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Abbreviations 
 
AC – Countries associated to Horizon Europe  

CA – Consortium Agreement 

COFUND D – COFUND Doctoral Programmes 

COFUND P – COFUND Postdoctoral Programmes 

EC – European Commission 

FAQ – Frequently Asked Questions 

GA – Grant Agreement 

GAP – Grant Agreement Preparation 

GfA – Guide for Applicants 

HE – Horizon Europe  

MS – Member States 

MSCA – Marie-Skłodowska – Curie Actions 

NCP – National Contact Point 

PA – Partnership Agreement 

PIC – Participant Identification Code  
REA – European Research Executive Agency 
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Disclaimer 
 

This Handbook is an UNOFFICIAL document prepared by RADIANCE, the EU-funded project of Na-

tional Contact Points (NCP) for the Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions (MSCA). It is the continuation of 

the MSCA Handbooks prepared within the MSCA-NET by the Croatian Agency for Mobility and EU 

Programmes. 

The information contained in this document is intended to assist and support, unofficially and practi-

cally, anyone submitting a proposal to the MSCA COFUND Call with the deadline of 08 April 2026 

This document is not, by any means, a substitute for official documents published by the European 

Commission, which in all cases must be considered binding. As such, this document is to be used in 

addition to the official call documents: MSCA Work Programme 2026-2027 and Guide for Applicants 

for COFUND.  

This document may not be considered in any way as deriving from and/or representing the views and 

policies of the European Commission and the REA. Likewise, it may not be considered as a document 

deriving from and/or representing the views and policies of the entities that are beneficiaries of the 

RADIANCE project. 

For the purpose of the Handbook, the Version 4.2 of the MSCA COFUND Proposal template is used 

(8th January 2026.  

It is the responsibility of the applicant to remain aware of any updates and to use the latest 

version of the official call documents, should they be published after the publication of this docu-

ment. 

Please note that this document is susceptible to data corruption, unauthorized amendment, and inter-

ception by unauthorized third parties for which we accept no liability.  

This Handbook may not be reproduced or sections thereof re-used without explicit permission from 

the author, German Aerospace Center (DLR). 
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We thank our NCPs colleagues and RADIANCE project task members from Croatia, Iceland and Tü-

rkiye, external Experts/ Scientists who acted as Evaluators for their valuable insights, as well as the 

EC/ REA Staff, for valuable feedback. 

 

How to use the Handbook 
 

This Handbook should be used in conjunction with the MSCA Work Programme 2026-2027, Guide for 

Applicants, proposal templates, and Standard application form (HE COFUND D/P) downloaded from 

the call webpage on the Funding & Tender Opportunities Portal. In the mentioned Portal you may also 

find additional support service (e.g., support videos). Please note that the information in this Handbook 

complements the information contained in the template for Part B of the proposal.  

 

• Information from the original Part B proposal is written in black Times New Roman font.  

• Additional suggestions & information for each section of the proposal (Parts B1 and B2) are 

written in blue. 

• Tables with the top strengths and weaknesses of each sub-criterion illustrate comments by 

evaluators in previous Evaluation Summary Reports.  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2026-2027/wp-2-marie-sklodowska-curie-actions_horizon-2026-2027_en.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/7f3c1683-9510-4b89-8908-5dd1d529a4d7?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/7f3c1683-9510-4b89-8908-5dd1d529a4d7?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2026-2027/wp-2-marie-sklodowska-curie-actions_horizon-2026-2027_en.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/7f3c1683-9510-4b89-8908-5dd1d529a4d7?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/7f3c1683-9510-4b89-8908-5dd1d529a4d7?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/af/af_he-msca-cofund_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/opportunities/topic-details/HORIZON-MSCA-2026-COFUND-01-01?isExactMatch=true&status=31094501,31094502,31094503&programmePeriod=2021%20-%202027&frameworkProgramme=43108390&programmePart=43108473&order=DESC&pageNumber=1&pageSize=50&sortBy=startDate
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/support/videos
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MSCA COFUND essentials 
 

Before you begin preparing your proposal, please ensure you are aware of the following facts and 

comply with the requested requirements: 

 

MSCA COFUND  
DEADLINE 

❖ 08th April 2026, 17:00 Brussels time 
❖ You can submit your application at any time before the deadline while 

the call is open, however we strongly encourage you to submit your pro-
posal as soon as possible. Once submitted you can reopen, edit and 
resubmit your proposal as many times as required before the call dead-
line. Only the last submitted version of the proposal will be evaluated. 
Please start early! Especially as organising a COFUND programme can 
require several rounds of approvals from participating institutions and co-
funders. 

  

PARTICIPATING 
ORGANISATIONS 

❖ Legal entities that fund or manage Doctoral Programmes or Postdoctoral 
Programmes for researchers, or that recruit, supervise, host or train re-
searchers.  

❖ Participating organisations (beneficiary and both Implementing and As-
sociated partners) can be from the academic sector or the non-academic 
sector.  

❖ Implementing partners or associated partners can be added at any stage 
during the project implementation. 

❖ Participating organisations can bring their own funding (in-kind contribu-
tion or funds). 

 

BENEFICIARY 

❖ COFUND is a mono-beneficiary action - only one legal entity established 
in an EU Member State or HE Associated Country will apply to the CO-
FUND scheme through the Funding and Tenders Portal as beneficiary. 

❖ The beneficiary is the sole signatory to the Grant Agreement. The bene-
ficiary receives the EU funding, claims costs, and takes complete respon-
sibility for the proper implementation of the proposed programme, includ-
ing the submission of required reports, as a formal commitment.  

❖ The beneficiary must be a legal entity established in an EU Member State 
or HE Associated Country that funds or manages Doctoral Programmes 
or Postdoctoral Programmes for researchers or recruits, supervises, 
hosts or trains researchers. 

  

IMPLEMENTING 
PARTNERS 

❖ Third parties implementing the MSCA COFUND Doctoral or Postdoctoral 
Programmes by recruiting researchers.  

❖ Implementing partners that recruit researchers in the context of a Doc-
toral or Postdoctoral Programme must be established in an EU Member 
State, the Overseas Countries and Territories (OCTs) linked to the Mem-
ber States, HE Associated Country, or low- and middle-income third 
countries included in the list of countries eligible for funding provided in 
the Horizon Europe Programme Guide. 

❖ Implementing partners can receive financial support from the beneficiary. 
❖ Implementing partners known at the proposal stage must be listed in 

Section 5 of Part B2, and they are not added to Part A.  
❖ A letter of commitment from Implementing partners, identified in the pro-

posal, will be required at the Grant Agreement Phase if the proposal is 
selected for funding.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/guidance/programme-guide_horizon_en.pdf


 
 

 4 

  

ASSOCIATED 
PARTNERS 

❖ Entities that participate in the action (e.g., providing training or second-
ments), but without the right to charge costs or claim contributions.  

❖ Associated partners may not employ researchers under the action.  
❖ Associated partners can be established anywhere in the world and can 

be from any sector. 
❖ Associated partners known at the proposal stage must be included under 

the participants section in Part A of the proposal as well as in the relevant 
section in Part B2 (Section 5). 

  

ELIGIBLE  
RESEARCHERS 

❖ Doctoral Programme 
Researchers must be doctoral candidates, i.e., eligible for enrolment in a 
doctoral programme (i.e. hold a degree which qualifies them for enrolment in 
a doctoral programme ) and not already in possession of a doctoral degree 
at the deadline of the co-funded programme's call. Researchers must be en-
rolled in a doctoral programme leading to the award of a doctoral degree in 
at least one EU Member State or Horizon Europe Associated Country. 
Any additional eligibility restrictions introduced in the frame of your COFUND 
programme must be clearly justified in the proposal. 
❖ Postdoctoral Programme 
Researchers must be in possession of a doctoral degree at the deadline of 
the co-funded programme's call. 
Researchers who have successfully defended their doctoral thesis (uncondi-
tional defence must take place before the deadline of the co-funded pro-
gramme’s call) but who have not yet formally been awarded the doctoral de-
gree will also be considered as postdoctoral researchers and will be consid-
ered eligible to apply. In this case, supporting documentation from the bene-
ficiary/recruiting organisation may be requested. 
Any additional eligibility restrictions introduced in the frame of your COFUND 
programme must be clearly justified in the proposal. 
 
 

RED FLAGS 
(Guide for Appli-
cants) 

❖ Red Flags are binding requirements for COFUND proposals. 
❖ The Red Flags are explained in the MSCA COFUND Guide for Applicants 

under Section 6 “RED FLAGS in the evaluation, selection and recruit-
ment of researchers”. 

❖ Non-compliance with any of these Red Flags leads to penalisation during 
evaluation. Applicants should explicitly demonstrate compliance in Part 
B1 (especially Section 1.1) and in Table 1.1. 
 

  

OVERALL EU 
CONTRIBUTION 
PER GRANT 
AGREEMENT 

❖ Each application can only cover one of the two types of COFUND Pro-
grammes.  

❖ A beneficiary can only receive a maximum EU contribution of EUR 10 
million per call. 

❖ If you wish to apply for both a Doctoral and a Postdoctoral Programme, 
or more than one Doctoral or Postdoctoral Programme, then separate 
applications must be prepared and submitted.  

❖ If you submit two or more successful applications totalling more than 
EUR 10 million within one call, you will be required to decide which of 
these proposals to implement at the Grant Agreement Preparation phase 
(GAP). 
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RESUBMISSION 

❖ If you intend to resubmit a proposal, you must indicate resubmission in   
Part A of the project proposal, including the reference number of the pre-
viously submitted proposal. 

❖ For resubmissions, do not only focus on the Evaluation Summary Report 
(ESR) from the previous submission. Review the proposal as a whole to 
find room for improvement. Your new proposal is not being evaluated in 
comparison with the old one. 

❖ Part B might change slightly from one year to another (e.g., subhead-
ings), so please be sure that you are using the template of the 2026 
MSCA COFUND call. 

  
New COFUND pro-
posal that builds 
on a previous suc-
cessful COFUND  

❖ Even if it is mentioned that a similar proposal has already been submit-
ted, this will be checked very carefully by REA. If REA sees it is not the 
case, they will not consider it to be similar.  

 

Upon fulfilling requirements for this call, have the following in mind:  

 

PARTNERSHIP 
AGREEMENT 

❖ When Associated and or Implementing partners are involved, the benefi-
ciary is encouraged to sign a Partnership Agreement (PA) with them to 
regulate the internal relationship between all participating organisations. 
The PA must comply with the Grant Agreement. 

  

LETTERS OF 
COMMITMENT 

❖ No letters of commitment are required at the evaluation stage for any part-
ner (Associated or Implementing). 

❖ If the proposal is shortlisted for funding, Implementing partners identified 
in the proposal will be asked to provide a letter of commitment to ensure 
their active participation in the action before the grant signature. Without 
the provision of the required letters of commitment the grant will not be 
signed. 

❖ Associated partners are not required to provide a letter of commitment 
however they must be listed under the participants section in Part A of the 
proposal as well as in the relevant section in Part B2 (section 5).  

 

GENDER EQUAL-
ITY PLAN (GEP) 

❖ Having a Gender Equality Plan is an eligibility criterion for public bodies, 
Higher education establishments and research organisations from Mem-
ber States and Associated Countries. Be aware that if the proposal is se-
lected, having a Gender Equality Plan will be necessary before the grant 
agreement signature. Please refer to the Horizon Europe guidance on gen-
der equality plans. 

 

REQUIRED 
DOCUMENTS 

❖ Read the required documents that contain the rules and conditions for 
the call: 
✓ COFUND Guide for Applicants 2026 
✓ MSCA Work Programme 2026-2027 
✓ Proposal template and instructions on how to fill it in 
✓ MSCA-RADIANCE FAQs  

  

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ffcb06c3-200a-11ec-bd8e-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-232129669
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ffcb06c3-200a-11ec-bd8e-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-232129669
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/7f3c1683-9510-4b89-8908-5dd1d529a4d7?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/7f3c1683-9510-4b89-8908-5dd1d529a4d7?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2026-2027/wp-2-marie-sklodowska-curie-actions_horizon-2026-2027_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/af/af_he-msca-cofund_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/temp-form/af/af_he-msca-cofund_en.pdf
https://mariesklodowskacurieactions.blogspot.com/search/label/COFUND-Application
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RADIANCE Policy 
Briefs 

❖ The Policy Briefs produced as part of the former NCP network project 
“MSCA-NET” (2021-2024) continue to serve as valuable resources un-
der the current RADIANCE project. These briefs are designed to pro-
vide a short, but comprehensive overview of the European policy ob-
jectives and how these feed into shaping Horizon Europe. They aim to 
help researchers and organisations better understand the policy objec-
tives in the context of the Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions. Skłodow-
ska-Curie Actions. Within the RADIANCE project, several policy briefs 
will be updated and additional ones will be published 

 
❖ Available Policy Briefs are: 

• Open Science 

• Missions in HE (updated) 

• Gender Equity 

• The Green Transition (updated) 

• Synergies 

• Charter for researchers  

• Supervision 

• Widening  

• Artificial Intelligence 

• Ethics  

• The European Research Area Policy Agenda 2025-2027 (new) 

 

FAMILIARISE 
YOURSELF WITH 
THE SUBMISSION 
PROCESS 

Proposals must be created and submitted on the Funding & Tenders 
Opportunities Portal by a contact person of the beneficiary using the 
beneficiary’s Participant Identification Code (PIC) number.  

❖ Proposal templates (Part B) can be downloaded once the submission 
has been started and a proposal profile is created on the Funding & 
Tenders Opportunities Portal. 

❖ For comprehensive information on the submission process, you can 
consult the RADIANCE Submission Guide  with visual aids that will 
help applicants navigate the COFUND proposal submission process in 
the Funding & Tender Opportunities Portal as well as the Proposal 
Submission Service User Manual.  

 

 

Key tips for proposal template and layout 
 

It is important to familiarise yourself with the following information as it will make the review process 

easier for the evaluators.  

 

1. General points and information on Part A 

 

✓ Acronym: Use a self-explanatory title and a memorable acronym. Don’t forget that you will 

not be able to change the acronym once you submit your proposal on the Funding and Tenders 

Portal.  

 

✓ The acronym will be on your proposal, and you will refer to it throughout your communication 

and dissemination activities. Ensure that the acronym is short, easy to pronounce, and easy 

to remember by the evaluators. Please also be careful that it cannot be construed as inappro-

priate or have a ‘’double meaning’’ in another language. 

https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/Task-3.6-Open_science_Brief.pdf
https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/sites/default/files/2026-02/radiance_missions_policybrief.pdf
https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/Task-3.6-Gender_Policy_Brief_08062023.pdf
https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/sites/default/files/2026-02/radiance_green_policybrief.pdf
https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/sites/default/files/2026-02/radiance_green_policybrief.pdf
https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/store/policy-brief-synergies
https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Charter-for-researcher_PoliyBrief.pdf
https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/store/policy-brief-supervision-msca
https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Task-3.6-Widening_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/AI_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/MSCA-NET_Ethics_Policy-Brief_final.pdf
https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/sites/default/files/2026-02/radiance_era_policybrief.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/opportunities/topic-details/HORIZON-MSCA-2026-COFUND-01-01?isExactMatch=true&status=31094501,31094502,31094503&programmePeriod=2021%20-%202027&frameworkProgramme=43108390&programmePart=43108473&order=DESC&pageNumber=1&pageSize=50&sortBy=startDate
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/opportunities/topic-details/HORIZON-MSCA-2026-COFUND-01-01?isExactMatch=true&status=31094501,31094502,31094503&programmePeriod=2021%20-%202027&frameworkProgramme=43108390&programmePart=43108473&order=DESC&pageNumber=1&pageSize=50&sortBy=startDate
https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/repository/5685b679-3a66-4489-b809-2b51f09329ad
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/common/it-manuals/user-manual_sep_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/common/it-manuals/user-manual_sep_en.pdf
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✓ Here is a useful tool for creating an acronym: http://acronymcreator.net/       

 

✓ The proposal acronym must be placed in a header on each page in addition to the already 

placed information: Call: HORIZON-MSCA-2026-COFUND-01-01 - MSCA COFUND 2026 

 

✓ Check http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/home_en.html to see if an EU project with the same 

acronym already exists. An internet search could also be used to determine if the acronym is 

“protected”. 

 

✓ Free keywords: Choose up to 5 (and at least 3) keywords related to your proposal, in de-

scending order of relevance. You can also enter any words you think give extra detail about 

the scope of your proposal. A description on how to select the keywords is available in a spe-

cific FAQ1. 

 

2. Abstract 

 

✓ The abstract is a short description of your project (maximum 2000 characters including spaces).  

 

✓ The main elements are: 

o 1-2 sentences that put the project into context of promoting excellent and sustainable re-

search training, international, intersectoral and interdisciplinary cooperation and mobility.  

o Specific aims and details of training a new generation of researchers. 

 

✓ Abstracts in Part A should not contain sensitive information, as they will be made publicly available 

if the project is funded. 

 

✓ The abstract should promote your project and be understandable to the non-expert. 

 

✓ It should communicate the importance, impact and timeliness of the project and also convince the 

evaluator that it should be funded. 

 

✓ It should NOT be the usual scientific abstract. 

 

✓ Abstracts of existing projects from the COFUND call 2024 can be found in CORDIS (using filters 

Projects – Horizon Europe – Marie Skłodowska-Curie actions COFUND). 

 

3. Project proposal layout 

 

✓ The page size is A4, and all margins (top, bottom, left, right) should be at least 15 mm  

(not including any footers or headers).  

 

✓ The reference font for the body text of proposals is Times New Roman (Windows platforms), 

Times/Times New Roman (Apple platforms) or Nimbus Roman No. 9 L (Linux distributions). 

 

✓ The use of a different font for the body text is not advised and is subject to the cumulative 

conditions that the font is legible and that its use does not significantly shorten the represen-

tation of the proposal in several pages compared to using the reference font (for example to 

bypass the page limit). 

 

 
1 The specific FAQ is related to Staff Exchanges call, but the procedure for selection of the keyword is applicable to all MSCA 
project proposals.  

http://acronymcreator.net/
http://cordis.europa.eu/projects/home_en.html
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/support/faq/17030
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/support/faq/17030
https://cordis.europa.eu/projects/result_en?q=(contenttype%3D'project'%20OR%20/result/relations/categories/resultCategory/code%3D'brief','report')%20AND%20programme/code%3D'H2020-EU.1.3.2.'
https://cordis.europa.eu/search?q=contenttype%3D%27project%27%20AND%20frameworkProgramme%3D%27HORIZON%27%20AND%20(%27HORIZON-MSCA-2024-COFUND-01%27)&p=1&num=10&srt=Relevance:decreasing
https://cordis.europa.eu/search?q=contenttype%3D%27project%27%20AND%20frameworkProgramme%3D%27HORIZON%27%20AND%20(%27HORIZON-MSCA-2024-COFUND-01%27)&p=1&num=10&srt=Relevance:decreasing
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✓ The minimum font size allowed for the main text is 11 points. Standard character spacing 

and a minimum of single line spacing are to be used.  

