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Projects (indicative)EVALUATION PROCESS IN HORIZON 2020
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Projects (indicative)EVALUATION PROCESS IN 2-STAGE INNOSUP

8 Sep. 
2020

2 Apr. 
2020

Deadline for 1st

stage proposal 

ONLY REJECTED PROPOSALS GET 
INDIVIDUAL ESRs

Beginning of 
December 2020*

End of June 
2020*

1st of May 
2021*

Consortium 
Building,
Proposal 

preparation

Project 
Implementation

*depending on EASME, 
could be later

Results for 1st stage 
proposals 
GENERALIZED 
FEEDBACK

Deadline for 2nd

stage proposal 

Results for 2nd stage 
proposals  

ALL PROPOSALS GET ESRs

Projects start 



SELECTION OF EVALUATORS

❑ Evaluators are selected looking at keywords specified in your proposal.

❑ High level of skills, experience and knowledge in the relevant areas
(e.g. field, project management, innovation, exploitation, dissemination 
and communication);

❑ Provided the above condition can be satisfied, a balance in terms of:

✓skills, experience and knowledge;
✓geographical diversity;
✓gender;
✓where appropriate, the private and public sectors



SELECTION OF EVALUATORS

❑ At least three independent experts per proposal (but can be more 
depending on WP).

Exception: For the first stage in two-stage submission schemes and 
for low-value grants, it may be that only two experts are used.

❑ Additional experts appointed for ethics review (if applicable).

❑ The evaluation process might be followed by one or more 
independent observers.



CONFLICT OF INTEREST, EXISTS IF AN EVALUATOR:

▪ was involved in the preparation of a proposal;
▪ benefits directly or indirectly if a proposal is accepted;
▪ has a close family or personal relationship with any person representing 

an applicant;
▪ is a director, trustee or partner or is in any way involved in the 

management of an applicant;
▪ is employed or contracted by one of the applicants or any named 

subcontractors;
▪ is a member of an advisory group set up by the Commission to advise on 

the preparation of EU or Euratom Horizon 2020 work programmes or 
work programmes in an area related to the call;

▪ is a National Contact Point or is directly working for the Enterprise Europe 
Network;

▪ is a member of a programme committee



EVALUATION CRITERIA 

❑ Criterion 1 : Excellence
• Clarity and Pertinence of the Objectives

• Credibility of the proposed approach

• Soundness of the Concept

• Ambition and State of the Art.

❑ Criterion 2: Impact
• The expected impacts listed in the work plan

• Enhancing Innovation Capacity

• Strengthening Competitiveness

• Any other Environmental

• Effectiveness of the proposed measures to exploit, disseminate etc

❑ Criterion 3: Implementation 
• Coherence and Effectiveness of the Work plan

• Complementarity

• Appropriateness of Structures



SCORING

❑ Each criterion scored out of 5 (max 15)

❑ Proposal threshold of 10 (out of 15)

❑ Individual criterion threshold of 3. 

❑ Unlike FP7, for Innovation Actions… 

✓ Impact criterion weighted by factor of 1.5 

✓ Impact considered first when scores equal 



PRIORITIES FOR PROPOSALS WITH EQUAL SCORES 

For each group of tied proposals: 

1. First consider those that "fill gaps" in the WP/topic 

2. Of those, look at score for 'excellence', then at score for 'impact' 
(reverse for Innovation actions & SME instrument) 

3. If still equal, look at SME budget 

4. If still equal look at gender balance in key personnel 

5. If still equal, consider other factors (overall portfolio, wider 
H2020, EU objectives etc) 



UNDERSTANDING HOW EVALUATORS THINK

For most 

evaluators, 

English is not 

their first 

language.

Evaluators 

are human! 

They can get 

bored, tired, 

ill, 

confused...

The proposal 

must be 

easy to 

follow, even 

by a non-

expert.

It must be easy 

for the 

evaluators to 

find the key 

points relevant 

to the Call and 

to the evaluation 

criteria.

