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6 December 2018 

 

State of affairs on Horizon Europe: LERU’s to do list for the EU institutions 

 

LERU welcomes the Partial General Approach, reached by the Competitiveness Council on 30 

November. We also congratulate MEPs Dan Nica and Christian Ehler with the adoption of their reports 

in the European Parliament (EP)’s ITRE Committee on 21 November, and thank them for their hard 

work. But it is clear that the work is not done yet. In light of the upcoming EP plenary vote on the 

Nica and Ehler reports, and the trialogue discussions that will hopefully start soon, we list below our 

main concerns for Horizon Europe as they stand now.  

 

TIMING 

LERU welcomes the efforts of both the ITRE committee, especially of rapporteurs Dan Nica and Christian 

Ehler, and the Competitiveness council to proceed swiftly towards a position on Horizon Europe and 

encourages the Council to continue on that path with its work on the remaining parts of the Regulation 

and on the Specific Programme. We very much hope that a joint position of EP and Council (even if not 

formally adopted) will be reached before the European elections in May 2019. Such a joint position is in 

the clear interest of the entire European research and innovation sector because it would allow the 

European Commission to start its preparation for the implementation of Horizon Europe as soon as possible 

and it would avoid a funding gap between Horizon 2020 and Horizon Europe.  

 

BUDGET 

Unfortunately, any decision on the Multi-Annual Financial Framework for the next budgetary period (2021-

2027) seems to have been delayed until the Autumn of 2019. The uncertainty about the total budget of 

Horizon Europe and delay of its official adoption is not helpful, to say the least. We still hope agreement 

will be sought and found before the European elections. Next to that, we strongly call on the co-

legislators, in particular on the European Finance Ministers, not to reduce but to increase the budget for 

Horizon Europe and Erasmus compared to what the European Commission (EC) proposed in May 2018. Both 

programmes have a clear EU-added value and support fields that are of crucial importance for Europe’s 

future, namely research, education and innovation. In March 2018 LERU, together with 12 other university 

associations, called for a doubling of the funding for Horizon Europe and Erasmus, compared to the 

funding of the current Framework Programme (FP), Horizon 2020 and of Erasmus+.  We strongly repeat 

that call today. A larger budget for the FP and Erasmus is not only in the interest of universities and other 

(higher) education institutions, but would also serve European industry, SMEs, research organisations and 

the society at large.  

 

WIDENING PARTICIPATION 

LERU understands and shares concerns regarding the research and innovation divide among EU member 

states and fully supports efforts to close this divide via funds aiming at capacity building, via policy 

support mechanisms or in follow-up of country specific recommendations proposed through the European 

Semester. Increasing the participation from beneficiaries from their country in the FP should be an 

https://www.leru.org/files/Publications/Double-investment-in-research-innovation-and-education.pdf
https://www.leru.org/files/Publications/Double-investment-in-research-innovation-and-education.pdf
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important target for each EU Member State. It should however not be done by changing the nature of the 

FP. The FP can only bring real value for money to Europe’s knowledge base, economy and society if it 

funds the very best projects/researchers. The separate funding stream ‘Strengthening the European 

Research Area’ is an important exception to this. If additional widening measures are introduced in the 

FP, such as return fellowships in Marie Skłodowska Curie Actions (MSCA), this should be funded through 

this separate funding stream, or via synergies with EU cohesion funding as proposed in the LERU FP9 

paper.  

 

LERU is advising strongly against adapting any changes to the evaluation criteria for the European 

Research Council (ERC), including for the ranking of projects that scored equally on excellence. We are 

also concerned with the ITRE committee’s proposal to dilute the particular emphasis on excellence for the 

FP in general. 

In annex you can find an overview of the amendments related to widening participation that LERU 

identified as concerning. 

 

 ASSOCIATION and THIRD COUNTRY PARTICIPATION 

The European research and innovation landscape benefits from association to the EU FP by countries that 

are closely linked to the EU. It is obvious that next to the EEA countries and future member states, 

countries such as Switzerland and the UK should be able to fully associate to the FP. LERU is certainly not 

in favour of the ITRE amendment to limit access to mono-beneficiary parts of the FP for associated 

countries.  

 

LERU supports that where agreements are made with third, non-associated countries to participate in 

parts of the FP, reciprocal access to funding, publications and data as well as fair IPR rules are important 

and should be sought, but we warn against making this mandatory, leaving no room of negotiation, as 

proposed by the ITRE committee. We are also not in favour of increasing the need for two, instead of one, 

entities in a consortium to be established in a different member state. These amendments are likely to 

harm third country participation while it should be stimulated. 

