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Abstract

Quality Assurance (QA) is an essential component for the success and effectiveness of European projects, which are
characterized by intrinsic complexity, multinational collaborations, and the management of structural funds. This article
excplores the role of Q.A, outlining its theoretical framework, analyzing specific challenges, and presenting best practices
adopted to mitigate them. Through the examination of case studies, the adaptability and relevance of QA in various
sectors funded by the European Union are highlighted, integrating a critical reflection on the current debate regarding
the upcoming Framework Programme 10 (Horizon Europe 2028—2034) and the positions of the Eurgpean
University Association. The article concludes with a discussion of future prospects and emerging areas of research,
emphasizing how QA can act not only as a management tool but also as a systemic guarantee of autonomy,
transparency, and scientific excellence.
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1. Introduction
The management of international projects presents a significant challenge and
opportunities that require meticulous attention to quality assurance practices. The
ability to deliver projects that meet or exceed stakeholder expectations across diverse
cultural, regulatory, and operational landscapes underscores the necessity for robust
quality assurance frameworks. Quality Assurance in Furopean projects is a
fundamental element of project management: it ensures that requirements and
objectives are met at every stage of the project life cycle, according to a principle
already recognized as effective for large-scale initiatives (Churchill, 1988). In this
context, quality is intrinsically linked to the project's ability to meet the specifications
defined during the preparation and implementation phases (Kozien, 2018). The
importance of QA is further accentuated by the complex nature of European
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projects, which are often characterized by complex funding mechanisms—such as
the European Union's structural funds—and the need to adhere to strict eligibility
criteria for the efficient absorption of resources (Szczepaniak, 2020). In general, QA
is recognized as an effective strategy for managing large-scale projects: it aims to
ensure fitness-for-purpose and minimize the economic and other impacts of
potential failures, thereby strengthening stakeholder confidence (Churchill, 1988;
Reaiche et al,, 2022). The QA is strongly interconnected with key themes, such as
the importance of communication strategies, risk management, and the need for
adaptive quality measures that resonate with local and international standards
Moreover, the literature consistently emphasizes the multifaceted nature of quality
assurance, outlining how cultural dimensions and geographic variances impact
project Another point to de discussed is the critical role of knowledge transfer
across borders, as well as the challenges posed by differing quality expectations
between partners from developed and developing countries

In recent years, the debate has been enriched by new dimensions: the European
Commission's proposal for the next Framework Programme 10 (Horizon Europe
2028-2034) introduces challenges and opportunities that directly affect the design
and application of QA. Discussions on FP10, which began in 2023, have highlighted
the need for long-term academic commitment to policymaking, given the impact of
Framework Programs at the national level (Jolivet, 2024). Two key issues concern
the total budget and its allocation among funding instruments, decisions that fall to
national finance ministers (Jolivet, 2024). According to the European University
Association's analysis, the risk of confusion between Horizon Europe and the new
European Competitiveness Fund threatens the program's autonomy and integrity,
raising crucial questions about governance, transparency, and quality assurance at
the systemic level (Horizon Europe 2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European
Commission’s Proposal, 2025). This context highlights how the European
Commission is evolving from a mere funding agency to a key policy maker in the
field of research (Wilsdon & Rijcke, 2019).

