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Agenda

• Welcome - today's goals and non-goals

• Research evaluation in timeline

• Evaluation practices of EU RTD and Education programmes

• Examples from Estonia
• E s t o n i a n  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l

• E d u c a t i o n  a n d  Y o u t h  B o a r d

All webinar materials are available at: 
https://www.harno.ee/asutus-uudised-ja-kontakt/rahvusvaheline-koostoo/rahvusvaheline-koostoo-ja-

haridusturundus#tee-tipptasemele-to

https://www.harno.ee/asutus-uudised-ja-kontakt/rahvusvaheline-koostoo/rahvusvaheline-koostoo-ja-haridusturundus#tee-tipptasemele-to
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My experience in the field

- Member of the Evaluation Committee of  Estonian Centres of Excellence proposals (2001, 2008)
- Member of the EU Framework Program Evaluation Network (2009-2018), 
- Member of the ERAC ad hoc indicators working group (2016-2017)
- Member COST CSO (2001-2018)
- Chair, COST Inclusion and Extension Working Group (2014-2015)
- Member International Society for Scientometrics and Infometrics (2010-

https://www.etis.ee/CV/%C3%9Clle_Must/eng/

https://www.etis.ee/CV/%C3%9Clle_Must/eng/
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Terminology: assessment vs evaluation

• The first assessment of a public-sector research base was the United 
Kingdom’s Research Selectivity (later Assessment) Exercise (RAE) 
introduced by the University Grants Committee (UGC) in 1986. Hong 
Kong 1993; New Zealand 2003; Australia 2009

• The European Commission’s Framework Programs made extensive 
use of assessment: before the start, mid-term during a program and 
both at the end and two-three years after a program finished. This 
led to a general notion of establishing baselines and tracking research 
progress and outcomes. 

• Use of bibliometric indicators

• citation-based indicators can support robust evaluation 
in certain contexts

• The role of AI
• In 2019, the National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC) piloted 

the use of AI to select researchers to review grant applications

• Without an ability to explain decisions, it is doubtful that any AI 
systems could fully replace a peer-review process. 

The process of assessment is to 

gather, summarize, interpret, and use 

data to decide a direction for action

The process of evaluation is to gather, 

summarize, interpret, and use data to 

determine the extent to which an action 

was successful

https://x.com/DrCameli/status/690342790237196289

https://x.com/DrCameli/status/690342790237196289


What are the most essential criteria for a good reviewer? Please rate 
from 1 to 5
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Previous peer review experience

Timeliness: was the assessment sent in time

Appropriateness of the language used

Academic excellence

Comprehensibility of the comments provided: was it
possible to understand the comments?

Usefulness: was the assessment fit for purpose?

Relevant disciplinary (subject area) competence
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Please rate (from 1 to 5) the extent to which the following bias may 
affect the assessment of the applications

Bias
Agricultural 
sciences

Engineering 
and 
Technology Humanities

Medical 
Sciences

Natural 
Sciences

Social 
Sciences

Institutional bonus 3,6 3,5 3,5 3,7 3,6 3,8

Geographical origin 3,1 2,9 3,0 3,2 3,1 3,2

Language (favouring of papers written in English) 3,2 3,3 3,4 3,3 3,0 3,5

Conflict of interest 3,0 3,2 3,1 3,3 3,1 3,2

Gender 1,8 1,8 2,4 2,0 2,0 2,3

The scope of the research 2,9 3,1 3,0 3,1 3,1 3,0

Peer Review as a time consuming process 3,0 3,1 3,3 3,2 3,1 3,2

High cost of Peer Review 2,7 2,7 2,5 2,7 2,6 2,9

Matthew effect 3,7 3,6 3,5 4,0 3,8 4,0

So-called friendship bonus 3,3 3,5 3,4 3,8 3,6 3,8

Entrenched academic traditionalism 3,5 3,4 3,6 3,8 3,5 3,8

Among eleven different biases which may occur in the PRev process, the most urgent concern was related to the so-called Matthew effect – “to 
those who have, more shall be given“(rating 3.8), institutional bonus (3.6), friendship bonus (3.6), and entrenched academic traditionalism 
(3.5). 



