MSCA Postdoctoral Fellowships 2026
MSCA-PF 2026 Proposal Feedback Assessment GridScoring
Reviewers should first assess each assessment focus row using the qualitative rating scale. These row-level ratings are intended to guide the review and to make the feedback more systematic. They should not be treated as mechanically equal sub-scores. After reviewing all rows under a given official sub-criterion, the reviewer should assign one overall numerical score for that sub-criterion (1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2), taking into account the seriousness and relevance of the identified strengths and weaknesses.
IMPORTANT NOTE
The scoring and comments provided in this assessment grid are intended for guidance and institutional pre-evaluation purposes only. They do not replace the formal assessment, scoring or feedback submission process, which must be completed through the official evaluation system (ARBIS) of this support activity.
Reviewers are asked to use this document as a working tool to structure their assessment and to prepare detailed, evidence-based and actionable comments. All comments entered in this grid should be transferred to the relevant sections on the online system.
Comments related to Part B-1 should be copied and pasted under the corresponding criterion (Excellence, Impact, Implementation), as appropriate. Comments related to Part B-2, including the CV, capacity of participating organisations, ethics, and security, should be included in the “Overall comments” section on the system.
As detailed feedback is essential for the applicants to improve their proposals, reviewers should ensure that no substantive comment, weakness, strength or recommendation written in this document is omitted when completing the system-based evaluation. The final submitted feedback should reflect the full content and level of detail of the review prepared in this grid.

Use of this grid
This document is intended for institutional pre-evaluation support. It follows the MSCA-PF 2026 Part B proposal structure only. Reviewers should provide clear, evidence-based and actionable feedback under each relevant official heading.
It may be used by the Türkiye MSCA National Contact Points and the TÜBİTAK Horizon Europe National Coordination Office (UKO) to guide reviewers in preparing consistent, detailed and actionable feedback for applicants.
The feedback provided through this grid is advisory in nature. It does not replace the official MSCA Work Programme, Guide for Applicants, proposal templates, call documents, FAQs, or the formal evaluation carried out by independent experts under the responsibility of the European Commission/REA.
Applicants remain responsible for checking the latest official call documents and for ensuring the completeness, accuracy and eligibility of their proposals before submission.
Part A administrative information should be used only to check consistency with Part B; it is not introduced here as a separate assessment heading.

Structured reviewer form aligned only with the official Part B proposal headings
Qualitative rating scale
	Rating
	Meaning
	Suggested score range / 5

	Excellent
	Almost complete, highly convincing
	4.5–5.0

	Very Good
	Very strong, with only minor areas for improvement
	4.0–4.4

	Good
	Generally strong, but with some weaknesses
	3.5–3.9

	Fair
	Acceptable, but requiring significant improvement
	3.0–3.4

	Poor
	Weak, with important information missing
	2.0–2.9

	Fail / Insufficiently addressed
	Barely addressed, missing, or impossible to assess
	0–1.9

	Not Applicable
	Genuinely not relevant and properly justified
	Not included in the calculation



Generative AI use in proposal preparation
If generative AI tools were used in preparing the proposal, reviewers should check whether this is transparently explained and whether the applicant remains fully responsible for the accuracy, appropriateness and integrity of the content.
Part B-1
1. Excellence
Assess the credibility and quality of the research idea, methodology, supervision, training, knowledge transfer, and researcher fit.
1.1 Quality and pertinence of the project's research and innovation objectives (and the extent to which they are ambitious, and go beyond the state of the art)
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment 

	Research context
	Is the research context clearly introduced, including the problem, knowledge gap, challenge or opportunity addressed by the fellowship?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Relevance of the R&I objectives
	Are the research and innovation objectives relevant to the project idea and to the identified scientific, societal, technological or policy need?
	____
	

	Clarity of the objectives
	Are the objectives specific, clearly formulated and easy to distinguish from methods, tasks, outputs or impacts?
	____
	

	Measurability and verifiability
	Are the objectives measurable and verifiable through concrete outputs, milestones, deliverables, work packages or success indicators?
	____
	

	Feasibility
	Are the objectives realistically achievable within the fellowship duration, proposed resources, host capacity and researcher's profile?
	____
	

	State of the art
	Is the state of the art up to date, sufficiently detailed and directly connected to the proposal's objectives?
	____
	

	Beyond the state of the art
	Does the proposal clearly explain what is new compared with current knowledge, approaches, methods, data, models or technologies?
	____
	

	Ambition
	Is the level of ambition appropriate for an MSCA-PF proposal: significant and field-advancing, but not unrealistic?
	____
	