2. Theoretical framework
The theoretical framework of QA in European projects is based on established
models and methodologies that guide its implementation and evaluation. A general
approach takes the form of quality improvement plans that emphasize the dynamic
and iterative nature of QA throughout the entire life cycle, requiring adherence to
formal, content-related, and technical criteria in project management (Kozien,
2018). Quality is influenced by multiple factors—political, economic, institutional,
technical, social, and cultural—and by the management methodology adopted,
which includes management of scope, integration, time, costs, quality, human
resources, communication, risk, procurement, stakeholder involvement, and
knowledge. Governance regimes and frameworks are crucial for safeguarding the
quality of decision-making and ensuring project success. These regimes, defined as
the processes and systems employed to ensure the quality of decision-making,
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adhere to good governance principles such as accountability, transparency, and
effectiveness (Olsson et al., 2019). Fair governance, specifically, seeks to balance
stakeholders' interests by fostering transparency, providing opportunities for voice,
ensuring fairness in processes, and offering avenues for recourse against
unfavourable decisions (Unterhitzenberger & Moeller, 2021). Integrated
approaches, such as the EFQM model, allow for holistic assessments (Laurett &
Mendes, 2019; Santos & Abreu, 2019; Diez et al., 2020). The EFQM model has been
widely applied in various contexts, including higher education and the construction
industry, demonstrating its utility as a performance management tool (Vukomanovié
et al., 2014; Laurett & Mendes, 2019).

From a current perspective, QA must also include the dimension of programmatic
governance. The EUA analysis emphasizes the need to preserve the independence
of the European Research Council and the bottom-up nature of the Marie
Sktodowska-Curie Actions, which are essential tools for ensuring excellence and
transparency (Horizon Europe 2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European
Commission’s Proposal, 2025). The ERC was designed to overcome national
limitations and the excessive application-oriented focus of the Framework Programs
as an independent funding agency, distinguishing itself by funding individuals and
for non-predefined research areas (Gronbaek, 2003; Fishberg, 2022) Experience
confirms that safeguarding the independence of the ERC and maintaining its
bottom-up character are of fundamental importance, just as the bottom-up nature
of the MSCA is a distinctive feature and a pillar of their success (Horizon Europe
2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European Commission’s Proposal, 2025). The
introduction of thematic directionality in the MSCA or interference in the
governance of the ERC would risk weakening QA mechanisms at the system level,
reducing the freedom of beneficiaries to define their research questions (Horizon
Europe 2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European Commission’s Proposal, 2025)
In parallel, initiatives such as the charter of principles promoted by EU-LIFE aim
to protect the independence of research institutions and disseminate best practices.
In the R&I domain, sectoral examples include a framework for software quality in
GEANT projects based on Boehm and McCall's models, integrating the funder's
perspective (Wolski et al., 2017). These models have been central to the evolutionary
analysis of software quality, from McCall's model to the ISO 25010 standard
(Gordieiev et al., 2014). There are also tools for assessing the quality of qualitative
research in complex projects, which address the challenges of establishing common
quality criteria and ensuring rigor in exploratory, in-depth studies (Akkerman et al.,
20006; Hoyland et al., 2017; Stenfors et al., 2020; Yadav, 2021). In higher education,
‘quality audit’ policies have stimulated the development of internal QA systems; the
Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education
Area serve as a shared reference (OECD, 2008; Prisicariu, 2015). EFQM
approaches have also been applied to e-learning contexts, contributing to the
measurement of e-learning course quality and related processes (Komsiyah, 2023;
Imran & Almusharraf, 2024).

77



Geopolitical, Social Security and Freedom Journal, Volume 7, Issue 2, 2024

78



Geopolitical, Social Security and Freedom Journal, Volume 7, Issue 2, 2024

3. Key milestones and regulations influencing Quality Assurance

In project management, particularly when navigating the structured environment of
the European Union, a clear and explicit definition of Quality Assurance (QA) is
pretty important. Delineating the specific parameters of QA allows organizations to
encourage an iterative and consistent process. This is good because it ensures
adherence to regulatory standards, and it helps to enhance overall project efficacy.
A good QA process not only mitigates risks linked to project deliverables, but it also
fosters stakeholder confidence. It does so by establishing some transparent
evaluation criteria. Subsequently, a well-defined QA framework is a pivotal
foundation. It’s used for continuous improvement and accountability during the
project lifecycle, aligning with best practices in governance and operational integrity.
Moreover, it is essential to really engage in thorough evaluation and data analysis,
this helps make QA directly contribute to the realization of project objectives and
the delivery of high-quality outcomes.

