MSCA Postdoctoral Fellowships 2026
MSCA-PF 2026 Reviewer Guidance Note
Short guidance for preparing detailed and actionable pre-evaluation feedback under the official Part B headings

	General feedback principles
Use the official Part B heading structure. Do not introduce new proposal headings in the assessment. For each relevant section, identify evidence in the proposal, explain why it is strong or weak, and provide a concrete revision recommendation.
A useful weakness comment has three elements: what is missing or unclear, why this may affect the assessment, and how the applicant should improve it.
Do not assess the proposal against a previous submission. For resubmissions, the current proposal should stand on its own.


Part B-1
1. Excellence
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)
Reviewer focus: Assess whether the proposal gives a clear, project-specific explanation of the research problem, the objectives and the gap in the state of the art. The objectives should be distinguishable from tasks and impacts; they should be measurable, verifiable and realistically achievable.
Look for: Strong proposals usually number the objectives, link them to work packages or expected results, and explain the precise step beyond current knowledge. The state of the art should be recent, selective and used analytically, not as a broad literature review.
Flag as weakness when: Flag objectives that are too broad, too many, not measurable, not feasible within the fellowship, weakly linked to the methodology, or unsupported by a convincing state-of-the-art analysis. Avoid accepting novelty claims unless the proposal clearly explains novelty against identifiable current work.
Feedback should: When writing feedback, identify which objective or state-of-the-art claim is affected. Explain whether the issue is clarity, feasibility, ambition, measurability or evidence. Recommend a specific revision, such as reformulating objectives, adding measurable success criteria, updating literature, or clarifying the beyond-state-of-the-art contribution.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



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)
Reviewer focus: Assess the whole methodological logic: concepts, models, assumptions, data/samples/sources, methods, analytical steps, challenges, interdisciplinarity, gender/diversity relevance and open science practices. The question is not only whether methods are named, but whether they are justified and capable of delivering the objectives.
Look for: Strong proposals connect each methodological step to an objective, explain why the selected methods are appropriate, identify challenges and provide credible ways to address them. Interdisciplinarity should be integrated, not only listed. Gender and diversity should relate to research content, not merely team composition. Open science should be embedded in methodology and include concrete practices such as FAIR data management, repositories, reproducibility measures or open access outputs where appropriate.
Flag as weakness when: Flag vague method descriptions, unsupported assumptions, insufficient access to data/materials, missing methodological risks, overstated interdisciplinarity, weak or absent gender/diversity justification, or open science paragraphs that are generic or confused with communication activities.
Feedback should: Give section-specific feedback: methodology, interdisciplinarity, gender/diversity and open science should be commented on separately if they differ in quality. Recommendations should tell the applicant what detail to add and where: methods, data access, validation, reproducibility, DMP, gender/diversity analysis or justification.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



1.3 Quality of the supervision, training and of the two-way transfer of knowledge between the researcher and the host
Reviewer focus: Assess the quality and relevance of the supervisor, the supervision arrangements, the training plan and the transfer of knowledge. For European Fellowships, look for two-way transfer between researcher and host. For Global Fellowships, look for three-way transfer involving the outgoing host.
Look for: Strong proposals show complementarity: what the researcher will gain and what the host will gain. The training plan should be tailored to the researcher's needs and future career; it should include scientific and transferable skills. Supervision should include practical arrangements such as meeting frequency, feedback, progress review and mentoring. If secondment or non-academic placement is included, its added value should be clearly linked to research, training, knowledge transfer or career development.
Flag as weakness when: Flag generic training lists, unclear supervision frequency, supervisors whose relevance is not evidenced, limited transfer from researcher to host, overlap between researcher and host without added value, or secondments/placements whose role, duration or timing is unclear.
Feedback should: Make feedback concrete by identifying missing supervision, training or transfer elements. Suggest adding a training matrix, knowledge transfer table, supervision schedule, clearer supervisor evidence, or a stronger rationale for secondment/non-academic placement.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



1.4 Quality and appropriateness of the researcher's professional experience, competences and skills
Reviewer focus: Assess whether the researcher is well suited to implement the project and benefit from the fellowship. The proposal should not simply repeat the CV; it should select the most relevant evidence and explain why it matters for this project.
Look for: Strong proposals demonstrate project fit through relevant publications, outputs, methods, fieldwork, datasets, patents, international experience, intersectoral exposure, languages, leadership, mentoring or project management. They also show potential for independence and development.
Flag as weakness when: Flag unsupported claims about excellence, overstated leadership, weak link between past experience and proposed project, missing technical competences, unclear career gaps, or inconsistencies with Part B-2 CV.
Feedback should: Ask the applicant to connect evidence to the project. For example, suggest adding a short narrative on why selected outputs, methods or experiences make the researcher capable of delivering specific objectives.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



