10%. No 

such deviation shall be allowed in respect of the 

amounts referred to in points (b) (6) of 

paragraph 2 of this Article and the total amount 

set out for Part 'Strengthening the European 

Research Area' of paragraph 2 of this Article.  

 

 

Commission may, within the annual budgetary 

procedure, deviate from the amounts referred to 

in paragraph 2 up to a maximum of 5%, 

including the allocation of the contributions 

from associated countries. No negative 

deviation shall be allowed in respect of the 

amounts referred to in points (a) and (b) (6) of 

paragraph 2 of this Article and the total amount 

set out for Part 'Strengthening the European 

Research Area' of paragraph 2 of this Article.  

 

 

Amendment 132  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 9 – paragraph 4 

 

4. The amount referred to in paragraph 1, first 

half sentence, may also cover expenses for 

preparation, monitoring, control, audit, 

evaluation and other activities and expenditures 

necessary for managing and implementing the 

Programme, including all administrative 

expenditure, as well as evaluating the 

achievement of its objectives. It may moreover 

cover expenses relating to the studies, meetings 

of experts, information and communication 

actions, in so far as they are related to the 

objectives of the Programme, as well as 

expenses linked to information technology 

networks focusing on information processing 

and exchange, including corporate information 

technology tools and other technical and 

administrative assistance needed in connection 

with the management of the Programme.  

 

4. The amount for the specific programme 

referred to in Article 1(3)(a) may also cover 

expenses for preparation, monitoring, control, 

audit, evaluation and other activities and 

expenditures necessary for managing and 

implementing the Programme, including all 

administrative expenditure, as well as evaluating 

the achievement of its objectives. Those 

expenses shall not exceed 5% of the total 

amount of the Programme. It may moreover 

cover expenses relating to the studies, meetings 

of experts, information and communication 

actions, in so far as they are related to the 

objectives of the Programme, as well as 

expenses linked to information technology 

networks focusing on information processing 

and exchange, including corporate information 

technology tools and other technical and 

administrative assistance needed in connection 

with the management of the Programme.  

 

 
Not clear what the motivation is behind this 
amendment. Needs to be clarified. 



 

Amendment 135  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 10 – paragraph 1 a (new) 

 

1 a. Open access to research data shall be 

ensured in line with the principle 'as open as 

possible, as closed as necessary' and 

recognising the need for different access 

regimes because of the Union’s economic 

interest, Intellectual Property Rights, personal 

data protection and confidentiality, security 

concerns and other legitimate interests. The 

possibility for robust opt-out shall be disclosed 

after the proposal ranking. Data management 

plans during the duration of the project  
 

This amendment is okay, except for the 
highlighted part which is not clear at all and 
should be deleted to avoid confusion. 

Amendment 137  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 10 – paragraph 1 c (new) 

 

1 c. Reciprocal open access shall be foreseen in 

all association and cooperation agreements 

with third countries, including agreements 

signed by funding bodies entrusted for indirect 

management of the programme.  

We would rather have reciprocal open access 
being encouraged (similar to the wording in 
amendment 136). The phrasing in this 
amendment is too stringent. 

Amendment 138  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 10 – paragraph 3 

 

3. Open science practices beyond open access to 

research outputs and responsible management of 

research data shall be promoted.  

 

 

3. Fair open science practices beyond open 

access to research outputs and responsible 

management of research data shall be 

internationally promoted.  

 

This amendment is odd and its purpose is not 
clear. It should therefore be deleted. 
LERU supports that Horizon Europe will stimulate 
the fostering of FAIR (findable, accessible, 
interoperable, and re-usable) data  as mentioned 
in recital 5 of the EC proposal for the regulation. It 
is however not clear if that is what is meant in this 
amendment. 

 

Amendment 141  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 11 – paragraph 1 – introductory part 

 

Actions awarded a Seal of Excellence 

certification, or which comply with the 

 

The Seal of Excellence shall be awarded 

automatically in all parts of the Programme. 

Actions awarded a Seal of Excellence 

certification, or which comply with the 

following cumulative, comparative, conditions:  

In principle we are not against an automatic 
awarding of the seal of excellence but the levels 
for awarding such a seal need to be high enough. 



following cumulative, comparative, conditions:  

 

 

Amendment 142  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 11 – paragraph 1 – subparagraph 2 

 

may receive support from the European 

Regional Development Fund, the Cohesion 

Fund, the European Social Fund+ or the 

European Agricultural Fund for Rural 

Development, in accordance with paragraph 5 of 

Article [67] of Regulation (EU) XX [Common 

Provisions Regulation] and Article [8] or 

Regulation (EU) XX [Financing, management 

and monitoring of the Common Agricultural 

Policy], provided that such actions are consistent 

with the objectives of the programme concerned. 

The rules of the Fund providing support shall 

apply.  

 

may receive support from national or regional 

funds, including from the European Regional 

Development Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the 

European Social Fund+ or the European 

Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, in 

accordance with paragraph 5 of Article [67] of 

Regulation (EU) XX [Common Provisions 

Regulation] and Article [8] or Regulation (EU) 

XX [Financing, management and monitoring of 

the Common Agricultural Policy], without 

requiring any further application and 

evaluation and provided that such actions are 

consistent with the objectives of the programme 

concerned. With the exception of state aid 

rules, the rules of the fund providing support 

shall apply. 

 

We do not support this amendment. Together 
with other university associations, LERU proposed 
to change the wording so that the Horizon Europe 
rules would apply. Otherwise an institution might 
end up with having to follow different rules for 
similar projects (but paid from different sources). 
The Horizon Europe rules are also designed for 
R&I activities, the rules of the other fund(s) are 
not. 