 

✓ Use charts, diagrams, text boxes, and figures to explain aspects of the project. Do not just use 

blocks of text. Don’t forget to number captions to the charts/diagrams/figures/text boxes.  

 

✓ If needed, use tables for illustrating the core text of the proposal (minimum font size 9). Ta-

bles should not be used to circumvent the minimum font size indicated for the main text.  

 

✓ Ensure that any colour diagrams, etc., are legible when printed (also if printed in black and 

white). 

 

✓ Use highlighting where appropriate (bold, underline, italics) but don’t overdo it!  

 

✓ Literature references should appear in the footnotes, font size 8 . All footnotes will count 

towards the page limit. 

 

✓ Avoid hyperlinks to information that is designed to expand the proposal. Evaluators will be 

instructed to ignore them. Include the relevant information in your text.  

 

 

4. Proposal template 

 

✓ Use the proposal template provided, including the exact sub-headings, because: 

 

✓ It matches the evaluation template and helps you to put the right information in the right place 

for the evaluators to find it.  

 

✓ You can add additional subheadings if needed, but never skip any of the predefined head-

ings and subheadings. If you find anything not applicable to the proposal, keep the (sub-) 

heading in, but you need to justify why this is not applicable for your proposal.  

 

✓ Both Part B documents need to have a header on each page containing: the proposal acronym, 

and the implementation mode applied to (i.e., Doctoral or Postdoctoral). 

 

✓ All pages should be numbered in a single series on the footer of the page to prevent errors 

during handling. It is recommended to apply the following numbering format: "Part B - Page X 

of Y". 

 

✓ Name your part B1 and B2 as follows: Proposal Number-Acronym-Part B1.pdf / Proposal 

Number-Acronym-Part B2.pdf 

 

 

5. Page limitations 

 

✓ Part B1. Sections 1, 2 and 3 together must not be longer than 30 pages. With the start page, 

that must consist of one whole page, the table of contents (maximum one page) and the list of 

participating organisations (maximum two pages) added, Part B1 must not exceed 34 pages.  

 

✓ All tables, figures, references and any other element about these sections must be included 

as an integral part of these sections and they are counted towards this page limit.  
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✓ After the deadline, excess pages (in over-long proposals) will be automatically blanked, and 

therefore will not be taken into consideration by the evaluators. 

 

 

 

6. Proposal language 

 

✓ The proposal should be written in English2 

✓ Explain any abbreviations the first time you use them. 

 

✓ Use simple clear text to be sure that it reads well.  

 

✓ Avoid long sentences. Avoid too much repetition. Sign-post or put reference to other parts of 

the proposal if necessary. 

 

✓ Do not copy & paste information from other documents/websites or previous proposals. In-

stead, tailor the information to fit your proposal. 

 

Definitions and key aspects  

 

DISCLAIMER: For the purpose of this MSCA COFUND Handbook, authors may interpret official 

EU Definitions that are stated in the official documents for the COFUND call. Any interpretation 

by the authors will be indicated in blue font. 

 

 
DEFINITIONS (from the proposal template) 

Deliverable 

A report that is sent to the Commission or Agency providing information to ensure 

effective monitoring of the project. There are different types of deliverables (e.g., a 

report on specific activities or results, data management plans, ethics or security 

requirements).  

Impacts 

Wider long-term effects on society (including the environment), the economy and 

science, enabled by the outcomes of R&I investments (long term). Impacts gener-

ally occur sometime after the end of the project.  

Example: The deployment of the advanced forecasting system enables each airport 

to increase maximum passenger capacity by 15% and passenger average through-

put by 10%, leading to a 28% reduction in infrastructure expansion costs.  

Milestone 

Control points in the project that help to chart progress. Milestones may correspond 

to the achievement of a key result, allowing the next phase of the work to begin. 

They may also be needed at intermediary points so that, if problems have arisen, 

corrective measures can be taken. A milestone may be a critical decision point in 

the project where, for example, the consortium must decide which of several tech-

nologies to adopt for further development. The achievement of a milestone should 

be verifiable. 

 
2 If you write your proposal in another EU language, it is still accepted, but it will be machine translated in English before being 
evaluated. The translation may not capture the true meaning of your proposal. 
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Objectives 

The goals of the work performed within the project, in terms of its research and 

innovation content. This will be translated into the project’s results. These may 

range from tackling specific research questions, demonstrating the feasibility of an 

innovation, sharing knowledge among stakeholders on specific issues. The nature 

of the objectives will depend on the type of action, and the scope of the topic. 

Outcomes 

The expected effects, over the medium term, of projects supported under a given 

topic.  The results of a project should contribute to these outcomes, fostered in 

particular by the dissemination and exploitation measures. This may include the 

uptake, diffusion, deployment, and/or use of the project’s results by direct target 

groups. Outcomes generally occur during or shortly after the end of the project. 

Example: 9 European airports adopt the advanced forecasting system demon-

strated during the project. 

Pathway to im-

pact 

Logical steps towards the achievement of the expected impacts of the project over 

time, in particular beyond the duration of a project. A pathway begins with the pro-

jects’ results, to their dissemination, exploitation and communication, contributing 

to the expected outcomes in the work programme, and ultimately to the wider sci-

entific, economic and societal impacts of the work programme destination.  

Research out-

put 

Results generated by the action to which access can be given in the form of scien-

tific publications, data or other engineered outcomes and processes such as soft-

ware, algorithms, protocols and electronic notebooks. 

Results 

What is generated during the project implementation. This may include, for exam-

ple, know-how, innovative solutions, algorithms, proof of feasibility, new business 

models, policy recommendations, guidelines, prototypes, demonstrators, data-

bases and datasets, trained researchers, new infrastructures, networks, etc. Most 

project results (inventions, scientific works, etc.) are ‘Intellectual Property’, which 

may, if appropriate, be protected by formal ‘Intellectual Property Rights’.  

Example: Successful large-scale demonstrator: trial with 3 airports of an advanced 

forecasting system for proactive airport passenger flow management.  

 

 

 

ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS and KEY ASPECTS from the EC that can be useful while preparing 

your COFUND project proposal 

Artificial Intelligence3 Artificial intelligence (AI) refers to systems that display intelligent 

behaviour by analysing their environment and taking actions – with 

some degree of autonomy – to achieve specific goals. 

AI-based systems can be purely software-based, acting in the vir-

tual world (e.g., voice assistants, image analysis software, search 

engines, speech and face recognition systems) or AI can be em-

bedded in hardware devices (e.g., advanced robots, autonomous 

cars, drones or Internet of Things applications) 

 

 
3 Definition from the European Commission’s High-Level Expert Group on Artificial Intelligence,  https://ec.europa.eu/fu-

turium/en/system/files/ged/ai_hleg_definition_of_ai_18_december_1.pdf  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/futurium/en/system/files/ged/ai_hleg_definition_of_ai_18_december_1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/futurium/en/system/files/ged/ai_hleg_definition_of_ai_18_december_1.pdf
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Guidance on the use of gen-

erative AI tools for the prep-

aration of the proposal 

When considering the use of generative artificial intelligence (AI) 

tools for the preparation of the proposal, it is imperative to exercise 

caution and careful consideration. The AI-generated content 

should be thoroughly reviewed and validated by the applicants to 

ensure its appropriateness and accuracy, as well as its compliance 

with intellectual property regulations. Applicants are fully responsi-

ble for the content of the proposal (even those parts produced by 

the AI tool) and must be transparent in disclosing which AI tools 

were used and how they were utilized. 

Specifically, applicants are required to: 

• Verify the accuracy, validity, and appropriateness of the content 

and any citations generated by the AI tool and correct any errors or 

inconsistencies. 

• Provide a list of sources used to generate content and citations, 

including those generated by the AI tool. Double-check citations to 

ensure they are accurate and properly referenced. 

• Be conscious of the potential for plagiarism where the AI tool may 

have reproduced substantial text from other sources. Check the 

original sources to be sure you are not plagiarizing someone else’s 

work. 

• Acknowledge the limitations of the AI tool in the proposal prepa-

ration, including the potential for bias, errors, and gaps in 

knowledge. 

According to the RED FLAGS in the Guide for Applicants  

proposal evaluation and selection cannot be delegated to AI; 

programmes must use committees of independent experts for 

this task 

Career development plan A Career Development Plan must be jointly established by the su-

pervisor and each recruited researcher upon recruitment. In addi-

tion to research objectives, this Plan comprises the researcher's 

training and career needs, including training on transferable skills, 

teaching, planning for publications and participation in conferences 

and events aimed at opening science and research to citizens.  

The Plan must be established at the beginning of the recruitment 

and should be revised (and updated where needed) within 18 

months. 

Critical risk 

A critical risk is a plausible event or issue that could have a high 

adverse impact on the ability of the project to achieve its objectives.  

Level of likelihood to occur (low/medium/high): The likelihood is the 

estimated probability that the risk will materialize even after taking 

account of the mitigating measures put in place. 

Level of severity (low/medium/high): the relative seriousness of the 

risk and the significance of its effect. 

CORDIS The Community Research and Development Information Service – 

CORDIS – is the European Commission’s primary public repository 

and portal to disseminate information on all EU-funded research 

projects and their results in the broadest sense. In this web service, 

you can find information (calls, projects, partners, contacts) about 

all European projects financed by Directorate-General Research. 

https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/news/all-research-and-innovation-news/guidelines-responsible-use-generative-ai-research-developed-european-research-area-forum-2024-03-20_en
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/news/all-research-and-innovation-news/guidelines-responsible-use-generative-ai-research-developed-european-research-area-forum-2024-03-20_en
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/news/all-research-and-innovation-news/guidelines-responsible-use-generative-ai-research-developed-european-research-area-forum-2024-03-20_en
https://cordis.europa.eu/de
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Evaluation criteria The criteria against which independent expert evaluators assess 

eligible proposals. For MSCA, they are related to excellence, im-

pact, and quality and efficiency of implementation. 

Evaluation process for 

MSCA 

The criteria against which independent expert evaluators assess 

eligible proposals. For MSCA, they are related to excellence, im-

pact, and quality and efficiency of implementation. 

ESR – Evaluation Summary 

Report 

The Evaluation Summary Report is the assessment of the proposal 

following evaluation by independent experts. The ESR contains 

comments and scores for each criterion. 

MSCA Green Charter The MSCA Green Charter is a code of good practice for individuals 

and institutions that receive MSCA funding. It promotes the sus-

tainable implementation of research activities. The goal of the 

Green Charter is to encourage sustainable thinking in research 

management. This document can give you some ideas while writ-

ing the implementation section of your project proposal.  

In B2 Section 6 you can show how you included environmental con-

siderations in the proposed project’s implementation. 

More information is available on https://marie-sklodowska-curie-

actions.ec.europa.eu/about-msca/msca-green-charter and  

The Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions Green Charter Survey: 

Greening practices in MSCA projects 

Supervision Employers and/or funders should ensure that a person is clearly 

identified to whom researchers can refer to regarding the perfor-

mance of their professional duties and should inform the research-

ers accordingly.  

Such arrangements should clearly define that the proposed super-

visors are sufficiently expert in supervising research, have the time, 

knowledge, experience, expertise, and commitment to be able to 

offer the recruited researcher appropriate support and provide for 

the necessary progress and review procedures, as well as the nec-

essary feedback mechanisms. 

In 2025, the EC published a revised version of the MSCA Guide-

lines on Supervision alongside a collection of best practices to 

support individuals and institutions in implementing the guidelines. 

The MSCA Guidelines on Supervision are non-binding, funded-

projects are strongly encouraged to take them into account. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://marie-sklodowska-curie-actions.ec.europa.eu/about-msca/msca-green-charter
https://marie-sklodowska-curie-actions.ec.europa.eu/about-msca/msca-green-charter
https://marie-sklodowska-curie-actions.ec.europa.eu/about-msca/msca-green-charter
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a7be7298-9efb-11ee-b164-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a7be7298-9efb-11ee-b164-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://marie-sklodowska-curie-actions.ec.europa.eu/about-msca/msca-guidelines-on-supervision
https://marie-sklodowska-curie-actions.ec.europa.eu/about-msca/msca-guidelines-on-supervision
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Part B1 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (max. 1 page) 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAMME (max. 2 pages including the information 

on the beneficiary below, not evaluated) 

 

 

➢ It is crucial to setting the scene for the evaluators.  

➢ Describe your COFUND programme’s aims and objectives highlighting the novelty in the train-

ing programme and the gap being addressed. Describe the need and potential impact of your 

COFUND programme. If possible, emphasise the alignment of practices of the programme with 

EU principles.  

➢ Outline the programme and its structure.  

➢ Introduce the size immediately: duration of the COFUND programme (typically 36 to 60 

months), how many doctoral candidates or postdoc researchers will be recruited, how many 

calls, the duration of each fellowship (typically 12 to 36 months for PF or 12 to 48 months for 

DP).  

➢ Describe the beneficiary and partner organisation (recruiting implementing partners, non-re-

cruiting associated partners) structure. Be clear what type of beneficiary is leading the project 

(government funding organisation; research centre; university, etc). Consider using a diagram 

to illustrate the different participants and the relationship between them. Keep in mind, that 

even though you might be familiar with prominent funding schemes in your countries, evaluators 

are often from different countries and may not instantly recognize acronyms or national funding 

schemes. 

➢ Provide a general statement on the beneficiary’s strengths (research and innovation strengths; 

funding achievements; industry collaboration; main research and innovation outcomes; etc). If 

appropriate, references to the regional or national research and innovation ecosystem could be 

included.  

➢ Mention if the research carried out aligns with specific research disciplines based on interna-

tional, national or regional Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation (RIS3 

strategies) or other regional/national strategies as appropriate.  

➢ Mention if you will have funding synergies with Cohesion policy funds and the Recovery and 

Resilience Facility (RRF).  

➢ If you are a member of a European University Alliance, mention synergies with the research 

disciplines and objectives of your Alliance. This is also applicable for any other potential syner-

gies. 

➢ Demonstrate how the beneficiary is the most suitable/best entity to run the programme. Thriving 

research environment? Industry contacts? International networking at institutional level?  

➢ Demonstrate successful experience with doctoral or postdoctoral training.  

 

 

                                              Doctoral Programmes specifics 

➢ Explain the enrolment arrangements for each doctoral candidate (e.g., typical time needed to 

complete a PhD in the corresponding country, and if it’s a longer period, how it will be funded).  

➢ Remember it is not only about ‘’writing a PhD’’ - you need to emphasise that your doctoral can-

didates will benefit from a comprehensive training.  
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INFORMATION ON THE BENEFICIARY  

 

Name of Benefi-

ciary 
Beneficiary 

Short Name 

 

A
c
a

d
e
m

ic
 

(t
ic

k
) 

N
o

n
-a

ca
-

d
e
m

ic
 (

ti
ck

) Country Dept./ 

Division / 

Laboratory 

      

 

 

 

Beneficiary Legal Name: Country: 

General Description Short description of the activities relevant to the action 

Role and Commitment of key 

persons (including supervi-

sors) 

Including names, title and the intended extent of involvement in the 

action (in percentage of full-time employment) of the key scientific 

staff who will be involved in the research, training and supervision 

Key Research Facilities, In-

frastructure and Equipment 

Outline the key facilities and infrastructure available and demon-

strate that each team has sufficient capacity to host and/or offer a 

suitable environment for supervising the research and training of the 

recruited researchers 

Status of Research Premises Please explain the status of the beneficiary's research facilities – i.e., 

are they owned by the beneficiary or rented by it? Are its research 

premises wholly independent from other implementing and/or asso-

ciated partners in the consortium (if applicable)? 

Previous Involvement in Re-

search and Training Pro-

grammes, including H2020 

COFUND 

Detail any relevant EU, national or international research and 

training actions/projects in which the beneficiary has previously 

participated. Please clearly mention any previous involvement in 

H2020/ COFUND funded project(s), including project(s) acronym 

and reference number. 

Current Involvement in Re-

search and Training Pro-

grammes, including H2020 

COFUND 

Detail any relevant EU, national or international research and 

training actions/projects in which the beneficiary is currently par-

ticipating. Please clearly mention any current involvement in ongo-

ing COFUND funded project(s), including project(s) acronym and 

reference number. 
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START PAGE COUNT – MAX 30 PAGES 

1. Excellence (starting on p.5) 

 

1.1 Quality and pertinence of the programme’s research and innovation objectives (and the 

extent to which they are ambitious, and go beyond the state of the art)  

 

Proposed programmes can cover any research disciplines ("bottom-up"), but exceptionally can also 

focus on specific disciplines, notably when they are based on national or regional Research and Inno-

vation Strategies for Smart Specialisation (RIS3 strategies).  

Under this sub-criterion, applicants will be requested to briefly present the co-funded programme’s 

research and innovation objectives, as well as how the proposed programme contributes to/goes be-

yond the state of the art in terms of science and technology.  

 
• Provide a paragraph that the programme is built on the strong scientific profile of the host 

organisation(s) and the excellence of the regional and national research and innovation eco-

system in which they operate. 

• Try to describe how innovation is fostered through interdisciplinary approaches and structured 

intersectoral exposure. 

• Highlight the excellence of the research team(s). Have in mind that the programme is excel-

lence-driven. 

• Where possible, describe the novelty in the research programme.  
• Provide information on secondment options. Refer to section where the intersectoral aspects 

of the project are described.  

 

In case programmes address specific scientific domains, applicants will need to indicate under ‘Free 

keywords’ in Part A – Section 1 General Information, which of the following  

8 scientific areas the proposal belongs to: Chemistry (CHE), Social Sciences and Humanities (SOC), 

Economic Sciences (ECO), Information Science and Engineering (ENG), Environment and Geosci-

ences (ENV), Life Sciences (LIF), Mathematics (MAT), Physics (PHY). 

 

If the proposal is open to all areas of science; ‘BOTTOM-UP’ should be mentioned under ‘Free key-

words’ in Part A – Section 1 General Information. 
As this subheading was rearranged the strengths and weaknesses are not yet available and will be 
updated after the outcome of the COFUND 2026 call.  