LEIDEN MANIFESTO FOR RESEARCH METRICS (2015)
https://www.nature.com/articles/520429a

1. Quantitative evaluation should support qualitative, expert assessment

2. Measure performance against the research missions of the institution, group or 
researcher

3. Protect excellence in locally relevant research.

4. Keep data collection and analytical processes open, transparent and simple

5. Allow those evaluated to verify data and analysis

6. Account for variation by field in publication and citation practices.

7. Base assessment of individual researchers on a qualitative judgement of their 
portfolio. 

8. Avoid misplaced concreteness and false precision. 

9. Recognize the systemic effects of assessment and indicators.

10. Scrutinize indicators regularly and update them



European trends in performance-based funding of research institutions
Gunnar Sivertsen
Nordic Institutefor Studies in Innovation, Research and Education, Oslo

Evaluation-based (blue) and indicator-based (red) models



U K R A K O R G  w e b i n a r ,  1 2 . 0 6 . 2 0 2 4

Literature

Mutual Learning Exercise. Performance-Based Funding of University Research: Summary Report (2018). Prepared 
by the independent experts Debackere, K., Arnold, E., Sivertsen, G., Spaapen, J., Sturn, D. - Directorate-General for 
Research and Innovation, Brüssel 2018. URL https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ea777219-
79b8-11e8-ac6a-01aa75ed71a1 
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Proposals evaluation
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EU Horizon Europe
• Online Manual https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/funding-

tenders-opportunities/display/OM/Online+Manual

• https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/funding-tenders-
opportunities/display/OM/Evaluation+and+evaluation
+results

• Evaluation form (RIA, IA) 
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-
tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-
form/ef/ef_he-ria-ia_en.pdf

• Evaluation form (MSCA) https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-
tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-
form/ef/ef_he-msca_en.pdf

• Evaluation form (CSA) https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-
tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-
form/ef/ef_he-csa_en.pdf

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

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/funding-tenders-opportunities/display/OM/Online+Manual
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/funding-tenders-opportunities/display/OM/Evaluation+and+evaluation+results
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/ef/ef_he-ria-ia_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/ef/ef_he-msca_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/home


Organization of proposal evaluation: experts

HE COST E+ (Key Action 2: Partnerships 
for Cooperation )

Evaluators/Experts
Assessing applications for EU funding 
(including prizes and tenders)

3 different groups of experts:
a) Independent External Experts
b) ad-hoc Review Panels  
c) Scientific Committee  

National Agencies or Executive Agency
Independent experts

Register as expert
Call for expression of interest

List of experts

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-
tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/wor
k-as-an-expert

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-
tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/ho
w-to-participate/reference-
documents?programmePeriod=2021-
2027&frameworkProgramme=43108390

Submission, Evaluation, 
Selectionand Approval (SESA)
https://www.cost.eu/uploads/2023
/10/COST_Open_Call_Applicant_Gu
idelines_oc-2024-1.pdf
Call for COST external experts
https://www.cost.eu/cost-actions-
event/become-an-external-expert/

Guide for Experts on Quality 
Assessment: 
http://sepie.es/doc/convocatoria/2023/
iv1a__eguide_for_experts_on_quality_as
sessment_2023.pdf

Expert Assessment
https://wikis.ec.europa.eu/display/NAIT
DOC/Expert+Assessment

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/work-as-an-expert
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/how-to-participate/reference-documents?programmePeriod=2021-2027&frameworkProgramme=43108390
https://www.cost.eu/uploads/2023/10/COST_Open_Call_Applicant_Guidelines_oc-2024-1.pdf
https://www.cost.eu/cost-actions-event/become-an-external-expert/
http://sepie.es/doc/convocatoria/2023/iv1a__eguide_for_experts_on_quality_assessment_2023.pdf
https://wikis.ec.europa.eu/display/NAITDOC/Expert+Assessment


