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10 key LERU messages for Horizon Europe 

 

Introduction 

 

LERU welcomes the European Commission (EC)’s proposal for the next Framework Programme (FP) for 

Research and Innovation, Horizon Europe (FP9). Funding for research and innovation (R&I) at EU level has 

an enormous added value. It generates an EU-wide competition for excellence, stimulates the mobility of 

researchers and funds international, interdisciplinary and cross-sectoral collaboration. Through the FP, the 

EU strengthens its knowledge base, stimulates innovation and addresses global challenges. The LERU 

universities are, and have been for many years, among the top participants in the EU FPs for research and 

innovation. LERU has been a strong supporter of the FPs and has actively contributed over many years to 

shaping and improving them. In June 2017 a paper setting out LERU’s views for FP9 was published
1
 and in 

April 2018 we published a paper on impact and the FP
2
. We are pleased that the EC has been receptive to 

our ideas and suggestions when designing Horizon Europe. 

 

However, despite the good work by the EC, there are still a number of aspects of the proposal that could be 

improved. On 15 June, LERU and 13 other European university associations published a joint response
3
 to 

the Horizon Europe proposal, and on 29 June LERU, together with 12 of these organisations, submitted joint 

amendments
4
 to the Horizon Europe legal texts. This statement repeats the key messages from these joint 

statements and amendments, but adds some more specific LERU views to these. It also includes our main 

comments on the draft reports of the EP rapporteurs for Horizon Europe, Dan Nica and Christian Ehler. In 

this statement, LERU highlights, in 10 points, areas for improvement and which aspects of the original EC 

proposal LERU strongly supports and thinks should be maintained. 

 

1. Increase the total budget of Horizon Europe to 160 billion euro. 

Horizon Europe is a very ambitious programme that could contribute greatly to enhancing Europe’s 

excellence in research, stimulating industrial competitiveness and tackling global challenges. More funding is 

crucial if the programme is to do all that, while at the same time supporting the scaling-up of companies and 

closing the innovation gap between EU member states. LERU restates that a budget of 160 billion euro is 

needed for Horizon Europe. The increase of the budget proposed by Dan Nica and Christian Ehler, to 120 

billion euro in constant prices, is a step in the good direction, but even more is critical. 

 

2. Review the budget allocation, increasing funding for pillar I and spreading more equally the 

funding among clusters in pillar II. 

LERU has already clearly indicated that funding should be distributed with a focus on those programmes that 

have a proven track record and clear EU-added value. The two programmes in the current and past FPs that 

                                                 

1
 https://www.leru.org/publications/beyond-the-horizon-lerus-views-on-the-9th-framework-programme-for-

research-and-innovation  
2
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3
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4
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clearly have both of these are the European Research Council and the Marie Skłodowska Curie Actions. For 

that reason, and to multiply the effects of their achievements, they deserve a more substantial budget 

increase. In addition, funding for research infrastructures needs to be increased, especially in view of the 

delivery of the Open Science Cloud.  

In the EC proposal, the budget of the clusters in pillar II is very unequally divided. This should be addressed. 

LERU underlines the need to increase the funding for clusters 1 ‘Health’ and cluster 2 ‘Inclusive and Secure 

Societies’. Both ‘health’ and ‘inclusive and secure societies’ seek to address issues that are very close to the 

daily life of citizens and are subject of their main concerns. Both areas certainly need more funding, 

regardless if the total budget is increased or not. 

As for pillar III, LERU welcomes the limited funding increase for the European Institute of Innovation and 

Technology but questions the budget allocated to the European Innovation Council (EIC).  The EIC has only 

recently been piloted in Horizon 2020 and it still needs to prove whether it will actually deliver. Therefore, the 

foreseen budget is generous, especially given the need for additional funding in other areas (see above). We 

agree with the proposal in the Nica draft report to increase the budget of the EIT further, in case the total 

Horizon Europe budget is increased, and to decrease the budget of the EIC in any case.  

