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Calls launched



January-July WP 2016-17 drafting

2nd half June - 

1st half July
Commission inter-service consultation

24 June Programme Committee: discussion on WP 2016-17 (based on a complete draft)

2nd half July or 

later
Programme Committee: formal opinion

October WP 2016-17 adoption, and publication of calls for 2016

2015
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Basic
Principles
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Technology
Concept
Formulated

Experimental
Proof of 
Concept

Technology
Validation
in Lab

Techn. Valid.
in Relevant
Environment

Demo in
Relevant
Environment

Demo in
Operational
Environment

System
Complete &
Qualified

Succesful
mission
operations

RIA (≈ research)

IA (≈ development)

SMEinst

CSA (≈ support)

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=in4TnQZGYj4&sns=em
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http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/hi/3cpart/h2020-hi-3cpart_en.pdf
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H2020 calls
are published on
the participant portal

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

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


Browse calls by
following the
H2020 structure



Calls are divided into
TOPICS



Keyword search

Text search



Title
Opening date
Deadline
Type of action

Challenge
Scope
Expected impact

Indicative budget
TRL
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Deadline
Type of action

Challenge
Scope
Expected impact

Indicative budget
TRL



Title
Opening date
Deadline
Type of action

Challenge
Scope
Expected impact

Indicative budget
TRL





1st stage
Consortium forming

2nd stage
Homework !

3rd stage 
Preparation of first
draft proposal

4th stage 
Core group meeting

5th stage Proposal
completion

Typical timeline from call to deadline

5-6 months < deadline

4-5 months < deadline

3-4 months < deadline

3 months < deadline

Last 2 months < deadline

Agree on the aim of the Project, 
research questions,WP objectives & contents…

Collect inputs from partners: WPs for tasks definition
And distribution

Compile, proceed and
Summarize contributions by WP

Final agreement on overall 
Structure of the project, 
WP content, tasks…

Manage overall writing,
Including proof reading and
external review



USE Self-evaluation form !
For RIA, IA and CSA in 2018-2020:

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/c
all_ptef/ef/2018-2020/h2020-call-ef-ria-ia-csa-2018-
20_en.pdf

Keep in mind: 3 evaluation criteria

EXCELLENCE (section 1 of proposal template)
IMPACT (section 2)
IMPLEMENTATION (‘excluded’ first stage proposals) (section 3)

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/call_ptef/ef/2018-2020/h2020-call-ef-ria-ia-csa-2018-20_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/call_ptef/ef/h2020-call-ef-ria-ia-csa_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/call_ptef/ef/h2020-call-ef-ria-ia-csa_en.pdf


SUBMIT (on time !) VIA PARTICIPANT PORTAL

Using the Proposal template

• Part A = administrative

• Part B = technical
1. Excellence, Impact, Implementation
2. Members of consortium, Ethics and societal impact,

Security



Rules

• What is written in the proposals is evaluated by
independend experts (3-4) on:
• Excellence/5
• Impact/5 (x 1,5 for Innovation Actions)
• Implementation/5

• Minimum required scores:
• 3 (each criterion)
• 10 in total



• 0 Not eligible – Proposal fails to address the criterion or cannot be
assessed due to missing or incomplete information

• 1 Poor – The criterion is inadequately addressed, or there are 
serious inherent weaknesses

• 2 Fair – The proposal broadly addresses the criterion, but there
are significant weaknesses

• 3 Good – The proposal addresses the criterion well, but with a 
number of shortcomings

• 4 Very Good – The proposal addresses the criterion very well but 
with a small number of shortcomings

• 5 Excellent – The proposal successfully addresses all relevant 
aspects of the criterion in question. Any shortcomings are minor

Good is NOT Good enough!!!

Scores



Procedure

Funding
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http://www.access4smes.eu/access-to-risk-finance
http://www.eib.org/efsi/
https://ec.europa.eu/research/eic/index.cfm
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http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/what-work-programme
http://cordis.europa.eu/


http://www.ncpflanders.be/ourteam
https://www.ncpflanders.be/events






Example of running project 

Summary of project

EU contribution

Topic

Coordinator

Partners in consortium



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b5rib94nbgE



