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Experience of the Individual 
Evaluation Report

• Invitation by DG RTD Scientific Officer to 
take part in the evaluation of proposals 
submitted within specific topic

• Communication of criteria, process, dates
• Receipt of project proposals
• Evaluation and submission of individual 

evaluation reports (ranking, comments) on 
each of the 3 dimensions





Experience of Consensus Meeting (1/4)

• Discussion moderated by DG RTD Scientific Officer – role 
is core to the success of meeting!

• Introductory discussion to aims of topic overall
• Discussion in depth on each project proposal

– One expert acts as rapporteur
– All experts present their comments, justification for grades
– Detailed discussion of all aspects of proposal against the three

dimensions: Excellence/ Team-Management/ Impact
• Out of scope proposals eliminated; 
• those at the threshold examined very carefully; 
• in depth discussion especially on the most excellent ones or the ones 

that have the most diverging opinions among the evaluators
– Agreement on consensus final mark and comments for each 

criteria (justifications, suggestions for improvement, concerns 
flagged to Commission and Consortium, budgetary issues etc)

• Rapporteur draws up report



• Once all projects examined, discussion 
overall and last check / agreement

• Revision/ discussion of consensus reports 
in cases where projects received same 
grade

• Finalisation of reports
• Drawing up of proposed ranking/ priority of 

projects based on evaluation results, 
overall comments

Experience of Consensus Meeting (2/4)



• If disagreement / inability to propose ranking, or 
conflict within the Consensus Meeting: External 
Evaluators of Other Topic invited for their Input

• My experience:
– 2 proposals with equal grading – no consensus could 

be reached within other team on another topic
– Invited along with another expert to read the 

proposals, draw up Individual Evaluation Report
– Meeting with Consensus Team and DG RTD 

Scientific Officer in charge and discussion about our 
IERs and the Consensus Report 

– Finalisation of Report 

Experience of Consensus Meeting (3/4)



• Confidentiality agreement before and after
• Intellectually stimulating discussions on content, 

issues, theoretical underpinnings of proposals
• Practical concerns on interdisciplinarity, 

geographical coverage, inclusion of diversity, 
budget, feasibility, rational allocation of 
resources/ deliverables/ coordination and 
cooperation!

• Real concern for IMPACT & POLICY 
RELEVANCE

• Important role of Scientific Officer (constructive 
moderator!)

Experience of Consensus Meeting (4/4)





Receiving Commission’s Report 
and Feedback

• Good news
– Evaluation report is rewarding
– Comments and concerns noted usually helpful for the negotiation 

process and fine-tuning the project and contract (content wise and 
structure wise  - budget, management structure, deliverables, etc)

• Bad news
– Regret, learn, possibly useful for resubmission of altered proposal 

next time, move on…
– Redress procedure: coordinator and consortium decide to oppose 

the evaluation results and request re-evaluation
• Letter responding to the criticism/ comments on each dimension, 

justification, explanation, etc
• Mobilisation to pressure DG RTD to reconsider ranking, etc
• Rather unpleasant procedure for all sides

• Commission reply



Overall

• Intellectual/ scientific considerations
• Policy relevance, dissemination, impact
• European value
• Innovation & exciting new ideas
• Feasibility (resources, methods, 

deliverables)
• Quality of team


