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1. Horizon Europe application form



Part A 
(online form)

• Administrative forms

Part B 
(narrative to be 

uploaded as 
pdf PDF)

1.Excellence 

2.Impact 

3.Quality and efficiency of 
implementation

->additional Annex with information on financial support to 
third parties (if applicable)

Horizon Europe application form
Standard Horizon Europe application form RIA/IA:  https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-

tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/af/af_he-ria-ia_en.pdf
• Always doublecheck for the latest template updates. 

• All partners need to register on the platform to receive a PIC number for the organisation.

• NB! Fill in everything, answer to every question (e.g., open science, gender, social sciences and humanities 

etc) 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/af/af_he-ria-ia_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/af/af_he-ria-ia_en.pdf


PART A, web-based forms to be filled in online the 
Funding and Tenders portal (SYGMA)

1. General information 

Abstract

Declarations

3. Budget

4. Ethics and security

5. Other questions

6. Participants data

• Gender equality plan

• Researchers involved 

• Role of participating organisation in the project 

• List of up to 5 (open access) publications, widely-used datasets, software, goods, services, or any other achievements 

relevant to the call content.  

• List of up to 5 most relevant previous projects or activities, connected to the subject of this proposal

• Description of any significant infrastructure and/or any major items of technical equipment, relevant 

  to the proposed work



PART A



PART A



PART A



PART A



PART A

PART A



PART A



PART B, narrative of the proposal
To be uploaded to the Funding and Tenders portal as pdf 

Note the suggested page limits per topic



Admissibility and eligibility
● Applications must be submitted before the call deadline, electronically via the Funding & Tenders Portal

● Applications must be complete, readable, accessible and printable, and include a plan for the exploitation and 

dissemination of results, unless provided otherwise in the specific call conditions.

Proposal page limit

Substantial reduction in maximum length – the page limit is strict:

● RIAs and IAs type of actions: limit for a full application is 45 pages (exceptions are always highlighted, in case of lump sum 

projects 50 pages)

● CSAs: limit is 30 pages

● First stage proposals: limit is 10 pages

● EIC Pathfinder: limit is 17 pages

● Exceptions, if any, would be specified in the call text.

Consortium composition (collaborative projects)

● at least one independent legal entity established in a Member State, and

● at least two other independent legal entities each established either in a different Member State or an Associated Country.

Gender Equality Plan 

Participants that are public bodies, research organisations or higher education establishments from Members States and 

Associated countries must have a gender equality plan, covering minimum process-related requirements.



2. Evaluation process, criteria and 
scores





Standard evaluation criteria

There are three evaluation criteria for full proposals:

The criteria are adapted to each type of action, as 

specified in the Work Programme

An exception is the ERC, which uses a different set of criteria. 

Excellence Impact
Quality and efficiency 

of implementation



Admissibility and eligibility checks

17

• Admissibility is checked by the Agency:

− Readable, accessible and printable 

− Completeness of proposal 
presence of all requested forms

− Plan for exploitation and dissemination of results 
(unless otherwise specified in the WP)

• Eligibility checked by the Agency

− Minimum number of partners as set out in the call conditions

− Other criteria may apply on a call-by-call basis as set out in the call conditions

• “Out of scope” – you need to check the scope of proposals

−  A proposal will only be deemed ineligible in clear-cut cases

Page limits: Clearly set out in 
electronic system; excess page(s) 

marked with a watermark

Admissibility, Eligibility & Scope check



Overview of the evaluation process
Check the videos: https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/support/videos 

Eligibility check

Allocation 

of proposals 

to evaluators

Individual 

Evaluation Reports

(Usually done 

remotely)

Consensus 

Report

(May be done 

remotely)

Panel Report

Evaluation 

Summary Report

Panel ranked list

Final ranked list

Evaluators

(min.3 

For each 

proposal)

Commission Commission

FinalisationPanel

Review

Receipt of 

Proposals

Individual 

Evaluation

Consensus 

Group

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/support/videos


What else you need to know about the

evaluation process

• The European Commission organises the evaluation and 

moderates the process

• Independent observers check the functioning and running of the 

overall process and advise, in their report, on the conduct and 

fairness of the evaluation sessions and, if necessary, suggest 

possible improvements

• An ethics review takes place for proposals above threshold and 

considered for funding. Only proposals that comply with the ethical 

principles and legislation may receive funding









Evaluation scores

• The maximum overall score is 15 (3x5), unless a weighting is applied

• Generally, a pre-defined qualifying score on each criterion and an overall 

qualifying score needs to be achieved.