Amendment 143  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 11 – paragraph 1 – subparagraph 2 a 

(new) 

 

In line with Article 21 of Regulation (EU) XX 

[... Common Provisions Regulation], the 

managing authority, on a voluntary basis, may 

request the transfer of parts of their financial 

allocations to Horizon Europe. Transferred 

resources shall be implemented in accordance 

with the rules of Horizon Europe. In addition, 

the Commission shall ensure that such 

transferred funds are earmarked entirely for 

programmes and/or projects which will be 

implemented in the Member State or region, as 

applicable, they originated from.  

This is seems very difficult to put into practice. 
Therefore we recommend to deleted this 
amendment. 



 

 

Amendment 145 - 156 

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 12  

 We are against these amendments proposed in 
the Nica report, especially amendment 152 that 
does not allow associated countries to participate 
in mono-beneficiary schemes.  As an alternative 
to the Nica amendments, LERU proposes the 
another amendment which you can find in annex 
to this document. 
 

Amendment 160  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 18 – paragraph 2 – introductory part 

 

2. Entities shall be part of a consortium that 

shall include at least three independent legal 

entities each established in a different Member 

State or associated country and with at least 

one of them established in a Member State, 

unless:  

 

 

2. Entities shall be part of a consortium that 

shall include at least three independent legal 

entities each established in a different Member 

State or in an EFTA country, unless the action 

is one referred to in paragraphs 3 or 4.  
 

To be deleted because overly restrictive 

Amendment 163  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 18 – paragraph 3 

 

3. European Research Council (ERC) frontier 

research actions, European Innovation Council 

(EIC) actions, training and mobility actions or 

programme co-fund actions may be 

implemented by one or more legal entities, one 

of which must be established in a Member State 

or associated country.  

 

 

3. European Research Council (ERC) frontier 

research actions, European Innovation Council 

(EIC) actions, training and mobility actions or 

programme co-fund actions may be 

implemented by one or more legal entities, one 

of which must be established in a Member State 

or associated country in the meaning of Article 

12(1).  

 

To be deleted, see above in comment on 
amendments related to article 12. 



Amendment 164  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 18 – paragraph 4   

4. Coordination and support actions may be 

implemented by one or more legal entities, 

which may be established in a Member State, 

associated country or in another third 

country.  
 

4. Support actions may be implemented by 

one or more legal entities, which may be 

established in a Member State or associated 

country.  
 

To be deleted. Original EC text is better. 

Amendment 165  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 18 – paragraph 5 

 

5. For actions related to Union strategic assets, 

interests, autonomy or security, the work 

programme may provide that the participation 

can be limited to those legal entities established 

in Member States only, or to those legal entities 

established in specified associated or other third 

countries in addition to Member States.  

 

 

 

5. For actions related to Union strategic assets, 

interests, autonomy or security, the work 

programme may provide that the participation 

can be limited to those legal entities established 

in Member States only, or to those legal entities 

established in specified associated countries in 

addition to Member States.  

 

 

Better to keep the original EC text which gives 
maximum flexibility while still safeguarding the 
Union’s interests. 

Amendment 166  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 18 – paragraph 6 

6. The work programme may provide for 

eligibility criteria in addition to those set out in 

paragraphs 2, 3, 4, and 5 according to specific 

policy requirements or to the nature and 

objectives of the action, including the number of 

legal entities, the type of legal entity and the 

place of establishment.  

 

 

6. The work programme may provide for 

eligibility criteria in addition to those set out in 

paragraphs 2, 3, 4, and 5 according to specific 

policy requirements or to the nature and 

objectives of the action, including the number of 

legal entities, the type of legal entity and the 

place of establishment and the place of first 

commercial exploitation of the results  
 

This amendment is to be deleted. This is 
somewhat over-zealous. The original wording is 
better. 

Amendment 168  deleted  The EC wording should be kept, so amendment 



Proposal for a regulation  

Article 18 – paragraph 9 

 

9. The Joint Research Centre, international 

European research organisations and legal 

entities created under Union law shall be 

deemed to be established in a Member State 

other than the ones in which other legal 

entities participating in the action are 

established.  

 

 not to be adopted. 

Amendment 169  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 19 – paragraph 1 – subparagraph 1 

Entities are eligible for funding if they are 

established in a Member State or associated 

country.  

 

Entities are eligible for funding if they are 

established in a Member State or associated 

country as defined in Article 12 (1).  

 

We do not support this amendment as it is 
unnecessary. 
 

Amendment 170  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 19 – paragraph 2 – introductory part 

 

2. Entities established in a non-associated third 

country should in principle bear the cost of their 

participation. However, for low to middle 

income countries and exceptionally for other 

non-associated third countries they could be  

eligible for funding in an action if:  

 

 

 

2. Entities established in a non-associated third 

country should bear the cost of their 

participation. Low to middle income countries 

and exceptionally for other non-associated third 

countries they could be eligible for funding in an 

action if:  

 

Amendment not to be adopted. 
EC text is easier to understand than new text.  

Amendment 173  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 19 – paragraph 2 – point b a (new) 

 

(b a) the non-associated third countries 

provides reciprocal access for funding  

The proposed amendment should be deleted as it 
is far too restrictive.  



 entities to similar programmes they might have, 

as well as reciprocal open access to their 

research results and possibly research data.  
 

Amendment 174  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 19 – paragraph 3 

 

3. Affiliated entities are eligible for funding in 

an action if they are established in a Member 

State, Associated country, or in a third country 

identified in the work programme adopted by 

the Commission.  

 

 

3. Affiliated entities are eligible for funding in 

an action if they are established in a Member 

State or Associated country.  

 

Also this amendment is too restrictive. We 
recommend to keep the original EC wording. 

Amendment 180  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 25 – paragraph 1 – introductory part 

1. A proposal shall be evaluated on the basis of 

the following award criteria:  

 

 

1. The anonymous projects shall be evaluated 

by EU independent external experts on the 

basis of the following criteria:  

 

We are convinced (based on experiences from the 
past) that anonymous evaluations (or blind 
evaluations) do not work. We are therefore not in 
favour of this amendment. 