 

3. Continue the FP’s strengths in Pillar I ‘Open and Excellent Science’, ERC and MSCA. 

It is an important sign of trust in the European Research Council (ERC) that the EC proposes to continue its 

main lines of activities and way of operating in Horizon Europe. With the creation of the ERC, the EU has 

increased considerably both the level of ambition of researchers in Europe and beyond, and the quality of 

EU-funded research. This was also recognised at the Informal Competitiveness Council meeting in July 

2018
5
. The EU-wide competition for excellence, created by the ERC, should by all means be maintained. To 

ensure this, the following is crucial:  

 Guarantee the independence of the ERC Scientific Council and give them full authority to continue 

and develop the ERC’s main lines of activities. LERU is not in favour of specifying that ERC funding 

could focus on young researchers, as suggested in the Nica draft report. The advanced grants are 

very much valued by our universities, and more importantly, it is up to the Scientific Council to set 

out priorities for funding, as they see fit. Their freedom of decision should not be hampered. 

 Continue to evaluate ERC proposals only on the basis of ‘excellence’. The suggestion of Dan Nica 

to delete the paragraph that allows the ERC to do this, is not acceptable and should not be adopted 

in the final report. 

 Allow as many top researchers as possible to participate. LERU is absolutely against limiting the 

number of associated countries that can participate in the ERC as suggested in the Nica draft 

report. The larger the pool of excellent researchers that can participate, the bigger the impact and 

attractiveness of the ERC. All associated countries, also those that need to adhere to additional 

criteria, should be able to participate in the ERC as long as their proposals meet the required 

standards and they are prepared to pay their way. 

LERU is also very pleased with the continuation of the main lines of activities of Marie Skłodowska Curie 

Actions (MSCA) in Horizon Europe and the explicit support for the Actions by the EU research ministers at 

their meetings in May and July 2018. The MSCA have a proven track record in stimulating researchers to be 

mobile and in enhancing the training of researchers in general and PhD students in particular. The Actions 

are a key programme for a further realisation of the European Research Area. LERU looks forward to finding 

out more details about the future MSCA and will continue to be a strong advocate for an even stronger 

MSCA. 

LERU also welcomes the continuation of Research Infrastructures in pillar I of Horizon Europe. We 

recommend some changes to the proposal to include small and medium-sized infrastructures as well as 

                                                 

5
 https://www.eu2018.at/latest-news/news/07-17-Informal-meeting-of-competitiveness-ministers--research.html 
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larger infrastructures. This was one of the suggestions of the note on research infrastructures
6
 we published 

last year. Small and medium-sized infrastructures are very important to researchers, yet information on their 

location, accessibility policies and funding is poor. This needs to be mapped to unlock the potential of these 

infrastructures for European R&I. At the same time it is crucial to develop a stable funding basis for small and 

medium-sized research infrastructures. 

Although it is a matter of principle rather than of great concern, we recommend changing the name of pillar I 

from ‘Open Science’ to ‘Open and Excellent Science’. ‘Open Science’ is most often, even in the Horizon 

Europe proposal, used to refer to the policy objective and cross-cutting element of the FP, not the pillar. The 

name of pillar I should be changed to avoid confusion by making a clear distinction between the pillar and 

the cross-cutting element. 

 

4. Ensure space for human & societal reflections and fresh insights from fundamental research 

in all clusters of pillar II ‘Global Challenges and Industrial Competitiveness’. 

LERU welcomes the bringing together of all collaborative funding in one pillar. We advocated for this in the 

LERU FP9 paper because we are convinced this will discourage the formation of research ‘silos’ and will 

stimulate new ideas to better tackle challenges from different perspectives (societal and industrial).  

At the same time, LERU calls for stronger human and societal approaches across the whole pillar. Even 

though we recognise that in business short-term results are important, the long-term benefit from Horizon 

Europe to society should be even bigger, especially from the activities funded through pillar II. Indeed, when 

the focus is on technology and close-to-market activities, reflections on how these will affect society must be 

included. In the EC proposal, these societal reflections are especially lacking in clusters 3 and 4. This should 

explicitly be added to the broad lines of activities of the different intervention areas in these clusters. 

Addressing today’s global challenges and generating innovation needs fresh insights based on new 

research, not only projects that further develop already-known approaches. Close-to-market activities should 

be complemented explicitly with fundamental research. These are missed in Horizon 2020, hence the huge 

oversubscription of FET open and MSCA ETNs, both schemes that do fund more fundamental collaborative 

research activities. Although the implementation of pillar II will decide on the opportunities for fundamental 

research, it is important that the legal text makes explicit reference to the need to include this. In this respect 

LERU welcomes the amendments proposed by Christian Ehler to the specific programme. 