Organization of proposal evaluation: experts

HE COST E+ (Key Action 2: Partnerships 
for Cooperation )

Experts selection criteria - high level of skills, experience and 
knowledge;

- absence of conflict of interest 
- a balanced composition in terms of 

various skills, experience, and 
knowledge, geographical diversity 
and gender

- Gender equality strategy 2020-2025: 
a target of 50% gender parity for all 
HE bodies and evaluation 
committees.

- a private-public sector balance, if 
appropriate

Standard briefing slides for experts:
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-
tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-
2027/experts/standard-briefing-slides-for-
experts_he_en.pdf

a) Independent external Experts -
scientific and technological 
expertise necessary for the 
evaluation of proposals. This will 
notably be based on Research 
Areas and keywords chosen by the 
network of proposers themselves

b) ad-hoc Review Panels - established 
after each Collection Date based on 
the number and topics of received 
proposals from a pool of active 
researchers and innovators, 
previously nominated by the COST 
National Coordinators (maximum of 
4 collections out of 8 successive 
collections )

c) COST Scientific committee -
guarantee that the present rules 
and procedures shall all be 
observed throughout the process 
(Compliance with COST Excellence 

The National or Executive Agency 
will appoint an evaluation 
committee to manage the whole 
selection process – they are 
assessing proposals with the 
assistance of independent experts .

The final decision on the selection 
or rejection of applications and on 
the granting of accreditations is by 
the National Agencies 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/experts/standard-briefing-slides-for-experts_he_en.pdf


Organization of proposal evaluation: criteria

HE COST E+ (Key Action 2: 
Partnerships for 
Cooperation )

Evaluation criteria - Excellence,
- Impact, 
- Quality and Efficiency of the 

implementation
(ERC – only Excellence)
- Evaluation criteria are adapted 
to each type of action
- Each criterion includes the 
„aspects to be taken into 
account“
- Open Science practices are 
assessed as part of the 
scientific methodology in the 
excellence criteria

- S&T Excellence 
- Networking Excellence
- Impact
- Implementation

• Relevance 
• Quality of the project design 

and implementation 
• Quality of the partnership 

and the cooperation 
arrangements 

• Impact 
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Excellence-Impact-Implementation

EXCELLENCE

- Clarity and pertinence of the project’s 
objectives, and the extent to which the 
proposed work is ambitious, and goes 
beyond the state-of-the-art.
- Soundness of the proposed methodology, 
including the underlying concepts, models, 
assumptions, inter-disciplinary approaches, 
appropriate consideration of the gender 
dimension in research and innovation 
content, and the quality of open science 
practices including sharing and management 
of research outputs and engagement of 
citizens, civil society and end users where 
appropriate.

IMPACT

- Credibility of the pathways to achieve the 
expected outcomes and impacts specified in 
the work programme, and the likely scale and 
significance of the contributions due to the 
project.
- Suitability and quality of the measures to 
maximize expected outcomes and impacts, 
as set out in the dissemination and 
exploitation plan, including communication 
activities.

QUALITY AND EFFICIENCY OF THE 
IMPLEMENTATION

- 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.



Organization of proposal evaluation: process

HE COST E+  Key Action 2: Partnerships for 
Cooperation )

Evaluation 
process

1. Receipt of the proposals
• Admissibility/eligibility check
• Allocation of proposals to 

evaluators

2. Individual evaluation
• Experts assess proposals 

individuallly
• Minimum as 3 experts per 

proposal (often more)

3. Consensus group
• All individual experts discuss 

together to agree on common 
position, including comments and 
scores for each proposal

4. Panel review
• The panel of experts reach 

agreement on the scores and 
comments for all proposals within 
the call, checking consistency
across the evaluations

• Ranks proposals with the same 
score

5. Finalisation
• The Commission/Agency reviews 

1. External remote evaluation 
• minimum of 3 IEE
• consensus shall be sought 

between the Independent IEE
(remotely). 