Amendment 181  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 25 – paragraph 1 – point b 

(b) impact;  

 

 

 

(b) societal, scientific and/ or economic impact 

for the Union;  

We fully support this amendment. The different 
types of impact mentioned here are in line with 
the pathway indicators proposed by the EC. 

Amendment 182  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 25 – paragraph 1 – point c 

 

(c) quality and efficiency of the implementation.  

 

(c) quality and efficiency of the implementation, 

including the use of research infrastructures 

which have been supported by EU funding 

programmes;  
 

 

The amendment seems unnecessary and should 
therefore not be adopted. 

Amendment 183   We absolutely disagree with this amendment and 



Proposal for a regulation  

Article 25 – paragraph 1 a (new) 

 

 

1 a. The evaluation committee shall rank 

where necessary the proposals having passed 

the applicable thresholds, according to the 

evaluation scores. Among the proposals 

evaluated as excellent, priority shall be given 

to proposals that meet at least two of the 

following criteria:  

a) their contribution to the achievement of 

specific policy objectives;  

b) those foreseeing first commercial 

exploitation of the results within the EU;  

c) those involving the highest number of 

partners from the “widening participating” 

countries;  

d) those foreseeing the use of research 

infrastructures which have been supported 

by EUfunding programmes;  

e) those attracting scientists, businesses from 

third countries to come to the EU  
 

recommend to delete it. 
The entire concept of this and the following 
amendments is flawed and poorly thought out. It 
is difficult to see how the proposed criteria are 
relevant across the whole of Horizon 
Europe?  Criterion a) is so broadly worded that it 
is likely to apply to all proposals rendering it 
meaningless (which ‘specific policy objectives’? – 
also irrelevant for ERC applications).  b) is 
irrelevant for all basic science applications.  c) will 
lead to token partners, instead of the best mix of 
partners to ensure excellence and d) is likely to be 
relevant only for a very few proposals.  And e) 
seems to conflict with all of Nica’s other very 
regimented amendments restricting access by 
third countries so lack of internal logic here 
too!  This amendment and the following 
connected ones (184, 185 and 186) should be 
deleted. 
 

Amendment 184  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 25 – paragraph 2 

 

2. Only the criterion referred to in point 

(a) of paragraph 1 shall apply to  

 

 

 

Deleted 

We are absolutely against this amendment. 
Excellence should remain the only criterion for 
ERC funding! 

Amendment 185  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 25 – paragraph 2 a (new) 

2 a. The evaluation committee shall rank 

where necessary the proposals having passed 

the applicable thresholds, according to the 

evaluation scores. Among the proposals 

evaluated as excellent, priority shall be given 

to proposals that meet at least two of the 

following criteria:  

Amendment to be deleted. See Amendment 183 
for motivation. 



a) their contribution to the achievement of 

specific policy objectives;  

b) those foreseeing first commercial 

exploitation of the results within the EU;  

c) those involving the highest number of 

partners from the “widening participating” 

countries;  

d) those foreseeing the use of research 

infrastructures which have been supported 

by EU funding programmes;  

e) those attracting scientists, businesses from 

third countries to come to the EU;  
 

Amendment 188  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 26    

  

Evaluation  

1. Proposals shall be evaluated by the 

evaluation committee which may be :  

– fully or partially composed of external 

independent experts,  

– composed of representatives of Union 

Institutions or bodies as referred to in Article 

150 of the Financial Regulation.  

The evaluation committee may be assisted by 

independent experts.  

2. Where necessary, the evaluation 

committee shall rank the proposals having 

passed the applicable thresholds,  

according to:  

– the evaluation scores,  

– their contribution to the achievement of 

specific policy objectives, including the 

constitution of a consistent portfolio of 

Delete We are not in favour of the deletion of the article 
proposed by the EC. Instead we propose the 
following changes, which were agreed upon by 
the different (14) university associations: 
 
1. Proposals shall be evaluated by the evaluation 

committee which may should be :  
–fully or partially composed of external 

independent experts,  

– In the case of EIC, the evaluation committee 

may be composed of representatives of Union 

Institutions or bodies as referred to in Article 150 

of the Financial Regulation. The evaluation 

committee may be assisted by independent 

experts.  

2. Where necessary, The evaluation committee 

shall rank the proposals having passed the 

applicable thresholds, according to:  

– the evaluation scores, based on how the 

proposal meets the criteria of the call,  

– For missions in pillar 2, where necessary, their 
contribution to the achievement of specific policy 



projects.  

The evaluation committee may also 

propose any substantial adjustments to the 

proposals in as far as needed for the 

consistency of the portfolio.  
  

objectives, including the constitution of a 
consistent portfolio of projects. The evaluation 
committee may also propose any substantial 
adjustments to the proposals in as far as needed 
for the consistency of the portfolio.  

Amendment 193  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 29 – paragraph 2   

2. The grant agreement may establish 

milestones and related pre-financing 

instalments. If milestones are not met, the 

action may be suspended, amended or 

terminated.  
 

2. The grant agreement may establish milestones 

and related pre-financing instalments. If 

milestones are not met, the action may be 

suspended, amended, in case no corrective 

action is found, or terminated.  

 

This amendment is to be deleted. Its wording is 
very confusing. It is better to maintain the original 
EC wording. 

Amendment 194  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 29 – paragraph 3 

 

3. The action may also be terminated where 

expected results have lost their relevance for the 

Union due to scientific, technological or 

economic reasons, including in the case of EIC 

and missions, their relevance as part of a 

portfolio of actions.  

 

 

 

 

3. The action may also be terminated where 

expected results have lost their relevance for the 

Union due to scientific, technological or 

economic reasons, including in the case of EIC 

and missions, their relevance as part of a 

portfolio of actions. The Commission shall 

undergo a procedure with the action 

coordinator and stakeholders before it can 

decide to terminate an action  
 

LERU and the other university associations had 
suggested to remove this point completely. We 
stick to that position. The paragraph raises more 
issues than it will solve, so better to completely 
delete it.  