Historical context and socio-political dynamics have deeply influenced how quality
assurance has evolved in the European Union (EU). Analysing the evolution of
European projects, it is possible to state that the quality assurance (QA) standards
have undergone significant changes, demonstrating their ability to keep pace with
today's social and environmental needs. At first, QA was mostly about following
rules and being efficient with public money. But now, these frameworks are putting
more focus on sustainability, which shows a bigger move towards being
environmentally conscious. Because of this, we need to look at QA from many
angles, bringing together quality and sustainable performance in project
management. For example, there are now models that incorporate structural,
process, and product aspects to provide a comprehensive view of quality,
encompassing social responsibility and environmental impacts, which aligns with
the EU's objectives.

In European Union projects, the progression of quality assurance has been
notably influenced by key regulatory frameworks and important milestones that
have developed through the years. For example, the introduction of the Human
Readiness Level (HRL) framework highlights the need to integrate human factors
with advances in technology. This ensures a well-rounded approach to project
management, in addition to reducing hidden risks associated with human-system
interactions (Newton et al., 2017). At the same time, an examination of quality
management risks in environmentally connected projects has pinpointed vital
elements that impact quality assurance, emphasizing the importance of thorough
organizational management alongside appropriate regulatory actions (Huang, 2024).
Together, these advancements demonstrate a concerted effort to enhance quality
assurance protocols, primarily aimed at improving safety, efficiency, and user
acceptance across EU projects. Following these regulatory milestones not only aids
technological innovation but also helps build a strong, responsible framework for
quality assurance across diverse fields.
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To effectively manage EU projects, especially as regulations shift, a solid grasp of
quality assurance (QA) elements is really important. A core aspect involves setting
up strong standards for gathering, handling, and reporting data. This makes sure
that project results are tracked and judged accurately. Also, sticking to ethical
guidelines, like those in the User’s Guide to registries, is vital for keeping data
trustworthy and protecting the rights of those involved. Another key thing is putting
in place strict quality control steps that help regularly assess and improve how the
project works. This constant back-and-forth between keeping a close eye on things
and involving stakeholders is a must for promoting openness and responsibility in
how the project is run. Generally speaking, when quality assurance becomes part of
how the organization works, it helps the project last and be effective. This aligns
with both the project's goals and what the EU expects from projects in general.

Key Components of a Quality Assurance Strategy:

- Project Implementation Monitoring - Regular tracking of project activities is
essential for ensuring alignment with established timelines, budgetary
constraints, and the original objectives of the project. Additionally, progress
reports serve a critical function by delivering regular updates from partners on
a predefined schedule—be it monthly or quarterly—highlighting key project
milestones, resources expended, and any challenges encountered throughout
the implementation process, thereby ensuring transparency and accountability.

- Monitoring and Assessment of Project Activities - regular feedback
mechanisms can significantly enhance the quality of project execution. Tere are
different approaches that can facilitate the process of assessment of project
activities one of them can be the Focus Groups. The use of Focus groups
facilitates regular discussions with partners and stakeholders to assess the
relevance and quality of ongoing activities—a method recognized for its ability
to foster deeper insights and engagement (Brits & du Plessis, 2007). Evaluation
of Meetings: Implement structured evaluations of events, webinars, and
workshops, among other activities, to ascertain that they effectively meet the
predefined learning objectives, as highlighted in effective project management
frameworks (Lu C, 2024). Such evaluations not only provide immediate
feedback but also contribute to long-term improvements in project delivery,
aligning with best practices in the field (Famularo J, 2023).

