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How to be exeehlent-enongh to get the funding?

objective-driven WHAT & WHY?
methodology-sound HOW?
competence-matching ~ WHO?
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Preparation for MSCA application

. d that challenges status quo and pushes beyond state-of-the-art
idea ambitious yet achievable that address a significant knowledge gap

h o supervisor and institution with relevant expertise and resources
oS who is committed to your professional development

. to develop and write up your proposal through multiple drafts,
time careful alignment with MSCA evaluation criteria, and adherence
to strict formatting requirements.

MSCA-NET .

1. Excellence MSCA
s b ke ot b et s Sond he i of e end e POSTDOCTORAL FELLOWSHIPS
HANDBOOK

CALL 2024

hodology (including interdisciplinery approeches,
and echer diversity aipects {f relevent for the
science practicy

Horizon Europe Programme

Guide for Applicants

Marie Skiodowska-Curie Actions - Postdoctoral Fellowships (PF)
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Anatomy of the project proposal

excellence 50%

10 pages to impress:
Every word counts, every pixel matters!

3- impact 30%

implementation  20%

3.0 CV of the researcher
Capacity of the host

Where humility takes a back seat (for once)!



Evaluation summary report (ESR

Horizon Europe
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Call:

Type of action:
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Proposal title:
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Understanding the morphology of public open space accessibility: Towards an integrative framework for
objective measures and user perceptions
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KEY TO SUCCESS

» Be ambitious yet realistic: convince them your
research objectives are achievable

* Method matters the most!
* Interdisciplinary by design, not by accident

EXCELLENCE

Criterion 1 - Excellence

—
Score:  4.50 (Threshold: 0/ 5.00 . Weight: 50.00% )

¢ 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).

* 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 and appropriateness of open science practices).

® Quality of the supervision, training and of the two-way transfer of knowledge between the researcher and the host.

¢ Quality and appropriateness of the researcher’s professional experience, competences and skills.

Strengths

-The research and innovation objectives on /ml)liv open spaces, urban forms and capacity in the city of Ankara are extremely relevant and could lead way to an
approach of inner-city neighbourhoods and soctal-ecological urbanism.

-The research and innovation objectives are realistically achievable, measurable and verifiable.

-The proposed work is ambitious and goes beyond the current state-of-the-art in the field of public open space with insights from a concrete case study and a new
methodology linked with social-ecological urbanism.

- The proposed methodology is well described and credibly integrates quantitative spatial analysis and advanced machine learning clustering with qualitative
research to address the methodological challenges.

- The proposed use of Al is appropriate.

- The research topic is interdisciplinary in nature and the proposal adequately considers the integration of the necessary disciplines.
- The gender dimension is relevant to the research content of the proposal and is well addressed.

- Open science practices are sufficiently detailed and in line with open science principles.

- The proposal presents a credible set of skills, experiences across subject areas that the researcher will bring to the host institutions. Methods for rransferring
information from researcher to host are adequately described.

- The researcher has an excellent CV with a solid academic background. The excellence of the researcher's scientific activities is reflected in a significant number
of grants and awards obtained in a short academic career.

- The researcher has most of the necessary qualifications, knowledge and skills to carry out the proposed project ef fectively.
Weaknesses

- The proposal does not adequately describe a training plan that identifies the training objectives of the researcher. The methods that will be used to meet the
researchers training needs at the host institution are not described in sufficient detail to judge their appropriateness.

- Limited metrics is provided on the experience of the supervisor in terms of publication record, citations, international projects and postdoctoral supervision.



KEY TO SUCCESS

» Gender and inclusivity dimension: not just a tick
box

* Prove that you're the right person for this
project

WHERE | FAILED

* Training plan: Remember, it's about YOUR
development at the host institute

» Showcase your supervisor: Their excellence
reflects on your project too!

EXCELLENCE

Criterion 1 - Excellence

—
Score:  4.50 (Threshold: 0/ 5.00 . Weight: 50.00% )

¢ 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).

* 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 and appropriateness of open science practices).

® Quality of the supervision, training and of the two-way transfer of knowledge between the researcher and the host.