Amendment 196  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 32 – paragraph 1 – subparagraph 1 

 

In addition to the criteria set out in Article 197 

of the Financial Regulation, for beneficiaries 

By derogation from the criteria set out in Article 

197 of the Financial Regulation, for 

beneficiaries with project-based remuneration, 

costs of personnel are eligible based on unique 

remuneration calculated at the European Union 

level for researchers participating in the 

We are absolutely against this amendment (see 
also above in comments to amendment 40). 



with project-based remuneration, costs of 

personnel are eligible up to the remuneration 

that the person is paid for work in similar 

projects funded by national schemes.  

 

Programme, in accordance with the principle 

”equal pay for equal work”.  

 

Amendment 197  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 32 – paragraph 1 – subparagraph 2 

 

Project-based remuneration means remuneration 

that is linked to the participation of a person in 

projects, is part of the beneficiary’s usual 

remuneration practices and is paid in a 

consistent manner. 

 

 

Project-based remuneration means remuneration 

that is linked to the participation of a person in 

projects, is part of the unique remuneration 

practice applied at the Programme level based 

on researcher career levels defined in the 

European Framework for Research Careers 

and is paid in a consistent manner.  

 

 

Amendment not to be adopted. LERU has 
consulted its CE7 (7 central European universities) 
partners who agreed with the original EC text. We 
therefore do not see any reason to change it. 

Amendment 198  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 32 – paragraph 3 a (new) 

3 a. Beneficiaries may use their usual 

accounting practices to identify and declare the 

costs incurred in relation to an action, with the 

exception of the costs of personnel, referred to 

in paragraph 1 of this Article. The Commission 

may specify a limited number of further 

eligibility conditions to ensure the sound 

management of the grant. The Commission 

may not reject accounting practices if their 

outcomes do not differ from its own and if they 

offer the same level of protection of the 

Union’s financial interests.  
 

We do not agree with this amendment because 
the wording is not clear enough. We do agree that 
usual accounting practices should be accepted as 
much as possible, but this should not lead to new 
cost models being imposed by the EC. 

Amendment 199  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 32 – paragraph 4 a (new) 

4 a. In accordance with Article 10 of this 

Regulation, costs generated by the responsible 

management of research data in line with the 

principles ‘Findability’, ‘Accessibility’, 

‘Interoperability’ and ‘Reusability’(FAIR) 

We support this amendment which was proposed 
by LERU together with the other university 
associations. 



shall be eligible.  
 

Amendment 202  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 34 – paragraph 2 

 

2. Beneficiaries having received Union funding 

shall adequately protect their results if 

protection is possible and justified, taking into 

account all relevant considerations, including 

the prospects for commercial exploitation. When 

deciding on protection, beneficiaries shall also 

consider the legitimate interests of the other 

beneficiaries in the action.  

 

2. Beneficiaries having received Union funding 

shall adequately protect their results if 

protection is possible and justified, taking into 

account all relevant considerations, including 

the prospects for commercial exploitation and 

other legitimate interests such as data 

protection rules, privacy, intellectual property 

rights and security rules, coupled with the 

global economic competitiveness of the EU. 

When deciding on protection, beneficiaries shall 

also consider the legitimate interests of the other 

beneficiaries in the action.  

 

We prefer the original EC wording.  

Amendment 207  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 35 – paragraph 3 – subparagraph 2 

 

Open access to research data shall be the 

general rule under the terms and conditions 

laid down in the grant agreement, but 

exceptions shall apply if justified, taking into 

consideration the legitimate interests of the 

beneficiaries and any other constraints, such as 

data protection rules, security rules or 

intellectual property rights.  

 

 

With regard to the dissemination of research 

data, the grant agreement shall, in the context 

of fair open access to and the preservation of 

research data, lay down terms and conditions 

under which fair access to such results shall be 

provided, ensuring robust and simple opt-outs 

following the principle “as open as possible, as 

closed as necessary”. Exceptions shall apply if 

justified, taking into consideration the legitimate 

interests of the beneficiaries and any other 

constraints, such as data protection rules, 

privacy, confidentiality, security rules, trade 

secrets, legitimate commercial interests or 

intellectual property rights or Union’s external 

competitiveness.  

 

We prefer to keep the original EC wording which 
is more concise but covers the same bases. 

Amendment 210  Unless the work programme provides Not in favour of this amendment. It is too 



Proposal for a regulation  

Article 35 – paragraph 6 – subparagraph 1 

 

Unless the work programme provides otherwise, 

proposals shall include a plan for the 

exploitation and dissemination of the results. If 

the expected exploitation entails developing, 

creating, manufacturing and marketing a product 

or process, or in creating and providing a 

service, the plan shall include a strategy for such 

exploitation. If the plan provides for 

exploitation primarily in non-associated third 

countries, the legal entities shall explain how 

that exploitation is still in the Union interest. 

 

otherwise, proposals shall include a plan for 
the exploitation and dissemination of the 
results. If the expected exploitation entails 
developing, creating, manufacturing and 
marketing a product or process, or in creating 
and providing a service, the plan shall include 
a strategy for such exploitation in the EU or 
associated country. If the beneficiary does 
not manage to justify how that exploitation 
is in the European Union interest, a non-
exhaustive license may be granted to a 
responsible applicant or applicants for 
exploitation in the European Union, upon 
term that are reasonable under the 

circumstances. In order to find responsible 

applicants, the online platforms mentioned 

under Article 35 (1) should be used.  
 

restrictive in concept and too poorly worded.  

Amendment 211  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 35 – paragraph 6 – subparagraph 2 

 

The beneficiaries shall further develop the plan 

during and after the end of the action.  