- Assessment of Project Deliverables-To evaluate the quality of project outputs
(such as reports, publications, and resources), it is essential to employ a
systematic assessment approach that ensures each deliverable is thoroughly
examined. There are different tools that can be used for facilitating the
assessment process Peer Review: A peer review process is implemented where
each deliverable (such as reports, policy papers, and guidelines) is critically
reviewed by other project partners or external experts, thereby enhancing the
credibility of the assessments through diverse perspectives and expertise (Lu C,
2024). Utilize comprehensive checklists to guarantee that deliverables meet
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established standards, which include clarity, relevance, and accuracy, providing
a structured means of evaluation to uphold quality. This multi-faceted approach
allows for the integration of feedback and improves the overall impact of the
project's outputs by ensuring they are not only assessed rigorously but also
refined through collaborative input (Jaber et al, 2018).

Self-Assessment Forms: Allow partners to self-assess their contributions to
deliverables based on predefined criteria, promoting accountability and
reflective practice within the evaluation framework (Lu C, 2024). Templates
with predefined quality criteria (such as timeliness, content, design, and
dissemination) provide a structured approach to assess the final product’s
adherence to established standards of excellence, thereby enhancing the
reliability of the evaluation process. Conduct interviews with key stakeholders,
participants, and beneficiaries to assess the qualitative impact of the project,
ensuring that both quantitative and qualitative data are utilized to provide a
well-rounded evaluation of outcomes

Feedback Loops and Continuous Improvement - integrate feedback from all
stakeholders and ensure continuous improvement during the project. Regular
meetings with stakeholders to collect feedback and discuss challenges, as well
as opportunities for improvement, serve as critical platforms for dialogue and
collaboration, reflecting the importance of stakeholder engagement in quality
assurance practices (Parekh K et al, 2025). Utilizing tools like Slack or
Microsoft Teams facilitates ongoing communication between partners,
fostering an environment that promotes continuous improvement — essential
for innovation and adaptability in project management (Parekh et al., 2025).
Corrective Action Plans: When problems are identified, it is essential to develop
corrective measures and action plans to systematically address these issues,
thereby enhancing overall project quality and stakeholder satisfaction.
Organizing reflective sessions to discuss the progress, pinpoint challenges, and
explore potential improvements in project implementation is vital for
maintaining a cycle of feedback that informs future project decisions, thereby
solidifying the foundation of continuous enhancement and effective quality
assurance.

Reporting design - in Quality Assurance (QA), documentation and reporting
play a truly pivotal role, especially in EU projects. In these projects, adhering to
established standards is crucial to ensuring everything works well and aligns
with our objectives. It's how we formally keep track of project plans,
evaluations, and results. It helps create a QA process that's open, accountable,
and involves everyone who needs to be. Good reporting helps us spot problems
that arise during implementation, allowing us to make constant improvements
because it provides important feedback to everyone involved. Comprehensive
documentation and accurate reporting are essential in avoiding issues with
determining costs and ensuring that things are strategically aligned. It strongly
emphasizes the importance of solid documentation in colleges and universities,
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highlighting the crucial role it plays in enhancing quality and efficiency when
implementing programs (Becker, 2017). Once reporting is complete, it is
important to refer to the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs): Metrics used to
assess whether the project achieved its goals are crucial for measuring success
and ensuring alighment with the intended objectives. This includes the number
of participants reached, publications disseminated, or partnerships established,
which collectively form a comprehensive view of the project's impact
(Dominguez et al., 2019; Grigore & Ionescu, 2019).

For European Union (EU) projects, quality assurance (QA) is crucial, ensuring
that everything proceeds according to plan, resources are utilized effectively, and all
parties involved are satisfied. A systematic process for tracking and managing
project activities for QA enhances transparency and accountability, while also
facilitating improvement over time through feedback loops.

4. Challenges in Quality Assurance for European projects

The implementation of Quality Assurance in FEuropean projects is inherently
complex due to their transnational and multidisciplinary nature. Multinational
collaborations often involve diverse linguistic, cognitive, and organizational
backgrounds, which can lead to conflicts and negatively impact the quality of
outputs (Fishberg, 2022; Helm et al., 2023; P6Bneck et al., 2024; Serensen et al.,
2021). Cultural differences, for instance, can affect project quality and collaboration,
underscoring the need for awareness and knowledge to prevent and mitigate
problems (El-Komboz & Goldbeck, 2024; Siakas et al., 2024).