 

GLOBAL CHALLENGES 

LERU welcomes the efforts of the Council as well as the ITRE committee to emphasise and ensure a 

societal approach towards all global challenges in pillar II. It is important that researchers from social 

sciences and humanities jointly with colleagues from natural and biomedical sciences are involved in 

identifying missions and their milestones but also in developing the more traditional work programmes for 

pillar II. LERU hopes that thorough consultation of experts will be part of the strategic programming the 

EC is planning, given that advisory boards as we know them in Horizon 2020 will sadly disappear. 

 

LERU is also supportive of the strong emphasis by the Council and the ITRE committee, on the need for 

pillar II to support activities in all stages of development, including more fundamental research. We have 

been advocating for this for many years. Hopefully pillar II’s traditional work programmes will also 

stimulate a bottom-up approach within defined broad topics, allowing for a wider range of different 

approaches to the topic. 

 

LERU is not in favour of splitting clusters in Pillar II. Even though in theory the clusters should have strong 

linkages with one another, practice shows this is not always easy to realise. Making more, smaller clusters 

could lead to increased silo formation and less out of the box thinking. 

https://www.leru.org/files/LERUs-Views-on-the-9th-Framework-Programme-for-Research-and-Innovation.pdf
https://www.leru.org/files/LERUs-Views-on-the-9th-Framework-Programme-for-Research-and-Innovation.pdf
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SMEs and the European Innovation Council (EIC) 

SMEs are an important cornerstone of the European economy and their participation in the FP should 

certainly be stimulated. This should however not be done by introducing an SME instrument in pillar II 

where this is completely out of place (as proposed by the ITRE committee). Instead, the European 

Innovation Council (EIC), especially in its role as advisory board should assess and advise how the 

participation of SMEs in pillar II and pillar III can be stimulated.  

 

Next to that, projects from pillar II should be able to apply for funding from the EIC pathfinders transition 

activities, to allow the transition activities to develop into a proof of concept scheme for all collaborative 

projects in Horizon Europe. Next to that, also the range of activities that can funded by the transition 

activities should be enlarged, allowing projects that can take a considerable step towards more impact 

with little additional time and money to apply. And this should not only be economical or technological 

impact, but also societal. The Council’s proposed changes to the EIC transition activities are not an 

improvement. The idea of allowing the EC to flexibly award 50 000 EUR to fund activities that were not 

originally foreseen in the proposal, is similar to the UK Research & Innovation’s Impact Acceleration 

Accounts (see LERU paper ‘Impact and FP9) and could be a real gamechanger for increasing the impact of 

EC funding. The changes proposed by the Council would result in more funding for projects to do things 

they most likely could have foreseen from the onset and therefore having very little added value. So 

instead of deleting the transition activities (as the ITRE committee proposes) or reducing their flexibility, 

the scope of the transition activities should be enlarged. 

 

Projects from pillar II or one partner from a consortium that participated in such a project, should also be 

allowed to access EIC accelerator funding. In general, the current lack of linkages between pillar II and III 

is a real missed opportunity and should be addressed in trialogue.  

 

BUDGET DIVISION 

We would like to repeat our earlier call for further increasing the budget of those parts of the FP that 

have a proven track record and attract huge interest across and outside Europe, the ERC and MSCA. Next 

to that a more even spread of funding between the clusters of pillar II is needed. Especially the first two, 

‘Health’ and ‘Inclusive and Secure Society’, two areas of great concern to citizens, seem undervalued 

compared to the other clusters. This should be rectified. Even though LERU’s main concern at the moment 

is the total budget of the FP, the issues related to the budget division should not be lost out of sight. 

 

Already  on 30 July LERU published its views on Horizon Europe in a statement called 10 key message for 

the next Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (2021-2027), Horizon Europe. On 4 

September we published detailed comments on the Nica and Ehler draft reports. We hope that these, 

together with the comments in annex to this statement, can help you in upcoming discussions within the 

EP, the Council or in trialogue.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.leru.org/files/Publications/Impact-and-the-next-Framework-Programme-for-Research-and-Innovation.pdf
https://www.leru.org/files/Publications/Universities-united-for-the-best-Horizon-Europe-Statement.pdf
https://www.leru.org/publications/10-key-leru-messages-for-horizon-europe
https://www.leru.org/publications/10-key-leru-messages-for-horizon-europe
https://www.leru.org/news/leru-detailed-feedback-on-draft-ehler-and-nica-reports
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ANNEX – problematic amendments related to widening participation 

 

FROM THE NICA REPORT  

Amendment  92 
 

Proposal for a regulation 

Article 32 

Text proposed by the 

Commission 

Article 32 

Eligible costs 

1. In addition to the 

criteria set out in Article 197 

of the Financial Regulation, 

for beneficiaries 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. 

