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Agenda

 Prima della submission:

• …il processo di valutazione interna  

 Dopo la submision:

• Il ruolo dei valutatori esterni 

• Il processo di valutazione

• I criteri di valutazione: l’esempio dello SME Instrument

 Alcuni errori comuni 



R&D exists to gain knowledge, not as 
an entity in itself.

Scientists support the company 

strategies 

Acuity LowHigh

Perché le 
università/

centri di ricerca Investono in 
ricerca?

Perché le aziende



All Rights Reserved © Telbios Spa 2016| BUSINESS CONFIDENTIAL |
Slide 4



La Commissione Europea non è un ente 

finanziatore di  ricerca

Occorre ricordare che:

Il finanziamento viene erogato per assistere lo sviluppo e 

l’attuazione degli obiettivi delle politiche europee

Treaty of the European Union

Article 163.- The Community shall have the objective of 

strengthening the scientific and technological basis of Community 

industry and encouraging it to become more competitive at 

international level, while promoting all research activities deemed 

necessary by virtue of other chapters of this Treaty.
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Overview of the Evaluation Process

Receipt of 
proposals

Individual
evaluation

Consensus
group

Panel Review Finalisation

Evaluators

Individual
Evaluation
Reports

(Usually 
done  

remotely)

Consensus
Report

(May be done 
remotely)

Panel report

Evaluation 
Summary Report

Panel ranked list

Eligibility check

Allocation of 
proposals to 
evaluators

Final ranked list



HORIZON 2020

7

Role of independent experts

 As independent expert, you evaluate proposals 
submitted in response to a given call

 You are responsible for carrying out the evaluation 
of the proposals yourself
You are not allowed to delegate the work to another person!

 Significant funding decisions will be made 
on the basis of your advice
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Evaluation Process
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Elements to be reflected in the 
evaluation
If a proposal

 is only marginally relevant in terms of its scientific, technological or 
innovation content relating to the [call/topic] addressed, you must 
reflect this in a lower score for the Excellence criterion
• No matter how excellent the science!

 does not significantly contribute to the expected impacts as 
specified in the WP for that [call/topic], you must reflect this in a 
lower score for the Impact criterion 

 would require substantial modifications in terms of implementation 
(i.e. change of partners, additional work packages, significant 
budget or resources cut…), you must reflect this in a lower score for 
the “Quality and efficiency of the implementation” criterion 

 If cross-cutting issues are explicitly mentioned in the scope of the 
[call/topic], and not properly addressed (or their non-relevance 
justified), you must reflect this in a lower score for the relevant 
criterion

• Proposals addressing cross-cutting issues which are not explicitly mentioned in the 
scope of the [call/topic] can also be evaluated positively
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Consensus report
 The rapporteur is responsible for drafting the consensus 

report (CR)

• including consensus comments and scores

• In some cases, the rapporteur does not take part in the discussion 

 The quality of the CR is paramount

• It often remains unchanged at the panel stage

 The aim of the CR is to give:

• a clear assessment of the proposal based on its merit, with justification

• clear feedback on the proposal’s weaknesses and strengths

 Avoid:

• comments not related to the criterion in question

• comments that are too short or too long or  use inappropriate language
you should explain what you mean in an adequate length and clear manner

• categorical statements that have not been properly verified
eg. “The proposal doesn’t mention user requirements” – when there is a short 
reference…

• scores that don’t match the comments

• marking down a proposal for the same critical aspect under two different 
criteria
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- Incoerente rispetto al bando di gara o programma di 
lavoro
- Idea non originale
- Incoerente con le politiche comuni
- Obiettivi non chiari o non convincenti
- Descrizione/giustificazioni insufficienti nelle metodologie
- Sottovalutazione delle difficoltà/rischi d’insuccesso
- Cattiva redazione (di difficile lettura, lingua)
- Piano di lavoro irrealizzabile nel tempo previsto
- Budget eccessivo (o insufficiente)
- Partenariato non bilanciato (apporti, coesione, 
nazionalità)
- Coordinamento non convincente (o insufficientemente 
descritto)
- Documentazione incompleta
- …

Alcuni errori comuni



Grazie !

https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/de
sktop/en/home.html  

http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/what-horizon-2020