 

 

1.2 Quality and novelty of the selection / recruitment process for the researchers (transpar-

ency, composition and organisation of selection committees, evaluation criteria, equal oppor-

tunities, the gender dimension and other diversity aspects) and quality and attractiveness of 

the appointment conditions, including competitiveness of the salary for the standards of the 

hosting countries 

 

 The following sections of the European Charter for Researchers refer specifically to recruitment 

and selection: 

Recruitment 

In accordance with the principles of academic freedom and institutional autonomy, employers and 

funders are recommended to establish recruitment and selection procedures which are open, transpar-

ent and merit-based, without penalisation for career breaks or non-linear, multi-career and hybrid 

paths. They should seek excellence, gender equality, diversity, and be tailored to the type of position 
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advertised. Advertisements should include a comprehensive description of the knowledge and compe-

tencies required, including a description of the working conditions and entitlements, career develop-

ment prospects and an overview of the timeline. Candidates should be informed, prior to the selection, 

about the recruitment process and the selection criteria, the number of available positions and career 

development prospects. Committee members should also be made aware of and trained about fair re-

cruitment principles. Selection 

As part of recruitment, the selection process should take into consideration the whole range of 

experience of the candidates. While focusing on their overall potential as researchers, their 

creativity – as assessed on the basis of their innovative research methods, approaches and out-

puts – and level of independence should also be considered. Selection committees should bring 

together diverse expertise, competences and experience relevant to assess the candidate. Se-

lection committees should also have adequate gender balance and, where appropriate and fea-

sible, include members from different sectors – public and private – and disciplines, and from 

other countries. Whenever possible, a wide range of selection practices should be used, such 

as external expert assessment and face-to-face and online interviews. Members of selection 

panels should be adequately trained especially for minimising gender bias or any other possible 

unconscious biases. All candidates should be informed after the selection process about the 

strengths and weaknesses of their application. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Required sub-headings: 

• Demonstrate the transparency of the selection process of the researchers  

✓ Dissemination of the calls in appropriate ways; 

 

➢ Start with a statement reminding the evaluators about the set-up of the COFUND (how 

many researchers will be recruited, how many calls there will be over the duration of the 

programme and, if known, who the recruiting organisations are).  

➢ In the case of Postdoctoral Programmes, there are two options for the calls: one single call 

or several calls, with regular selection rounds following fixed deadlines (not more than 

4/year).  

➢ Clearly state the start and end dates of the dissemination and outreach activities for the 

calls and calls’ results. Use the logic of programme months: M01, M02 etc., not ‘real’ months 

of the year. 

➢ If applicable, state whether a Programme Manager (PM) will be appointed (full -time/part-

time) upon signing the Grant Agreement or ideally even beforehand on own funds.  

➢ If appointed, describe how the PM will set up a public relations (PR), dissemination and 

public outreach strategy for the promotion of the programme and its calls. Comment on the 

PM’s role in monitoring the calls and adapting the PR strategy where necessary.  

➢ State the start month and the end month of these activities. 

 

Doctoral Programmes:  

The call planning (timing and number of calls) should be clearly explained in Part B of the proposal. 

This plan will become contractually binding for successful proposals and researchers can only be ap-

pointed through a call. 
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Postdoctoral Programmes:  

Postdoctoral Programmes can have a single call or in the case of several calls they should have regular 

selection rounds following fixed deadlines or regular cut-off dates, allowing fair competition between 

applying researchers. The call planning (timing and number of calls) should be clearly explained in 

Part B of the proposal. 

 

➢ Describe the Dissemination Strategy 

  

➢ If available, mention that the programme logo is already available. State that the pro-

gramme logo & EU logo and official funding acknowledgement will be used on all dissemi-

nation material for the call.  

➢ If applicable, provide a strategy that will involve all programme partners (associated and/or 

implementing). 

➢ Mention the internal support/staff involved in the process. Describe the central services / 

offices / expertise of the beneficiary and partner organisations that will be made available 

to the Programme e.g., Research Office, Communications Office, Marketing, International 

Affairs and the experience they already have in H2020/HE or MSCA.  

➢ Describe the target group of the programme and that the PR strategy will be tailored to 

them.  

➢ Specify the eligibility and selection criteria for the applicants: include a definition of the 

experience necessary for the applicants (PhD for postdocs or non-PhD for doctoral candi-

dates) and any mobility requirements (as per the MSCA Work Programme). Mention that 

all these criteria will be clearly stated in the call text.  

➢ Describe the job offers and the dissemination activities that will be used to attract geograph-

ically diverse applications, international/Europe-wide, and under-represented groups (e.g., 

women). Make sure to provide specific details on any targets being set and show how they 

will be reached:  

➢ Use of the EURAXESS website.  

➢ Programme website – this is a key resource for highlighting the details of the programme.  

➢ Programme launch event – where will this take place, what key audiences will be invited, 

what material will be developed?  

➢ Other websites – list all the websites where the information of the calls will be detailed 

(beneficiary organisations, partner organisations, etc.). 

➢ Programme social media - will the programme have a LinkedIn account, etc.?  

➢ Other social media - list the number of followers of the beneficiary organisation’s, imple-

menting partners’/associated partners’, and national MSCA NCP’s official social media 

channels.  

➢ Promotion via networks of people and organisations involved (e.g., EU projects with large 

consortiums, Erasmus + projects, European University Alliance, etc.). 

➢ Name relevant conferences, exhibitions, professional networks, journals (scientific, indus-

try) where calls could be advertised.  

➢ Job advertisement websites, specifically for academia and/or your discipline/s.  

➢ Include how you will take into account (and promote) gender balance, researchers at risk 

and other diversity aspects when advertising. Try to go beyond a single statement that 

applications from males and females will be encouraged.  

➢ Set Key Performance Indicators (KPI) if applicable for the dissemination strategy.  

➢ Take into account the academic calendar in your recruitment schedule (important for doc-

toral programmes) and the dissemination schedule.  

 

 

✓ Information provided to the candidates (e.g., conditions of the fellowship, host insti-

tution, evaluation process, results, review/appeal, etc.); 

https://euraxess.ec.europa.eu/hrexcellenceaward
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Consider elements such as: 

 
➢ Information on the background to your COFUND programme.  

➢ Briefing sessions/webinars, helpdesk, and frequently asked questions. 

➢ Guide to the application procedure. It is recommended to use an online (safe and secure) 

application procedure.  

➢ Information on the time schedule of the selection procedure and its different stages.  

➢ Information on the host organisations and potential supervisors.  

➢ Information on the conditions of the fellowship. State that all relevant information (applica-

tion requirements, eligibility and mobility requirements, specific conditions for the fellow-

ship, working conditions, minimum gross salary, host institution, evaluation and selection 

process, etc.) will be available on the programme website, together with (downloadable) 

application materials. Make reference to concrete documents: FAQs, guide for applicants, 

promotional material, etc.  

➢ Application support in case of queries e.g., Programme Manager (and possibly part of the 

host’s operations team) through dedicated email address, technical support for application.  

➢ Feedback provided to applicants during the entire programme lifecycle: at application, eval-

uation, recruitment, onboarding and implementation stage.  

➢ Feedback to unsuccessful applicants (e.g., a refusal letter with explanations).  

➢ Redress procedure (should be clearly described in the proposal).  

➢ Support provided to incoming researchers (visas and migration, relocation support, etc.). 

➢ Include details on how the applicants’ personal data will be handled, i.e., GDPR or privacy 

statement. 

➢ Don’t forget to mention where the information will be published.  

 

✓ Eligibility criteria and application requirements; 
 

➢ Provide a short introductory paragraph outlining aspects for the fellowships/doctoral pro-

grammes’ positions, i.e., number of fellowships or doctoral positions, number of calls, types 

of fellowships and their duration. 

➢ For Doctoral Programmes state if the offered position (recruitment) corresponds to the 

typical time needed to complete a PhD in the host institution’s country and if applicable, in 

the discipline. Explain how you will cover any duration beyond the scope of your COFUND 

grant. 

➢ For Postdoctoral Programmes, you can use the example of MSCA Postdoctoral Fellow-

ships as a model but you don’t have to limit your programme to researchers within the 8 

years of research experience. You can open and tailor your COFUND according to your 

strategies (for example you can have just incoming or outgoing researchers, researchers 

with a career break, hosting in non-academic sector, etc.)  It is also possible to combine 

different types of postdocs (seniority levels etc.) 

➢ Provide paragraphs on the following:  

➢ Eligibility of applicants - Outline the information that will be provided to applicants regarding 

their research and mobility requirements including, but not limited to the following:  

 

 

 Doctoral Programmes Postdoctoral Programmes 

Research Experience (see 

MSCA Work Programme 

2026 – 2027., section 

4.3.2.)  

 

Applicants must, at the 

deadline of the co-funded 

programme's call, be doc-

toral candidates – i.e., eligi-

ble for enrolment in a 

Applicants must, at the 

deadline of the co-funded 

programme's call, be in pos-

session of a doctoral de-

gree. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2026-2027/wp-2-marie-sklodowska-curie-actions_horizon-2026-2027_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2026-2027/wp-2-marie-sklodowska-curie-actions_horizon-2026-2027_en.pdf
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doctoral programme and not 

already in possession of a 

doctoral degree. 

Any additional eligibility cri-

teria introduced in the frame 

of your COFUND pro-

gramme must be clearly jus-

tified. 

Any additional eligibility cri-

teria introduced in the de-

sign of your COFUND pro-

gramme must be clearly jus-

tified. 

 Must not have resided or carried out their main activity 

(work, studies, etc.) in the country of the recruiting benefi-

ciary or implementing partner for more than 12 months in 

the 36 months immediately before the deadline of the co-

funded programme's call. 

Application requirements Doctoral candidates will be 

allowed either to propose 

their own project (often 

within certain research ar-

eas) or to choose among re-

search areas (ideally, 

broadly defined) proposed 

to them. 

State that applications must 

be based on “individual-

driven mobility”, which 

means that the applicants 

will be able to freely choose 

a research topic and the ap-

propriate host organisation 

and supervisor that fits their 

individual needs.  

Have in mind relevant ethi-

cal requirements in the ap-

plications (e.g., an ethics 

self-assessment section in 

the application form). 

Remember: the selection procedure for doctoral and postdoctoral candidates must be 
open, transparent, merit-based, impartial and equitable as set out in the European Char-
ter for Researchers 

Applicants may contact a supervisor during the application process but to avoid any sug-
gestion of preselection: 

o a rationale for the contact should be included (e.g. for scientific advice, to discuss the 
research being proposed, information about expertise/infrastructure available);  

o supervisor should not be involved in drafting the proposal and 
o no approval (from either the proposed supervisor/host organisation) should be re-

quired as part of the submission process.  
 

In case the involvement of the supervisor during the selection process cannot be avoided 
it has to be very well justified. 

Supervisors should have no role in the recruitment process or decision making. 

It’s important to make it clear there is no conflict of interest and no preselection.  

Eligibility of supervisors Explain the criteria according to which the supervisors will 

be selected e.g., years of experience, academic degrees, 

etc. 

Secondments require-

ments 

State that applicants (doctoral candidates and postdocs) 

are encouraged to also include elements of international, 

cross-sectoral and interdisciplinarity mobility in their 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/common/guidance/how-to-complete-your-ethics-self-assessment_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/common/guidance/how-to-complete-your-ethics-self-assessment_en.pdf
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fellowships such as intersectoral and/or interdisciplinary 

secondments and short visits. 

If possible, state where and when the researchers will go 

on secondments, include the secondment duration (e.g., 

maximum of one third of the recruitment contract duration). 

 

 

✓ Gender dimension and other diversity aspects: Describe how the gender dimension 

and other diversity aspects are taken into account in the project’s selection and re-

cruitment process. If you do not consider such a gender dimension to be relevant in 

the case of your project, please provide a justification.   

 
➢ Refer to your institution’s gender equality plan here including its objectives and any actions that 

will be taken as part of the plan. If your institution has a diversity strategy, explain how far you’ll 
apply it to the COFUND programme. If the research area is taken up by mainly one gender, then 
explain how the programme will attract more of a gender balance in the pool of candidates (e.g., 
call advertisement, gender balanced committees, etc.). Describe how a gender-balanced postdoc-
toral cohort might have a long-term transformative power in this regard.  
 

 

Doctoral Programmes specifics 

If applicable and relevant to your research area, describe how you will recruit a gender -balanced 
and diverse mix of doctoral candidates, e.g., targeted advertising to women-in-science groups (e.g., 
IEEE Women in Engineering, plus multi-disciplinary groups such as the European Platform of 
Women Scientists). 

 

 
➢ Describe how you will ensure that there is gender balance and diversity where appli-

cable in expert reviewers and the selection committees. 

➢ Beside gender dimension, think about other diversity aspects (e.g., ethnic minorities, 

researchers at risk, researchers who took a career break returning to research) and 

set up specific measures to ensure equal chances. These measures must be visible 

to the candidates in the recruitment process.  

➢ You can include a reference to gender/diversity in the composition of the selection 

committee. 

➢ Will you provide any support for candidates with disabilities during the recruitment 

process? Remember, the Special Needs Allowance provides financial support for the 

acquisition of special needs items and services for researchers with disabilities and 

may be applied for a recruited researcher during the implementation of the pro-

gramme.  

 
 

 Remember that that this question relates to the content of the planned research training pro-

gramme, and not to gender balance in the teams in charge of carrying out the project. 

• technically robust, accurate and reproducible, and able to deal with and inform 

about possible failures, inaccuracies and errors, proportionate to the assessed risk 

they pose  

• socially robust, in that they duly consider the context and environment in which they 

operate  
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• reliable and function as intended, minimizing unintentional and unexpected harm, 

preventing unacceptable harm and safeguarding the physical and mental integrity of 

humans  

• able to provide a suitable explanation of their decision-making processes, whenever 

they can have a significant impact on people’s lives.  

➢ Have in mind the definition of Artificial Intelligence at the beginning of the Handbook.  

➢ More information is available in the Guidelines on ethics by design/operational use for 

Artificial Intelligence and in The living guidelines on the responsible use of generative 

AI in research and the Policy Brief on AI.  

➢ For the COFUND programmes, at this stage of application, the content of the research 

is not known (in most cases). If your institution has their own AI policy, explain how it 

is in line with the above-mentioned guidelines. 

➢ If there will be AI related research then this will be closely followed up during imple-

mentation. 

 

 Sex, gender and diversity analysis refers to biological characteristics and social/cultural 

factors respectively. For guidance on methods of sex / gender analysis and the issues to be 

taken into account, please refer tohttps://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publica-

tion/33b4c99f-2e66-11eb-b27b-01aa75ed71a1/language-en  

 

✓ Any other relevant point. 

 

 

• Describe the organisation of the selection process 

✓ Composition of committees involved in the different stages of the process (i.e. eligi-

bility check, evaluation, selection, appeal); 

 
 

➢ Begin with a reference to the European Charter for Researchers  

➢ Describe the composition of the committees involved in each stage of selection (not just the 

review panels):  

• Eligibility check – typically, the PM (if appointed) with the Programme Coordinator (PC).  

• Ethics committee – for example, the host’s Research Ethics Committee. If researchers are 

asked to present their own research project, they should undergo some form of ethics check 

at this stage. 

• External international peer-review panel / assessment of the application materials: How 

will a list of international peer reviewers be obtained/compiled? How many experts per appli-

cation? And how many of those are outside the partnership in the case of a doctoral pro-

gramme, and international (based in other countries) in the case of a postdoctoral programme? 

Are they gender balanced? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/guidance/ethics-by-design-and-ethics-of-use-approaches-for-artificial-intelligence_he_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/guidance/ethics-by-design-and-ethics-of-use-approaches-for-artificial-intelligence_he_en.pdf
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/document/download/2b6cf7e5-36ac-41cb-aab5-0d32050143dc_en?filename=ec_rtd_ai-guidelines.pdf
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/document/download/2b6cf7e5-36ac-41cb-aab5-0d32050143dc_en?filename=ec_rtd_ai-guidelines.pdf
https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/AI_Policy_Brief.pdf
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/33b4c99f-2e66-11eb-b27b-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/33b4c99f-2e66-11eb-b27b-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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Evaluation and selection as-

pects 

Doctoral Programmes Postdoctoral Programmes 

MSCA COFUND Guide for Ap-

plicants 2026 also see the RED 

Flags in Part 6 

Independent evaluators, from 

outside the partnership who 

have no conflicts of interest and, 

must be involved at every stage 

of the evaluation process in the 

evaluation for each submitted 

application. 

The Selection committees in 

charge of selecting the doctoral 

candidates must include inde-

pendent experts from outside 

the partnership.  

The members must have an ad-

equate gender balance and 

relevant expertise and experi-

ence to assess the candidates. 

A good balance between ex-

perts related to the beneficiary 

and independent experts from 

outside the partnership must 

be ensured in the pool of evalu-

ators and in the selection com-

mittees. 

 

 

Independent evaluators, based 

in other countries and free from 

any conflicts of interest, must be 

significantly involved in the eval-

uation process at all stages for 

each submitted application. Se-

lection of the postdoctoral can-

didates will be done by the Se-

lection committees, whose 

members include interna-

tional independent experts 

from outside the partnership, 

moreover, the members must 

also have an adequate gender 

balance and possess the rele-

vant expertise and experience 

to assess the candidates. 

A good balance between ex-

perts related to the beneficiary 

and independent international 

experts from outside the part-

nership (based in other coun-

tries) must be ensured in the 

pool of evaluators and in the se-

lection committees. 

 

 

 
➢ Establish Ranking - consensus meeting (remote, where necessary via teleconference), 

mention who will chair it, and measures for dealing with extreme differences in scores. 
Explain how similar ranked proposals will be decided upon.  

➢ Interview Panel – Describe the interview panel: it should be gender-balanced, with a min-
imum of three interviewers (plus a HR representative), and include some external mem-
bers. Describe how the panel members will have unconscious bias training.  

➢ Funding Decision: who will make the final funding decision? Refer to the role of the Steer-
ing Committee.  

➢ Redress Committee: describe how the redress procedure works for applicants.  
➢ Feedback to applicants: what will be provided (also for unsuccessful applicants) and by 

whom (via the Programme Manager and Human Resources).  
 

RED FLAG: Applicants may contact supervisors only for non-selective purposes (e.g. scientific advice 
or information). Any form of preselection is prohibited: supervisors must not help draft proposals, ap-
prove applications, or take part in selection or recruitment decisions. Supervisors must have no role 
at all in the selection/recruitment process or decision making . Applicants must confirm that the 
process involves no conflicts of interest and no preselection. 
 
 
Proposal evaluation and selection must be carried out by independent expert committees and cannot 
be delegated to AI tools. 

 

✓ Selection of experts; 

https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/b9bf62a5-497d-4338-8ef9-2937f034c54d
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/b9bf62a5-497d-4338-8ef9-2937f034c54d
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/da9f7ca3-c732-4e8b-ae66-61533a2f6e3c/library/b9bf62a5-497d-4338-8ef9-2937f034c54d
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➢ Say that experts will be selected in compliance with the principles included in the European 
Charter for Researchers  

➢ Outline the procedure and the practical arrangements for the selection of experts.  
➢ Criteria for the selection and balance of experts: include expertise as evidenced by research 

outputs, geographic and gender balance, reviewing experience, experts based in the non-
academic sector, involvement in policy, management experience etc. Ideally,  experts should 
be based outside the country of the beneficiary and/or hosting partners.  

➢ The composition of selection committees must be clear and efficient, with significant interna-
tional participation, including external experts with relevant expertise. It must also be balanced: 
academy, industry, members per scientific domain. If possible, it is good to have a geograph-
ical balance, and potentially a balance or a good representation of senior and more junior 
experts. 
 