 

 

 

Amendment 

Article 32 

Eligible costs 

1. In addition to the 

criteria set out in Article 197 

of the Financial Regulation, 

for the beneficiaries 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. Limited to the 

duration of this 

Programme, in Member 

States eligible for widening 

actions, the hourly costs of 

personnel are eligible to the 

level representing 1.25 

times the national level for 

the hourly remuneration 

for RDI projects funded by 

national schemes. 

 

 

LERU is aware of problems 
related to salaries for 
researchers in some member 
states, given their official 
remuneration is not 
representative of the entire 
salary they receive. As far as 
we are aware, the EC proposal 
to allow project-based 
remuneration should however 
address most, if not all of 
these problems. To address 
the remaining issues, it is 
disproportioned for all 
researchers from widening 
countries to get 1.25 times the 
national level for hourly 
remuneration for RDI projects.  
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Amendment  38 
 

Proposal for a regulation 

Recital 26 b (new) 
 

Text proposed by the 

Commission 

 

 

 

 

Amendment 

(26 b) With the aim of 

strengthening of the 

European Research Area, 

all parts of the Programme 

should contribute to 

significantly reduce the 

R&I divide, in particular by 

increasing the participation 

of widening countries in the 

Programme R&I actions, 

spreading scientific 

excellence, boosting new 

R&I cooperation patterns, 

reducing remuneration gap 

among researchers within 

the Union, 

counterbalancing brain-

drain, modernising national 

R&I ecosystems and 

ensuring balanced 

representation in the 

evaluation panels, expert 

groups and scientific 

boards 

 

 

 

We do not agree with the 
statement that all parts of the 
FP should contribute 
significantly to reducing the 
R&I divide. Also the 
mentioning of reducing the 
remuneration gap as one of 
the aims of how the FP should 
contribute to reducing the 
divide, needs to be removed. 
Ensuring competitive 
remuneration for researchers 
is first and foremost the 
responsibility of Member 
States and the institutions or 
agencies within member 
states. It is not, and should not 
be a goal of the FP. 
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Amendment  55 
 

Proposal for a regulation 
Recital 48 

 

Text proposed by the 

Commission 

(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 Regulation. 

 

 

 

Amendment 

(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 Regulation, 

seeking for equal pay for 

equal work as a general 

principle and aiming 

closing the remuneration 

gap among EU researchers 

involved in the Programme. 

 

The notion of equal pay for 
equal work makes sense in 
sectors, such as transport 
(from which it originates), in 
which ‘employees’ are not 
working in one specific country 
but across borders, or are 
working for companies that 
are established in one 
Member State while the 
majority of the work (if not all) 
is undertaken in another 
Member State. In such 
circumstances unequal pay as 
well as distorted competition 
should be avoided. This is not 
the case for researchers, 
entrepreneurs or innovators. 
Even though research is an 
international endeavor and 
researchers are mobile, they 
usually live and work in the 
same country and their salary 
should be in line with what 
other researchers are paid 
within that given country. We 
therefore propose to delete 
this amendment. 
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Proposal for a regulation 

Recital 51 

 

Text proposed by the 

Commission 

(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 portfolio of projects 

should be taken into 

account. 

 

 

Amendment 

(51) The key elements of the 

proposal evaluation and 

selection system of the 

predecessor programme 

Horizon 2020 with its 

particular focus on 

excellence, ‘impact’ and 

‘quality and efficiency of 

implementation’ criteria 

should be maintained. 

Proposals should continue to 

be selected based on the 

evaluation made by 

independent experts 

stemming from as many 

Member States as possible. 

The Commission should 

organise anonymous 

evaluation where 

appropriate and analyse its 

results in order to avoid 

selection bias. Where 

relevant, the necessity to 

ensure the overall coherence 

of the portfolio of projects 

should be taken into account 

by independent experts. 

 

 

 

 

 

We strongly oppose the 
adding of ‘impact’ and ‘quality 
and efficiency of 
implementation’ in this recital, 
next to excellence. Adding the 
other evaluation criteria here 
deludes the importance of 
excellence. The article 
mentions ‘a particular focus’. It 
does not aim to say that 
excellence is the only 
evaluation criterion. The text 
should remain as proposed by 
the EC. 