This complexity is further compounded by external pressures such as contractual
compliance and stringent fund management. The risk of cost ineligibility in EU-
funded projects is significant, often leading to a focus on mere adherence to
contractual obligations rather than broader quality considerations (Szczepaniak,
2020; Fishberg, 2022). This necessitates effective cost planning and management
within the framework of project funding (Szczepaniak, 2021). Project governance
frameworks are crucial for navigating these complexities, influencing decision-
making, and are associated with improved project performance (Turner, 2020;
Roehrich et al., 2023).

Methodologically, challenges arise from sample heterogeneity and non-harmonized
protocols, which compromise data quality and interoperability. This requires
rigorous corrections for batch effects and a greater degree of regulatory consistency
(Yu et al.,, 2023, 2024). The absence of common standards or reference values for
complex data, especially in multi-omics research, can reduce the reliability of
analytical results and hinder reproducibility (Tarazona et al., 2020; Oldoni et al.,
2022). Data harmonization efforts are vital for integrating diverse datasets and
ensuring their quality and usability across different research environments (Muenzen
et al., 2022; Cheng et al., 2024). Despite mandatory risk management practices, they
do not always meet adequate standards, leading to repercussions on project
execution (Alsaadi & Norhayatizakuan, 2021; Rodriguez-Rivero et al., 2020;
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Taherdoost, 2024). The inherent uncertainty and complexity of academic research
projects mean that top risks often relate to funding, team instability, and data access,
requiring system-level responses beyond individual teams (Paprica, 2021).
Furthermore, many universities struggle with limited administrative capacity in
managing complex projects, often due to a lack of staff and adequate tools, which
can impede effective quality assurance processes (Sprague Martinez et al., 2023;
Woelert, 2023).

Further critical issues emerge in the scenario outlined by FP10 (the next Framework
Programme). The relationship between Horizon Europe and the European
Competitiveness Fund presents ambiguities that may lead to friction, delays, legal
uncertainties, and risks to the program's autonomy and integrity (Horizon Europe
2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European Commission’s Proposal, 2025). Unclear
boundaries and governance arrangements threaten to dilute Horizon Europe's
research-driven mission and potentially divert it towards industrial or short-term
political objectives (Horizon Europe 2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European
Commission’s Proposal, 2025). The inclusion of dual-use research, resulting from
the removal of the civil clause in FP10, broadens the scope but raises complex
ethical issues, potential limitations to international cooperation, and the need for
new transparency and traceability mechanisms, strengthening the ethical-
governmental dimension of QA (Yoshizawa et al., 2023; Badea & Feeney, 2024;
Hihnel, 2024; Flores-Coronado et al., 2025). This shift necessitates a clear
distinction between civilian, dual, and military uses of research, explicitly flagged in
calls (Horizon Europe 2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European Commission’s
Proposal, 2025). Finally, adopting lump-sum funding as the default setting, while
simplifying reporting, is a concern as it may reduce the flexibility and adaptability
required in complex, long-term, and high-risk research initiatives, potentially
impacting process quality and scientific creativity (O’Kane et al., 2022; Jacob &
Hellstrém, 2023; Li et al., 2024). This model may be more suited to short-term, task-
specific projects, but creates challenges for diverse research activities and
institutional contexts (Horizon Europe 2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European
Commission’s Proposal, 2025).

5. Best practices and solutions

The most effective responses identified in the literature and in practice converge on
a coherent set of actions. First, risk management must be proactive, based on eatly
warning mechanisms and prevention procedures that reduce the likelihood and
impact of adverse events (Jedrusik, 2024; Taherdoost, 2024). This proactive
approach is essential given the inherent uncertainty and complexity of academic
research projects, where top risks often relate to funding and team
instability (Paprica, 2021).

