
University Alliance  

Stockholm Trio 

University Alliance Stockholm Trio   stockholmtrio.org 

Contribution from the University Alliance 

Stockholm Trio1 to the European 

Commission’s Public Consultation on 

COM(2025) 555 final, COM(2025)544 and 

COM(2025)5432 

6 November 2025 

 

In May 2025 the University Alliance Stockholm Trio contributed to the public 

consultation “EU Funding for Competitiveness”. For the current consultations on the 

EU’s next long-term budget (MFF), and in this contribution, we have chosen to 

highlight a few of the points proposed by the Commission which we particularly 

welcome in the three proposals and, when appropriate, have included our 

suggestions for amendments in the three proposals3. 

In the following document, we have focused on a limited number of comments, with 

concrete amendments to the legal texts.  

We submit this contribution to all three consultations, and for clarity, we include our 

input to all three in this one single document. 

The input draws on earlier Stockholm Trio contributions and replies to public 

consultations, including research security (January 2024), as well as our seminar 

report on social sciences and humanities integration (June 2024), options on dual-

use potential (April 2024), and our initial input to FP10 (February 2023). This 

document was prepared with the support of AI tools to assist in drafting. 

 

 

 

 

 

1 The University Alliance Stockholm Trio consists of Karolinska Institutet, KTH Royal Institute of Technology, and 

Stockholm University. The Trio is the largest ‘university’ receiving funds from Horizon Europe. 
2 The Commission published three separate consultations on the Horizon Europe Regulation, Specific Programme 

and the ECF. This contribution covers all three but the with indication which comment contributes to which 

consultation.   
3 For clarity we refer to them all as ‘FP10’. 

https://www.stockholmtrio.org/brusselsrepresentation/stockholmtrioeupolicycontributions.4.7e64877b1926afdc09931d4.html
https://www.stockholmtrio.org/download/18.35dab13d193297a0799bddd/1732532394255/2024%2001%2003%20Stockholm%20trio_inspel%20Boosting%20Research%20Security%20in%20the%20EU%20(2).pdf
https://www.stockholmtrio.org/download/18.35dab13d193297a0799bdca/1732532305914/Report%20on%20the%20SSH%20seminar%20on%20June%2025.docx_final.pdf
https://www.stockholmtrio.org/download/18.35dab13d193297a0799bdca/1732532305914/Report%20on%20the%20SSH%20seminar%20on%20June%2025.docx_final.pdf
https://www.stockholmtrio.org/download/18.35dab13d193297a0799bdda/1732532373037/Samr%C3%A5dssvar%20Sthlm%20trio%20publicerat%202024-04-29.pdf
https://www.stockholmtrio.org/download/18.35dab13d193297a0799bdda/1732532373037/Samr%C3%A5dssvar%20Sthlm%20trio%20publicerat%202024-04-29.pdf
https://www.stockholmtrio.org/download/18.35dab13d193297a0799bddf/1732532419918/Research%20and%20Innovation%20in%20FP10_University%20Alliance%20Stockholm%20Trio_21%20February%202023%20(1).pdf
http://www.stockholmtrio.org/
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1) FP10 Regulation — COM(2025) 543 

 

A. Ring-fenced FP10  

Positive: 

In principle, the Commission’s proposal for FP10 has a self-standing budget under 

the legal base, Article 182 TFEU, and has maintained an excellence-based focus.  

But: 

There is no binding ring-fence clause to ensure that FP10 funds cannot be 

redeployed to other programmes (e.g., ECF windows). 

Proposed change: 

New Article 6a — Ring-fencing and budgetary transfers 

1. The financial envelope of the Programme shall be ring-fenced within the 

Multiannual Financial Framework. No transfer, redeployment or re-

programming from this Programme to other Union instruments shall be made 

except by legislative act amending this Regulation. 

2. The Programme shall remain a self-standing legal base under Article 182 

TFEU. Synergies with other Union programmes shall not affect its autonomy 

or governance. 

New Recital (3a): 

“To safeguard excellence-driven research and provide stability for beneficiaries, the 

Programme should be ring-fenced within the MFF and remain a self-standing legal 

base. Synergies with the European Competitiveness Fund shall not reduce its 

resources.” 

 

B. Guarantee ERC independence + excellence 

Positive: 

The continued recognition of excellence as the sole criterion for ERC evaluations, 

and the explicit preservation of the ERC’s independence. 

But: 

The Commission may still “depart” from the ERC’s draft work programme without 

clear voting thresholds; and MSCA actions are not explicitly listed under excellence-

only. 

Proposed change: 

Amend Article 25(2): 

“By derogation …, only the excellence criterion shall apply for evaluations under the 
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European Research Council frontier research actions and the Marie Skłodowska-

Curie actions.” 