LERU looks forward to finding out more about the co-creation process for pillar II. We hope this will indeed 

lead to a more bottom-up approach within broader topics or intervention areas, as envisaged in the LERU 

FP9 paper. It will be very important that the EC comes with more details about this co-creation process very 

soon, not only to give researchers and other important stakeholders a heads up but also to re-assure 

member states and the European Parliament about their role in this process. We understand that the 

European Parliament wants to have a say on the implementation of Horizon Europe, especially given the EC 

proposal is rather broad. However, we are not convinced that the process of two-yearly delegated acts 

proposed by Dan Nica and Christian Ehler, would be a step in the right direction. It will add a thick layer of 

bureaucracy to the FP and will hamper, instead of stimulate, the development of good work programmes.  

In general, LERU underlines that expert advice is extremely important for setting the right priorities in Horizon 

Europe’s second pillar.  At the moment, the Horizon Europe proposal does not foresee the setting up of 

expert advisory groups. LERU is in favour of the proposed co-creation of pillar II, but expert advisory boards 

should be set up to support the EC in translating the outcomes of this co-creation process into strategic and 

work programmes.  

All the above is as much needed in the missions the EC proposes to develop in pillar II, across clusters, as it 

is for the more traditional collaborative research and innovation funding in pillar II: 1) include societal and 

                                                 

6
 https://www.leru.org/publications/four-golden-principles-for-enhancing-the-quality-access-and-impact-of-research-

infrastructures  

https://www.leru.org/publications/four-golden-principles-for-enhancing-the-quality-access-and-impact-of-research-infrastructures
https://www.leru.org/publications/four-golden-principles-for-enhancing-the-quality-access-and-impact-of-research-infrastructures
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human reflections; 2) allow more fundamental research approaches to be funded; 3) be transparent on how 

missions are developed; and 4) include expert advice.  Research experts from different disciplines should be 

part of mission boards. The legal texts of Horizon Europe should explicitly mention this. LERU welcomes the 

related proposed amendment in the Ehler draft report. In addition we believe it is crucial that missions focus 

on research and innovation activities, as proposed by the EC. We do not agree with the draft Nica report that 

missions could also focus on policies. It is also crucially important that missions are fully bottom-up, allowing 

all sorts of R&I activities and types of consortia to apply, as long as the proposals address the mission target. 

This target should be clear but broad enough to allow different possible solutions and should certainly not be 

technology-specific. 

 

5. Amplify the role of universities in Pillar III ‘Open Innovation’, guarantee the value added of a 

European Innovation Council (EIC) to justify its budget, and finetune its activities with the 

European Institute for Innovation and Technology (EIT). 

LERU welcomes the Open Innovation pillar and is convinced that universities have, and should be able to 

play, an important role in all parts of this pillar (see above), positioned as they are in the centre of the 

knowledge triangle and having an enabling role in the innovation process. We therefore do not support the 

target proposed in the Nica draft report that 80% of the funding of pillar III should go to innovative start-ups 

and SMEs. 

We are pleased to see that, in the EC proposals for Horizon Europe, the European Institute of Innovation 

and Technology (EIT) is continued and that it will be part of this pillar. The EIT and its Knowledge Innovation 

Centres (KICs) are, and should continue to be, important players in the European innovation landscape.  

LERU still has questions about the fitness-for-purpose of the European Innovation Council (EIC) as the 

proposal stands now. If the EIC is set up as proposed, it will be important to prove its added value and to 

ensure it is complimentary to other, similar initiatives that are currently being developed, be it at European, 

inter-governmental or national level. LERU agrees with the concerns raised by the Competitiveness Council 

on 17 July 2018. We also strongly support the suggestions made by Christian Ehler in his draft report to link 

the EIC much more strongly to the EIT and to settle any possible duplications between the EIT and the EIC. 