Secondly, Quality Assurance should be conceived as a pervasive function
throughout the entire project life cycle, favouring prevention over correction and
strengthening quality planning from the early stages (Ouabira & Fakhravar, 2021;
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Gade & Opoku, 2020; Reaiche et al., 2022). This continuous QA process helps in
reducing errors and challenges during project development (Fakhravar & Ouabira,
2021). It's more cost-effective to prevent errors than to correct them, making quality
planning a critical priority (Reaiche et al., 2022). Monitoring of funded applications
also requires flexibility due to the unpredictable nature of research avenues
(Serensen et al., 2021).

A third element concerns communication and stakeholder involvement: planning,
systematic feedback, and transparency constitute an indispensable relational
infrastructure (Hollmann et al., 2022; Pellegrini & Lovati, 2025). This is also in line
with the consultation requirements accompanying the setting of Pillar II in the FP10
debate (Horizon Europe 2028-2034 EUA Analysis of the European Commission’s
Proposal, 2025). Effective stakeholder engagement is fundamental for project
success and achieving expected impact, often being a mandatory aspect in funding
contexts (Bruzzone & Nocera, 2020; Hollmann et al., 2022). Challenges in
communication and collaboration, especially in multicultural settings, emphasize the
need for clear management plans and robust institutional support (Serensen et al.,
2021).

Alongside this, the adoption of contextualized quality models allows standards to be
calibrated to specific operational requirements (Santokhee et al., 2024; Serra et al.,
2024). The relevance of these models lies in their ability to adapt established metrics
to diverse contexts, ensuring that quality assessment is fit for purpose rather than
universally applied (Garousi et al.,, 2020; Leszczyna, 2021). Quality models for
machine learning systems, for instance, reinterpret existing qualities and add new
ones due to the unique nature of machine learning (Siebert et al., 2021).

The development of skills is also crucial, in particular the role of the project manager
as a flow-keeper capable of orchestrating processes in multicultural contexts
(Minch, 2020; Anglani et al, 2023). Project managers in international and
multicultural teams require digital skills, open-mindedness, cultural awareness,
interculturalism, and emotional intelligence to manage diverse teams and resolve
cross-cultural conflicts effectively (Anglani et al., 2023; Bartel-Radic & Miinch,
2023). Proper training and institutional backing for project managers are vital for
addressing collaboration issues within funded projects (Serensen et al., 2021).
Finally, the protection of bottom-up mechanisms (ERC, MSCA, EIC
Pathfinder/Transition) acts as a guarantee of systemic quality and independence,
preserving spaces for high-risk, high-potential exploration (Aagaard et al., 2021;
Fishberg, 2022). These schemes are crucial for advancing frontier science, nurturing
talent, and fostering high-risk, high-reward innovation, contributing to the overall
quality and autonomy of research (Nagar et al.,, 2024; Gigerenzer et al.,, 2025).
Efforts to ensure continuous support for these components are essential for long-
term competitiveness and breakthrough innovation (Horizon Europe 2028-2034
EUA Analysis of the European Commission’s Proposal, 2025).

All this must be embedded in cycles of continuous improvement, in which moments
of review feed organizational learning and progressive raising of standards (Cheng
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et al., 2023; Samuel & Farrer, 2025). The Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle is a recognized
framework for continuous improvement, particularly in education and
organizational learning contexts, enabling systematic data collection, analysis, and
enhancement of processes (Samuel & Farrer, 2025). Continuous improvement
represents a comprehensive process involving all organizational levels to drive
improvements (Sesar & Hunjet, 2021).