• The consensus shall not be 
imposed; Independent IEE may 
maintain their views on the 
proposal  

2. Revision by ad-hoc Review Panels
- Review and validate the 

evaluation consensus reports 
- resolve the differences in 

opinions 
- Identify those proposals with 

potential high impact or that 
indicate emerging issues or 
potentially important future 
developments.

3. Scientific Committee – proposal 
selection

Expert Assessment:
• the application meets the admissibility criteria
• the applicant and the proposed activities meet 

the eligibility criteria
• the applicant meets the exclusion and selection 

(i.e. operational and financial capacity) criteria;
• a quality assessment to evaluate the extent to 

which the application meets the award criteria. 
• a verification, that the proposal does not present 

risks of double funding. If necessary, such 
verification is carried out in cooperation with 
other Agencies or other stakeholders.

Assessment Consolidation
• The NA will nominate one of the involved experts 

as Consolidator to create the consolidated 
version of an assessment.

Consolidation Status and Expert Approval
• The Experts that were selected by the NA to 

participate in the consolidation have to approve 
the consolidated version

Consolidation submission



Organization of proposal evaluation: redress

HE COST E+ (Key Action 2: Partnerships for 
Cooperation )

Redress of the Evaluation How is the complaint filed:
- By the coordinator;
- Within 30 days after receiving the 
evaluation result letter 
electronically;
- The Evaluation Review Committee 
must review the evaluation on the 
basis of the complaint and all the 
documents relating to the proposal, 
the call and the evaluation, such 
as: 

•Evaluators’ CVs
•Proposal 
•Work Programme
•Other call documents 
•Evaluation reports (evaluation 
summary report (ESR), individual 
evaluation reports (IERs), 
consensus report (CR), panel 
report, ethics summary report / 

Redress shall be allowed only in 
case of potential procedural 
shortcomings and factual errors

Executive Agency :
If the applicant believes that the 
evaluation procedure was flawed, 
he/she can submit a complaint 
(following the deadlines and procedures 
set out in the notification letter on the 
outcome of the evaluation). Please note 
that notifications which have not been 
opened within 10 days after sending are 
considered to have been accessed and 
that deadlines will be counted from 
opening/access.Please also be aware 
that for complaints submitted 
electronically, there may be character 
limitations. 

National Agency, example

Erasmus+_Appeals_form_July23_v.2.docx


Example: MSCA Evaluation Review Results in H2020

Table: Marcela Groholova, REA

A- Inadmissible; b- Unfounded; c- committee agrees with applicant, but no influence on outcome; d – founded, full or partial 
re-evaluation recommended



Expert: Guiding principles (Standard briefing slides for experts)

Independence

• You are evaluating in a personal capacity.

• You represent neither your employer, nor your country!

Impartiality

• You must treat all proposals equally and evaluate them impartially on their merits, irrespective of their origin or the identity of 
the applicants.

Objectivity

• You evaluate each proposal as submitted, meaning on its own merit, not its potential if certain changes were to be made.

Accuracy

• You make your judgment against the official evaluation criteria and the call or topic the proposal addresses and nothing else.

Consistency

• You apply the same standard of judgment to all proposals



Expert: Conflict of Interest (Standard briefing slides for experts)

• Were involved in the preparation of the proposal.

• Stand to benefit directly/indirectly, if the proposal is successful or fails.

• Have a close family/personal relationship with any person representing an applicant legal entity.

• Are a director/trustee/partner of an applicant or involved in the management of an applicant's 
organisation.

• Are employed or contracted by an applicant or a named subcontractor.

• Are a member of an Advisory Group or Programme Committee in an area related to the call in 
question.

• Are a National Contact Point or are directly working for the Enterprise Europe Network.

• Are involved in a competing proposal.