LERU made similar suggestions in the past
7
. On the EIC we also repeat that:  

 The main role of an EIC should be that of an advisor, a catalyst and a coordinator with a clear 

mission to broaden the perception of innovation. The EIC should be an agile instrument on the 

European policy scene conceived as a council of high level people from the business, venture 

capital, finance, and academic sectors focusing on these three interrelated innovation issues: policy 

design, innovation funding and policy coordination. As mentioned above, universities play an 

important role in innovation. This should be amplified and recognised in the composition of the 

potential EIC board. At least one university expert should be part of it. 

 The best way to facilitate the scaling up of companies in the EU is by harmonising rules and 

regulations (related to IP, tax, bankruptcy, etc.), not by covering the costs of the currently dispersed 

EU innovation market. In this respect we welcome the activities proposed under ‘innovation systems’ 

in pillar III.  

LERU would very much regret the disappearance the Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) as separate 

funding scheme. FET is a strong brand that attracts a huge number of high quality cutting-edge research 

proposals and that would surely be missed in Horizon Europe.  

LERU strongly supports the ‘transition activities’ that are proposed by the EC to be part of the EIC Pathfinder 

scheme. They seem very similar to what we proposed in the LERU note on ‘Impact and the next FP for R&I
8
’ 

as follow-up funding. It is however important for the potential impact of Horizon Europe funding that these 

                                                 

7
 See also https://www.leru.org/files/LERUs-Response-to-the-ECs-Call-for-Ideas-Full-paper.pdf  

8
 https://www.leru.org/publications/impact-and-the-next-framework-programme-for-research-and-innovation 

https://www.leru.org/files/LERUs-Response-to-the-ECs-Call-for-Ideas-Full-paper.pdf
https://www.leru.org/publications/impact-and-the-next-framework-programme-for-research-and-innovation


          Page 5 / 9 

are not limited to purely market driven activities. This type small-scale, agile funding should also be available 

to consortia aiming at a step change towards other forms of impact. LERU is not at all in favour of limiting 

transition activities to those that already benefited from EIC funding, as proposed in the Nica draft report. On 

the contrary, we would have preferred to see transition activities as part of pillar II, to make it more explicit 

that projects funded by pillar II can apply for it. We wonder if the ‘Fast track to research and innovation 

scheme’ proposed by Dan Nica and Christian Ehler in their draft reports would not be redundant with 

stronger and broader transition activities, used throughout both pillars II and III. 

In general, LERU warns against including too many different types of funding in one scheme. Combining 

many different types of funding is likely to be very difficult to manage and very difficult to ‘sell’ to potential 

beneficiaries. This concern is especially valid for EIC Pathfinder that would focus on many different potential 

beneficiaries. There is a real risk that good ideas/schemes would ‘disappear’ in a big, multi-faceted scheme 

such as Pathfinder. LERU is therefore in favour of maintaining the current funding lines within a third pillar, 

namely the SME instrument, access to risk finance and FET schemes, complemented by the transition 

activities. 

 

6. Put the realisation of the European Research Area (ERA) for all Member States at the centre 

of Horizon Europe but without changing the scope of the FP. 

A similar comment, about putting too many things into one scheme, seems also pertinent for ‘Reforming and 

enhancing the European R&I system’, especially given the very limited budget foreseen for this intervention 

area of the ERA pillar. LERU looks forward to finding out how this fourth part will interact with the other parts 

of the FP. 

LERU welcomes the activities proposed under ‘sharing excellence’, even though we do not want the EC to 

confuse the realisation of ERA with the closing of the innovation divide. The realisation of ERA as such still 

requires work, including by the EC, as set out by LERU in 2014
9
.  

LERU is also pleased with the effort made by the Commission to include project-based remuneration as a 

basis for direct cost reimbursement, to more adequately deal with problems related to salaries that 

beneficiaries in some EU member states currently encounter. We however do not support a broadened use 

of the MSCA unit cost system for remuneration across Horizon Europe. Already in 2015 LERU warned for 

the potential negative side-effects of this
10

. We are also not supportive of the introduction of blind 

evaluations. Evaluations should of course be impartial, but past experiences with blind evaluations have 

learned that these do not have the desired effects. Neither do we support that proposals are so anonymised 

that it is difficult to evaluate whether the consortium has the necessary expertise to actually realise the 

proposed activities, or the proposal is not anonymised enough so that evaluators, who are experts in their 

field, know anyway who the main partners in the proposal are.  

