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Evaluation Overview

Independent Experts (IEs): 4-5 IEs are responsible for 
evaluating the proposals.

Rapporteur: Responsible 
for writing reports to 
facilitate the evaluation 
process and document 
outcomes.

Moderator: An employee of the European Commission 
(EC) who is responsible for managing the IEs to assess 
each proposal according to the Check List.

IE1 IE2 IE3 IE4 IE5

Evaluation Team and Roles

Goal

To be funded by being the “Top Ranked 

Proposal”, which requires a very strong 

proposal and some luck.

Your 

Goal

Evaluation

Process

Target 

Audience

Independent Experts (IEs)

The IEs are the people who will decide if your proposal 

is the strongest. Elaborate your entire proposal to 

narrowly target these IEs. Nobody else matters.

Check List

Your proposal will be evaluated by the 

Independent Experts (IEs) using a “Check 

List”. Structure your entire proposal to align 

with this Check List. 

Call Coordinator: An employee of the European 
Commission (EC) who is in charge of translating the call 
text into the Check List and managing the Moderators 
and overall evaluation process.

Quality Control: 
Responsible for 
language and 
coherence across 
panels.
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The “Check List”

Your proposal will be assessed using a “Check List” by  
5 (sometimes 4) Independent Experts (IEs). 

• For any given Check List item, your proposal will 
be assessed poorly if the IEs cannot easily find 
credible content;

• Any content that is not easily linked to a Check List 
item may not be evaluated.

All items on the Check List come from 1 of 3 sources

1. Proposal “Part B” Template

2. Programme General Annexes “D-Award Criteria”

3. Call Text

Hints: 

1. Predict the Check List

2. Write your proposal so it is aligned with 
your predicted Check List

3. Any checklist item you don’t understand 
can be a gap in your proposal!
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Check List Input 1: Proposal Part B Template
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Check List Input 2: Programme General Annexes “D-Award Criteria”
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Check List Input 2: Programme General Annexes “D-Award Criteria”

The Appendix D-Award Criteria are also 
given in the Proposal Part B Template.
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Check List Input 3: Call Text
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Assessment & Funding 3 Proposal Sections = 
3 Evaluation Criteria Score

Threshold to be 
eligible for funding

1. Excellence 0-5 3

2. Impacts 0-5 3

3. Implementation 0-5 3

Total 0-15 10

Scoring Method:

1. Evaluate each section sequentially and independently; e.g., Section 1 is evaluated 
and scored without considering Section 2 content and vice-versa.

2. Each section starts with a score 5 / 5.

3. Score reduced based on number and severity of “Problems”

• Minor Shortcoming: A small problem that is ignored when making funding 
decisions ➔ no reduction in points.

• Shortcoming: A problem that is sufficiently large to impact funding decisions but 
not so large as to make the proposed project unviable ➔ ~0.5 pt reduction.

• Significant Weakness: Problem so large the proposed project is not viable ➔
Maximum score 2.5 / 5.0 ➔ Not eligible for funding.

Funding:

• All proposals ranked from highest 
to lowest score;

• Starting from the highest ranked 
proposal, proposals are funded 
until the call budget is consumed.
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Sample Check List

I will step through all check-list items for a recent evaluation. If you / your 
proposal writers don’t have a sophisticated understanding of any checklist 
item, your proposal may at the least have a problem in terms of presentation 
and perhaps even terms of content here, so you’ll want to get help (e.g., ask a 
question to me)!.

Check List has 3 orthogonal (i.e., independent) Criteria 

1. Excellence

2. Impact

3. Implementation

Each criterion has multiple sub-criteria.
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Example: Research and Innovation Action (RIA) and not Innovation Action (IA) 
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1. Excellence

“FAIR”
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Check List Item 1.1 Input 2: Annex D

Input 3: Call Text

For a recent call, this was taken from 1 key sentence early in the Scope: ~ “… 
requires technologies A, B, C and D to be developed.”