 

LERU agrees that experts 
should ideally come from as 
many member states as 
possible, but the most 
important reason for 
appointing them should be 
their expertise, regardless 
where they come from. We 
propose to change the 
amendment to make this 
clear.  
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Amendment  63 
 

Proposal for a regulation 
Article 3 

 

Text proposed by the 

Commission 

Article 3 

Programme objectives 

… 

2. The Programme has the 

following specific 

objectives: 

 (a) to support the creation 

and diffusion of high-quality 

new knowledge, skills, 

technologies and solutions 

to global challenges; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(a) to support the creation 

and diffusion of high-quality 

knowledge, skills, 

technologies and solutions, 

based on both fundamental 

and applied research, in 

order to tackle global 

challenges, including 

climate change and 

Sustainable Development 

goals; 

(a a) to aim at 

significantly reducing the 

R&I divide within the 

Union, in particular by 

increasing participation in 

Horizon Europe of low R&I 

performing Member States 

as compared to the previous 

FP; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LERU opposes strongly the (a 
a) part of this amendment. 
Through its widening 
participation scheme, the FP 
can, as mentioned in 
amendment 38, boost new R&I 
networking patterns, but 
reducing the R&I divide as 
such should not be an aim of 
the FP.  
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Amendment  67 
 

Proposal for a regulation 

Article 6 a (new) 
Text proposed by the 

Commission 

 

 

 

Amendment 

Article 6 a 

Principles of EU funding 

and cross-cutting issues 

… 

4. The Programme shall 

aim to significantly reduce 

the RDI divide within the 

Union and to promote 

broad geographical 

coverage in collaborative 

projects. Those efforts shall 

be mirrored by proportional 

measures by Member 

States, with the support of 

EU, national and regional 

funds. Particular attention 

shall be paid to 

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 without 

undermining the excellence 

criteria. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LERU opposes the first sense 
repeating the (a a) part of 
amendment 63 (see above). 
We also do not agree with the 
part of the amendment 
starting with ‘Particular 
attention shall be paid to …” It 
is very difficult to see how this 
can all be done without 
undermining the excellence 
criterion. It is therefore better 
to delete this.  
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Amendment  85 
 

Proposal for a regulation 
Article 25 

Text proposed by the 

Commission 

Article 25 

Award criteria 

1.  A proposal shall be 

evaluated on the basis of the 

following award criteria: 

(a)  excellence; 

(b)  impact; 

(c)  quality and efficiency of 

the implementation. 

2. Only the criterion 

referred to in point (a) of 

paragraph 1 shall apply to 

proposals for ERC frontier 

research actions. 

 

 

 

Amendment 

Article 25 

Selection and award criteria 

1.  A proposal shall be 

evaluated on the basis of the 

following award criteria: 

(a)  excellence; 

(b)  impact; 

(c)  quality and efficiency of 

the implementation. 

2. Only the criterion 

referred to in point (a) of 

paragraph 1 shall apply to 

proposals for ERC frontier 

research actions. Only in 

cases when two or more 

excellent projects obtain the 

same ranking, the 

differentiation is made by 

applying the criteria 

referred to in point (b) or 

point (c) of paragraph 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Deciding on the subcriteria 
used by the ERC to rank 
proposals with an equal score 
on excellence, should be up to 
the discretion of the ERC 
Scientific Council. LERU is not 
in favour of the proposed 
amendment that defines that 
this ranking should be done on 
the basis of two criteria which 
are not used for evaluating 
ERC proposals as such. It risks 
to distort the excellence focus 
of ERC proposals.  
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Amendment  92 
 

Proposal for a regulation 

Article 32 

Text proposed by the 

Commission 

Article 32 

Eligible costs 

1. In addition to the 

criteria set out in Article 197 

of the Financial Regulation, 

for beneficiaries 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. 

 

 

 

Amendment 

Article 32 

Eligible costs 

1. In addition to the 

criteria set out in Article 197 

of the Financial Regulation, 

for the beneficiaries 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. Limited to the 

duration of this 

Programme, in Member 

States eligible for widening 

actions, the hourly costs of 

personnel are eligible to the 

level representing 1.25 

times the national level for 

the hourly remuneration 

for RDI projects funded by 

national schemes. 

 

 

LERU is aware of problems 
related to salaries for 
researchers in some member 
states, given their official 
remuneration is not 
representative of the entire 
salary they receive. As far as 
we are aware, the EC proposal 
to allow project-based 
remuneration should however 
address most, if not all of 
these problems. To address 
the remaining issues, it is 
disproportioned for all 
researchers from widening 
countries to get 1.25 times the 
national level for hourly 
remuneration for RDI projects.  

 

 

 

 

 

 