➢ Expert appointment: Will they sign any contract/declaration of commitment? Will they be 
compensated?  

➢ If training or guidance will be provided for the reviewers, describe that here.  
➢ Explain the rules for conflict of interest. You can get ideas from the Horizon Europe rules.   
➢ It is good practice to include a training/briefing for experts. 

 

✓ Fellows/Researchers’ selection workflow and powers entrusted to the different ac-

tors; 

 
➢ Provide detailed information on:  

 

• The stages of the selection workflow and the details about the decision process (including in 
case of ex-aequo). 

• The responsible person/committee at each stage of the selection process.  

• Avoid including the same people at the different stages of the selection process.  

• Describe how long each stage would take (and the duration of the whole recruitment process 
– including provisions for possible redress requests).  

• Consider providing a graphic representation of the process (such as the recruitment timeline).  
 

✓ Any other relevant point. 

 

• List the Evaluation Criteria 

✓ Criteria/sub-criteria for the selection of researchers; 
 

➢ Outline the evaluation criteria that will be used by the evaluators to score the proposal.  
➢ As a starting point, you can use the criteria for the MSCA Postdoctoral Fellowship (Excellence, 

Impact, Implementation) as a guide, however, it is important that you amend the criteria to suit 
your programme. It is worth noting that some Postdoctoral Fellowship criteria will not be ap-
propriate for a COFUND programme, e.g., criteria that refers to institutional aspects of the host 
organisation, or the quality of the supervision which are beyond the capacity of individual can-
didates. You may adapt these to the need of your programme. 

➢ Include a table outlining the evaluation criteria and sub-criteria that will be used by the evalu-
ators to score the proposal. Show that these criteria (and the corresponding scoring system) 
will ensure objective and internally consistent selection procedures.  

➢ Avoid including criteria that will be difficult to evaluate.  
➢ Avoid setting up different criteria, sub-criteria and rules for different calls inside the same pro-

gramme. 
➢ Address the evaluation criteria at both remote review and interview stage.  
➢ Describe the thematic areas and evaluation criteria and approximate duration and set -up (re-

mote, on-site) of the interviews. 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/support/expert/expert_code_of_conduct.pdf
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✓ Any other relevant point (scoring, thresholds, etc.). 
 

➢ Scoring: Keep it simple and easy for the reviewers to understand! If you ask for a CV and a 
motivation letter (or anything similar), make sure to have an adequate scoring system for each 
application document.  

➢ Alternatively, if the beneficiary has its own evaluation system/criteria already in place you can 
use this (or merge it with additional selection procedures, aimed at ensuring a fair, transparent, 
competitive, and independent process).  

➢ Threshold: Include a table showing the threshold, weightings and ex-aequo priority order. 
Those of the MSCA could be adopted. 
 

o Refer to any overall threshold which must be met to be placed on the ranked list. 
State the minimum score to be admitted to the interview stage (regardless of the 
number of candidates). Make reference again to the consensus meeting of reviewers 
(may be remote). 

o How many persons or applicants will be selected for an interview from the list? For 
example, three times the number of the positions on offer? 

o Outline the structure of the interview: in English, oral presentation, question and an-
swers session? Try to select a format that ensures the objectivity of the interview 
process. 

o How will the final score for the applicant be calculated? 
o Specify the mechanism to deal with equal scores (ex-aequo proposals4), and a 

mechanism to deal with strongly different individual expert scores in a remote evalu-
ation. 

o Bear in mind that an applicant could score very highly in a written application but 
may perform very weakly in the interview. Consider having a minimum threshold for 
each selection stage (so as to avoid recruiting underqualified applicants, even in the 
case of a low number of applications). 

o If there will be a resubmission option, think about having a minimum threshold for the 
resubmission (e.g. 70%). 

 
 

 

• Ensure equal opportunities 

✓ Equal opportunities should be understood in its widest sense. While it is not possible for 

an applicant to describe fully its potential actions, its equal opportunity policies and those 

of its partner organisations should be summarised. The independent experts will be asked 

to scrutinise how these provide equality of opportunity to the researchers, equality of treat-

ment during the selection process and equality of support, during their fellowships, to the 

successful researchers. 
 

➢ Refer to any equal opportunities policies within your organisation, and the implementing part-
ners (if relevant). Is there already any ongoing provision that all staff members can benefit 
from? Do these include anti-discrimination measures? 

➢ Provide information on how researchers with disabilities are supported by the programme (in-
cluding during the application and selection process). The MSCA Special Needs Allowance 
provides financial support for the additional costs entailed in recruiting researchers with disa-
bilities (MSCA Work Programme (2026-2027). If you have national support measures for re-
searchers with disabilities, feel free to include them as well.  

➢ International opportunities – explain that the programme will be open to any experienced re-
searcher around the world and that the mobility rule previously described will be adhered to.  

 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2026-2027/wp-2-marie-sklodowska-curie-actions_horizon-2026-2027_en.pdf
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➢ Career Restart policy – does your programme offer the opportunity for experienced/postdoc 
researchers who took a career break to return to research? 

➢ Refer to support for ‘researchers at risk’, i.e., researchers holding refugee status. The Euro-
pean Commission’s initiative Science4Refugees, for example, helps refugee scientists and 
researchers find suitable jobs that both improve their own situation and put their skills and 
experience to good use in Europe’s research system.  
For more information on how researchers at risk can be facilitated, feel free to consult  The 
Guidelines for Inclusion of Researchers at Risk. 

 

• Appointment conditions of researchers 

✔ Amounts that will be provided for the benefit of the researcher (e.g., living, mobility, travel 

and family allowances) and for the organisation that is hosting the researcher (contribution 

to research, training and networking costs, indirect costs) (Table 1.1) The total salary pro-

vided must include the employer’s contribution to social security as well as the employee’s 

tax and social security contributions. 

 
➢ Discuss the amounts for the following cost categories and why they are appropriate for your 

COFUND programme. Make sure to provide an estimation and justification of the budget that 
would be needed. Provide additional details on the amounts listed in table 1.1a. Evaluators 
need to see that the costs indicated in the budget table make sense.  

➢ Have in mind the possibility of a country correction coefficient in case you apply for a pro-
gramme with an ‘outgoing phase’ such as in the MSCA Global Fellowship. You can benchmark 
the programme’s foreseen living/mobility/family allowances against the inst itutional or national 
levels of a postdoc or PhD student. 

➢ Illustrate the amounts provided for the benefit of the researcher: 
 

• Living allowance (show that the salary is attractive and competitive at national level(s))  

• Mobility allowance  

• Family allowance – what is this based on (e.g., 75% of researchers might be estimated to 
be eligible for the family allowance5). At what stage will the eligibility for the family allow-
ance be determined (i.e., at the call deadline or at the time of recruitment)? In case the 
family status of the researcher changes at any point during the fellowship, it is recom-
mended to revise and include or retract the family allowance.    

• Describe the national statutory deductions and give an indication of the minimum gross 
salary which would be provided to the researcher. 
 

➢ Amounts for the benefit of the host organisation(s):  
 

• Research training and networking: State that this portion of budget will cover expenses 
such as consumables, research costs, equipment costs (e.g., laptops) travel for train-
ing/events etc., training costs, programme workshops, conferences, etc. 

• Explain how the secondment expenses will be covered. 

• Management and indirect costs: state that these costs can be used for the PM salary (if 
appointed), peer review costs, website, advertising, call dissemination costs, etc.  

  
RED FLAG:  Applicants must detail the programme’s total costs in Parts A and B, including 
funding for researchers and implementing organisations, to assess working conditions. Mini-
mum monthly gross remuneration and mobility costs apply, with different thresholds for em-
ployment contracts and fixed-amount fellowships, and compliance must be demonstrated in 
Part B, Table 1.1. 

 
5 This is the estimation for the Doctoral Networks projects and it can be useful for the COFUND project proposals as well. More 
information is on page 80 in Model Grant Agreement https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-
2027/horizon/agr-contr/unit-mga_he_en.pdf 

https://marie-sklodowska-curie-actions.ec.europa.eu/about-msca/guidelines-for-inclusion-of-researchers-at-risk
https://marie-sklodowska-curie-actions.ec.europa.eu/about-msca/guidelines-for-inclusion-of-researchers-at-risk
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/agr-contr/unit-mga_he_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/agr-contr/unit-mga_he_en.pdf
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✓ Working conditions, institutional administrative support, and available services/facilities; 

 

 
Suggested points to cover:  
 

➢ Describe how the researchers will have excellent working conditions. 
➢ Human resources (mention the HR Excellence in Research Award, if you have it).  
➢ EURAXESS and the migration support for non-EU researchers.  
➢ Support from the programme management team. 
➢ Using a table outline all the support services / facilities in all the organisation locations 

(health care, support with accommodation, language courses etc.).  
➢ Any dedicated support for researchers with families and for researchers with special needs 

or researchers at risk. 
 

✓ Employment conditions, including statutory working practices, social security cover-

age and social benefits; 
 

➢ Highlight that, as staff members, doctoral candidates/postdocs will be subject to relevant 
employment laws, e.g., equal status act, employment equality acts, disability act, etc.  

➢ Describe the contracts that will be provided to doctoral researchers (they should be em-
ployed as staff unless explicitly prohibited by the national legislation, in that exceptional 
case a fixed-amount fellowship can be used)6.  

➢ Describe statutory working practices, social security coverage and social benefits (sick 
leave, maternity/paternity and parental leave).  

 

✓ Compare the proposed working conditions through the programme with the regional 

and/or national and/or sectoral ones; 

 
➢ Describe how these working conditions compare with the standard treatment of doctoral 

candidates/postdocs in your country. Are they treated as staff or students? Remember that 
the conditions offered by COFUND should not be worse than the average national condi-
tions (ideally, they should be better). 
 

✓ Any other relevant point. 

 

 

Table 1.1 : Amounts provided to researchers and hosting organisations7  

The following table (or similar) should be used to detail the financial aspects of the Programme. 

Please note that the amounts for the living allowance and for the mobility allowance must be speci-

fied individually: 

 

 
6 For more details regarding the two ways of recruiting researchers, check the MSCA Work programme on page 104. 
7 The EU contribution can be used to support any cost items of the programme (remuneration costs, mobility costs, 
family costs, research, training and networking costs, management and indirect costs). Individual cost items may be 
fully or partially funded through other resources including EU programmes other than Horizon 2020 or Horizon Europe, 
such as the Cohesion policy funds, provided that double-funding is avoided. Applicants must specify in their proposal 
the total cost of their proposed programme and in particular the amounts that will be provided for the benefit of the 
researchers and for the organisation(s) that will implement the programme. This information will be needed to evaluate 
the adequateness of employment and working conditions of the researchers. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2023-2024/wp-2-msca-actions_horizon-2023-2024_en.pdf
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Cost catego-
ries 

COFUND 
allowance 
= EU con-
tribution 
(A) 

(EUR/per-
son-
month) 

Own re-
sources = 
provided by 
the Benefi-
ciary (B) 

(EUR/person-
month) 

Financial 
contribution 
= provided 
by the Im-
plement-
ing/Associ-
ated Part-
ners - if ap-
plicable (C) 

(EUR/per-
son-month) 

Total cost = COFUND allow-
ance + Own resources + Fi-
nancial contribution (A+B+C) 

(EUR/person-month)  

Remunera-
tion* 

   ** 

Mobility al-
lowance*** 

   ** 

Family allow-
ance*** 

    

Travel allow-
ance*** 

    

Research 
costs*** 

    

Other (train-
ing, etc.) *** 

    

Management 
costs *** 

    

Indirect 
costs*** 

    

Total amount 
of COFUND 
allowance = 
the sum of 
the above 
categories 

3 500 (for 
Doctoral) 

4 980 (for 
Postdoc-
toral)**** 

 

Number of 
fellows 
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Number of re-
cruitment 
month/fellow 

 

TOTAL EUR 3 500 / 
4 980  x 
number of 
fellows  x 
number of 
recruit-
ment 
month/fel-
low 

   

 

Table 1.1: Summary of the proposed financial package to implement the training pro-
gramme 

* The monthly gross remuneration, i.e. salaries, social security contributions, taxes and other 
costs or compulsory deductions under national legislation linked to in the remuneration; 
 
**The monthly gross remuneration and the mobility costs must be: not lower than EUR 3500 
for Doctoral fellows and not lower than EUR 4980 for Postdoctoral fellows (50% of these 
amounts in case of fixed-amount fellowships); 
  
***If applicable, delete otherwise. Other lines can be included for categories not shown in the 
template above;. 

****Choose the applicable rate according to the type of programme and delete the other. In 
case of fixed- amount fellowships the rates will be 50%. 

 
For all types of allowances provided, the applicant must also indicate the total amount of the 
allowance, including the employer’s contribution to social security as well as the employee’s 
tax and social security contributions. 
  
To note, applicants must also introduce the project’s budget in Part A (in the structured sub-
mission forms) according to the following instructions: 
 

 

Part A of the proposal lists the Beneficiary and (if applicable) the Associated Partners (APs) 

involved in the proposal. Implementing Partners (IPs) are not presented in Part A. The bene-

ficiary is ‘Participant number 1’ followed by the APs.  
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The beneficiary must encode under the column ‘Own resources’ its own financial input to the 

programme, and under the column ‘Financial contribution’ the financial support coming from 

IPs (if applicable). 

The beneficiary must indicate for the APs – each in its relevant row - under the column ‘Fi-

nancial contribution’ any financial support they intend to provide for the proposal. 

The values (per category and overall) introduced in Part A must match exactly what is presented in 

Part B. 

STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The dissemination process to recruit fellows in two calls is well organized. The applicant uses 
a variety of communication channels including a launch event in hybrid form and a tailored 
campaign for groups underrepresented in science. 

2. The information provided to applicants are well specified and complete covering conditions of 
the fellowship and evaluation process, including detailed guidelines and very satisfactory re-
dress procedure for all stages of the process. 

3. The selection process is credibly described and based on an open, transparent and merit -based 
strategy. Gender dimension and other diversity aspects are very well considered. It is very pos-
itive that the host institution implements a refugee student programme as well as actions and 
services for students with specific needs. 

4. process, that is transparent and merit-based. It is aligned with the European Charter of Re-
searchers, and ensured by the participation of the Faculty HR throughout the entire process.  

5. Evaluation criteria and scoring mechanisms are sufficiently detailed and the process allows the 
implementation of a redress procedure at all stages. 

6. The appointment conditions are very attractive compared with other national programmes and 
important complimentary benefits like health care, administrative support with relocation, and 
language courses are offered as well.  

7. The programme benefits from the fact that both implementing organisations have already been 
awarded the 'HR Excellence in Research' label, and the requirement that secondments to part-
ner organisations follow the same principles appropriately aligns the programme with the EU 
principles for human resources development. 
 

 
WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The programme will use some standard conventional channels for the dissemination of the call, 
not showing how to reach specialised communities, insufficiently considering the national and 
international levels, the social media and the partners’ dissemination capacity.  

2. Considering the wide range of proposed topic areas, the proposal is unclear about how many 
projects are on offer for the candidates to select from. 

3. The evaluation criteria for the research proposal are not entirely appropriate as they include 
criteria regarding the capacity of the host institutions and secondment organizations as well as 
the quality of the supervision, that do not depend on the candidate's capacities. 

4. The evaluation criteria and scoring system are described in overly general terms, lacking suffi-
cient detail on sub-criteria, weightings, and thresholds. It is also not sufficiently clear how re-
searcher and project scores will be combined, how interviews and additional candidate infor-
mation will be assessed, or how ex aequo cases will be handled. Some aspects of the evaluation 
measures are not sufficiently clear. For example, it is not sufficiently addressed how the ex 
aequo cases will be resolved. Furthermore, the redress procedure is not sufficiently explained, 
e.g. whether it is limited to procedural aspects or also scientific judgements of experts.  

5. The involvement of the supervisor in the preparation of the application is not fully justified and 
their role in the decision-making process is not convincingly explained.The involvement of inde-
pendent experts during the selection process is not convincingly described, e.g. the extent of 
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independent experts’ involvement in the written evaluation and in the final selection step. This 
potentially limits the fairness and impartiality of the selection process.  

6. Researchers at risk are not clearly taken into account in the selection procedure. Moreover, the 
proposal insufficiently addresses whether special support for those with disabilities will be avail-
able during fellowships. 

7. The impartiality of the selection procedure is not fully convincing as the involvement of the in-
ternal and external evaluators is not well-balanced at all stages of the selection process, e.g. 
the possibility that the potential future supervisors of the PhD researchers will be involved in the 
decision making during the selection process is not well-justified. It is also not clearly explained 
how the independent experts will be selected.  

8. There is insufficient detail on appointment conditions for comparatively evaluating the attrac-
tiveness of the working conditions in the hosting countries. 

9. It is not fully clear from the proposal how the consolidated ranking list will be established on 
basis of the individual ranking lists established by each evaluation panel.  

10. There is limited information about the composition of the Redress Committee. It is not fully clear 
whether the Redress Committee is sufficiently independent to assess any claim in a fair and 
transparent way.  

11. Ranking ex-aequo candidates by age is not fully justified and is a disadvantage to candidates 
with a career break, for example due to maternity/paternity leave, that can limit the options to 
achieve gender balance in the recruitment of candidates.  
 

 

 

1.3 Quality and novelty of the research options offered by the programme in terms of inter-

disciplinarity, inter-sectorality and level of transnational mobility. Quality of open sci-

ence practices.  

Required sub-headings: 

• Describe the research options offer by the programme 

 
 

✓ Quality of the research options in terms of interdisciplinary research options, inter-

sectorality (mobility between the academic and non-academic sector) and interna-

tional networking; 
 
It is recommendable to break this section down into three headings:  
 
Interdisciplinary exposure:  
 

➢ Focus here on the interdisciplinary nature of the programme and of the organisation/insti-
tution/department/centre. For example, mention already-existing multidisciplinary projects 
and research areas.  

➢ Outline how doctoral candidates/postdocs will engage with different disciplinary areas. 
Multi-disciplinarity of projects? Training elements? Multi-disciplinary supervisory panel?  

➢ Describe how doctoral candidates/ postdocs will receive training in advanced research 
skills beyond their own discipline (for instance, during network-wide events).  

➢ Propose shared courses or projects to the doctoral candidates from different disciplines, 
in order to foster interdisciplinary synergies.  

➢ Consider creating multi-disciplinary projects involving different research teams from the 
same or from different institutions.  
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➢ If relevant, offer possibilities for laboratory rotations as a part of secondments  
 

Inter-sectoral exposure:  
 

➢ Explain the secondments to, and the overall involvement of, the non-academic sector.  
➢ Provide a list of all the non-academic organisations, known at proposal stage, specifying 

their role (training, secondment hosts, representatives in the governance of the pro-
gramme, etc.)  