My draft statement ~“The proposal appropriately aims to develop A and B for C 
and D.” I would ask IEs if any items A - D need to be deleted.

Check-List
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Check List Item 1.2

Input 3: Call Text

“Activities are expected to achieve TRL x by the end of the project – see General Annex B.”

Check-List

Input 2: Annex D
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Check List Item 1.3.1

“The proposed methodology is not 
sound” is a Significant Weakness and 
the proposed project is no longer 
eligible for funding.

Refers to collaboration between 
different disciplines and not just have 
different disciplines working 
independently.

Does not refer to gender diversity 
within the researcher team, but 
differences at the interface between a 
technology and a person due to gender.

Input 2: Annex D

……
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Check List Item 1.3.2

Call Text: “Proposals are expected to cover 
[some / most / all] aspects below:”

• Item 1

• Item 2

• …..

If “some / most”, only those items 
specifically addressed in the proposal are 
evaluated.

If “all”, missing any item is typically at least a 
Shortcoming (-0.5 / 5.0).
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Check List Item 1.4

Open Science: Key Ideas

• Horizon Europe compliant 
Open Access (OA) publishing 

• Date Management based on 
FAIR principles.

“National or international research and innovation activities whose 
results will feed into the project, and how that link will be 
established”

For this call, IEs were asked to assess this during their pre-consensus 
meeting Independent Evaluation, but this item was not included in 
my Check List (i.e., funding decisions were not made based on this 
content). But in other calls this has been included in my checklist, and 
therefore this content impacted funding decisions.

Input 2: Annex D

……

Be careful that your Section 3.1 Work Plan 
is coherent with your methodology (e.g., 
gender, OA, Data management, etc)!
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Section 1: Draft Consensus Report & Score

The last call I supported had ~18 check 
list items in Section 1. 

Evaluating Section 1 may take 2 hours 
for the 1st proposal,  and 1 hour after 
the 3rd proposal. 

Thus you may think on average ~3-5 
minutes is spent discussing each check 
list item.
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2. Impact
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Check List Item 2.1.1

Call Text: “Expected Outcomes: Project 
results are expected to contribute to [some 
/ most / all] of the following expected 
outcomes:

• Outcome 1

• Outcome 2

• …..”

If “some / most”, only those items 
specifically addressed in the proposal are 
evaluated.

If “all”, missing any item is typically at least a 
Shortcoming (-0.5 / 5.0).

Input 2: Annex D
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Check List Item 2.1.2

In the last evaluation I supported *

Call Text: 

… Destination

• Key Strategic Objectives: Not Assessed

• Impact Areas: Not Assessed

• Expected Impacts: Assessed.

Input 2: Annex D

* The evaluation method varies with the 
team and evolves with time, and history is 
not always a good predictor for the future.
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Check List Item 2.2

Dissemination: Open sharing of project 
results so others can gain competitive 
advantage; e.g., make money by creating 
new products / services, etc.)

Input 2: Annex D

Exploitation: How the consortium uses 
project results to gain competitive 
advantage; e.g., make money by creating 
new products / services, etc. Include

• IPR Management

• Exploitation plans for individual 
consortium members

• Pathways to commercialization (e.g., 
business plan)
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3. Implementation
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Check List Item 3.1

Work Packages, Tasks, Gantt Chart, Pert 
Chart, etc. Are these coherent with the 
Section 1 Methodology?

Input 2: Annex D

Milestones and Deliverables need to be 
distributed throughout the project to 
enable effective external project 
monitoring.

Milestones should be confused with 
Project Finish Line (i.e., no Milestones in 
last month of project).

Deliverables need to be defined to 
enable robust project reporting without 
generating excessive project reporting 
loads. Don’t have too many Deliverables 
due in last month of the project.

Effort = Person Months (PMs): In general PMs but not PM 
Rates (€/PM) or Direct Personnel Budget (€) assessed.