(Cross-reference to Specific Programme Article 4(2)(a) below for strengthened ERC 

autonomy clause.) 

 

C. Create new action type: Research Actions (RA) 

Positive: 

FP10’s Pillar 2 retains a challenge-based structure, which is positive. In addition, the 

Commission has proposed to merge RIA and IA which could be positive from a 

simplification point of view.  

But: 

We have already seen a shift in RIA to higher TRLs, with fewer calls on lower pre-

competitive collaboration, which is key for European industry and their participation. 

There is no explicit mechanism for smaller, top-down collaborative research at low 

TRLs – something the Trio in previous input on FP10 has called essential to 

contribute to the competitiveness of European industry. The merging of RIA and IA 

could further move calls to higher TRL. 

Proposed change: 

Add to Article 15.2 

In particular the pre-competitive collaboration between academia, industry and other 

stakeholders should be safeguarded. 

 

D. International cooperation  

Positive: 

The text balances openness with strategic autonomy, whics corresponds with the 

Trio’s support for global cooperation. 

But: 

The geopolitical situation today requires the EU to increase cooperation, in particular 

with ‘like-minded’ countries.  

Proposed change: 

New Article 21a: 

“The work programme shall identify and encourage ‘like-minded partners’ to 

participate in relevant topics. Like-minded countries will be specified in the relevant 

calls.” 
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E. Dual-use clarity (keep defence in ECF) 

Positive: 

FP10 and the European Defence Fund (EDF) are kept separate. 

But:  

Dual-use is becoming a possibility in FP10, which the Trio did not opt for in the 

Commission’s consultation on dual-use in April 2024 (see link in introduction). 

Proposed change: 

New Recital (16a): 

“Where actions may have dual-use potential, civilian research shall remain the 

primary objective under this Programme; defence technology and capability 

development shall be supported under the EDF.” 

 

F. Lump sums and personal unit cost 

Positive:  

We support the efforts to simplify.  

But:  

Simplification must mean simplifications for applicants, and lump sums should be 

fully evaluated before being implemented. 

In the recital 26 of the regulation the Lump Sum and also Personal unit costs 

are raised.  

As pointed out in the input from the Stockholm Trio in February 2023: 

“Properly evaluate lump sums before full roll-out. WE ASK the Commission to be 

cautious about rolling out the lump sum model before proper evaluation of its effects. 

The model is not necessarily a simplification for all participants, as lump sum 

projects require greater efforts in budget preparation at the proposal stage due to 

less flexibility once the grant agreement is signed. THERE IS A RISK that this will 

affect the project design and partner choice and possibly lead to less scientific risk-

taking. The extension of the lump sum funding model based on current evidence is 

therefore premature, and WE URGE for a proper evaluation before full rollout.” 

We still have not seen evidence of the benefit of introducing Lump sum and even 

more questionable is the introduction of Personal Unit Costs. 

We propose the following amendments to Recital 26: 

(26) Simplification in the Programme’s implementation is essential to ensure its 

accessibility and efficiency, particularly by reducing the administrative burden on 
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beneficiaries and minimising the risk of errors. To this end, the Programme should 

primarily rely on encouraging the use of lump sums as the default form of Union 

funding. Depending on the outcome of the evaluation, the use of Lump sums 

could be extended. Advancing efforts over the previous Framework Programmes to 

streamline funding rules and minimise errors, the reimbursement of personnel costs 

should also be further simplified by allowing on a voluntary basis the use of 

personnel unit costs, which reduces complexity for participants and facilitates 

reporting. 

 

G. Strengthen the horizontal role of SSH and behavioural sciences 

Positive: 

Tackling societal challenges is acknowledged and integration of social sciences and 

humanities (SSH) across all components under the Programme is mentioned in 

article 5. 

But: 

SSH integration remains implicit, and needs explicit anchoring to ensure systematic 

inclusion in all programme pillars. 

Proposed changes: 

Add new Recital (after current recital (12)): 

“Social sciences and humanities (SSH) are essential to understanding, designing 

and implementing effective solutions to Europe’s challenges, including crisis 

management, security, health, green and digital transitions. Behavioural and social 

insights shall therefore be fully integrated across all parts of the Programme, 

ensuring that research on human behaviour, societal resilience and governance 

complements technological development.” 

Amend Article 3 (Objectives), paragraph 1. Insert after the first sentence: 

“In pursuing these objectives, the Programme shall ensure that the social sciences 

and humanities, including behavioural research, contribute to the design, 

implementation and uptake of results across all pillars.” 