➢ Mention training in non-academic specific skills as part of the formal training Programme 
(link here to section 1.4 where this training should be described). For example, inviting 
experts working in industry or other organisations from the non-academic sector to deliver 
courses on entrepreneurship, exploitation of research results, open science, ethics, pa-
tenting, etc., to the recruited researchers. If the training offer has been designed with input 
from the non-academic sector, mention this. 

➢ Mention industry networking events relevant to doctoral candidates/postdocs. Will super-
visors/industry partners help them to make the most of these opportunities? Emphasise 
the concrete opportunity to develop long-lasting high-profile networks.  

➢ Refer to occasions for exposing doctoral/postdoctoral candidates to various stakeholders 
gathered in a single campus or hub, e.g. close-by innovation or tech parks. 

 
 
 

 

Doctoral Programmes specifics 

➢ If known at the time of proposal writing, mention some forms of cooperation with other 
doctoral programmes. 

 
International mobility:  
 

➢ Reference to mobility requirements for applicants applying to the COFUND programme.  
➢ Explain if there are possible international secondment hosts, short visits and opportunities 

for international networking and collaborations. 

 
✓ Open science practices: Describe how appropriate open science practices are implemented 

as an integral part of the proposed methodology. Show how the choice of practices and 

their implementation are adapted to the nature of the research training programme, in a 

way that will increase the chances of the project delivering on its objectives. If you believe 

that none of these practices are appropriate for your project, please provide a justification 

here. 

 

Open science is an approach based on open cooperative work and systematic sharing of 

knowledge and tools as early and widely as possible in the process. Open science prac-

tices include early and open sharing of research (for example through preregistration, 

registered reports, pre-prints, or crowd-sourcing); research output management; 

measures to ensure reproducibility of research outputs; providing open access to research 

outputs (such as publications, data, software, models, algorithms, and workflows); par-

ticipation in open peer-review; and involving all relevant knowledge actors including cit-

izens, civil society and end users in the co-creation of R&I agendas and contents (such as 

citizen science). 
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 Please note that this question does not refer to outreach actions that may be planned as part of 

communication, dissemination and exploitation activities. These aspects should instead be de-

scribed below under ‘Impact’. 
 

➢ You could mention the Open Science policy of the programme here and that the doctoral 
candidates/postdocs will receive training in Open Science. 

➢ Provide information on how the funded projects within your COFUND programme will com-
ply with the mandatory, and when relevant, recommended open science practices – at 
beneficiary and implementing/associated partners’ levels. Ideally, your open science stra t-
egy should not be limited to open access and open data, but deal with the full spectrum of 
Open Science practices. 

 
Mandatory OS practice 

 
✓ Open Access to scientific publications under the conditions required by the Grant 

Agreement;  
✓ responsible management of research data in line with the FAIR principles of ‘findability’, 

‘accessibility’, ‘interoperability’ and ‘reusability’,  
✓ information about the research outputs/tools/instruments needed to validate the con-

clusions of scientific publications or to validate/re-use research data;  
✓ digital or physical access to the results needed to validate the conclusions of scientific 

publications, unless exceptions apply;  
✓ in cases of public emergency, if requested by the granting authority, immediate open 

access to all research outputs under open licenses or access under fair and reasonable 
conditions to legal entities that need the research outputs to address the public emer-
gency. 

 

 

 

 

Recommended OS practice 
 

✓ Open Science practices beyond the mandatory ones, such as involving all relevant 
knowledge actors, including citizens, early and open sharing of research, output man-
agement beyond research data, open peer-review, pre-registration of research, (i.e., 
specifying your research plan in advance of your research and submitting it to a regis-
try). 

 
➢ Describe how the COFUND will ensure that the relevant OS practices will be implemented 

in the researchers’ projects as an integral part of the proposed methodology, therefore 
increasing the chances of the project delivering on its objectives. 

 
 

 
When addressing OS practices, take into account: 
 

Open Science Practice Mandatory Recommended 

Early and open 
sharing of research 

• Preregistration, registered re-
ports, preprints, etc. 

 Yes 

Research output 
management 

• Data management plan 
(DMP) 

Yes  
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Ensure reproduci-
bility of research 

outputs 

• Information on out-
puts/tools/instruments and ac-
cess to data/results for valida-
tion of publications 

Yes  

Open access to re-
search outputs 

through deposition 
in trusted reposito-

ries 

 

• Open access to publications 

• Open access to data 

• Open access to software, 
models, algorithms, workflows 
etc.  

Yes, for peer-re-
viewed publica-

tions and re-
search data (‘as 
open as possible 
as closed as nec-

essary’) 

Yes, for other re-
search outputs. 

Participate in open 
peer-review 

• Publish in open peer-re-
viewed journals or platforms 

 Yes 

Involving all rele-
vant knowledge ac-

tors 

• Involve citizens, civil society, 
and end-users in co-creation 
of content (e.g., crowd-sourc-
ing, etc.) 

 Yes 

 
 

➢ Source: MSCA-NET Policy brief: Open Science.  
➢ The Policy Brief provides an overview of the open science and data management require-

ments under MSCA, and provides additional information on approaching the evaluation 
criteria, training and skills development, dissemination, communication, and exploitati on. 

➢ A strong justification is needed in case you believe that none of these practices are appro-
priate for your project. 

 
 Proposals selected for funding under Horizon Europe will need to develop a detailed data 

management plan (DMP) for making their data/research outputs findable, accessible, interop-

erable and reusable (FAIR) as a deliverable by month 6 and revised towards the end of a 

project’s lifetime. The DMP should describe how research outputs (especially research data) 

generated and/or collected during the project will be managed so as to ensure that they are 

findable, accessible, interoperable and reusable.  

 For guidance on open science practices and research data management, please refer to the 

relevant section (chapter 16, page 40)) of the HE Programme Guide on the Funding & Ten-

ders Portal. 

 

✓ Any other relevant point 

 

 

 

 

 
STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/Task-3.6-Open_science_Brief.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/guidance/programme-guide_horizon_en.pdf
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1. The proposal is outstanding in the way it integrates international and intersectoral research 
options. It foresees mandatory secondments for researchers with the possibility to choose 
from an extensive international network of associated partners, ensuring a very high quality 
intersectoral and interdisciplinary implementation of individual projects, at the training level, 
and through the foreseen research and transfer of knowledge.  

2. The supervision arrangement is excellent, including a supervisory team with interdisciplinary 
supervisors that also includes one from the fellow’s secondment host. This arrangement is 
strengthened by the allocation of a named supervisor with a strong track record of scientific 
and supervision accomplishments to each doctoral candidate. 

3. Career development and guidance is strengthened by a Personal Career Development Plan, 
developed together with the supervisory team. The Plan is subjected to quarterly reviews by 
the mentor, and annually by a supervisory board, ensuring an effective progress monitoring 
and support mechanism. 

4. Open science practices are well embedded in the beneficiary's policies and fellows can bene-
fit from the host institution training and support when applying them to their research publica-
tions and data management.  

5. Each postdoctoral researcher is required to produce a data management plan, which is a 
strength. 

WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. Stakeholders will be leveraged to enhance the career prospects of DCs. It lacks details on 
specific activities to facilitate interactions with these stakeholders and support the candidates' 
employability. 

2. The plans regarding international mobility and potential cross-sectoral mobility are rather 
broadly outlined and the specific kind of support offered is not precisely detailed.  

3. The focus on national partners narrows the specific measures aiming to promote interna-
tional mobility of the candidates. 

4. The programme addresses the intersectoral dimension only through secondment periods that 
are both optional and short. The short duration of the intersectoral secondment limits its ben-
efit for the fellow and for the hosting company. 

5. Not enough justification is provided on the rationale for the different duration of the second-

ments in foreign institutions, as well as whether and how this will affect the individual doctoral 

candidates’ training and skills development. 

6. There is insufficient information on the specific tools and strategies that will be employed for 

the proposed data management. 

 

 
 

1.4 Quality, novelty and pertinence of the research training programme (including transfera-

ble skills, inter/multidisciplinary, inter-sectoral and gender as well as other diversity aspects) 

Required sub-headings:  

• Overview and content structure of the doctoral or postdoctoral training programme, including 

network-wide training events and complementarity with those programmes offered locally at 

the participating organisations. (please include table 1.4) 
➢ Begin with an overview of the main objectives of your COFUND training programme. Avoid 

general statements, but have them specific for your programme (you can base them on 
the scope of the MSCA Work Programme). 

➢ Who will coordinate the training programme? Role of the project management team/ su-
pervisory board or in the case of a larger COFUND programme a specific research career 
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development manager? Describe quality monitoring procedures for trainings and how the 
trainings will be evaluated by the researchers. 

➢ Describe how the training programme8 has been designed to meet the research and trans-
ferable skills’ needs of these researchers and the needs of the sector and to enable the 
rapid ascent of researchers to key leadership positions in the field. Specify, how the re-
searchers’ training needs will be identified. 

➢ Describe how the Career Development Plan (CDP)9 will be established. 
➢ Include a figure/table here as an overview of the research skills training (core and ad-

vanced) which the researchers will receive. Use graphics to highlight several research 
training areas.  

➢ Include the following elements in the training plan:   
 

• Scientific and transferable skills through hands on training activities. What skills will 
the researchers learn and develop from carrying out their individual research project? 
How will they be monitored and supported in this process? Refer to the role of the 
supervisory panel. What is the added value of having more than one supervisor?  

• Describe how your training elements will build upon existing programmes already 
running in your host institution(s) (e.g., other MSCA/H2020 projects, Erasmus+ 
joint doctorates, career development modules). List existing relevant modules 
(and possibly trainers and timing) in a table.  

• Intersectoral or interdisciplinary transfer of knowledge (through secondments and 
short visits). Mention the non-academic partners’ contribution to the training.. 

• Summer schools/workshops which will include specific courses on research and 
transferable skills. Give an overview of your COFUND summer schools – include 
details of morning & afternoon sessions over a couple of days.  

 
 
Doctoral Programmes specifics 

➢ If possible, specify how many ECTS credits will be assigned for each activity. Outline 
any requirements of the doctoral candidates in this area – how many modules must 
they complete/credits etc. These provisions should be in line with the host institu-
tion’s regulation (and, where applicable, to national law). 

 
 

➢ Supervised inter-disciplinary research project - provide a table summarising the disci-
pline-specific research training provided by each supervisor – include name, supervi-
sor responsible and training site. Openly refer to ‘training through research’, specifying 
that the doctoral candidates/postdocs will receive appropriate support in their research 
activities. 
 

➢ Describe in more detail the key transferable skills training that the researchers will 

receive.  
 

➢ Outline any requirements of the doctoral candidates/postdocs in this area – how many mod-

ules they must complete etc. (minimum target).  

➢ State that doctoral candidates/postdocs will receive transferable skills in key areas including, 

but not limited to, the following:  

 

 
8To design your training programme, you can use the Research Comp Tool developed by the European Commission: https://re-
search-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-04/ec_rtd_research-competence-presentation.pdf  
9 Remember that in addition to research objectives, this Plan comprises of the researcher's training and career needs, including 
training on transferable skills, teaching, planning for publications and participation in conferences and events aimed at opening 
science and research to citizens. 

https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-04/ec_rtd_research-competence-presentation.pdf
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-04/ec_rtd_research-competence-presentation.pdf
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➢ Grant writing  
➢ Project management  
➢ Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) management  
➢ Entrepreneurship skills  
➢ Training for job interviews  
➢ CV writing  
➢ Open science skills (i.e., researchers should learn how to open access their publications, 

management and implementation of FAIR data)  
➢ Public engagement & communication skills  
➢ Research integrity, responsible research and ethics 
➢ Gender aspects 
➢ Citizen science skills  

 

➢ Indicate the local and the network wide training activities, and show the balance/ complemen-

tarity between them (the aim is to demonstrate that there is complementarity between local 

and network-wide training): 

 

 

 

 

 

  

LOCAL TRAINING ➢ Offered at the main beneficiary/implementing partner 

where the fellow will work. Include a description of the 

structured training (research training) offered, for exam-

ple, local graduate/doctorate schools, courses for post-

doctoral researchers. 

➢ Describe other specific opportunities and trainings of-

fered at the university where the researcher is employed 

(e.g., ethics, research integrity, gender, open science) 

and transferable skills training. 

NETWORKWIDE TRAINING ➢ Offered by the beneficiary/implementing/associated 

partners at specific events, e.g., workshops, summer 

schools, training weeks, training during the second-

ments. 

➢ Be very specific about the details for each 

course/school/workshop - when and where it will take 

place, what areas will be covered, how long will it last, 

who will deliver the training. You can include extra tables 

to show a fuller description of all the trainings. 

 

 

 
➢ It is good practice to have an evaluation and satisfaction survey completed by the fellows 

at the end of each training session.  
 

• Role of non-academic sector in the training programme (if applicable) 

✓ Training on research skills within the appropriate discipline(s) and/or to gain new 

skills; 

✓ Support and/or additional training in non-research oriented transferable skills (i.e. 

grant writing, project management, IPR, entrepreneurship, training for job inter-

views) 
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➢ Provide precise details of the contribution of the non-academic beneficiaries and imple-
menting/ associated partners in the training programme, including recruiting (for non-aca-
demic beneficiaries), training (local and the network wide training), and hosting second-
ments (specific training). 

➢ Besides industry/SMEs/start-ups, non-academic partners can be an NGO, a charity organ-
isation, a hospital, a national/regional authority, or any other organisation that satisfies the 
definition of non-academic sector.  

➢ It can be very helpful to use a table to list the role of each non-academic participant – this 
makes the details clear and easy to follow.  

 
 
 

 

Table 1.4 Main Network-Wide Training Events, Conferences and Contribution of the 

Beneficiary/ Partners  

 
  

Main Training Events & Conferences 

ECTS10  

(if any) 

Lead Institu-

tion 

Action Month 

(estimated) 

1     

2     

3     

4     

 

 

 
 

 
STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. There is novel and pertinent individual advanced training where the project manager will build a 
dedicated open learning hub on the project website, gathering available courses and relevant 
webinars for the recruited PhD researchers.  

2. The career development modules are well elaborated. There is a well-balanced set up of highly 
relevant research training, inter/multidisciplinary and inter-sectoral educational development, 
and innovative transferable skills training through collaboration with partner universities. 

3. The training is very well conceived and ranges from scientific training to transferable skills, with 
mandatory workshops, including on gender and other diversity aspects, personal research de-
velopment plans, summer and winter schools.  

4. The AI research preparations is well supported by AI ethics, regulation and certification train-
ing. 

5. Transferable skills training is well thought out, with a mandatory course in Open Science and 
Open Access and several elective courses, including on leadership and on gender and diver-
sity. The specific focus on innovation, commercialisation and technology transfer is credible 
and in line with the aims of the programme. 

6. International mobility is sufficiently addressed, through international networking opportunities 
and mandatory international exposure at conferences and events. 

7. An innovative aspect is that the quality of training activities is assessed and ensured through 
an evaluation procedure by the doctoral candidates after every training activity.  
 

 
10 ECTS: European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System. http://ec.europa.eu/education/ects/users-guide/docs/ects-users-
guide_en.pdf.   
 

http://ec.europa.eu/education/ects/users-guide/docs/ects-users-guide_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/education/ects/users-guide/docs/ects-users-guide_en.pdf
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WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The duration of the planned courses offered to doctoral candidates lacks clarity.  
2. The expected balance between compulsory and optional training activities is not entirely clear 

in the proposal. 
3. Research training is narrowly focused on the courses already available at the host institutions; 

the proposal does not convincingly identify how concrete measures specific to the programme 
will provide high-quality training.  

4. Additional training in non-research transferable skills is described in general terms and the role 
of the non-academic sector in the training programme is unclear. 

5. It is not sufficiently identified how training activities and network-wide events will be integrated 
in the training pathway of the doctoral candidates. In addition, the commitment of industrial 
partners to the training programme and training of research skills by non-academic partners 
lack clarity.  

6. The scientific and transferable skills training programme is not comprehensive. Details such as 
the number of hours, location, and providers of the training are not provided. Gender and diver-
sity aspects within the training programme are also not sufficiently addressed.  

7. Training in respect to ethics in research is not clearly integrated into the training programme, 
which is important given the research options offered by the programme. Further, the proposal 
insufficiently addresses how the quality of the training courses will be measured/monitored. 

8. The proposal fails to convincingly explain how the international networking and mobility oppor-
tunities will be channelled in practical terms. 

9. The proposal lacks a detailed description of the support provided to fellows in identifying spe-
cialized technical training or scientific courses, especially for supporting inter - and multidiscipli-
nary research. 

 

 

 
1.5 Quality, novelty and pertinence of the supervision, career guidance and career develop-

ment arrangements  

 

Required sub-headings: 

• Describe the supervision arrangements 

✓ Qualifications and supervision experience of supervisors: quality and experience of 

supervisors should be described (especially for Doctoral Programmes), as well as how 

progress of the researchers will be monitored and their career development promoted 

and guided throughout the duration of the fellowship 
 
Supervision arrangements:  

 
➢ Describe the number of supervisors required per applicant i.e., each fellow should 

have 2-3 supervisors: 1 primary supervisor at the host, 1 co-supervisor and 1 non-
academic supervisor based in the secondment organisation. Some programmes add 
a mentor for the non-scientific guidance of the fellow. What efforts will be made to 
achieve gender balance among the supervisory teams for each researcher? 

➢ Include when the supervisor will be identified by the applicant (during the application 
process? Before submitting the application?). The same goes for the co-supervisors 
and the non-academic supervisors.  

➢ Remember: Supervisors should have no role in the recruitment process or decision 
making. It is important to make it clear there is no conflict of interest and no preselec-
tion. The process should be open, transparent, merit-based, impartial and equitable 
(European Charter for Researchers). 
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➢ Explore possibilities for international/intersectoral co-supervision. Mention synergies 
and coordination with the co-supervisor in the non-academic sector if applicable. In 
case of co-supervision, explain the complementary roles of co-supervisors/mentors. 

➢ Explain practical arrangements for supervision: frequency of individual meetings be-
tween the fellow and the supervisor(s), supervision arrangements at the main host 
organisation during secondments. 

➢ Clearly explain conflict resolution procedures at the programme level should a conflict 
between the researcher and a supervisor(s) arise.  

➢ Make sure that particular supervision activities are in line with the  Marie Skłodowska-
Curie actions Supervision guidelines. Describe aspects of supervisor training that will 
enhance the quality of supervision of recruited researchers.   

➢ Mention progress monitoring and corrective measures. You could add details about 
how often the supervisory team will report on the fellow and to whom – to the PM team 
or to the Advisory Board or similar. Will the fellow be required to submit annual pro-
gress reports? Have in mind that particular attention is paid to the quality of supervision 
and mentoring arrangements as well as career guidance. 
 