	Internal coherence
	Are the objectives coherently linked to the methodology, work plan, training, expected results and impact narrative?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





1.2 Soundness of the proposed methodology (including interdisciplinary approaches, consideration of the gender dimension and other diversity aspects if relevant for the research project, and the quality of open science practices)
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment 

	Overall methodology
	Is the overall methodology described with enough detail to understand how the research will be carried out and how each objective will be achieved?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Methods, data and techniques
	Are the methods, techniques, datasets, samples, archives, experiments, fieldwork, software, tools or analytical approaches appropriate and sufficiently justified?
	____
	

	Methodological challenges
	Are important methodological challenges, limitations or uncertainties identified? Are credible measures proposed to address methodological challenges, limitations or uncertainties?
	____
	

	Interdisciplinary integration
	Are expertise and methods from different disciplines genuinely integrated to pursue the objectives, rather than merely listed? If not relevant, is this convincingly and specifically justified?
	____
	

	Gender dimension and diversity relevance
	Does the proposal assess whether sex, gender and other diversity aspects are relevant to the research and innovation content? If not relevant, is this convincingly and specifically justified?
	____
	

	Open science as methodology
	Are open science practices implemented as an integral part of the methodology, not confused with communication or outreach? If not possible, is this convincingly and specifically justified?
	____
	

	FAIR research output management
	Does the proposal explain how publications, data and other research outputs will be managed in line with FAIR principles and the 'as open as possible, as closed as necessary' approach?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





1.3 Quality of the supervision, training and of the two-way transfer of knowledge between the researcher and the host
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment

	Supervisor expertise
	Is the supervisor's expertise directly relevant to the research topic and methodological approach? Is experience in supervising and training researchers, especially PhD and postdoctoral researchers, clearly demonstrated?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Supervision arrangements
	Are the frequency, format and content of supervision, progress review, feedback and mentoring arrangements specific and credible?
	____
	

	Training needs
	Are the researcher's scientific, methodological and transferable training needs clearly identified? Are planned scientific and technical training activities specific, relevant and feasible?
	____
	

	Career Development Plan
	Is the Career Development Plan included as a meaningful supervision and training tool?
	____
	

	Two-way transfer of knowledge
	For European Fellowships, is the two-way transfer of knowledge and complementarity between researcher and host organisation concrete, balanced and project-specific? For Global Fellowships, is the three-way transfer among researcher, beneficiary and outgoing associated partner concrete and credible?
	____
	

	Secondment added value
	If applicable, is the rationale and added value of the secondment clearly justified in terms of research, training or knowledge transfer?
	____
	

	Non-academic placement added value
	If applicable, is the rationale and added value of the non-academic placement clearly justified in terms of career development, intersectoral exposure or exploitation potential?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





1.4 Quality and appropriateness of the researcher's professional experience, competences and skills
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment 

	Researcher-project fit
	Is the researcher's existing professional experience appropriate for the proposed project?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Scientific track record
	Are publications, outputs, datasets, software, patents or other relevant achievements convincing for the researcher's career stage and field?
	____
	

	Qualitative significance
	Does the proposal explain the significance of key achievements rather than relying only on indicators or lists?
	____
	

	Technical and methodological competences
	Does the researcher have the technical, methodological, theoretical or linguistic competences needed to implement the project?
	____
	

	Transferable competences
	Are leadership, management, communication, teaching, mentoring, networking or intersectoral competences evidenced?
	____
	

	Independence and potential
	Does the proposal credibly demonstrate the researcher's potential to develop independence and maturity through the fellowship?
	____
	

	International/intersectoral/interdisciplinary experience
	If relevant, are mobility, international collaborations, non-academic experience or interdisciplinary exposure presented convincingly?
	____
	

	Consistency with CV
	Is the narrative in this section consistent with the CV and other parts of the proposal?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





2. Impact
Assess how the fellowship improves the researcher's career and how the project will maximise outcomes and impacts.
2.1 Credibility of the measures to enhance the career perspectives and employability of the researcher and contribution to his/her skills development
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment 

	Career vision
	Does the proposal present a clear and realistic vision of the researcher's future academic or non-academic career development?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Skills-career link
	Are proposed scientific and transferable skills directly connected to the researcher's future career goals?
	____
	

	Employability
	Does the fellowship credibly improve the researcher's employability inside and/or outside academia?
	____
	

	Independence
	Does the proposal explain how the fellowship will contribute to the researcher's independence, visibility, leadership or capacity to obtain future funding?
	____
	

	Networks and collaborations
	Are international, interdisciplinary or intersectoral networks and future collaborations credibly addressed?
	____
	