Last but not least, it cannot and should never be a goal of the Framework Programme for Research and 

Innovation to close the research and innovation divide by x% nor for all parts of the programme to explicitly 

engage with all Member States, as proposed in the draft Nica report. The EU has other, much more 

generous funding programmes that focus on closing, among others this divide. The focus of the FP should 

be on funding the very best proposals. Receiving EU funding is, and should continue to be, an aspiration for 

all researchers across the EU. The level of EU research and innovation should not be lowered. Instead, 

other funding streams such as ERDF should stimulate the participation in Horizon Europe projects, not the 

other way around. At the same time, it is absolutely necessary for Member States to invest more in research 

and innovation themselves. EU funding cannot, and should not, compensate for a lack of local or national 

investment. There is also a clear correlation between success rates in Horizon Europe and national 

investment in research and innovation. Those that invest more locally and nationally in R&I also do it better 

                                                 

9
 https://www.leru.org/files/An-Era-of-Change-Full-paper.pdf  

10
 https://www.leru.org/files/2015.09.23_Charity_starts_at_home.pdf  
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at EU level. It is time that Member States put in an extra effort to realise the Lisbon target of 3% of GDP 

investment in R&I.   

 

7. Ensure the new partnership approach leads to a rationalisation of the funding landscape. 

LERU welcomes the proposed partnership approach. It will be very important to rigorously implement the 

criteria for selection, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, phasing-out and renewal, to realise the 

envisaged rationalisation of the number of partnerships and hence of the European funding landscape, also 

with regard to Joint Technology Initiatives.  

 

8. Stimulate synergies while at the same time avoid additional red tape. 

It is good to see that the EC seeks to connect its different programmes. Research and innovation certainly 

play an important role in all policy fields and linking Horizon Europe to other EU programmes is therefore 

logical. The main problem with synergies is how to make them work without vastly increasing red tape. LERU 

has proposed amendments to ensure better that synergies do not lead to additional red tape, guaranteeing 

that the Horizon Europe rules and requirements are always to be followed, not those of the programme that 

actually provides the funding. Next to avoiding red tape, raising awareness with potential beneficiaries will 

also be an important task for the EC. Instead of wanting to realise all synergies at once, the EC might 

consider focusing first on establishing real synergies between Horizon Europe and some specific 

programmes, such as European Regional Development Fund and Erasmus, and gradually expanding the 

number of programmes covered. 

 

9. Engage stakeholders to ensure further simplification of the FP. 

LERU has been a champion for simplification of the FP for many years and is therefore very pleased to see 

that the EC continues striving for further simplification in Horizon Europe. We are especially supportive of the 

EC’s plans for further simplification of the current real cost reimbursement system, in particular as regards 

personnel costs; broader acceptance of beneficiaries’ usual accounting practice, in particular for internal 

invoicing and services; and an increased cross-reliance on audits. For these, and any other potential 

simplification measures to actually work, the EC should engage with experienced beneficiaries, among 

others from universities, to assess if the envisaged changes would indeed reduce red tape. This should also 

be the case for the assessment of the lump sum pilot (now ongoing in Horizon 2020). LERU looks forward to 

contributing to this. 

 

10. Enhance international collaboration and 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. 

LERU welcomes the plans to increase international collaboration in Horizon Europe, compared to Horizon 

2020. We look forward to finding out how this will be stimulated in the calls for proposals and how Horizon 

Europe will link with the Sustainable Development Goals. As for the rules for association to the FP, we 

propose to adjust these, to ensure that Switzerland can associate fully to the FP without needing to adhere 

to additional criteria (see below). Switzerland, situated in the heart of Europe and being an important and 

very strong partner in the field of research and innovation, should be able to associate under the same 

conditions as in the past. In addition, the United Kingdom, after leaving the EU, should be able to associate, 

if financial and other conditions are met. In annex to this statement, you can find a proposal for an 

amendment to the rules for association. 
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As mentioned above, LERU does not support at all to limit the access to the Horizon Europe mono-

beneficiary schemes, such as the ERC, to a limited number of associated countries. All associated countries 

should be able to participate in these.  
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ANNEX 

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 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 

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 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 

[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.] 
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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. 
 
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 

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 
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. 
 
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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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.] 

 

 

 

 