 

 

The beneficiaries may further detail the plan 

during the action.  

 

We are supportive of this amendment. It was 
proposed to Dan Nica by the university 
associations. The amendment wants to avoid that 
there can be obligations to change the plan after 
the end of the action. 

Amendment 212  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 36 – paragraph 2 – 

subparagraph 2  

 

Unless agreed otherwise in writing for 

specifically-identified third parties, a 

beneficiary may object to the transfer if it can 

show that the transfer would adversely affect 

its access rights. In this case, the transfer may 

Unless agreed otherwise in writing for 

specifically-identified third parties, a beneficiary 

may object to the transfer if it can show that the 

transfer would adversely affect its access rights. 

In this case, the transfer may not take place until 

agreement has been reached between the 

beneficiaries concerned. The grant agreement 

shall lay down time-limits in this respect.  
 

We are not in favour of this amendment given 
beneficiaries, especially industry will probably 
want to know these time-limits before submitting 
a proposal. It therefore does not make sense to 
state that the grant agreement shall lay down 
these time-limits. 



not take place until agreement has been 

reached between the beneficiaries concerned.  

 

Amendment 215  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 37 – paragraph 6 
6. The work programme may provide for 

additional access rights.  

 

 

Deleted We do not support the amendment because we 
do not see why the paragraph should be deleted. 

Amendment 216  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 38 – paragraph 2 

 

These specific rules shall not change the 

obligations on open access.  

 

 

These specific rules shall not change the 

principles of open access to research results 

and fair access to research data.  

 

We prefer the original EC wording 

Amendment 217  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 39 – paragraph 3 – point b 

 

(b) third countries, including their scientific and 

technological organisations or agencies;  

 

 

 

(b) associated countries, including their 

scientific and technological organisations or 

agencies;  

 

Not in favour of this amendment. It is 
unnecessarily restrictive in the context of joint 
prizes and not conducive of the ‘open to the 
world’ ethos. 

Amendment 218  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 39 – paragraph 4 a (new) 

 

 

4 a. In order to foster the attractiveness of the 

Union, “attractiveness” prizes of EUR 100 000 

shall be automatically awarded to any selected 

action which leads to the establishment in the 

Union of a scientist or a private RDI-intensive 

entity from a third country. In addition, the 

prize shall be increased by 50% where the 

We are not in favour of this amendment. Prizes 
should not be granted automatically. Even though 
we understand the purpose, namely to attract 
more researchers to widening countries, it does 
not make sense that the prize should be 50% 
higher when working and living in these countries 
is generally much less expensive than in the non-
widening countries. 



attracted scientist or private RDI-intensive 

entity is established in a widening country.  
 

 

 
Related to this we are also not in favour of 
amendment 270 

Amendment 222  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 42 a (new) 

 

2. Pathfinder transition activities  

The Pathfinder's Transition activities shall 

be implemented to help innovators develop 

the pathway to commercial development in 

the Union, such as demonstration activities 

and feasibility studies to assess potential 

business cases, and support the creation of 

spin offs and startups.  

(a) the launch and the content of the calls 

for proposals shall be determined with 

regard to objectives and budget established 

by the work programme in relation with the 

concerned portfolio of actions;  

(b) grants for a fixed amount not exceeding 

EUR 50 000 may be awarded without a call 

for proposals only to those activities already 

funded under the Pathfinder, to carry out 

urgent coordination and support actions for 

reinforcing the portfolio’s community of 

beneficiaries or assessing possible spin-offs 

or potential market creating-innovation.  

____________  

1a These could include topics such as Artificial 

Intelligence, Quantum technologies, 

Biocontrol or Second generation digital twins, 

or any other topics identified in the context of 

the Horizon Europe Strategic programming 

(including with Member States’ networked 

programmes).  

LERU is supportive of the pathfinder transition 
activities but not of the amendment as it stands 
now. It is important that the transition activities 
are available for taking a next step towards 
impact in any form, not only commercial and that 
they are available to all Horizon Europe grantees, 
certainly to consortia that are funded through the 
second pillar. This should be reflected in the text. 
The part highlighted in yellow should be changed 
to meet these concerns.  
We are also not in favour of keeping the footnote. 
Listing specific areas is not helpful. 



 

 

Amendment 224  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 43 – paragraph 1 

1. The beneficiary of the EIC Accelerator shall 

be a legal entity qualifying as a start-up, an SME 

or as a mid-cap, established in a Member State 

or associated country. The proposal may be 

submitted by the beneficiary, or by one or more 

natural persons or legal entities intending to 

establish or support that beneficiary.  

 

 

1. The beneficiary of the EIC Accelerator shall 

be a legal entity qualifying as a start-up, an SME 

or as a mid-cap, established in a Member State 

or EFTA country.  

 

This amendment is not to be adopted. It is far too 
restrictive. 

Amendment 228  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 43 – paragraph 5 – indent 1 

 

– the proposal shall stem from any other action 

funded by Horizon 2020 or this Programme, or 

from a national programme similar to the EIC's 

Pathfinder and acknowledged as such by the 

Commission;  

 

 

– the proposal shall stem from any other action 

funded by Horizon 2020 or this Programme, or 

from a national programme and acknowledged 

by the Commission as meeting EIC 

requirements.  
 

Not supportive of this amendment. 

Amendment 233  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 43 a (new) 

Article 43 a  

Incremental innovation  

A dedicated instrument for the incremental 

innovation targeted at SMEs under a single 

centralised management system shall be 

created. It will be implemented primarily in a 

bottom-up manner through a continuously 

open call tailored to the needs of SMEs.  
 

Even though we agree that it is important not 
only to focus on breakthrough, disruptive 
innovation but also on incremental innovation, we 
think it is not helpful to create a separate, new 
funding scheme for incremental innovation, 
especially not in the light of simplifying the 
funding landscape and downsizing the number of 
instruments. 