Doctoral Programmes specifics 

It would be a benefit to state that all supervisors will take mandatory supervision training to ensure 
that they are properly equipped to support doctoral researchers throughout their PhD and to ensure 
excellent and consistent supervision for all researchers in the training programme.  

 

 
➢ If applicable, mention whether there is specific training provided at an institutional level  

and what models or resources are used, for example those of Vitae.  
➢ Specify that, in addition to the supervisory panel, each fellowship candidate could be as-

signed a buddy, who will provide additional assistance with relocation, language (when 
applicable), bureaucracy complementing institutional support structures. 
 

Quality of supervisors:  

 
➢ Provide a collective statement on the experience of the supervisors involved in your CO-

FUND.  
➢ If applicable, mention any policies in place to ensure researchers receive adequate atten-

tion from supervisors (e.g. limits to numbers of researchers per supervisor, provision of 
assistant supervisors, etc.). 

➢ In case of funding organisations, how will you assess the quality of the supervisors (for 
instance, some thresholds in terms of years of experience, past supervision record)?  

➢ If known, include a table outlining the quality of potential supervisors both as researchers 
in their field (e.g., contributions to projects, numbers of publications, H-index, etc.) and as 
advisors (e.g. rate of doctoral candidates and postdocs supervised to project completion, 
supervision awards, satisfaction survey results), or any other evidence of their capacity 
and expertise as supervisor. This will be particularly important for any supervisor from the 
non-academic sector. 

✓ Describe how the potential and future career perspectives of selected researchers will 

be enhanced; 
 

 

 

✓ Any other relevant point 

 

 The following section of the European Charter for Researchers refers specifically to supervision: 

 

file://///dldeffmimp29svm.intra.dlr.de/O$/ID-EI-EFP/NKS_MSC_EURAXESS/03_MSC/12_MSCA_NCP_EU%20Project/04_RADIANCE%20(2024-2027)/05_Tasks/Handbooks/COFUND/%5b%20https:/op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/1803a3f6-0084-11f0-9503-01aa75ed71a1/language-en%5d
file://///dldeffmimp29svm.intra.dlr.de/O$/ID-EI-EFP/NKS_MSC_EURAXESS/03_MSC/12_MSCA_NCP_EU%20Project/04_RADIANCE%20(2024-2027)/05_Tasks/Handbooks/COFUND/%5b%20https:/op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/1803a3f6-0084-11f0-9503-01aa75ed71a1/language-en%5d
https://www.vitae.ac.uk/researcher-careers/career-management-for-researchers
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Supervision 

Employers and/or funders should ensure that a person is clearly identified to whom researchers can 

refer for the performance of their professional duties, and should inform the researchers accordingly.  

Such arrangements should clearly define that the proposed supervisors are sufficiently expert in super-

vising research, have the time, knowledge, experience, expertise and commitment to be able to offer 

the research doctoral candidate appropriate support and provide for the necessary progress and review 

procedures, as well as the necessary feedback mechanisms.  

 

 Supervision is one of the crucial elements of successful research. Guiding, supporting, directing, 

advising and mentoring are key factors for a researcher to pursue his/her career path. In this context, 

all MSCA-funded projects are encouraged to follow the recommendations outlined in the  

Guidelines for MSCA supervision11. 
 

STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The quality and relevance of supervision provided by a team of highly qualified academic and 
non-academic supervisors and mentors is stimulating. Potential supervisors are offered rele-
vant training to improve their supervisory skills, which is a very posit ive aspect of the pro-
gramme. 

2. The supervision system is excellent, with a “triad-system”: the host supervisor, the co-host 
supervisor, and a non-academic mentor. Supervisors are well qualified and receive appropri-
ate training while the fellows benefit from additional support via the Training and Career De-
velopment team. 

3. Procedures for the selection of supervisors are appropriately elaborated. Role and duty of the 
supervisors are sound ensuring efficient career guidance. Their profiles are very well pre-
sented and appropriate. 

4. Supervision arrangements including career guidance and career development are well speci-
fied with appropriate descriptions of the qualifications of the supervisors, frequency and tim-
ing of monitoring actions and the role of partners in supervision and guidance. Furthermore, 
an advisory committee and a supervisory board will effectively support the monitoring of indi-
vidual research progress. programme. 

5. Appropriate measures to resolve potential conflicts are in place. At any time fellows can re-
quest a change of supervisor or the appointment of an additional supervisor, which is an ap-
propriate measure to keep a high-level quality of supervision.  

6. It is very positive that the researchers will have the opportunity to be involved in the supervi-
sion of the undergraduate and master students. 

7. The supervision is effectively embedded in a full doctoral training plan covering all aspects 
from research to career development and dissemination. The presence of a supervisory 
board and the training and dissemination board is important to control and to  balance differ-
ences in supervisions and adds credibility to the approach. 

8. Supervision arrangements are very well described and suitable. Further, the quality of super-
visors is well demonstrated and the commitment to supervision according to the MSCA 
Guidelines for Supervision is convincing. 

 

WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The information on the selection process for Enterprise Mentors and how their qualifications 
and experience will be ensured are not sufficiently detailed in the proposal.  

2. The qualifications and supervision experience of supervisors are not sufficiently justified. Su-
pervision training, the maximum number of concurrent thesis supervisions and other arrange-
ments of quality assurance are not adequately provided. 

 
11 While the Guidelines for MSCA supervision are non-binding, funded-projects are strongly encouraged to take them into 
account. 

https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2766/508311
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3. - The consideration of gender balance in supervision is not sufficiently elaborated . 
4. Given that the researchers have to pre-select a specific PhD topic before applying, it is un-

clear whether there are possibilities of changing project or supervisor in case of personal or 
technical difficulties in the development of the project. 

5. The supervision process is not entirely developed. For instance, appointment and decision-
making procedures for each supervisor are not sufficiently specified, nor are conflict resolu-
tion mechanisms. 

6. The proposal does not provide detailed information on the process or criteria for selecting se-
condment supervisors, which could raise concerns about the quality or fit of these supervi-
sors.  

7. A personalised career development plan will be developed by the PhD candidate at the be-
ginning of the training period, however the active role of the supervisor in its preparation is 
insufficiently considered. 

8. The quality of supervision is not fully demonstrated, the frequency of meetings with supervi-
sors is not fully convincing. The monitoring of the progress of the postdoctoral researchers is 
not sufficiently elaborated. 

9. Information concerning supervision and career development arrangements is scattered 
throughout the proposal. It lacks important details, for example, the role of associated part-
ners in supervision and arrangements for monitoring and reporting research progress. 

 

  
 

2. Impact   
 

2.1 Strengthening human resources good practices at institutional, regional, national or in-

ternational level, in particular through aligning the practices of participating organisa-

tions with the principles set out by the EU for human resources development in research 

an innovation 

 

✓ Outline how the proposed programme will impact on strengthening research human 

resources at the institutional, regional, national or international level; 
 
 

➢ It is recommended to break this chapter into three sections or two if the regional and national level 
can be combined.  

 
Regional level/ National level: 

 
➢ Describe how the programme will help to increase the attractiveness of the participating 

organisations to talented researchers thus building up talent in the region. Related to this 
goal, what are the benefits of training this doctoral/postdoctoral cohort?  

➢ How will this COFUND enhance the networking opportunities and the visibility of the host 
(and partners)? How will it reinforce the organisation's position and visibility at a global 
level, but also at a regional/national level by helping them become key actors and partners 
in the local socio-economic ecosystem. 

➢ Do the objectives of the COFUND programme address any key priorities/needs at a re-
search level? What is the benefit of building a critical mass of skilled researchers in this 
thematic area?  

➢ How does the COFUND programme meet the needs at a national or regional level? For 
example, does the COFUND Programme align with national/regional policies/strategies 
such as Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation (RIS3 strategies) 
and/or others?  
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➢ Have in mind the possible synergies with other programmes (for example Cohesion policy 
funds or complementarity with the Erasmus + programme). More information is available 
in the document MSCA-NET policy brief on Synergies.  

 
International level: 

 
➢ Highlight how the programme will impact the international, interdisciplinary and intersec-

toral mobility of researchers in Europe. How will best practices be transferred to others?  
➢ Describe how the programme will strengthen Europe's human capital base in research and 

innovation and will aid the structure of a stronger European Research Area where 
knowledge, technology and researchers circulate freely.  

➢ Describe how the programme will increase Europe's attractiveness as a leading destina-
tion for research and innovation (provide specific information in relation to the research 
field). Also, refer to the excellent working conditions offered to researchers.  

➢ Describe how the programme will have an impact on better quality research and innova-
tion, contributing to Europe's competitiveness and growth and/or will address a European 
societal challenge.  

➢ Highlight any sustainable elements of the training programme after the lifetime of the CO-
FUND. 

 

✓ Describe how the programme will contribute to the implementation of principles set 

out by the EU for the human resources development in R&I (such as the Charter, or 

the Principles for Innovative Doctoral Training for Doctoral Programmes) at the par-

ticipating organisations; 

 
➢ Include information here if your institution as beneficiary, and/or implementing partners have been 

granted the HR Excellence in Research award.  
 

 
 

                                            Doctoral Programmes specifics 

Describe how the COFUND is structured according to the EU ‘Principles for Innovative Doctoral-
Training’ and the ‘Salzburg II Recommendations’. 

 
 

➢ Mention alignment with national regulations and provisions concerning social security and 
pension, provision for maternity/parental leave.  

➢ Mention again how gender issues / researchers at risk are taken into account in the work-
ing conditions.  

➢ Remind the evaluators that the proposed programme will contribute to achieving the ex-
pected impacts of the MSCA COFUND as set out in the Work Programme:  
- Improvement in the working and employment conditions for researchers in Europe at all 
levels of their career, starting from the doctoral stage.  
- Aligning of practices and policies in the context of the EU Human Resources Strategy for 
Researchers (HRS4R), enhanced implementation of the European Charter for Research-
ers and the EU Principles for Innovative Doctoral Training at regional, national or interna-
tional level.  

➢ If applicable, explain how your COFUND programme ensures excellent working conditions 
for the researchers and how it will spread best practices in research training across the 
host, the partners and beyond, having a positive structuring effect on the organ isations 
involved. 

 

✓ Any other relevant point. 

https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/store/policy-brief-synergies
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STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The collaboration of the beneficiary with regional, national and international organisations and 
the incorporation of delegates from partnering organisations on the beneficiary's Board, pro-
vide a good potential to improve their HR practices. This is further well demonstrated by the 
adoption of elements of quality assurance in policy documents defining rules and procedures 
for the various bodies involved in the programme. The programme will appropriately 
strengthen local, regional and international HR practices. The impact of enhancing human re-
sources in the region and at the European level is clearly demonstrated with examples. The 
programme appropriately implements standardised best HR practices, such as HRS4R, the 
European Principles on Innovative Doctoral Training and corresponding Charter.  

2. The programme benefits from the fact that both implementing organisations have already 
been awarded the 'HR Excellence in Research' label, and the requirement that secondments 
to partner organisations follow the same principles appropriately aligns the programme with 
the EU principles for human resources development. 

3. At the institutional level, the applicant has adapted key EU policies for research and innova-
tion, including the Charter and FAIR data requirements. The project will credibly strengthen 
and deepen these efforts and methodologies at the institutional level.  

4. The proposed programme fits very well into the national development plan and is aligned with 
the European Green Deal strategy. 

5. The impacts of the programme at the various levels are duly considered and the programme 
will contribute to the region’s competitiveness and economic growth with a focus on the chal-
lenges identified in the regional innovation strategy for smart specialisat ion. It is also suitably 
in line with key trends listed in the national innovation strategy. 

6. The proposal has a major contribution at institutional level. For instance, the training pro-
gramme of the COFUND project will benefit to other postdoctoral staff, the recruitment via the 
COFUND of fellows will expand the activity of the campus and its reputation. 

7. The programme is very well aligned with the aspirations of the EU for a leadership role in AI, 
and one can expect that it will provide a sizable contribution to achieving those aspirations. 

8. The project defines appropriate KPIs for measuring the impact on HR processes, for exam-
ple, quality of recruited fellows, number of attended training courses, number, quality and im-
pact of scientific publications, etc. 
 

WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The applicant leverages previous participation in COFUND as a means of supporting the pro-
ject’s impact. However, the proposal fails to convincingly show a significant impact on 
strengthening HR good practices can be foreseen at regional, national, or international level. 

2. The impact of the programme on strengthening human resources on international level is not 
clearly elaborated, only very general statements are presented. 

3. The concrete mechanism ensuring that associated partners will align with the Charter princi-
ples is not clearly explained. The positive impact on strengthening good HR practices beyond 
the applicant has not been sufficiently demonstrated. 

4. It is not convincingly detailed in the proposal what concrete measures the applicant will take 
to ensure that partner institutions follow the principles of human resources development dur-
ing secondments. 

5. How human resources good practices will be ensured at associated partners' institutions is 
insufficiently elaborated. The impact generated by strengthening research human resources 
good practices at institutional level is not clear. 
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2.2 Credibility of the proposed measures to enhance the career perspectives and employabil-

ity of researchers and contribution to their skills development  

 

In this section, please explain the impact of the research and training on the researchers' careers.  
 

➢ Make a strong link between your programme’s elements, EU policies about researcher 
careers/employability, and any sectoral policies referring to a skills gap in the relevant 
sector. You can find good guidance in the ResearchComp Framework. 

➢ Enhancing skills (research-related and transferable skills) – What aspects of the pro-
gramme will allow the doctoral candidates/ postdocs to enhance their existing skills and 
improve their employability in and outside academia. Training (research and transferable 
skills)? Secondments? Mentoring? Networking?  
- Focus on the impact of the skills on the doctoral candidates/postdocs’ employability, and 
do not repeat how these skills will be delivered. 

➢ Career prospects – give an indication of potential employment sectors that the doctoral 
candidates/postdocs might end up working in.  
- Explain the impact of the research and training on the researchers' short - and long-term 
career perspectives. 
- Consider both academic and non-academic career opportunities, both R&I and non-R&I 
positions (e.g., policy, management etc.). What are the relevant current and future labour 
market needs to which your COFUND programme can contribute? 
- State the potential employers of the doctoral candidates/postdocs post-programme and 
how participating in this programme will improve their employability (if possible, include 
some of your industry partners). If relevant, state that the training programme has been 
developed in collaboration with industry partners to ensure that employer needs and skills 
development are aligned. 

➢ How will the programme improve networking and communication capacities with academic 
colleagues and the general public to increase and broaden the impact of research and 
innovation? Mention this in the context of enhanced employability of PhD students/post-
docs. 

➢ How will the intersectoral and interdisciplinary aspects of the programme impact the doc-
toral candidates/ postdocs’ careers (e.g., forge new mindsets and approaches to research 
and innovation work).  

➢ If you are submitting a COFUND project as a continuation of an existing programme, ex-
plain how the new COFUND action will improve upon your current programme. Convinc-
ingly show how the COFUND action will strengthen your programme and therefore the 
professional career development of the researchers. Mention the networking potential for 
the various cohorts of alumni of these programmes.  

 
 

 
 

STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The proposed programme will empower the researchers with excellent scientific compe-
tences in the proposed field, and a diverse set of career-focused transferable skills, including 
through secondments, which will undoubtedly increase their flexibility and employability, and 
widen their long-term career prospects in academia and the private sector.  

2. The evaluation of the quality of career and skills development activities will be carried out us-
ing appropriate qualitative and quantitative indicators, including an annual monitoring of the 
researchers’ career impact, to ensure professional and effective assessment of these activi-
ties. 

3. Training programme strongly contributes to the development of research skills as well as en-
trepreneurship and IPR management skills, enhancing fellows’ employability in both aca-
demic and industrial sectors. The offered start-up support is an additional strength. 

https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/document/download/7da29338-37bf-4d51-b5eb-a1571b84c7ad_en?filename=ec_rtd_research-competence-presentation.pdf


 
 

 45 

4. Prior MSCA action experience of the Beneficiary benefits the fellows by an enhanced support 
system, e.g., career centre, career planning, and adjustment, impact tracking.Career per-
spectives in academia are significantly enhanced through international networking, supported 
by interdisciplinary, international and cross-sectoral 

5. frameworks. Postdoctoral researchers will benefit from the resources of the host institutions, 
enabling high-impact research, publications and extended collaborations.The DCs will re-
ceive training and guidance to protect their discoveries and in exploitation / dissemination 
procedures through various paths, essential to accelerate knowledge transfer and patent 
analysis. 

6. The applicant provides good access to a variety of resources, systems, tools, and research 
opportunities that contributes effectively to the researchers’ skills development.  

7. The connection to local networks and technology transfer and patenting offices enhances the 
opportunities for exploitation of the results including spin-off formation and patenting. 

8. A positive impact is expected for participating and regional organisations in terms of interna-
tional cooperation, networking and exchanges with other organisations.  
 
 

WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. Some aspects of how the program improves career perspectives are not explained fully, e.g., 
sustaining fellows' initiative, and gaining leadership knowledge and skills.  

2. The proposal does not sufficiently describe how the selected researchers can exploit the con-
nections with the non-academic sector developed during the programme. 

3. Plans to ensure the impact of the research and training programme on the career perspec-
tives of the PhD candidates are only generically described and concrete actions to ensure 
them are insufficiently elaborated. 

4. How exactly the programme will contribute to increased employability of PhD researchers is 
insufficiently elaborated. For example, there is limited information provided on whether and 
how specific activities and measures are envisaged to support interaction of PhD with other 
relevant international research communities, to enhance employability.  

5. Measures to handle IP generated by the fellows and its impact on the career perspectives of 
the candidate are not fully considered. 

6. The specific impact of some proposed very short fellowships on employability perspectives, 
as well as general mechanisms for tracking and evaluating the overall career progression of 
the fellows during the duration of the programme, are not fully substantiated in the proposal. 

 

 
 

 

2.3  Suitability and quality of the measures to maximise expected outcomes and im-

pacts, as set out in the dissemination and exploitation plan, including communication 

activities 

 

Required sub-headings:  

• Plan for the dissemination and exploitation activities, including communication activities:  

Describe the planned measures to maximise the impact of your project by providing a first version 

of your ‘plan for the dissemination and exploitation including communication activities’. Regard-

ing communication measures and public engagement strategy, the aim is to inform and reach out 

to society and show the activities performed, and the use and the benefits the project will have for 

citizens. Activities must be strategically planned, with clear objectives, start at the outset and con-

tinue through the lifetime of the project. The description of the communication activities needs to 

state the main messages as well as the tools and channels that will be used to reach out to each of 

the chosen target groups. 
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 In case your proposal is selected for funding, a more detailed plan will need to be provided as a 

mandatory project deliverable submitted at mid-term stage with an update towards the end of the 

project. 

 
➢ Highlight your overall dissemination, exploitation and communication strategy. This strat-

egy should be fellow-centric, with important involvement of the researchers, but without 
overloading them. 