Standard practice (thresholds)

10

• Qualifying scores may vary 

- according to type of action 

- between the first and second stage proposals in two-stage procedures 

Excellence

3

Impact

3

Implementation

3
+ + =



Evaluation scores • 0:Proposal fails to address the criterion or cannot be 

assessed due to missing or incomplete information

• 1:Poor – criterion is inadequately addressed or 

there are serious inherent weaknesses

• 2:Fair – proposal broadly addresses the criterion, 

but there are significant weaknesses

• 3:Good – proposal addresses the criterion well, but 

a number of shortcomings are present

• 4:Very good – proposal addresses the criterion very 

well, but a small number of shortcomings are 

present

• 5: Excellent – proposal successfully addresses all 

relevant aspects of the criterion. Any shortcomings 

are minor

Experts score each 

award criterion on a 

scale from 0 to 5 (half 

point scores may be 

given):
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31



Evaluation – new elements in Horizon Europe

• Pilot on „Blind evaluation“ in first HE two-stage calls: anonymised short
proposals in 1st stage

• Pilot on ‘Right to react’ (rebuttal): more transparency and more
detailed feedback option

• Portfolio-based calls (e.g. Missions, EIC pathfinder): portfolio
considerations





Where to find the full information?

https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding-

opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe_en

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe_en


Evaluation Summary Report 
– example of the
Implementation evaluation



Exercise: Evaluation Summary report H2020 

Analysis of an extract of an Evaluation Summary Report (ESR)

▪ Read an extract from an ESR, call 2025 on Knowledge Valorisation; ESR report 

received in January 2026

▪ We take Criterion 3 - Quality and efficiency of the implementation (criterion 1 

excellence and criterion 2 impact not discussed in this example)

▪ Review of implementation (work-packages, tasks, management, budget items) 

▪ When you read the comments of evaluators, how would you score the project on 

implementation, on a scoring range 0-5? 

▪ Text will be displayed & handed out in paper copy

▪ At the end of exercise the original will be displayed with score for this criterion: are 

the score and comments justified/ok, or too high, or too low?



Example: Evaluation Summary report

Criterion 3 - Quality and efficiency of the implementation

The following aspects will be taken into account:

▪ Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, assessment of risks, and 

appropriateness of the effort assigned to work packages, and the resources overall

▪ Capacity and role of each participant, and extent to which the consortium as a 

whole brings together the necessary expertise.



Example: Evaluation Summary report
Criterion 3 - Quality and efficiency of the implementation

The work plan is coherent and effective, with a logical sequence from design to implementation, validation, and sustainability; interdependencies 

are clear; milestones and deliverables are monitorable. Secondments are operationalised (matching logic, timing windows, supervision/reporting, 

learning outcomes) and feed directly into toolbox validation and replication.

The allocation of resources to work packages is clearly defined and in accordance with objectives.

The use of Financial Support to Third Parties (FSTP) is coherent with the topic’s scope. It targets mobility/secondments and replication pilots 

with clear objectivesand expected results, and the compulsory annex provides the budget envelope and the distribution/management 

arrangements required by the topic. However, the process is very complex and will require strong project management to maintain efficiency and 

the necessary follow-up. This is a minor shortcoming.

Risk management is adequate with respect to ownership and mitigation. However, likelihood and severity are underestimated. In addition, limited 

attention is given to operational risks linked to the mobility framework. In this regard, the risk register does not sufficiently cover legal-entity set-

up and governance. This is a shortcoming.

The work plan foresees coordination with sibling actions funded under this topic, including participation in annual status seminars where work 

plans are presented. 

This meets expectations for project-to-project collaboration during implementation.

The consortium does not sufficiently cover the value chain of knowledge valorisation. Partners have limited involvement in actual research and 

innovation knowledge valorisation, which reduces direct access to new knowledge and practical valorisation pathways. This is a shortcoming.





Example: Evaluation Summary report
Criterion 3 - Quality and efficiency of the implementation

Overall, the proposal addresses the criterion well. In particular:

*The work plan is coherent and effective, with a logical sequence from design to implementation, 

validation, and sustainability; interdependencies are clear; milestones and deliverables are 

monitorable. Secondments are operationalised (matching logic, timing windows, 

supervision/reporting, learning outcomes) and feed directly into toolbox validation and replication.

The allocation of resources to work packages is clearly defined and in accordance with objectives.

The use of Financial Support to Third Parties (FSTP) is coherent with the topic’s scope. It targets 

mobility/secondments and replication pilots with clear objectives and expected results, and the 

compulsory annex provides the budget envelope and the distribution/management arrangements 

required by the topic



Example: Evaluation Summary report

Criterion 3 - Quality and efficiency of the implementation

Nevertheless, a number of shortcomings are present, namely:

* Risk management is adequate with respect to ownership and mitigation. However, 

likelihood and severity are underestimated. In addition, limited attention is given to 

operational risks linked to the mobility framework. In this regard, the risk register does not 

sufficiently cover legal-entity set-up and governance. This is a shortcoming.

The consortium does not sufficiently cover the value chain of knowledge valorisation. 

Partners have limited involvement in actual research and innovation knowledge 

valorisation, which reduces direct access to new knowledge and practical valorisation 

pathways. This is a shortcoming.



Questions and discussion



Thank you!

#HorizonEU

http://ec.europa.eu/horizon-europe

Matthias Wurch and Sander van der Molen

eu-eap_sticooperation@servicefacility.eu

http://ec.europa.eu/horizon-europe
mailto:eu-eap_sticooperation@servicefacility.eu
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