Amendment 240  

Proposal for a regulation  

 

1. Programme evaluations shall be carried out in 

Amendment not to be adopted. Every two years is 
too frequent for programme evaluations.  



Article 47 – paragraph 1 

1. Programme evaluations shall be carried out in 

a timely manner to feed into the decision-

making process on the programme, its successor 

and other initiatives relevant to research and 

innovation.  

 

every two years to feed into the decision-making 

process on the programme, its successor and 

other initiatives relevant to research and 

innovation.  

 

Amendment 241  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 47 – paragraph 2 

 

2. The interim evaluation of the Programme 

shall be carried out once there is sufficient 

information available about the implementation 

of the Programme, but no later than four years 

after the start of the programme implementation. 

It shall include an assessment of the long-term 

impact of previous Framework Programmes and 

shall form the basis to adjust programme 

implementation, as appropriate.  

 

 

2. The interim evaluation of the Programme 

shall be carried out once there is sufficient 

information available about the implementation 

of the Programme, but no later than two years 

after the start of the programme implementation. 

It shall include an assessment of the long-term 

impact of previous Framework Programmes and 

shall form the basis to adjust programme 

implementation and/or review the programme, 

as appropriate.  

 

We are not in favour of changing ‘four’ into ‘two’. 
No later than two years seems too early to start 
the interim evaluation. ‘three’ could be a good 
alternative. 
 
The same applies for amendment 242 

Amendment 242  

Proposal for a regulation  

Article 47 – paragraph 3 

 

3. At the end of the implementation of the 

Programme, but no later than four years after 

the end of the period specified in Article 1, a 

final evaluation of the Programme shall be 

completed by the Commission. It shall include 

an assessment of the long-term impact of 

previous Framework Programmes.  

 

 

3. At the end of the implementation of the 

Programme, but no later than two years after the 

end of the period specified in Article 1, a final 

evaluation of the Programme shall be completed 

by the Commission. It shall include an 

assessment of the long-term impact of previous 

Framework Programmes.  

 

See above 



Amendment 246  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex I – point 1 – paragraph 1 – point a – 

introductory part 

 

(a) European Research Council: Providing 

attractive and flexible funding to enable talented 

and creative individual researchers and their 

teams to pursue the most promising avenues at 

the frontier of science, on the basis of Union-

wide competition.  

 

 

(a) European Research Council: Providing 

attractive and flexible funding to enable talented 

and creative individual researchers, with 

emphasis on young researchers, and their teams 

to pursue the most promising avenues at the 

frontier of science, on the basis of Union-wide 

competition.  

 

Even though we agree that starting and 
consolidator grants should get the majority of the 
ERC funding, we are not in favour of this 
amendment because: 

- the ERC Scientific council should not be 
hampered in their power of decision on 
where to focus ERC funding. 

- Not every researcher is young when 
obtaining a PhD degree. Therefore the 
wording of the amendment is not okay. 

- The advanced grants are very much 
valued by universities. 

Amendment 247  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex I – point 1 – paragraph 1 – point b – 

introductory part 

 

(b) Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions: Equipping 

researchers with new knowledge and skills 

through mobility and exposure across borders, 

sectors and disciplines, as well as structuring 

and improving institutional and national 

recruitment, training and career development 

systems; in so doing, the Marie Skłodowska-

Curie Actions help to lay the foundations of 

Europe's excellent research landscape, 

contributing to boosting jobs, growth, and 

investment, and solving current and future 

societal challenges.  

 

 

 

(b) Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions: Equipping 

researchers with new knowledge and skills 

through mobility and exposure across borders, 

sectors and disciplines, as well as structuring 

and improving institutional and national 

recruitment, training and career development 

systems; in so doing, the Marie Skłodowska-

Curie Actions help to lay the foundations of 

Europe's excellent research landscape across the 

whole Europe, contributing to boosting jobs, 

growth, and investment, and solving current and 

future societal challenges.  

 

Amendment not to be adopted as it is 
unnecessary and the wording is sloppy. 

Amendment 248  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex I – point 1 – paragraph 1 – point b – 

Areas of intervention: Nurturing excellence 

through mobility of researchers across borders, 

sectors and disciplines; fostering new skills 

We are not in favour of this amendment. The type 
of support mentioned could indeed be awarded, 
but should come from the widening scheme or 



paragraph 1 

Areas of intervention: Nurturing excellence 

through mobility of researchers across borders, 

sectors and disciplines; fostering new skills 

through excellent training of researchers; 

strengthening human capital and skills 

development across the European Research 

Area; improving and facilitating synergies; 

promoting public outreach.  

 

through excellent training of researchers; 

strengthening human capital and skills 

development across the European Research 

Area, including support for researchers to 

return to their country of origin; improving and 

facilitating synergies; promoting public 

outreach.  

 

the structural funds, not the MSCA scheme. It 
should therefore not be mentioned here. 

Amendment 251  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex I – point 2 – paragraph 2 

To maximise impact flexibility and synergies, 

research and innovation activities will be 

organised in five clusters, which individually 

and together will incentivise interdisciplinary, 

cross-sectoral, cross-policy, cross-border and 

international cooperation.  

 

To maximise impact flexibility and synergies, 

research and innovation activities will be 

organised in six clusters, interconnected 

through pan-European research 

infrastructures, which individually and together 

will incentivise interdisciplinary, cross-sectoral, 

cross-policy, cross-border and international 

cooperation.  

 

We are not in favour of this amendment. Clusters 
may not be using pan-European research 
infrastructures for their work. The amendment is 
unnecessarily restrictive.  

Amendment 258  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex I – point 2 – paragraph 4 – point 

e – introductory part  

 

(e) Cluster 'Food and natural resources': 

Protecting, restoring, sustainably managing 

and using natural and biological resources 

from land and sea to address food and 

nutrition security and the transition to a low 

carbon, resource efficient circular economy.  
 