Evaluators 

might not 

have time to 

read every 

word of your 

proposal.



Projects (indicative)TIPS AND COMMON MISTAKES FROM EVALUATIONS

❑ Objectives and indicators should be specific and clearly explained. 
Links between objectives and KPIs should be made clear. Indicators for 
the short- term impact on SMEs (for example, on job creation and 
revenue) and the medium-term impact of the project (for example, 
the role of the platform in the sector) are to be included in all 
applications. KPIs also need to be realistic, taking into account the 
timeframes and budgets of the projects. 

❑ Budgets should be carefully designed and comply with the 
programme rules. Only eligible costs should be included in the 
minimum 75% of the total proposed budget that shall be allocated to 
support innovation in SMEs directly. The allocation of costs to specific 
work programmes and cost areas should be explained. 



Projects (indicative)TIPS AND COMMON MISTAKES FROM EVALUATIONS

❑ Detail should be provided on how new competitive industrial value 
chains will be built. The establishment and facilitation of value chains 
should be explained in specific rather than general terms. 

❑ Cross-border activity should be clearly explained in detail. The 
complementarities of industries across borders should be described. 
Projects should ensure that they are promoting genuinely cross-border 
value chains. 

❑ Project plans should include an explanation of how the sustainability 
of the project will be ensured. Long-term planning beyond the period 
of EU funding is required to make the project more impactful. 



Projects (indicative)TIPS AND COMMON MISTAKES FROM EVALUATIONS

❑ Projects should be placed in the context of national, regional, and 
private investments. The benefits of the project should be explained in 
terms of how it supplements activities funded by national, regional, 
and private investments. Explanation is needed if you project intends 
to support SMEs to secure other forms of funding. 

❑ There should be specific rather than general explanations of how the 
proposed innovations will create new and improved products and 
processes. The link between research innovations and product 
innovations should be made clear. 

❑ Applications should address how the project will achieve European 
economic impact and provide added value. 

❑ Improvements to the business environment for SMEs should be 
explained in specific rather than general terms. 



Projects (indicative)ESR FROM A SUCCESFUL PROPOSAL – CRITERION 1



Projects (indicative)ESR FROM A SUCCESFUL PROPOSAL – CRITERION 2



Projects (indicative)ESR FROM A SUCCESFUL PROPOSAL – CRITERION 3



Projects (indicative)SOME COMMENTS FROM UNSUCCESFUL PROPOSALS

▪ A shortcoming is that the description of the resources lacks concrete 
information about the calculation of the portion of budget dedicated to 
SMEs (especially with regards to the provision of support services and the 
partner XXX). 

▪ The proposal does not fully explain how SMEs will be attracted to apply 
for FSTP. The proposal also does not specify in sufficient detail how 
support to the selected SMEs is going to be delivered - through what 
mechanisms, tools and methods, which is a shortcoming. 

▪ Clear goals and measures are provided for the impact on economic 
performance of the SMEs during the project term and in the medium 
term. However, it is not clearly explained on what basis these indicators 
are given, which is a shortcoming. 

▪ Activities for dissemination of the project outcomes are not sufficiently 
detailed and targeted, which is a shortcoming. 



Projects (indicative)SOME COMMENTS FROM UNSUCCESFUL PROPOSALS

• A minor shortcoming is that the proposal does not describe in detail 
communication activities such as the organization of special events (no 
kick-off event is planned offering larger visibility to the project actions), 
even though high impact communication activities are anticipated 
throughout the project. 

• Another minor shortcoming is that the proposal does not describe specific 
measures for the management of IPR to ensure that the project results and 
services developed by the partner SMEs using the large scale 
demonstrators will be broadly accessible to the European SMEs' target 
markets. 

• A minor shortcoming is that in some cases, such as WP2 or WP6, the work 
plan does not include more detailed information about the roles and 
activities to be performed by the other involved partners, even though 
sufficient resources are planned for the objectives and deliverables. 



Thank you!

Teşekkür ederim!


