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Conflict of Interest

The expert 
has a CoI if 

s/he…

was involved in the proposal preparation

stands to benefit directly/indirectly if the proposal is successful or fails

has a close family/personal relationship with any person representing an applicant legal entity

is a director/trustee/partner of an applicant or involved in the management of an applicant’s organization

is employed or contracted by an applicant or a named subcontractor

is a member of an Advisory Group or Programme Committee in an area related to the call

is a NCP or is directly working for the Enterprise Europe Network

is involved in a competing proposal



The Role of the Evaluator

❑ As an independent expert, s/he evaluates proposals submitted in 
response to a given call

❑ S/he is responsible for carrying out the evaluation of the proposals 
her/himself
▪ S/he is not allowed to delegate the work to another person!

❑ S/he must close reports in the electronic system within a given deadline
▪ This is part of the contractual obligations!
▪ The allowance/expenses s/he claim may be reduced or rejected otherwise

❑ Significant funding decisions will be made based on her/his assessment

❑ If s/he suspects any form of misconduct (e.g., plagiarism, double 
funding), the expert must report this to EC/Agency staff



Principles

Independence

▪ The evaluator works in a personal capacity

▪ The evaluator represents neither her/his employer, nor her/his country!

Impartiality

▪ The evaluator must treat equally all proposals and evaluate them impartially on their merits, irrespective 
of their origin or the identity of the applicants

Objectivity

▪ S/he evaluates each proposal as submitted; meaning on its own merit, not its potential if certain changes 
were to be made

Accuracy

▪ The evaluator makes her/his judgment against the official evaluation criteria and the [call/topic] the 
proposal addresses, and nothing else

Consistency

▪ The evaluator applies the same standard of judgment to all proposals



Individual Evaluation

❑ The evaluator reads the proposal and evaluates it against the evaluation  
criteria 
▪ without discussing it with anybody else
▪ as submitted - not on its potential if certain changes were to be made
▪ look at the substance – some proposals might be handicapped by language 

difficulties, other deceptively well written

❑ The evaluator disregards excess pages which are marked with a 
watermark

❑ The evaluator checks to what degree the proposal is ‘in scope’ of the 
call/topic
▪ if marginally relevant to the [call/topic], s/he must reflect this in a lower score for 

the Excellence criterion



The Scores

The proposal fails to address the criterion or cannot be judged due to 
missing or incomplete information 
Poor. The criterion is inadequately addressed, or there are serious inherent 
weaknesses. 
Fair. While the proposal broadly addresses the criterion, there are significant 
weaknesses. 
Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, although a number of 
shortcomings are present. 
Very Good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, although a small 
number of shortcomings are present. 
Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the 
criterion. Any shortcomings are minor.



In Case of Reaching the Same Score

For each group of proposals with identical total scores, the panel considers first 
proposals that address topics that are not already covered by more highly-ranked 
proposals
❑ The panel then orders them according to (in this order):

▪ their score for Excellence
▪ their score for Impact

❑ If there are ties, the panel considers the following factors (in this order):
▪ the size of the budget allocated to SMEs
▪ the gender balance of personnel carrying out the research and/or innovation activities

❑ If there are still ties, the panel agrees further factors to consider:
▪ e.g., synergies between projects or contribution to the objectives of the call or of 

Horizon EU

The same method is then applied to proposals that address topics that are already 
covered by more highly-ranked proposals
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The Evaluator is Person

1. The evaluators have their own life

2. They accept to evaluate between 3-10 proposals, sometimes not 
100% aligned with they field

3. Time is limited (1 week)



The Evaluator is Person

Some criteria an evaluator normally does to simplify her/his job

1. Check call keywords

2. Prioritize taking a look to the Impact section

3. Review the business plan and market analysis

4. Check the TRL
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Hints

Be Clear

Figure 1 - The proposed smart metering Figure 2 - The communication system
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Be Attractive
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Be Concise
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Be Coherent 



Hints

An ambition and realistic idea

A balanced consortium in which all the partners have a clear role

Clear and SMART objectives

Mention call keywords in the text

A realistic work plan

A good balance among the sessions

Ask a colleague for a review

A little bit of lucky…the rest is quality of your proposal!



Thanks!
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