(e) Cluster 'Food, environment and natural 

resources': Protecting, restoring, sustainably 

managing and using natural and biological 

resources from land and water sea to address 

food and nutrition security and the transition to a 

low carbon, resource efficient circular economy  

 

We agree with adding water, but ‘sea’ should be 
deleted. 

Amendment 261  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex I – point 3 – paragraph 1 – 

 

Through the following activities, this pillar will, 

in line with Article 4, foster all forms of 

Not in favour of this amendment because it is not 
particularly helpful or useful. 



introductory part 

 

Through the following activities, this pillar will, 

in line with Article 4, foster all forms of 

innovation, including breakthrough innovation, 

and strengthen market deployment of innovative 

solutions. It will also contribute to the 

Programme's other specific objectives as 

described in Article 3.  

 

innovation, including breakthrough 

technological and social innovation, and 

strengthen market deployment of innovative 

solutions, in particular by start-ups and SMEs 

working together with research institutions. It 

will also contribute to the Programme's other 

specific objectives as described in Article 3.  

 

Amendment 262  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex I – point 3 – paragraph 1 – point a – 

paragraph 1 

Areas of intervention: Pathfinder, supporting 

future and emerging breakthrough technologies; 

Accelerator, bridging the financing gap between 

late stages of innovation activities and market 

take-up, to effectively deploy breakthrough 

market-creating innovation and scale up 

companies where the market does not provide 

viable financing, and; additional activities such 

as prizes and fellowships, and business added-

value services.  

 

 

Areas of intervention: Pathfinder, supporting 

future and emerging breakthrough technologies; 

Accelerator, bridging the financing gap between 

late stages of innovation activities and market 

take-up, to effectively deploy breakthrough 

market-creating innovation and scale up 

companies where the market does not provide 

viable financing, in close cooperation with 

InvestEU; support to individual SMEs and 

start-ups with innovative ideas with significant 

potential for business expansion and new 

market creation; additional activities such as 

prizes and fellowships, and business added-

value services.  

 

Not in favour of this amendment because it is not 
particularly helpful or useful. 

Amendment 269  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex II – paragraph 2 – indent 6 

– Programme co-fund action: action to provide 

co-funding to a programme of activities 

established and/or implemented by entities 

managing and/or funding research and 

 

– Programme co-fund action: action to provide 

co-funding to a programme of activities 

established and/or implemented by entities 

managing and/or funding research and 

innovation programmes, other than Union 

funding bodies. Such a programme of activities 

Not supportive of this amendment because not 
clear what it aims. 



innovation programmes, other than Union 

funding bodies. Such a programme of activities 

may support networking and coordination, 

research, innovation, pilot actions, and 

innovation and market deployment actions, 

training and mobility actions, awareness raising 

and communication, dissemination and 

exploitation, or a combination thereof, directly 

implemented by those entities or by third parties 

to whom they may provide any relevant 

financial support such as grants, prizes, 

procurement, as well as Horizon Europe blended 

finance;  

 

may support interconnection, networking and 

coordination, research, innovation, pilot actions, 

and innovation and market deployment actions, 

training and mobility actions, awareness raising 

and communication, dissemination and 

exploitation, or a combination thereof, directly 

implemented by those entities or by third parties 

to whom they may provide any relevant 

financial support such as grants, prizes, 

procurement, as well as Horizon Europe blended 

finance;  

 

Amendment 284  

Proposal for a regulation  

Annex V – table 2 – column 1 – row 4 

Strengthening the uptake of innovation in 

society  

 

 

Strengthening the uptake of innovation in 

society for all EU MS  

 

We are not in favour of this amendment as it is 
too restrictive.  
 
The same comment applies to amendments 285-
288 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

ANNEX 

 

1. Alternative amendment to article 12 

LERU is strongly convinced that it is in the interest of the research and innovation landscape in the EU to make associated membership possible for all 

countries that are close to the EU (including Switzerland and the UK) and give full access to the FP. We therefore propose the following alternative 

amendment for article 12. 

Article 12  
Third countries associated to the Programme 
  
1. The Programme shall be open to association of 
the following third countries:  
 
(a) European Free Trade Association (EFTA) 
members which are members of the European 
Economic Area (EEA), in accordance with the 
conditions laid down in the EEA agreement; 
 
(b) acceding countries, candidate countries 
and potential candidates, in accordance with the 
general principles and general terms and 
conditions for the participation of those countries 
in Union programmes established in the 
respective framework agreements and 
Association Council decisions, or similar 
agreements, and in accordance with the specific 

Amended Article 12  
Third countries associated to the Programme 
  
1. The Programme shall be open to association of 
the following third countries:  
 
(a) European Free Trade Association (EFTA) 
members which are either members of the 
European Economic Area (EEA), in accordance 
with the conditions laid down in the EEA 
agreement, or were associated to Horizon 2020; 

(b) acceding countries, candidate countries and 
potential candidates, in accordance with the 
general principles and general terms and 
conditions for the participation of those countries 
in Union programmes established in the 
respective framework agreements and 
Association Council decisions, or similar 
agreements, and in accordance with the specific 

[Comment: EEA EFTA Member States are Iceland, 

Liechtenstein and Norway. EFTA Member States 

are the aforementioned States and Switzerland. 

With this formulation all EFTA Member States are 

covered by this article.] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



conditions laid down in agreements between the 
Union and those countries  

(c) countries covered by the European 
Neighbourhood Policy, in accordance with the 
general principles and general terms and 
conditions for the participation of those countries 
in Union programmes established in the 
respective framework agreements and 
Association Council decisions, or similar 
agreements, and in accordance with the specific 
conditions laid down in agreements between the 
Union and those countries;  

 
 
(d) third countries and territories that fulfil all of 
the following criteria:  
 
i. a good capacity in science, technology and 
innovation;  
ii. commitment to a rules-based open market 
economy, including fair and equitable dealing 
with intellectual property rights, backed by 
democratic institutions;  
iii. active promotion of policies to improve the 
economic and social well-being of citizens.  
 