6. Case studies

Evidence from various sectors confirms the pervasive role of QA. In higher
education, the introduction and consolidation of internal quality assurance systems
in response to audit policies has led universities towards more mature self-
assessment practices and progressive alignhment with the ESG. In multi-country
research, the RN4CAST project shows how procedural consensus, linguistic and
organizational harmonization, and shared procedures constitute effective QA
safeguards, with positive repercussions on data comparability and process fairness.
In the field of software for R&I, the GEANT case highlights the usefulness of a
quality framework that combines established models and the funder's perspective,
resulting in assessments that are more in line with the project's mission. For
collaborative RTD research, the adoption of simple but rigorous risk management
methodologies has mitigated socio-cultural differences and intellectual property
disputes in several EU-co-funded projects, improving the overall resilience of
partnerships. Finally, experiments conducted under Erasmus+ KA3 show that a
bottom-up approach and the valorisation of the “voice of stakeholders” reduce
tensions between the decision-making and implementation levels in inter-university
digital collaborations, with positive effects on the quality of processes. Looking
ahead, the debate on FP10 can be read as a real nstitutional case study, in which the
EUA exercises a ‘macro’ QA function by monitoring transparency, scientific
autonomy, and the integrity of decision-making processes.

7. Conclusions and future prospects
Despite different significant contributions to the understanding of quality assurance
within international projects, notable gaps remain. Areas where empirical research
is lacking include the long-term implications of quality assurance on project
sustainability and performance in multinational settings, as well as the effectiveness
of various quality assurance frameworks in rapidly changing environments.
Additionally, much of the existing research tends to concentrate on specific
industries, such as construction or IT, leaving a gap in understanding how quality
assurance principles can be universally applied across diverse sectors. There is also
a limited exploration of the interplay between quality assurance and organizational
culture, particularly in multinational teams where diverse values and practices can
lead to inconsistencies in project quality As organizations continue to navigate the
complexities of globalization, it becomes imperative to understand these
interactions fully. There are still gaps in our understanding of applying new quality
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assurance methods in international settings, particularly as emerging technologies
like AI and blockchain gain popularity. (Bento et al., 2022). Few studies have
examined the long-term impact of these technologies on quality assurance, and we
require robust frameworks to integrate them into our quality assurance plans
effectively.

QA remains an essential pillar for the success and sustainability of European
projects: not a mere formal requirement, but a dynamic and integrated process that
runs through all project phases, with implications for trust, ethics, and governance.
The established challenges—intercultural collaboration, cost compliance and
eligibility, data quality, administrative capacity, and risk management—are now
intertwined with emerging challenges related to FP10, including the need to preserve
the program's autonomy from the European Competitiveness Fund, to manage
dual-use research transparently, and to ensure the sustainability of the EU's research
and innovation ecosystem. — are now intertwined with emerging critical issues
related to FP10, including the need to preserve the program's autonomy from the
European Competitiveness Fund, to manage dual-use research transparently, and to
assess the adequacy of lump-sum funding in relation to the exploratory nature of
complex projects. This highlights the urgent need for QA that can also operate at
the system level, protecting the independence of the ERC, the bottom-up nature of
the MSCA, regulatory clarity, and the consistency of financial instruments. In this
context, the Commission's gradual transition towards a policy-maker role reinforces
the centrality of QA as a mechanism for safeguarding scientific excellence and public
trust.

The priorities for research and organizational development are arranged along five
complementary lines. Firstly, the use of artificial intelligence, machine learning, and
blockchain technologies can automate quality controls, enhance traceability, and
improve document and procedural compliance. Secondly, the integration of
sustainability—both environmental and social—as a constitutive dimension of
project quality allows for the evaluation to be extended beyond immediate outcomes
to include systemic impacts and ethical responsibility. A third approach concerns
the development of intercultural skills in teams, with the aim of reducing
communication friction and cognitive misalignments typical of transnational
consortia. Fourthly, the development of robust and validated indicators to measure
the long-term effectiveness of QA systems will enable the achievement of goals
beyond mere compliance, including socio-economic outcomes and innovation
capacity. Finally, a focus on small-scale consortia—often characterized by limited
resources but high flexibility—can bring out specificities and replicable fit-for-
purpose solutions, contributing to the overall resilience of the European research
ecosystem.
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