➢ Describe the target audiences for the dissemination of the research results and pro-
gress of the COFUND projects. Provide specific examples-types of research fields (in-
ternal and external to the beneficiary and partners), industry, commercial actors, policy 
makers etc.  

➢ Describe the types of dissemination activities which will be used (articles, conferences, 
workshops, events, tradeshows, social media etc). Give examples for all the dissemination 
activities.  

➢ A table could be included in this section indicating the specific activities, the target groups, 
the channels and who is the person responsible (doctoral candidate/postdoc, supervi-
sor…) and minimum requirements for each doctoral candidate/postdoc.  

➢ Mention if the doctoral candidate/postdoc will receive training in dissemination and com-
munication.  

➢ Plan a mechanism for monitoring dissemination activities at the programme level.  
➢ Mention the role of the host institution’s support staff (e.g., public relations offices).  

 
o Specifically mention training in communication, public engagement and edu-

cation as part of the doctoral candidate/postdoc training programme. 
o If any specific competencies on this topic (e.g., content creation) are present 

in the network, highlight them. 

 
➢ Exploitation is the use of results for commercial/ research/ education/ standardisation 

purposes or in public policy making. There is a close link between dissemination and ex-
ploitation. Dissemination feeds into exploitation, and exploitation is connected with the 
management of intellectual property. 

➢ Depending on the type and field of research, some exploitation methods are:  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

  

Further internal research The results coming out of the project can be ap-
plied to further research in the field and beyond. 

Collaborative research The results can be used for building/contributing 
to collaborative research projects. 

Product development Results can be used for developing or contrib-
uting to a product, process, technique, design, 
etc. 

Education Results are integrated into education curricula on 
Bachelor, Master or Doctoral level. 

Standardisation activities Results could be used to develop new standardi-
zation activities or contribute to ongoing work. 
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Spin-offs A separate company will or could be established 
as a result of the research results. 

Engagement with communi-
ties/end users/policy makers 

Describe the activities to ensure that relevant so-
cietal actors will benefit from your project. For ex-
ample, results will be used in policy briefings to 
impact on policy. 

 
➢ Remember that this is the Impact section. Describe the potential impact of exploiting the 

commercial potential of the research results. 

➢ If the results are useful to policymakers/ wider society: 
 

- Outline what activities you will engage in to ensure that relevant policymakers/societal actors 
(community or voluntary sector), etc., will be informed about the research results. For example, 
could you organise a special workshop or information event? For health-related projects, it is 
advisable to include patient groups in your plans. 
- Some examples are provided in the JRC document 10 Tips for Researchers: How to 
achieve impact on policy  
 
➢ Highlight how the doctoral candidates/postdocs will be trained to identify opportunities for 

exploitation (can link back to section 1.4) and how they will be supported and trained in 
their exploitation efforts. 

➢ If there is a dedicated committee who will monitor exploitation, highlight that here.  

 
For additional support in dissemination, exploitation of the results and communication activities, you 
can advise researchers to consider using EC platforms such as: 

• Open Research Europe for rapid and transparent publishing. 

• Horizon Results Platform:  a repository of results of EU-funded research and innovation pro-
jects. 

• Horizon Results Booster: support services to boost the exploitation potential of your research 
results. 

• Innovation Radar to identify high potential innovations. 

• HS Booster – Standardisation support for research and innovation projects (Horizon 2020, Hori-
zon Europe and Digital Europe projects).12  

 
➢ Communication and public engagement activities aim to raise citizens’ awareness of the 

challenges addressed by the project, and to show the impact of the research on citizens’ 
daily lives.  

 
 

➢ Explain who will help you with maximising media coverage, e.g., Communications or Mar-
keting Office/Officer. 
 

➢ Mention specific kinds of activities which the doctoral candidate/postdoc will take part in 
to communicate their results / interact / educate the general public (e.g., press releases to 
newspapers, feature articles in magazines, articles on social media) – link to existing out-
reach and education programmes at the host organisations. These may be extended to 
the secondment host institutions.  
 

 
12 The HS Booster initiative offers expert services to European projects, helping to increase and valorize results by contrib-
uting to the creation or revision of standards. It provides practical guidance for assessing project readiness and connecting 
with standardization experts. Additionally, the HS Booster includes a training academy with a diverse range of courses and 
online sessions. 

https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/10%20Tips%20for%20Researchers_How%20to%20achieve%20impact%20on%20policy.pdf
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/10%20Tips%20for%20Researchers_How%20to%20achieve%20impact%20on%20policy.pdf
https://open-research-europe.ec.europa.eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/opportunities/horizon-results-platform
https://www.horizonresultsbooster.eu/
https://www.innoradar.eu/
https://www.hsbooster.eu/
https://hsbooster.eu/
https://hsbooster.eu/
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➢ Is there any potential to have the programme featured on local/national TV or radio in any 
of the countries in the consortium? 
 

➢ Public engagement aims to engage a broad audience and/or is two-way from sender to 
receiver, and aims to bring knowledge and expertise on a particular topic to the general 
public. 

➢ Describe what activities will be planned to engage the general public about the activities 
of your COFUND programme and the work of the doctoral candidate/postdoc. Have in 
mind that doctoral candidates and postdocs should be actively involved in public engage-
ment and communication activities. 

➢ Some activities in which a doctoral candidate/postdoc might take part could include:  
 

• Open Door communication: Students/public visit the fellow’s institution/lab, etc., to 
discuss project activities.  

• Visit schools, universities, community organisations to promote their research (for 
example, a Researchers at Schools initiative).  

• Public/societal engagement events (for example, European Researchers’ Night 
Event).  

• Articles in a newspaper about the researchers’ activities and the overall COFUND 
Programme (restate the support of your outreach office).  

• Use of the COFUND’s social media channels (specifying which accounts will be 
set up).  

• Researchers write blogs to publish on the host´s website and the COFUND web-
site.  

• Press release by the COFUND Project Manager.  

• Brochures about the project.  

• E-newsletters, video blogs, podcasts.  

• Multimedia releases (video clip via YouTube explaining the researchers’ work).  

 
➢ Apart from communicating the research results, there is also the aspect of  communi-

cating the results of the overall programme, i.e., the outcomes of calls and the re-
searchers themselves. For example, press releases about call results with details of the 
funded researchers, disseminating short video interviews of the researchers talking, etc. 
 
 
 
 

➢ Strategy for the management of intellectual property, foreseen protection measures, such 

as patents, design rights, copyright, trade secrets, etc., and how these would be used to 

support exploitation. 
➢ Describe how ownership issues and the associated intellectual property rights (IPR) 

among partners (if known) will be addressed, including the process for handling the fel-
lows’ own background IP.  

➢ Have in mind the specifics of the MSCA and relevant characteristics that may have an 
effect on IPR: 
 

• Intersectoral exchange (academic/non-academic) requires different IP policies/inter-
est, difference in publication and exploitation; 

• International dimension EU-MS/AC vs. third countries – different IP laws and regula-
tions; 
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• Secondments focusing on the exploitation of complementary competences of the par-
ticipants (host organisation and secondment host organisation) – granting access to 
background/results for/by secondees (‘’visitors’’). 

 
➢ State that management of IP will be in line with any national IP protocols.  
➢ If IP agreements are already in place with industry partners for secondments (associated 

partners), mention this also. 
➢ Outline plans to exploit any IP/commercial potential arising from the programme. Briefly 

describe the role of any Technology Transfer Office of your organisation or similar, in help-
ing you to commercialise the results. 
 

➢ State how often the research projects will be reviewed to look for potential IP.  
➢ Mention that the researchers will receive training on IP management through carrying out 

their project and also through structured training.  

 If your project is selected, we encourage you to have a consortium agreement to manage (amongst 

other things) the ownership and access to key knowledge (IPR, research data etc.). Where relevant, 

these will allow you, collectively and individually, to pursue market opportunities arising from the 

project.  

 All measures should be proportionate to the scale of the project, and should contain concrete actions 

to be implemented both during and after the end of the project, e.g. standardisation activities. Your 

plan should give due consideration to the possible follow-up of your project, once it is finished. In the 

justification, explain why each measure chosen is best suited to reach the target group addressed. 

Where relevant, describe the measures for a plausible path to commercialise the innovations.  

Concrete plans for sections 2.3 must be included in the corresponding implementation tables. 

 

 Note that the following sections of the European Charter for Researchers refer specifically to pub-

lic engagement and dissemination: 

 

 

Dissemination, Exploitation of Results  

All researchers should ensure, in compliance with their contractual arrangements, that the results of 

their research are disseminated and exploited, e.g. communicated, transferred into other research set-

tings or, if appropriate, commercialised. Senior researchers, in particular, are expected to take a lead 

in ensuring that research is fruitful and that results are either exploited commercially or made accessi-

ble to the public (or both) whenever the opportunity arises.  

 

Public Engagement 

Researchers should ensure that their research activities are made known to society at large in such a 

way that they can be understood by non-specialists, thereby improving the public's understanding of 

science. Direct engagement with the public will help researchers to better understand public interest 

in priorities for science and technology and also the public's concerns.  

 You can also refer to the Communicating EU research and innovation guidance for project 

participants as well as to the "communication" section of the Online Manual. 

  
 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/gm/h2020-guide-comm_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/gm/h2020-guide-comm_en.pdf
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/funding-tenders-opportunities/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=1867972
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STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The project includes a clear dissemination plan for the overall project and an individual plan 
(PDCP) for each PhD candidate which is positive. 

2. Dissemination of results to the research community through open access articles, participation 
in conferences and workshops is properly discussed. 

3. The programme includes effective measures to maximise impact and results, supported by a 
detailed dissemination plan. Activities such as career days, scientific seminars and outreach 
events will be tailored to different audiences and monitored against KPIs. 

4. The network is well positioned to achieve the expected impact, in particular, on a European 
level through its participation in EIT-KICs. The communication and outreach activities are very 
good, and they target diverse audiences, including the scientific and the general audiences as 
well as young adults and school children. 

5. Very well thought out dissemination, exploitation and communication strategies are presented, 
with relevant specific activities planned to reach various target groups. The requirement that 
the fellows will have to develop their own exploitation plans, to ensure that results from their 
projects are properly used, is a very good strategy. Clear key performance indicators are indi-
vidually set up for specific channels and audiences.  

6. Dissemination through publications in high-impact journals and participation in international 
conferences is convincingly described, including objectives and targets at both postdoctoral 
and programme level. 

7. The proposal includes a coherent Intellectual Property Rights policy for the protection and ex-
ploitation of research outcomes, in line with institutional, national and Horizon Europe require-
ments. The proposed exploitation plan is convincing and supported by adequate training in IPR 
issues to the candidates and involvement of a dedicated Technology Transfer Office.  

8. The strategy for the management of intellectual property is well planned that includes also 
training of the PhD researchers on IPR. 

9. The communication plan is very well supported by a dedicated project manager who designs 
the public relations strategy and makes good use of available inhouse resources like Communi-
cations and International Relations and Research Offices. 

10. Exploitation of the results is carefully and convincingly addressed in line with institutional and 
national regulations and the MSCA guidelines. There is considerable attention to IPR issues, 
provisions for specific agreements between the beneficiary and partners involved, the support 
of the research valorisation office at the applicant, and a start-up incubator. 

 

 

 

 

WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The proposal does not clearly outline how the dissemination and exploitations activities will be 
embedded in and monitored within the doctoral candidates' career development plans.  

2. The outlined dissemination and communication activities are not appropriately described and 
justified with dedicated Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). Specifically, audiences that will be 
targeted or dedicated outreach activities are not precisely presented and specific actions are 
not always thoroughly explained. 

3. Not enough details are provided on whether and to what extent doctoral candidates will partici-
pate in the dissemination and communication activities. The high number of expected publica-
tions by doctoral candidates is not convincingly justified and is overambitious for the duration of 
PhD studies. 

4. Despite the high relevance of the proposed research for real-life applications, the potential ex-
ploitation of research results is not sufficiently elaborated in the proposal.  

5. Feedback from the annual iterations of the Dissemination and Communication Plans has been 
insufficiently considered. 

6. The plans for dissemination activities are brief and generic, with insufficient focus on activities 
specific to the proposal that will have an impact. Procedures for monitoring and evaluation of 
activities are not fully convincing. 
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7. The proposed exploitation approach lacks details on further exploitation paths, beyond com-
mercial exploitation of fellows' research results, such as for instance exploitation of research 
results in training.  

8. It is not clear for most of the presented dissemination, exploitation and communication events 
and activities what involvement / roles the DC will have in them. 

9. Cross-sectoral secondments are a mandatory requirement for researchers, but the proposal 
does not sufficiently explain the potential exploitation of the outcomes, e.g. at the level of pa-
tents. 

10. The public engagement communication plan lacks a clear definition of the methods, tools and 
timing of events and actions. The channels and tools are not strictly connected to target 
groups, messages, timing and key performance indicators. 

11. The IPR strategy is not sufficiently elaborated, particularly with respect to the goal for such a 
wide range of intersectoral activities and the high publication targets.  

12. The proposed strategy on IP management lacks sufficient details at the level of the individual 
research projects. 
 

 

 

 

 

3. Quality and Efficiency of the Implementation  

 

3.1 Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, management, structures, assessment of risks 

and appropriateness of the effort assigned to work packages 

 

Describe the management plan of the programme and the resources. 
 
➢ Use a figure or a table to outline the organisation and management structure. Refer to the 

Gantt chart for the call timeline. Suggested organisation (but others are also appropriate) could 
include:  

• Programme Coordinator (PC).  

• Programme Manager (PM).  

• Host Operations Team (Finance, grant management, research office, TTO/commerciali-
sation, HR etc).  

• Supervisory Board (including both supervisors and representatives of doctoral candi-
dates/postdocs) – tasked with monitoring progress of the research programme (including 
training), gender equality, progression issues or disputes, IPR, communication and dis-
semination and risk management.  

• Steering Committee- tasked with oversight and governance. The Steering Committee (SC) 
should be gender balanced and include both internal and external representatives, all of 
them qualified enough to bring meaningful input and contribution to the programme. See, 
as an example, the following Steering Committee composition: Project Coordinator, Insti-
tutional research representatives, HR department representatives, and industry represent-
atives. 

• External Advisory Board: you may also appoint an external advisory board with external 
experts to provide an outside perspective and/or evaluate the program after a certain pe-
riod of time. 

 
➢ Outline the responsibilities of the PC versus the PM, and the frequency of regular meetings 

between the two. Explain the responsibilities of the various committees.   

➢ Outline the frequency of meetings of the various committees and the decision-making pro-
cesses. Who makes the decisions? 
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➢ It is important to include how the projects and the doctoral candidates/postdocs will be moni-
tored. For example, explain the monitoring of the individual projects and how the programme 
will be assessed.  

➢ Outline the process for conflict resolution and a strategy for dealing with scientific misconduct.  
➢ You can specify here the roles and, where known, also the names and expertise of training 

managers, Open Science or data managers, gender/diversity manager, ethics expert etc.  

 
Required sub-headings: 

• Work Packages description (please include table 3.1a); 
 

➢ For ease of reading, move the WP tables up into this section before the Gantt chart.  
➢ Five mandatory work packages (WPs) are pre-defined in the proposal template (see below) 
➢ In WP4 Training and Career Development, besides research, don’t forget to mention transfer-

able skills training.  
➢ Besides the stated mandatory work packages, add one more WP 6 - Dissemination, Exploita-

tion and Communication or any other WP that might be useful in your programme (e.g. an 
industrial liaison WP).  

➢ Acknowledge the effort of all participating actors to the different work packages.  
➢ Pay attention to the timing of the work packages, and to the effort assigned to each work 

package (that should be balanced and appropriate). 
➢ “Start Month – End Month” in the work package description refers to the project month and not 

the anticipated month of calendar year (e.g. M1 – M36, not January 2025 – December 2027) 

 

• List of major deliverables (please include table 3.1b, including the awarding of doctoral de-
grees)  

 
 

➢ Be aware that the following deliverables will have to be submitted as stated in the 2026-
2027Work Programme:  

 
o mid-term meeting organised between the participants and the granting authority;  
o mobility declaration submitted within 20 days of the start of the research training 

activities, for each researcher, and updated (if needed) via the Funding & Tenders 
Portal Continuous Reporting tool;  

o career development plan13: a document describing how the individual Career 
Development Plans have been established (listing also the researchers for whom 
such plans have been put in place), submitted towards the end of the project;  

o evaluation questionnaire completed by each recruited researcher and submitted 
at the end of the research training activity; a follow-up questionnaire submitted two 
years later;  

o data management plan submitted at mid-term and an update towards the end of 
the project if needed; 

o plan for the dissemination and exploitation of results, including communica-
tion activities submitted at mid-term and an update towards the end of the project. 
 

➢ Additional reporting requirements (e.g. financial statement, “final report”) will be fixed in 
the Data Sheet of the Grant Agreement and do not have to be added as deliverable.  

 
 

• Include a timeline or Gantt Chart giving an overview of at least the: 

✓ Expected start and end date of the action (number of months); 

✓ Opening/Closing date of the call(s); 

 
13 CDP definition is available in the MSCA Work Programme 2026 – 2027 and at the beginning of this handbook. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2026-2027/wp-2-marie-sklodowska-curie-actions_horizon-2026-2027_en.pdf
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✓ Number of fellowships offered per call; 

✓ Evaluation timeline; 

✓ Expected/planned start/end date of the researchers’ appointments. 
 

Also include:  
• Summer schools/training events,  

• Information on communication and dissemination activities,  

• Programme review,  

• PR activities for each call,  

• Post-call communications/dissemination/exploitation activities of the programme.  

 
The Gantt chart should be visual and clear and should show all the concepts established in the tem-
plate. It should reflect the timeline of the selection process and of the training programme.  

 

• List of major milestones (please include table 3.1c);  
 

• Ensure the number of deliverables and milestones is manageable from an implementation 
point of view. 

• Milestones and deliverables are not the same. Refer to the definitions at the start of this 
handbook. Avoid having the same item as a milestone and deliverable simultaneously. 

 

• List of critical risks for implementation (please include table 3.1d) 
 

• Include a table outlining the risks within each work package that would affect the imple-
mentation of the programme. 

• Make sure to include both risk mitigation (how to minimise the chances of a risk happening) 
and contingency measures (what to do if a risk actually occurs). Make sure the degree of 
the risk is credible (e.g., a risk of conflict between a fellow and a supervisor cannot be 
“low”) 

• Risks may include conflicts between fellow and supervisor, conflicts between two co-su-
pervisors, researchers’ drop-out of the programme, absence of partner for a planned se-
condment, insufficient number of suitable applicants, lack of project progress, scientific 
misconduct, potential problem during the execution of the research, difficulties with ethical 
approval, sickness leave, etc. 

 

 

Note – The following work packages and pre-filled deliverables are mandatory, and constitute a 

minimum requirement (if necessary you may enhance these deliverables by adding additional 

ones). 

Due date: The schedule should indicate the number of months elapsed from the start of the action 

(Month 1). 