Association to the Programme of each of the 
third countries under point (d) shall be in 
accordance with the conditions laid down in a 
specific agreement covering the participation of 
the third country to any Union programme, 
provided that the agreement:  

conditions laid down in agreements between the 
Union and those countries;  

(c) countries covered by the European 
Neighbourhood Policy, in accordance with the 
general principles and general terms and 
conditions for the participation of those countries 
in Union programmes established in the 
respective framework agreements and 
Association Council decisions, or similar 
agreements, and in accordance with the specific 
conditions laid down in agreements between the 
Union and those countries;  

 
(d) third countries and territories that fulfil all of 
the following criteria:  
 
i. a good capacity in science, technology and 
innovation;  
ii. commitment to a rules-based open market 
economy, including fair and equitable dealing 
with intellectual property rights, backed by 
democratic institutions;  
iii. active promotion of policies to improve the 
economic and social well-being of citizens.  
 
Association to the Programme of each of the 
third countries under point (d) shall be in 
accordance with the conditions laid down in a 
specific agreement covering the participation of 
the third country to any Union programme, 
provided that the agreement:  
– ensures a fair balance as regards the 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



– ensures a fair balance as regards the 
contributions and benefits of the third country 
participating in the Union programmes;  

– lays down the conditions of participation in the 
programmes, including the calculation of financial 
contributions to individual programmes and their 
administrative costs. These contributions shall 
constitute assigned revenues in accordance with 
Article 21(5) of the Financial Regulation;  

– does not confer to the third country a 
decisional power on the programme;  

– guarantees the rights of the Union to ensure 
sound financial management and to protect its 
financial interests.  
 
 
2. The scope of association of each third country 
to the Programme shall take into account the 
objective of driving economic growth in the 
Union through innovation. Accordingly, with the 
exception of EEA members, acceding countries, 
candidate countries and potential candidates, 
parts of the Programme may be excluded from an 
association agreement for a specific country. 
 
3. The association agreement shall, where 
appropriate, provide for the participation of legal 
entities established in the Union in equivalent 
programmes of associated countries in 
accordance with the conditions laid down 
therein. 

contributions and benefits of the third country 
participating in the Union programmes;  

– lays down the conditions of participation in the 
programmes, including the calculation of financial 
contributions to individual programmes and their 
administrative costs. These contributions shall 
constitute assigned revenues in accordance with 
Article 21(5) of the Financial Regulation;  

– does not confer to the third country a 
decisional power on the programme;  

– guarantees the rights of the Union to ensure 
sound financial management and to protect its 
financial interests.  
 
2. The scope of association of each third country 
to the Programme shall take into account the 
objective of driving economic growth in the 
Union through innovation. Accordingly, with the 
exception of EFTA members under paragraph 1 
point (a), EEA members, acceding countries, 
candidate countries and potential candidates, 
parts of the Programme may be excluded from an 
association agreement for a specific country. 
 
3. The association agreement shall, where 
appropriate, provide for the participation of legal 
entities established in the Union in equivalent 
programmes of associated countries in 
accordance with the conditions laid down 
therein. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To clarify that Article 12.4. applies to provisions 

that shall be part of the association agreements 

and does not apply to EEA EFTA Member States.] 

 

 



 
4. The conditions determining the level of 
financial contribution shall ensure an automatic 
correction of any significant imbalance compared 
to the amount that entities established in the 
associated country receive through participation 
in the Programme, taking into account the costs 
in the management, execution and operation of 
the 

4. The association agreement shall contain The 
conditions determining the level of financial 
contribution shall ensure an automatic correction 
of any significant imbalance compared to the 
amount that entities established in the associated 
country receive through participation in the 
Programme, taking into account the costs in the 
management, execution and operation of the 
Programme. 

 

 

2. Proposal for new paragraph in article 32 to allow a derogation for the maximum grant amount rule for MSCA family allowances. 

 

LERU also proposes to add a fourth derogation from the Financial Regulation in article 32, to allow a deviation from the maximum grant amount rule for 

Marie Skłodowska Curie Actions (MSCA) in specific circumstances. MSCA is the only programme in Horizon 2020 that provides family allowances on top of 

salaries. These allowances are however decided on the basis of the situation of the applicant when he/she submits his/her application. When the family 

situation changes after the proposal was submitted, these allowances cannot be granted because of the maximum grant amount rule.  

Some concrete examples:  

o   If a researcher marries or has children on the day of the call deadline, he/she is eligible to receive family allowance for the entire project 

duration. If he/she marries or has children one day later, he/she is not eligible for the entire project duration. This is being perceived as being 

utterly unfair by the MSCA beneficiaries. 

o   For maternity leave, in some countries, the employer needs to pay additionally costs to the researcher during this time. As these costs 

cannot be reimbursed under the current Financial Regulation system, this acts as a deterrent to recruit female researchers. 

This problem is not new and many institutions and member states have already complained about this. We therefore urge you to take the opportunity 

of developing this new framework programme, to finally solve this problem. The proposed derogation is very limited and would allow increasing the 

maximum grant amount exclusively in cases linked to the changed personal or family status of MSCA researchers, and will thus enable MSCA to 

promote better equal opportunities and improve work-life balance of researchers. 

  

Article 32 – paragraph 5 (new)   



 

 

New proposed text by LERU 
 
By derogation from Article 186(1) of the 
Financial Regulation, the maximum grant 
amount of MSCA training and mobility 
actions may be increased by the amounts 
due to researchers in case of maternity, 
parental or sick leave, special needs or 
change of the family status or host 
organisation. 

 

 


