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2028-34 (FP10)

Disclaimer: The following are reflections by the UAS4EUROPE Management Committee and
does not constitute an official position paper. All content included in this document is the
outcome of discussions at the working level of the network and serves to inform the initial

deliberations within the relevant European institutions.

BUDGET & STRUCTURE

1. We welcome the proposal to keep FP10 as a standalone programme.

2. We specifically appreciate the efforts to simplify the Framework Programme and call for those
simplifications to be implemented to the maximum benefit of the applicants. Specific
emphasis is placed on shorter and less prescriptive Work Programmes, open topics by default
and a shorter time-to-grant period of 7 months. We call on the Commission and Member
States to put in place the necessary resources to effectively implement these changes.

3. We call for the Work Programmes to be published on a 2-year basis. This provides the
necessary clarity and proposal planning security for researchers and their consortia. In
addition, we urge the European Commission as well as the current and future Programme
Committees to adopt Work Programmes as soon as possible and allow for sufficient time for
excellent proposal preparations.

4. Whereas an increased budget is undisputed to tackle Europe’s challenges in a volatile
geopolitical environment, we reiterate our call to increase the FP10 budget to at least EUR
200 billion. While the Heitor report hinted to the need of at least EUR 220 billion to fund all
excellent proposals, we highlight the added value of the EU’s Framework Programme for R&|
considering shrinking national and regional budgets and the corresponding expected rising
demand on the applicants’ side in the future.

5. Regarding the complementarity of the European Competitiveness Fund (ECF) and FP10, we
call on the European Commission to clarify the strategic planning and programming process
through the Steering Mechanism and Competitiveness Coordination Tool.

6. We invite the co-legislators and the European Commission to split the policy window “Health,
Biotech, Agriculture and Bioeconomy” into two: one on Health and Biotech, and a second one
on Agriculture and Bioeconomy with their dedicated programming structures.

COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH

7. We support the proposed budgetary increase of Pillar 2, while taking note that the increase
falls short relative to the Innovation Pillar.

8. We call on the European Commission and Member States to clarify the connections and
complementarities between Calls issued within the FP10’s Competitiveness pillar and the Calls
within the Policy Windows of the European Competitiveness Fund. This also includes target
groups of specifically the ECF, covered TRL levels by FP10 collaborative projects and the
intended funding envelopes of Calls under both programmes.
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FP10 and the collaborative research Calls in the ECF should ensure that RDI activities progress
seamlessly toward marketable products and services. This should be achieved through a
balanced approach between top-down priorities and bottom-up research.

We require further clarifications on the participation of associated and third countries in FP10
considering the close connection to the ECF. The FP10 proposal provides for the exclusion of
associated countries from certain parts if EU interests are threatened. We ask for clarity on
which parts of the programme are subject to such exclusions, the basis thereof, and the
conditions that would allow an associated country to participate in restricted Calls.

We ask for further clarifications on the proposed “Moonshots”, while urging not to repeat the
fragmented funding approach of the EU Missions. While it can be useful to have a very few
number of strategic flagship projects to achieve critical mass, an entire new portfolio of
Mission-similar approaches should be avoided.

We express our reservations regarding the balance between the “Competitiveness” and
“Society” parts in pillar Il. While 90% of the proposed pillar Il budget is to be incorporated into
the shared governance and programming with the European Competitiveness Fund, only 10%
are allocated to the more bottom-up “Society” part covering all-encompassing interventions
from global societal challenges, the NEB Facility, the EU Missions and Partnerships.

We advise the European Commission and co-legislators not to strictly separate technological
development from societal challenges. Even though specific funding mechanisms for SSH
research is useful, this must not come at the expense of the societal angle of more
technology-driven funding.

INNOVATION

14. We take note of the fact that the EIT does not feature in the FP10 proposal. Instead, activities
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related to the knowledge triangle are to be funded via the programme part on innovation
ecosystems. While we support the streamlining of the programme where necessary and
appropriate, we ask for clarifications on the future of the EIT.

We welcome the introduction of specific ARPA approaches to the EIC to support high-risk,
high-gain endeavours, including the potential termination of underdelivering projects.

UAS4EUROPE stands ready to support the co-legislators during the negotiations of the upcoming
Multiannual Financial Framework as a constructive partner.

UAS4EUROPE — Who we are

Foundedin 2016, UAS4EUROPE is an informal network representing 150 Universities
of Applied Sciences (UAS) in the European Research Area (ERA). The network aims

to strengthen the visibility and inclusion of UAS in ERA-related R&I policies and
programmes by providing a platform for knowledge exchange and policy advocacy.




