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Context

• Pending final decisions on Horizon Europe,  there seems to 

be consensus on certain key points. For example:

• 3 evaluation criteria retained (Excellence, Impact, Quality of 

Implementation); Excellence only under the ERC

• Special arrangements possible, especially for missions and EIC

=> e.g. portfolio considerations when ranking; changes to 

proposals

• It is time to examine in more detail how proposal 

submission and evaluation should be conducted under the 

new programme. 

• This includes both:

• Incremental improvements, based on H2020 experience

• Implications of novel features of HE (especially missions)



Previous workshop: October 2017

• Provided valuable feedback on some key questions, 

already with a view to “FP9”

• But divergent view on some issues (e.g. 2-stage, 

proposal content)

• Also, no clarity on how to prioritise and trade-off possibly 

competing objectives 

• For example: speed (TTG, TTI), detailed feedback in 

ESRs, coherence across the programme vs flexibility



This session (1)

• Your views on all the topics raised in the briefing note 

are welcome

• Please distinguish incremental changes from possibly 

more radical once

• For efficiency, we’d like to devote a little more time on 

especially crucial issues



This session (2)

• Experts

• especially selecting the best and most appropriate, 

remuneration, workload

• Evaluation sequence 

• especially portfolio considerations, for example in mission calls

• Evaluation criteria

• especially the degree of flexibility needed; dealing with expected 

impact

• Proposals

• especially the structure, length, content

• Feedback 

• especially minimum standards for ESRs

• Any other topic?



Experts

• selecting the best and most appropriate, 

• under-represented profiles

• remuneration, 

• workload



Evaluation sequence

• Possible variations to the standard sequence (individual-

consensus-panel)

• More remote consensus?

• More interviews?

• Missions – how to constitute a coherent portfolio of 

projects, to maximise impact



Evaluation criteria (1) 

• We need simple and meaningful formulations

• Avoiding overlapping concepts

Reminder of H2020 ‘sub-criteria’

• Excellence 

• Clarity and pertinence of the objectives;

• Soundness of the concept, and credibility of the proposed 

methodology;

• […] beyond the state of the art, and demonstrates innovation 

potential  

• Appropriate consideration of interdisciplinary approaches and, 

where relevant, use of stakeholder knowledge and gender 

dimension in research and innovation content.



Evaluation criteria (2) 

• Impact

• […] contribute to each of the expected impacts mentioned in the 

work programme under the relevant topic;

• Any substantial impacts not mentioned in the work programme, 

[…] 

• Exploit and disseminate the project results […]; Communicate 

the project activities […] 

• Quality and efficiency of the implementation

• […] work plan, […] resources assigned to work packages…;  

• […] management structures and procedures […]

• Complementarity of the participants  and extent to which the  

consortium as whole brings together the necessary expertise;

• […] allocation of tasks, ensuring that all participants have a valid 

role and adequate resources in the project to fulfil that role. 



Proposals (1)

• What is a reasonable length for a full collaborative 

project proposal?

• What is strictly needed for a sound evaluation

• What is needed for statistical purposes (and policy)

• What could be collected later from successful applicants

• What might be impacts on TTG?



Proposals (2)

Under H2020, the full proposal consists of:

• ‘Structured part’

• Contact details and legal entity status

• Abstract

• Declarations of honour

• Budget breakdown (direct/indirect costs…)

• Ethics issue table

• ‘Narrative part’

• Addressing the criteria Excellence, impact, implementation

• Tables on work packages and deliverables, staff effort…

• Description of consortium members

• More info on any ethics or security issues. 



Feedback (1)

• How to best ensure that ESRs provide adequate 

explanations for possible rejection

• For full proposals? For very short proposals?

• Issue of resubmissions

• See current ‘Quality of reports in the H2020 evaluation 

process’…



Feedback (2) 



Feedback (3) 



Feedback (4) 



Thank you!

QUESTIONS & COMMENTS AFTER THE WORKSHOP: 

EC-RTD-HE-IMPLEMENTATION@EC.EUROPA.EU


