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1. CLARIFY THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FP10 AND THE EUROPEAN 

COMPETITIVENESS FUND (ECF) 

The role and governance of the future ECF remain unclear and before recommendations 
are proposed, the respective roles of FP 10, the ECF and the Partnerships need 
clarification. 

2. SUPPORT THE FULL INNOVATION CHAIN WITHOUT NEGLECTING EARLY-
STAGE RESEARCH 

Europe must bridge the gap between research and implementation. However, support for 
higher TRL activities should not come at the expense of lower TRL research, scientific 
exploration or long-term technology development. Europe’s competitiveness depends on 
the full innovation chain, not only on near market activities. 

3. INCLUDE EUROPEAN SCIENCE ORGANIZATIONS IN THE GOVERNANCE 
OF FUTURE EUROPEAN PARTNERSHIPS.  

Even where Partnerships have a strong industrial commitment; independent European 
scientific associations should be included in governance. They complement 
Partnerships-appointed advisory boards and help ensure representation of academic and 
research communities. 

4. IMPROVE OPENNESS AND ACCESSIBILITY 

Partnerships should make Joint Undertakings (JUs) more accessible to new members, 
universities, smaller research organisations, SMEs, start-ups and scale-ups. This requires 
simpler procedures, and more transparent participation rules, while preserving quality 
and strategic focus. The roles, obligations and rights of members and non-members need 
fine-tuning. 

5. AVOID EXCESSIVE CENTRALISATION 

Better alignment of Union research priorities can be justified. However, fragmentation and 
complexity should not automatically be addressed by creating an overarching centralised 
governance structure. “Fragmentation” is not always negative. In some cases, it can 
create competitive advantages by stimulating diversity, experimentation and competition 
between different approaches and stakeholders. 
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6. PRESERVE SECTOR-SPECIFIC “SILOS” FOR LONG-TERM VISIONS AND 
STABLE BUDGETS  

Sector-specific “silos” have a clear rationale. Many sectors depend on long-term 
technological roadmaps and stable investment conditions. Lead times in aviation, space, 
plant breeding, biotech and other deep-tech industries are long and cannot depend on 
budget fluctuations driven by short-term political priorities. 

7. MAINTAIN SECTOR-SPECIFIC AUTONOMY AND EXPERTISE 

The strength of JUs lies in communities that understand their technical and industrial 
realities. Harmonisation of roadmaps should therefore not undermine each Partnership’s 
ability to define its own priorities roadmaps. 

8. TREAT PRIVATE CONTRIBUTIONS REALISTICALLY 

Private co-funding, including cash contributions, can be important. However, in-kind 
contributions should not be underestimated. Excessive cash requirements could reduce 
participation by smaller economic actors unable to make substantial weakening 
Partnership’s openness and diversity.  

9. STRENGTHEN SYNERGIES WITHOUT WEAKENING FOCUS 

Links between JUs and with other EU programmes should be improved through targeted 
cooperation, joint calls where appropriate, shared learning and better dissemination, 
rather than top-down restructuring. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The reform of European Partnerships should aim at stronger synergies, better 
accessibility, including for low TRL research, and higher impact, while preserving the core 
strengths of JUs: a long-term commitment, sector-specific expertise, and stable 
cooperation between the EU, industry, academia, research organisations and Member 
States. Future Partnerships should also provide appropriate channels for researchers and 
their representative associations to support governance, evaluation and implementation, 
reflecting the diversity of research careers and disciplines. 

A future framework should resist over-centralisation and ensure that European 
Partnerships remain powerful research and innovation ecosystems, rather than centrally 
managed political instruments. 

 