¢ Quality and appropriateness of the researcher’s professional experience, competences and skills.

Strengths

-The research and innovation objectives on /mh/i(' open spaces, urban forms and capacity in the city of Ankara are extremely relevant and could lead way to an
approach of inner-city neighbourhoods and soctal-ecological urbanism.

-The research and innovation objectives are realistically achievable, measurable and verifiable.

-The proposed work is ambitious and goes beyond the current state-of-the-art in the field of public open space with insights from a concrete case study and a new
methodology linked with social-ecological urbanism.

- The proposed methodology is well described and credibly integrates quantitative spatial analysis and advanced machine learning clustering with qualitative
research to address the methodological challenges.

- The proposed use of Al is appropriate.

- The research topic is interdisciplinary in nature and the proposal adequately considers the integration of the necessary disciplines.
- The gender dimension is relevant to the research content of the proposal and is well addressed.

- Open science practices are sufficiently detailed and in line with open science principles.

- The proposal presents a credible set of skills, experiences across subject areas that the researcher will bring to the host institutions. Methods for transferring
information from researcher to host are adequately described.

- The researcher has an excellent CV with a solid academic background. The excellence of the researcher's scientific activities is reflected in a significant number
of grants and awards obtained in a short academic career.

- The researcher has most of the necessary qualifications, knowledge and skills to carry out the proposed project ef fectively.
Weaknesses

- The proposal does not adequately describe a training plan that identifies the training objectives of the researcher. The methods that will be used to meet the
researchers training needs at the host institution are not described in sufficient detail to judge their appropriateness.

- Limited metrics is provided on the experience of the supervisor in terms of publication record, citations, international projects and postdoctoral supervision.



KEY TO SUCCESS

« Connect your past to your future: Show research
trajectory

 Career vision: Paint a credible path to tenure-track
position/a dream job...

« Dissemination plan: Target specific audiences with
appropriate channels

* Beyond academia: Demonstrate relevance to real-
world policies and real-world impact!

IMPACT

Criterion 2 - Impact

& o)
Score:  4.80 (Thgeshold: 0/ 5.00 , Weight: 30.00% )

o Credibility of the measures to enhance the career perspectives and employability of researchers and contribution to their skills development.
e Suitability and quality of the measures to maximise expected outcomes and impacts, as set out in the dissemination and exploitation plan,
including communication activities.

e The magnitude and importance of the project’s contribution to the expected scientific, societal and economic impacts.

Strengths

- The proposal adequality describes how the study will build on the researcher’s prior research experience. The capacity of the study to add knowledge and
experience of direct relevance to their areas of research interest, including a desire to enhance the value of their work through the greater integration of user
perspectives, is clearly presented

- The proposal makes a strong case that the proposed study and its associated outputs will enhance the researchers career perspectives both within and outside
academia. A route from the proposed study to the researchers stated objectives of securing a tenure-track position within 3-5 years is credible and enhanced by the

breadth of interdisciplinary exposure and network growth that is proposed.

- The study has an appropriate strategy for the dissemination of its academic findings including a sufficiently considered publication strategy and conference
attendance.

- The proposed work is of high relevance to applied decision making and the study sufficiently outlines the tangible actions that will be undertaken to exploit this
relevance. Engagement with decision making bodies is undertaken to a satisfactory degree given the value of the study for informing evidence based urban policies.

- Communication and public engagement strategies are sufficiently described within the proposal. The measures that are outlined use appropriate tools and
channels.

- The study sufficiently defines the magnitude of its impacts. The proposal makes a credible case that the studies novelty and inherent applied value on a subject of
widespread interest and value will lead to inherent significance.

Hv"('(lk”(’\\(’\

- The exploitation measure and intellectual property rights are not adequately addressed.



IMPACT

Criterion 2 - Impact

—
Score:  4.80 (Thgeshold: 0/ 5.00 , Weight: 30.00% )

o Credibility of the measures to enhance the career perspectives and employability of researchers and contribution to their skills development.
© Suitability and quality of the measures to maximise expected outcomes and impacts, as set out in the dissemination and exploitation plan,
including communication activities.

e The magnitude and importance of the project’s contribution to the expected scientific, societal and economic impacts.