2. Impact
2.1 Credibility of the measures to enhance the career perspectives and employability of the researcher and contribution to his/her skills development
Reviewer focus: Assess whether the proposal explains how the fellowship will improve the researcher's career prospects and employability through specific skills, visibility, networks, independence and future opportunities.
Look for: Strong proposals present a clear career destination or set of plausible pathways, inside and/or outside academia. They explain how each major training, supervision, collaboration, secondment or placement contributes to that trajectory. The contribution to independence should be visible.
Flag as weakness when: Flag generic MSCA career statements, unclear post-fellowship goals, weak connection between skills and career needs, lack of non-academic perspective where relevant, or insufficient evidence that the host will support career development.
Feedback should: Recommend tailoring the career plan to the researcher's profile. Ask for a clearer link between skills acquired during the fellowship and future roles, funding, leadership, employability, collaborations or sectoral opportunities.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



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
Reviewer focus: Assess the first plan for dissemination, exploitation and communication. The three elements should be distinct but coherent, targeted and proportionate. Activities should be linked to expected results and audiences.
Look for: Strong proposals define target groups, messages, channels, timing and indicators. Dissemination should address professional and scientific audiences. Communication should reach non-expert audiences and start early. Exploitation should explain realistic routes for use of results and, where relevant, IPR management and institutional support.
Flag as weakness when: Flag lists of activities without strategy, vague target groups such as 'general public' without differentiation, communication confused with dissemination, no KPIs, missing post-project measures, or weak IPR/exploitation treatment despite exploitable results.
Feedback should: Suggest a concise table with activity, target group, message, timing, channel and indicator. Ask for specific journals, conferences, stakeholder groups, user communities, policy/industry routes or institutional support where relevant.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



2.3. The magnitude and importance of the project's contribution to the expected scientific, societal and economic impacts
Reviewer focus: Assess the credibility, magnitude and importance of expected impacts beyond the immediate project. The narrative should focus on what this specific fellowship can directly contribute to, not the field in general.
Look for: Strong proposals distinguish outputs, outcomes and longer-term impacts where useful. They explain target beneficiaries, scale and value of benefits. Quantification is useful when meaningful, but should be credible and proportionate to a mono-beneficiary fellowship.
Flag as weakness when: Flag overclaiming, tenuous links to broad societal or economic impacts, impact statements not linked to project results, missing beneficiaries, absence of magnitude/importance discussion, or unrealistic quantified estimates.
Feedback should: Ask the applicant to narrow the impact narrative to direct contributions, specify beneficiaries, and add credible indicators or qualitative evidence. Encourage proportional links to EU/global priorities only where genuinely relevant.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



3. Quality and Efficiency of the Implementation
3.1 Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, assessment of risks and appropriateness of the effort assigned to work packages
Reviewer focus: Assess whether the work plan is coherent, feasible and sufficiently detailed. Work packages, tasks, deliverables, milestones, timing, effort, secondments, placements, risks and monitoring should be mutually consistent.
Look for: Strong proposals have a clear WP structure, realistic timing, meaningful deliverables and verifiable milestones. The Gantt chart should match the text and show major work packages, deliverables, milestones, secondments and placements where applicable. Risks should include scientific and non-scientific risks with likelihood, severity, mitigation and contingency.
Flag as weakness when: Flag generic deliverables, vague milestones, overloaded timelines, inconsistent Gantt chart, missing mandatory deliverables, missing secondment/placement timing, no risks, or risks without credible contingency plans.
Feedback should: Recommend aligning objectives, methodology and WPs. Ask for a clearer work plan table, Gantt chart correction, realistic effort allocation, specific milestones/deliverables, and a risk table with concrete mitigation and contingency measures.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



3.2 Quality and capacity of the host institutions and participating organisations, including hosting arrangements
Reviewer focus: Assess whether the host and participating organisations provide the research, training, infrastructure and support environment needed for the fellowship. This includes scientific capacity and practical hosting arrangements.
Look for: Strong proposals explain how the researcher will be integrated into the team and institution, what facilities and support services are available, and how the host environment enables the project. For Global Fellowships, both outgoing and return hosts should be covered. Secondment and non-academic placement hosts should also be credible where applicable.
Flag as weakness when: Flag generic descriptions of prestigious institutions without project-specific capacity, missing integration arrangements, insufficient information on facilities, unclear support services, or weak description of secondment/placement host capacity.
Feedback should: Ask the applicant to specify team integration, workspace, labs/software/data access, administrative support, relocation support where relevant, and the capacity of all organisations listed in Part B-2.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