Add new paragraph to Recital 21 (International cooperation): 

“In cooperation with like-minded partner’s, the Programme shall promote 

international collaboration in social and behavioural sciences to strengthen global 

crisis preparedness and societal resilience.” 
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2) FP10 Specific Programme — COM(2025) 544 

 

A. Proposed amendment to restore Horizon Europe-ERC mandate 

Article 6 (European Research Council) and in particular the clause on President’s 

term (currently “two years, renewable once”). Replace or amend as follows: 

Amend Article 6, paragraph 4, to read: 

“The term of office of the ERC President shall be limited to four years, renewable 

once.” 

New Recital (after existing ERC recitals): 

“To ensure continuity and long-term strategic leadership in frontier research, the 

mandate of the ERC President should remain at four years, renewable once, 

echoing the proven model under Horizon Europe.” 

 

B. Dedicated, simple ECF-window track 

Positive: 

The proposal rightly foresees that ECF-related R&I activities will be implemented 

through FP10 work programmes. 

But: 

It is not clear how the ECF part of pillar 2 will be implemented. Also, will there be a 

single-entry point for applicants?  

Proposed change: 

Amend Article 4(3): 

“…Those work programmes shall be adopted … and all calls shall be published 

and managed exclusively via the Funding & Tenders Portal, applying FP10 

rules of participation.” 

 

C. Tighten ERC work-programme depart clause 

Positive: 

The ERC’s role is retained. 

But: 

Departures from the ERC Scientific Council’s draft work programme remain too 

discretionary. 
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Proposed change: 

Amend Article 4(2)(a): 

“The Commission may depart from the ERC Scientific Council draft work programme 

only by a reasoned decision adopted by qualified-majority in the Programme 

Committee, after consulting the ERC Scientific Council; such departures shall be 

reported annually to Parliament and Council.” 

 

D. Establish the Research Actions line under Pillar 2 

Positive: 

Pillar 2 continues to target global challenges with a strategic focus. 

But: 

Low-TRL pre-competitive collaborative research is not guaranteed. 

Proposed change: 

Add an article 2 (f.2) 

“Support to pre-competitive collaboration between academia, industry and other 

stakeholders, should be safeguarded.” 

 

E. Systematically embed SSH across all pillars 

Positive: 

SSH is mentioned, but only once in Article 2d. 

But: 

Without operational clauses, SSH integration risks being treated as optional. 

Proposed changes: 

Amend Article 2d (Operational objectives)  

Foster collaboration and multidisciplinarity, including the systematic and 

comprehensive participation of with Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH) 

perspectives to generate new knowledge, inform evidence-based policymaking, and 

address societal challenges. 

Add new Article after 2d (Operational objectives) 

Establish appropriate mechanisms to monitor, evaluate, and report on the integration 

and contribution of SSH and multidisciplinarity across all parts of the Programme, 

including through qualitative and quantitative indicators. 
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Amend Article 2g (Operational objectives) 

Support the creation and scale-up of deep tech and social innovations, with 

particular attention to those addressing societal challenges. 

 

 

3) European Competitiveness Fund Regulation — COM(2025) 

555 

 

A. Simplify and protect the FP10/ECF interface 

Positive: 

The ECF complements FP10. 

But: 

FP10 rules must explicitly prevail for activities implemented through its work 

programmes. 

Proposed change: 

Add article 34.5 

“For activities implemented under FP10 work programmes, the FP10 rules for 

participation and dissemination shall prevail. The ECF shall not impose additional 

portals, procedures or co-funding requirements.” 

 

B. Advisory Competitiveness Board (non-binding) 

Positive: 

Stakeholder participation is encouraged. 

But: 

An explicit advisory structure is missing 

Proposed change: 

Add to article 14.11 

“An Advisory Competitiveness Board, composed of representatives from 

academia, industry (including SMEs), and other stakeholders shall provide non-

binding advice on strategic priorities” 

 

 



 

University Alliance Stockholm Trio   stockholmtrio.org 

9 

C. Address technology dominance and include SSH as a key competence 

Positive: 

The ECF’s aim to enhance competitiveness and resilience is compatible with SSH 

insights. 

But: 

Current drafting focuses almost exclusively on technological and industrial 

capacities, leaving behavioural and social dimensions underrepresented. SSH 

research plays a vital role in driving innovation and enhancing competitiveness. 

Proposed changes: 

Add new Recital (after recital 10 on synergies with FP10): 

“Europe’s competitiveness depends not only on technological excellence but also on 

societal readiness, behavioural adaptation, and social innovation. The Fund should 

therefore integrate social sciences and humanities as a cross-cutting dimension, 

supporting research and innovation on governance, behavioural change, and 

societal resilience.” 

Amend Article 3 (Objectives). Add a new point after 3e: 

“to foster understanding of social, economic and behavioural factors that shape 

innovation uptake, crisis response and competitiveness, through the integration of 

social sciences and humanities.”



 

University Alliance Stockholm Trio   stockholmtrio.org 

10 

 