Resources: Other Direct Costs (travel, equipment, etc) 
and sub-contracting
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Lesson (Re-)Learned: The playing field is not always level

Context: Effort and Budget

Effort The time devoted to the project measured in Person-Months (PMs)

1 PM One person working full time for 1 month. Conceptually 1 PM = 8 hours/day x 5 days/week x 4 
weeks = 160 hr.

PM Rate The cost of 1 PM to the EC, e.g., (€/PM). The PM rate reflects actual institutional pay rates, which 
means institutions in Northern European have a high PM rate while METU has a low PM rate.

Direct Personnel Total personnel costs (€) charged to the EC = Effort (PMs) x PM Rate (€/PM)

Experiences: Evaluators tend to focus more on 
PMs than Direct Personnel Budget

It is “appropriate” for institutions in Northern 
Europe to have PM Rates that are ~4x higher 
than METU’s

It is “expected” that the scientific outcomes from 
1 PM are the same for all institutions and 
independent of the PM Rate.

Emerging Strategy: ~”The human resource model seeks to 

maximize scientific returns on EC Direct Personnel investments rather 

than Effort (PMs). For example, rather than executing the work plan 

using independent researchers with an aim to minimize effort, a 

researcher-trainer model is used where senior researchers manage 

lower cost graduate students to execute the core work. This model 

has proven effective at producing the same quality of outcomes with 

lower Direct Personnel costs (albeit with higher effort), and also 

contributing to European goals to train future researchers.
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Check List Item 3.2

Important when constructing a 
consortium:

• Each partner needs to have a well-
defined role

• Removing any partner results in a gap 
that the other partners could not 
fulfill.

Input 2: Annex D
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Outcomes from last evaluation

3 proposals funded

14.5/15.0 Proposal A

14.5/15.0 Proposal B

12.5/15.0 Proposal C

12.5/15.0 Proposal D

12.0/15.0 Proposal E

12.0/15.0 Proposal F

11.5/15.0 Proposal G

….

Funding
Cut-Off

2 proposals “Failed” due to improper 
formatting* / exceeding page limits

(*e.g., font size in figures too small to read).

Sample Success Rates:

Horizon 2020: < 10%

Horizon Europe: 20-30%
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Best Practices

Do Do Not

Treat each item in the call text, proposal template, 
and call text explicitly and independently with at 
least ~¼ page easy to find content in the proper 
section.

1. Blend responses to multiple items in the call text, 
proposal template, and/or call text. 

2. Treat any item in the call text, proposal template, or 
call text in a holistic manner. 

Enable IEs to “find” relevant sections using the 
“Find” function by using key terms written exactly as 
they are written in the evaluation template, proposal 
template, and call text.

Use names that are similar but not identical to those 
in the call documents because you think they are 
better.

Make each chunk of content addressing each item on 
the check list as independent as possible.

Assume the IE will remember the details from Section 
1.2.2 while assessing Section 1.2.3.

Key Idea: Even the best IEs will not read, much less understand, your 
entire proposal. Therefore, the IEs will never have as sophisticated an 
understanding of your proposal as you do, and can miss relevant details 
that are not properly presented (e.g., wrong location). 
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Closing Thoughts Official EU Goal: Identify and fund the top proposals.

Reality: The EU is content to fund some subset of the top 
proposals using a legally defensible but still somewhat arbitrary 
method (i.e., especially near the funding threshold, the funding 
outcomes are often somewhat arbitrary and not fully repeatable).

Derek K. BAKER

dbaker@metu.edu.tr
www.metu.edu.tr/~dbaker/

If you don’t submit because the evaluation may not 
be fully credible, you won’t be funded.

Of the ~ 60 Independent Experts (IEs) I have worked with

20 Scientifically brilliant and dedicated

20 Scientifically very strong and dedicated

18 Scientifically strong and dedicated

1 Smart, opinionated, and disruptive

1 Quota Guy

mailto:dbaker@metu.edu.tr