	Host contribution
	Is the host's role in supporting the researcher's career development clear and specific?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





2.2 Suitability and quality of the measures to maximise expected outcomes and impacts, as set out in the dissemination and exploitation plan, including communication activities
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment 

	Distinction between activities
	Does the proposal clearly distinguish communication, dissemination and exploitation activities?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Target groups
	Are target groups sufficiently specific and appropriate for each activity?
	____
	

	Key messages
	Are messages tailored to different audiences rather than generic?
	____
	

	Dissemination activities
	Are dissemination activities concrete, realistic, field-appropriate and linked to expected results?
	____
	

	Communication activities
	Are communication and public engagement activities planned from the start and throughout the project?
	____
	

	Exploitation pathway
	Are exploitation routes credible and proportionate to the nature and maturity of expected results?
	____
	

	Timing and integration
	Are activities linked to the project timeline, work packages, deliverables or Gantt chart?
	____
	

	Indicators
	Are realistic indicators or KPIs proposed to assess whether communication, dissemination and exploitation activities are effective?
	____
	

	IP management
	If relevant, are intellectual property management, protection, ownership, access rights or exploitation support mechanisms addressed?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





2.3. The magnitude and importance of the project's contribution to the expected scientific, societal and economic impacts
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment 

	Impact narrative
	Does the proposal clearly explain how results are expected to make a difference beyond the immediate scope and duration of the project?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Scientific impact
	Are expected scientific contributions specific, credible and directly linked to project results?
	____
	

	Societal impact
	If relevant, are societal impacts clearly identified, credible and not overstated?
	____
	

	Economic/technological impact
	If relevant, are economic, technological, market, policy, standardisation or innovation impacts credible?
	____
	

	Beneficiaries
	Are the groups or communities expected to benefit clearly identified?
	____
	

	Importance
	Does the proposal explain how widespread and valuable the expected outcomes or impacts may be?
	____
	

	Timing
	Are outputs, outcomes and longer-term impacts distinguished where useful?
	____
	

	EU/global relevance
	If relevant, are links to EU priorities, global challenges, SDGs, missions, Green Deal or similar frameworks meaningful and project-specific?
	____
	

	Proportionality
	Are the expected impacts realistic for a mono-beneficiary postdoctoral fellowship?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





3. Quality and Efficiency of the Implementation
Assess whether the project can be implemented efficiently through a coherent work plan, credible risk management and appropriate host capacity.
3.1 Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, assessment of risks and appropriateness of the effort assigned to work packages
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment 

	Work plan structure
	Is the overall work plan clear, logical and suitable for the fellowship duration?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Work packages
	Are work packages well defined and aligned with the objectives and methodology?
	____
	

	Tasks
	Are tasks concrete, realistic and sufficiently detailed?
	____
	

	Timing
	Is the timing of work packages, tasks, secondments and placements credible?
	____
	

	Effort allocation
	Is the effort assigned to work packages appropriate, balanced and justified?
	____
	

	Deliverables
	Are deliverables specific, useful, timed and linked to work packages? Are mandatory deliverables such as the Career Development Plan, Data Management Plan and Dissemination and Exploitation Plan included where appropriate? Is it included in the Gantt Chart?
	____
	

	Milestones
	Are milestones meaningful, verifiable and linked to project progress or decision points? Is it included in the Gantt Chart?
	____
	

	Gantt chart
	Is the Gantt chart clear, readable and consistent with the text? Is font size correct? (min 8 pt)
	____
	

	Secondments and placements
	If applicable, are secondments and non-academic placements correctly positioned in the work plan and Gantt chart?
	____
	

	Risk identification
	Are scientific, methodological, technical, administrative and implementation risks identified?
	____
	

	Risk assessment
	Are risks assessed in terms of likelihood and severity?
	____
	

	Mitigation and contingency
	Are mitigation measures and contingency plans credible and specific?
	____
	

	Monitoring
	Are progress monitoring, quality control, supervision meetings and institutional support mechanisms described?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





3.2 Quality and capacity of the host institutions and participating organisations, including hosting arrangements
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Rating
	Reviewer comment 

	Host suitability
	Is the main host institution suitable for the project and researcher?
	____
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Research environment
	Is the research group, team or institutional environment clearly described?
	____
	

	Integration arrangements
	Are integration measures into the team, department and wider institution concrete and credible?
	____
	

	Facilities and infrastructure
	Are facilities, equipment, laboratories, software, data, archives, libraries or other resources sufficient for the proposed work?
	____
	