Strengths

- The proposal adequality describes how the study will build on the researcher’s prior research experience. The capacity of the study to add knowledge and
experience of direct relevance to their areas of research interest, including a desire to enhance the value of their work through the greater integration of user
perspectives, is clearly presented

- The proposal makes a strong case that the proposed study and its associated outputs will enhance the researchers career perspectives both within and outside
academia. A route from the proposed study to the researchers stated objectives of securing a tenure-track position within 3-5 years is credible and enhanced by the
breadth of interdisciplinary exposure and network growth that is proposed.

- The study has an appropriate strategy for the dissemination of its academic findings including a sufficiently considered publication strategy and conference
attendance.

- The proposed work is of high relevance to applied decision making and the study sufficiently outlines the tangible actions that will be undertaken to exploit this
relevance. Engagement with decision making bodies is undertaken to a satisfactory degree given the value of the study for informing evidence based urban policies.

WH ERE I FAI LED - Communication and public engagement strategies are sufficiently described within the proposal. The measures that are outlined use appropriate tools and
channels.

- The study sufficiently defines the magnitude of its impacts. The proposal makes a credible case that the studies novelty and inherent applied value on a subject of

S N (@) Cl ear pl an fo r p rote Ctl n g resea rCh (@) utp uts widespread interest and value will lead to inherent significance.
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KEY TO SUCCESS

«  Work plan structure: Clear, logical progression
of activities (WPs)

 Resource allocation: Appropriate timing and
effort for each task

* Visual roadmap: Gantt chart with concrete
deliverables and milestones

IMPLEMENTATION

Criterion 3 - Implementation

// s
Score:  4.70 (Thréshold: 0/ 5.00 , Weight: 20.00% )

e Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, assessment of risks and appropriateness of the effort assigned to work packages.
¢ Quality and capacity of the host institutions and participating organisations, including hosting arrangements.

Strengths

- The proposal contains well defined work packages and the work plan is convincing.

- The effort, timing and duration of the work packages are credible.

- The Gantt Chart is adequately structured and is consistent with the projects' work plan, where deliverables and milestones are included.

- The proposal adequately identifies risks. The likelihood of occurrences is considered.

- The provision of institutional services and hosting arrangements are of very good quality.

- The logistics, infrastructure and facilities of the host institution are excellent, well presented and appropriate for carrying out the proposed activities.
Weaknesses

- Mitigation strategies that limit risk likelihood are briefly outlined.
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KEY TO SUCCESS

Risk awareness: |dentify potential obstacles

Host capabilities: Showcase institution's facilities
and support services

WHERE | FAILED

Risk mitigation weakness: Lacked detailed
alternative strategies if primary approaches failed

IMPLEMENTATION

Criterion 3 - Implementation

// s
Score:  4.70 (Thréshold: 0/ 5.00 , Weight: 20.00% )

e Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, assessment of risks and appropriateness of the effort assigned to work packages.
¢ Quality and capacity of the host institutions and participating organisations, including hosting arrangements.

Strengths

- The proposal contains well defined work packages and the work plan is convincing.

- The effort, timing and duration of the work packages are credible.

- The Gantt Chart is adequately structured and is consistent with the projects' work plan, where deliverables and milestones are included.

- The proposal adequately identifies risks. The likelihood of occurrences is considered.

- The provision of institutional services and hosting arrangements are of very good quality.

- The logistics, infrastructure and facilities of the host institution are excellent, well presented and appropriate for carrying out the proposed activities.
Weaknesses

- Mitigation strategies that limit risk likelihood are briefly outlined.



IDEAL
actual

Start early and plan with your supervisor

Two-week sprint from "You should apply!" to submission

Expect multiple drafts before submission

Only managed one or two drafts despite thinking about it for over a year

Seek support: Consult your host’s TTO or Project Office
Grateful for Bilkent TTO's heroic support and guidance!

Consider TUBITAK pre-evaluation or writing support
A missed opportunity you should not pass up!
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