Part B-2 (No overall page limit applied)
4. CV of the researcher
Reviewer focus: Assess whether the CV supports the proposal narrative and is internally consistent with Part A and Part B-1. The CV should include full dates, education, professional experience and relevant achievements.
Look for: Strong CVs present outputs and achievements selectively, with short qualitative explanations of significance. Career gaps or unconventional paths are clear and dated. The CV supports the claims made under Section 1.4.
Flag as weakness when: Flag missing dates, inconsistent PhD date, unexplained gaps, overreliance on journal metrics, unsupported claims, or achievements that are not relevant to the project.
Feedback should: Recommend clarifying dates, aligning CV with Part A, explaining career gaps, and adding short significance statements for key outputs or achievements.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



5. Capacity of the Participating Organisation(s)
Reviewer focus: Assess whether the proposal provides the required overview and detailed capacity information for all relevant organisations, including the beneficiary and any associated partners.
Look for: Strong sections are concise and consistent with the project narrative. They identify roles, supervisors, infrastructure and relevant experience. Any relevant inter-relationship between organisations or individuals is declared.
Flag as weakness when: Flag missing organisations, inconsistent names/countries/roles, unclear partner status, missing supervisor information, or capacity descriptions that do not support the project tasks.
Feedback should: Ask the applicant to align Part B-2 tables with Part A and Part B-1, and to include all relevant organisations required by the fellowship type and mobility arrangements.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



5.1 Template table: Overview of Participating Organisations
Reviewer focus: Assess whether the overview table correctly lists the beneficiary and, where applicable, associated partners linked to a beneficiary, outgoing phase host, secondment host and non-academic placement host.
Look for: Strong overview tables are complete, concise and consistent. They provide PIC where known, legal entity short name, academic status, country and supervisor name.
Flag as weakness when: Flag missing associated partners, incorrectly encoded secondment/placement roles, unclear academic/non-academic status, or inconsistencies with Part A.
Feedback should: Recommend correcting the table so it mirrors the actual project structure and the roles described in Sections 1.3, 3.1 and 3.2.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



5.2 Template table: Capacity of the Participating Organisations
Reviewer focus: Assess whether each organisation's capacity table gives enough project-specific evidence under general description, supervisor role, key facilities and previous/current project experience.
Look for: Strong tables are concise, specific and tailored to the proposed work. They explain why the organisation can host, train, supervise or support the researcher. Facilities and equipment should be relevant, not generic.
Flag as weakness when: Flag missing capacity tables, excessive generic institutional description, missing supervisor role, vague infrastructure, or exceeding the indicated length limits.
Feedback should: Ask the applicant to replace generic prestige statements with concrete capacities: labs, equipment, datasets, software, technical support, networks, relevant projects and supervisor role.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



6. Additional ethics information
Reviewer focus: Assess whether ethics issues identified in Part A are adequately explained and whether compliance measures are credible. If no ethics issues apply, this should be clearly stated.
Look for: Strong sections connect ethics to objectives, methodology and likely impact. They explain approvals, consent, personal data protection, vulnerable groups, animal work, environmental issues or non-EU country considerations where relevant.
Flag as weakness when: Flag inconsistencies with the ethics issues table, generic statements, missing approvals or safeguards, weak data protection detail, or absence of a clear statement when no ethics issues apply.
Feedback should: Recommend aligning the section with Part A and adding concrete procedures, approvals, safeguards, data management, consent or legal compliance measures.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.



7. Additional information on security screening
Reviewer focus: Assess whether security aspects are addressed where relevant and consistent with the rest of the proposal. This may include misuse potential, restricted information, dual-use issues or EU classified information.
Look for: Strong sections identify potential security concerns and describe safeguards, authorisations, access controls or compliance measures. If no issues apply, the proposal should remain consistent with that position.
Flag as weakness when: Flag inconsistencies between security declarations and project methods, unexplained misuse potential, missing safeguards or overly generic statements.
Feedback should: Ask the applicant to clarify whether any security issue exists and, if so, what concrete control measures will be applied.
	Useful feedback pattern
	What is strong/missing + why it matters for this sub-criterion + what concrete revision is needed.

	Avoid
	Generic praise or criticism, unsupported scoring language, or comments that do not identify where the applicant should revise.

	Minimum comment depth
	At least one evidence-based strength and, where relevant, one evidence-based weakness or improvement point.
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