	Administrative and practical support
	Are HR, finance, research office, EURAXESS, visa, relocation, accommodation or other support services described where relevant?
	____
	

	Training environment
	Does the host provide a suitable environment for training, supervision and transfer of knowledge?
	____
	

	Global Fellowship outgoing host
	For Global Fellowships, is the quality and capacity of the outgoing third-country host clearly described?
	____
	

	Global Fellowship return host
	For Global Fellowships, are return phase arrangements and reintegration into the European host credible?
	____
	

	Secondment host
	If applicable, is the secondment host's role, capacity, facilities and integration plan clear?
	____
	

	Non-academic placement host
	If applicable, is the non-academic placement host's role, capacity, facilities and support clearly described?
	____
	

	Associated partners linked to a beneficiary
	If applicable, is the legal or capital link and the partner's role in the action clearly explained?
	____
	

	Consistency with Part B-2
	Is the information consistent with the capacity tables in Part B-2?
	____
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





Part B-2 (No overall page limit applied)
4. CV of the researcher
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Reviewer comment 

	Required elements
	Does the CV include the researcher's name, professional experience and education with full consecutive dates?
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	PhD award/defence date
	Is the PhD award or unconditional defence date clear and consistent with Part A and eligibility-sensitive information?
	

	Career chronology
	Are positions listed most recent first, with no unexplained gaps or inconsistencies?
	

	Research outputs
	Are relevant publications and other outputs such as data, software, algorithms, monographs or patents included where appropriate?
	

	Open access and qualitative assessment
	Are outputs presented with attention to open access where possible and with a short qualitative explanation of significance rather than journal impact factor only?
	

	Achievements
	Are invited talks, conference organisation, expeditions, awards, funding, industrial innovation, mentoring or other relevant achievements included where appropriate?
	

	Consistency with Section 1.4
	Does the CV support the claims made under Section 1.4?
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





5. Capacity of the Participating Organisation(s)
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Reviewer comment 

	Completeness
	Does the section include the overview table and detailed capacity table(s) for all relevant organisations?
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Consistency with Part A and Part B-1
	Are organisation names, roles, countries, supervisors, secondments and placements consistent with the rest of the proposal?
	

	Required declaration
	If there are inter-relationships between organisations or individuals, are they declared where relevant?
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





5.1 Template table: Overview of Participating Organisations
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Reviewer comment 

	Beneficiary
	Is the beneficiary correctly listed with PIC, legal entity short name, country, academic status and supervisor?
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Associated partner linked to a beneficiary
	If applicable, is the associated partner linked to a beneficiary included and correctly characterised?
	

	Associated partner for outgoing phase
	For Global Fellowships, is the outgoing phase associated partner included and located appropriately?
	

	Associated partner for secondment
	If applicable, are secondment hosts included in the overview table?
	

	Associated partner for non-academic placement
	If applicable, is the non-academic placement host included and correctly identified as non-academic?
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





5.2 Template table: Capacity of the Participating Organisations
	Assessment focus
	Guiding question
	Reviewer comment 

	General description
	Does each organisation's general profile demonstrate relevance to the proposed project?
	Please copy and paste your comments for each criterion into the relevant field in PYS. This form will not be directly incorporated into the evaluation process.

	Role and profile of supervisor
	Is the role and profile of the supervisor at each relevant organisation clear and appropriate?
	

	Key research facilities, Infrastructure and Equipment
	Are the facilities, infrastructure and equipment available to the researcher specific and sufficient?
	

	Previous and current involvement in EU-funded research and training programmes/actions/projects
	Are up to five relevant EU, national or international research and training projects presented where useful?
	

	Length and focus
	Are capacity tables concise and within the indicated page limits for the beneficiary and associated partners?
	



	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





6. Additional ethics information

Are ethics issues identified in Part A adequately explained where relevant?
Is the ethical dimension of objectives, methodology and likely impact described specifically rather than generically?
Are applicable EU, national, institutional and country-specific ethical and legal requirements addressed?
Are procedures, approvals, consent processes, data protection measures or safeguards credible and proportionate?
If no ethics issues apply, is this clearly stated under the required heading?

	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





7. Additional information on security screening

Are security issues, restricted information, misuse potential, dual-use issues or EU classified information concerns addressed where relevant?
Is the security information consistent with the methodology, data, partners and Part A declarations?
Are safeguards, access restrictions, authorisations or compliance measures specific and credible?

	Strengths
	



	Weaknesses / shortcomings
	



	Actionable recommendations
	





Reviewer closing note: Please ensure that every identified weakness is accompanied by a concrete recommendation. Comments should be specific enough for the applicant to revise the proposal directly.
Page 17