 

Table 3.1 a  Description of Work Packages  

 
WP Number  1 Start Month – End Month 

WP Title  Management  

Objectives  

Description of Work and Role of the Beneficiary / Associated or Implementing partners 

(possibly broken down into tasks), indicating lead participant and role of other participating organisations. For 
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each task, quantify the amount of work. Provide enough detail to justify the resources requested and clarify why the work 

is needed and who will do it. 

Description of Deliverables 

(brief description and month of delivery) 

… 

 

 

WP Number  2 Start Month – End Month 

WP Title  Dissemination of the Programme and its Calls 

Objectives  

Description of Work and Role of the Beneficiary / Associated or Implementing partners 

(possibly broken down into tasks), indicating lead participant and role of other participating organisations. For 

each task, quantify the amount of work. Provide enough detail to justify the resources requested and clarify why the work 

is needed and who will do it. 

Description of Deliverables 

D 2.1 Report/s on communication and dissemination activities  

D 2.2 Inform the Project Officer of each published call by sending the link to the Euraxess website 

… 

 

(brief description and month of delivery) 

WP Number  3 Start Month – End Month 

WP Title  Evaluation and Selection 

Objectives  

Description of Work and Role of the Beneficiary / Associated or Implementing partners 

(possibly broken down into tasks), indicating lead participant and role of other participating organisations. For 

each task, quantify the amount of work. Provide enough detail to justify the resources requested and clarify why the work 

is needed and who will do it. 

Description of Deliverables 

D 3.1 Report for each call on evaluation and selection  

… 

 

(brief description and month of delivery) 

WP Number  4 Start Month – End Month 

WP Title  Training and Career Development 

Objectives  

Description of Work and Role of the Beneficiary / Associated or Implementing partners 

(possibly broken down into tasks), indicating lead participant and role of other participating organisations. For 

each task, quantify the amount of work. Provide enough detail to justify the resources requested and clarify why the work 

is needed and who will do it. 

D 4.1 Report on training & career development after the end of each reporting period  

… 

(brief description and month of delivery) 

WP Number  5 Start Month – End Month 

WP Title  Ethics 

Objectives  

Description of Work and Role of the Beneficiary / Associated or Implementing partners 

(possibly broken down into tasks), indicating lead participant and role of other participating organisations. For 
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each task, quantify the amount of work. Provide enough detail to justify the resources requested and clarify why the work 

is needed and who will do it. 

D 5.1 Report for each call on ethics issues  

… 

 

 

  

Table 3.1 b  Deliverables List  

 

 The deliverables should be divided into management, dissemination of the programme and its calls, 

evaluation and selection, training and career development and ethics deliverables. The number of 

deliverables in a given Work Package must be reasonable and commensurate with the Work Package 

content. Note that during implementation, the submission of the deliverables to the REA will be a 

contractual obligation. 

 

 Note that, if the proposal is successful, several mandatory deliverables will be added during the 

Grant Agreement preparation such as the progress report, due at month 13; the career development 

plan, the data management plan, etc. (full list in the MSCA Work Programme – Definitions section, 

paragraph 1.6). 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.1 c   Milestones List 

 

 

 
14  Deliverable numbers in order of delivery dates. Please use the numbering convention <WP number>.<number of deliverable 

within that WP>. For example, deliverable 4.2 would be the second deliverable from Work Package 4.  
15  Please indicate the nature of the deliverable using one of the following codes: 

R = Report; ADM = Administrative (website completion, recruitment completion, etc.); PDE = dissemination and/or exploitation 

of results; OTHER = Other, including coordination.  
16  Please indicate the dissemination level using one of the following codes:  

PU = Public: fully open, e.g. web; CO = Confidential: restricted to consortium, other designated entities (as appropriate) and 

Commission services; Please consider that deliverables marked as "PU" will automatically be published on CORDIS once ap-

proved: the applicants should therefore consider the relevance of marking a deliverable as "PU"; 

✔ CI = Classified: classified information as intended in Commission Decision 2001/844/EC.  

Deliverable 

Number14 
Deliverable Title WP No. 

Type
15 

 

Dissemination Level16 

 

Due Date 
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Mile-

stone 

number 

Milestone name Related 

work 

package(s) 

Due date (in 

month) 

Means of verification 

     

     

     

     

 
KEY 

Due date 

Measured in months from the project start date (month 1) 

 

Means of verification  

Show how you will confirm that the milestone has been attained. Refer to indicators if appropri-

ate. For example: Publication of the Call - The call will be published via all outlined dissemina-

tion channels. 

 

Table 3.1d Critical risks for implementation #@RSK-MGT-RM@# 

 

• A critical risk is a plausible event or issue that could have a high adverse impact on the ability of 

the project to achieve its objectives.  

The likelihood (low/medium/high) is the estimated probability that the risk will materialise even 

after taking account of the mitigating measures put in place. 

The severity (low/medium/high) is the relative seriousness of the risk and the significance ot its 

effect. 

 
Description of risk (indicate level of (i) 

likelihood, and (ii) severity: Low/Me-

dium/High) 

Work package(s) involved Proposed risk-mitigation measures 

   

   

   

   

   

   

 

 

 
 

STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The work plan is excellently developed and well-structured in relevant work packages, which 
show a convincing distribution of tasks and appropriate efforts assigned to them. The list of 
deliverables and milestones is comprehensive and the Gantt Chart indicates a coherent time-
line for the execution of the programme.  

2. Appropriate deliverables will facilitate the monitoring the project's progress. 
3. The proposal presents a well organised work plan which includes suitably structured manage-

ment processes and checks and balances to ensure that both financial and organisational as-
pects will be dealt with overall effectively and in a timely manner.  
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4. The proposal allocates suitable time and resources for the work packages. The structure and 
interaction of the tasks in the work packages ensures good complementarity and efficiency of 
project implementation. 

5. A comprehensive risk assessment is provided with appropriate likelihood and severity evalua-
tions. The risk mitigation plan is very convincing, addressing relevant administrative, opera-
tional, and ethical risks of the proposal.  

6. The overall management structure appropriately distinguishes between day-to-day and strate-
gic management, and also between managing and supervisory duties & responsibilities.  

7. The monitoring and evaluation of the project phases are very well designed with several in-
struments to measure progress and changes, including individual project mid-term reports 
and final reports, focus groups, and a programme evaluation. 

8. The competence and experience of the Scientific Training Coordinator and the Programme 
Manager who will supervise the project proposal are well demonstrated and will bring added 
value in the decision-making process. 

 
WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The work plan structure and timelines are poorly detailed, lacking sufficient information re-
garding, for example, the timing and number of calls for recruiting doctoral candidates, re-
search projects, and key milestones. 

2. The rationale of the work package on the communication and dissemination activity running 
continuously throughout the full duration of the project is not convincingly presented. In addi-
tion, the proposed timing of the dissemination and communication plan does not allow for re-
porting about the effectiveness of the initiatives undertaken. 

3. The proposal does not sufficiently explain the resources and efforts allocated to work pack-
ages. For example, it is not clear what level of resources are assigned to project manage-
ment, impact assessment and monitoring. Also, it is unclear what resource time is allocated 
for the supervision of fellows. 

4. The proposal does not provide an adequate set of deliverables and milestones to allow 
proper monitoring of the progress of the programme. The roles of deliverables and milestones 
are not clearly distinguished. The number of deliverables is too high and places an unneces-
sary burden on administrative staff. The timing of some deliverables and milestones is inap-
propriate. Concerning the defined tasks, some deliverables are missing in specific WPs. For 
example, Guide for Applicants (WP2) and Guide for Evaluators (WP3) are not foreseen. 

5. Some critical risks are insufficiently identified, for example, risks associated with mobility and 
the administrative aspects of the doctoral candidates' stays, and conflict between doctoral 
candidate and supervisor/s. 

6. Some of the risk mitigation strategies are not convincing in terms of suitability or efficacy. In 
particular the mitigation strategies for student drop outs during the research phase, and for 
managing gender bias in the selection process are not adequately elaborated. 

7. The described management structures and procedures are not described clearly enough 
(e.g., composition of supervisory board, workloads, respective roles and coordination of pro-
ject manager and head of programme). 

8. Representatives of the implementing partner organisations are not sufficiently included in the 
presented programme's management committees. 

9. In several aspects of the programme the decision-making mechanism is highly centralized for 
a single person with responsibility to other projects and duties, which affects the reliability of 
the management framework and capacity. The proposal provides limited detail on an external 
quality assessment undertaken during and at the end of the project to monitor the progress 
and evaluate success of the programme. The proposed internal self-assessment procedure is 
not fully credible. 
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3.2 Quality and capacity of the host institution(s) and participating organisations (where ap-

propriate), including hosting arrangements and extent to which they bring together the 

necessary expertise to successfully implement the research training programme. 

 

Required sub-headings: 

 

• Appropriateness of the infrastructure and capacity of each participating organisation, as outlined 

in Section 5 (Participating Organisations), in light of the tasks allocated to them in the research 

training programme; 
 

➢ Describe how you and the implementing/associated partners, where applicable, have the 
necessary infrastructure (research and administrative) to implement all aspects of the pro-
gramme (selection procedure, research, training, admin, communications, exploita tion, 
hosting arrangements etc.). 

➢ Highlight the experience of the project coordinators and other steering committee mem-
bers in FP7, H2020/HE and MSCA funding – ensure that the EU funding and project man-
agement experience of the project coordination team is emphasized. 

➢ Outline the experience required for the role of PM – if you have already identified a PM, 
briefly mention their profile and relevant experience.  

 

• Support offered to the candidates/researchers during the application/recruitment/implementa-

tion by the host/participating organisations; 
 

➢ You can reiterate the project’s commitment to the European Charter for Researchers and note 
which organisations have been granted the HR Excellence in Research award, if relevant.  

➢ Explain the support offered by each institution to the researchers at each stage of the selection 
and implementation process:  
 

• Application process - refer back to all the information provided to applicants that you de-
tailed in the Excellence section e.g., helpdesk, support provided from supervisors and the 
host institutions.  

• Recruitment process - what support services and processes will be used upon recruit-
ment? The researchers will be moving to the host country so what support will they receive 
to integrate into their host country (e.g., EURAXESS services to support researchers, sup-
port with accommodation, visa, etc.)?  

• Implementation process - what support will be offered to researchers once they are ap-
pointed (e.g., onboarding resources, introduction day, supervisory support, social events, 
hosting arrangements for secondments, communication platforms, ombudsperson, HR 
support etc.)? 

 

• If applicable, Consortium composition and exploitation of participating organisations’ comple-

mentarities: explain the compatibility and coherence between the tasks attributed to the benefi-

ciary/implementing partner/associated partner in the research training programme, including in 

light of their experience; Show how this includes expertise in social sciences and humanities, 

open science practices, and gender aspects of R&I, as appropriate.  
 

➢ If applicable, explain how the consortium is exceptionally well-qualified to implement this Pro-
gramme by referring to: 
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• Complementarities/synergies between all participants and how these will be exploited to 
deliver an excellent programme (use a diagram or table). 

• How their previous experience makes them suitable for their tasks in this programme.  

• Also, state if you have had previous direct experience with cooperation in research projects 
(e.g., previous COFUND, MSCA ITN/DN, MSCA RISE/SE, COST Action or another col-
laborative research project). The MSCA-NET Policy Brief on Synergies provides an over-
view of the MSCA synergies with other Union programmes and it can serve as reminder 
of previous cooperation in research projects.  

➢ Note any relevant expertise in social sciences and humanities, open science practices, the 

Green Deal, gender or diversity aspects of R&I among the partners . 
 
 

• Commitment of the beneficiary and implementing/associated partners to the programme – if 

applicable (for associated/implementing partners, please see also section 5 ). The role of asso-

ciated/implementing partners and their active contribution to the research training programme 

should be described.  
 
➢ Describe the organisations (implementing partners) that will be recruiting and hosting re-

searchers in light of their commitment to this programme.  
➢ Emphasize the added value of these organisations and summarise the trainings that will 

be provided by them and their financial contribution.  
➢ Describe the organisations (associated partners) who will be hosting researchers without 

recruiting (for example, non-academic organisations who will be taking researchers on 
secondments). Mention if they will also provide training and any financial contribution. If 
the institutions are not yet known at proposal stage, explain how you will assess their 
commitment. 

 
 
 

STRENGTHS FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. The implementation capacity of the consortium is credibly supported by the strong, diverse 
and complementary profiles of the research and industrial partner organisations (academic, 
national interdisciplinary research organisms, high-tech SMEs/start-ups, industry, advisory 
bodies) and their documented commitment and active involvement in the programme through 
training activities, mentorship and secondments. The applicant has a longstanding experience 
in the management of doctoral programmes and is very well-versed in scientific excellence, 
supervision, transferable skills training, and outreach. The consortium as a whole will bring 
complementary expertise to ensure the success of the research training programme.  

2. The host institution has an outstanding infrastructure and appropriate administrative strength 
to support the proposed program. The newly recruited doctoral candidates will benefit from 
the available high quality research units, libraries, and human resources to support them 
throughout the fellowship. The applicant and participating-hosting organisations have strong 
competencies and the right cutting-edge AI infrastructures for managing the programme. The 
applicant possesses considerable experience in running doctoral programmes and managing 
numerous externally funded large research projects (including MSCA), and has at its disposal 
the necessary capacity, infrastructure, and financial and human resources to successfully im-
plement the programme.  

3. The managerial and administrative support of the host institution is well described, and it is 
appropriate at each stage of the programme, incl. support for residence and mobility issues 
for all the doctoral candidates which enables their smooth integration. 

4. The applicant clearly demonstrates its commitment to the programme, including financial 
means. For instance, for students with disabilities, they commit to meeting any additional 
costs for the acquisition of special needs items or services. 

https://horizoneuropencpportal.eu/store/policy-brief-synergies
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5. The network is highly complementary and will broaden the research and career development 
of the postdoctoral researchers, significantly enhancing the expertise of the consortium and 
the impact of the programme. 
 

WEAKNESSES FROM THE EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORTS 

1. Given the large number of associated partners, it is insufficently explained in the proposal 
how the applicant will coordinate their contributions or ensure that the experience gained by 
the researchers is shared and benefits the wider project. 

2. Key beneficiary staff and their profiles for the management and leadership of the programme 
are not provided in sufficient detail to evaluate their capacity to deliver the project.  

3. There is a lack of detail on how the applicant will ensure adequate resources to manage two 
large COFUND projects at the same time. 

4. Information on the quality, capacity, infrastructure, and compatibility of participating organisa-
tions lack details. 

5. Mechanisms to oversee and manage the involved partners in the context of conflict resolution 
between supervisors and doctoral candidates and integration of additional future partners, are 
not satisfactorily described. 

6. The support offered to postdoctoral researchers during the application, recruitment, imple-
mentation and hosting phases is not sufficiently detailed to allow a proper assessment of the 
support. For example, it is unclear whether human resources support will  be available to post-
doctoral researchers at all stages of the programme. The management structure is not suffi-
ciently elaborated: interactions between different bodies and how the relationship with the as-
sociated partners will be managed are not sufficiently elaborated to provide confidence in de-
cision-making processes, and to sufficiently demonstrate how available expertise will be syn-
ergised to add value to the implementation of the research training programme.  

7. The role of high-numbered associated partners and their specific contributions to the program 
is insufficiently detailed. Some associated partners do not demonstrate a relevant expertise in 
support of the project. 
 

 

 

OP PAGE COUNT – MAX 30 PAGES (SECTIONS 1-3) 

Part B2 
 

 

DOCUMENT 2 (no overall page limit applied) 
 

4. Ethics  
 
Actions carried out under Horizon Europe shall comply with ethical principles and relevant Un-

ion, national and international law, including the Charter and the European Convention for the 

Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and its Supplementary Protocols. 

 

Particular attention shall be paid to the principle of proportionality, to the right to privacy, the right to 

the protection of personal data, the right to the physical and mental integrity of a person, the right to 

non-discrimination and to the need to ensure protection of the environment and high levels of human 

health protection. 
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Ethics is important for all research domains. Informed consent and confidentiality are as important for 

a sociological study as they are for clinical research.  

In this context, please be aware that it is the applicants’ responsibility to identify any potential ethics 

issues, to handle the ethics aspects of their proposal, and to detail how they plan to address them. 

 

Please describe in this section the ethics procedure to be implemented. For COFUND programmes, it 

is often not known in advance if the fellowships to be funded will raise ethics issues. Therefore, it is 

important to describe how the proposal meets the European as well as the national legal and ethics 

requirements of the country or countries where the tasks raising ethics issues are to be carried out. In 

particular, applicants should take care to describe the ethics procedures that they will enforce in the 

execution of the programme (at application phase, selection and evaluation phase, monitoring and 

follow-up of projects, and the trainings on ethics). Successful COFUND programmes, when opening 

their calls for proposals, will have to detail the procedure to be followed for addressing proposals 

raising ethics issues.  

 
➢ More information on ethics issues in Horizon Europe is available in:  

 

• REGULATION (EU) 2021/695 - articles 18. and 19. 

• Work Programme 2026-2027 – General Annexes – Ethics part starts on page 16. 

• Guidance on How to complete your ethics self-assessment 

• Read research, risk-benefit analyses and ethical issues: A Guidance Document for Re-
searchers Complying with Requests from the European Commission Ethics Reviews  

• More information on ethics is available in the HE Programme guide (from page 21) 

• Policy brief on Ethics 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/695/oj
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2026-2027/wp-2-marie-sklodowska-curie-actions_horizon-2026-2027_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/common/guidance/how-to-complete-your-ethics-self-assessment_en.pdf
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/16edbd19-0989-4308-882f-ae1fc572e3bc
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/16edbd19-0989-4308-882f-ae1fc572e3bc
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/guidance/programme-guide_horizon_en.pdf
https://msca-net.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/MSCA-NET_Ethics_Policy-Brief_final.pdf


 
64 

 

5. Partner Organisations  
 

 

Please list and detail the role of the partner organisations (implementing/associated - if known), including their financial contribution 

to the programme (when applicable): 

 

Table 5.1 

Partner 

organisa-

tion 

name  

Partner 

organisa-

tion short 

name 

Coun-

try 

  

Aca-

demic 

(Y/N) 

Role 

Imple-

menting 

Partner  

(tick) 

Associ-

ated 

Partner  

(tick) 

Hosting 

research-

ers 

WITH 

recruit-

ing 

(Y/N) 

Hosting re-

searchers 

WITHOUT re-

cruiting (Y/N) 

Providing other 

training or career 

development op-

portunities 

(Y/N) 

Financial 

contribution 

in EUR         

(if applicable) 

          

          

          

          

 

 

Note that: 

− Any relationship between different participating organisations or individuals (e.g., family ties, shared premises or facilities, joint 

ownership, financial interest, overlapping staff, etc.) must be declared and justified; 

− The data provided relating to the financial capacity of the beneficiary will be subject to verification during the grant preparation 

phase. 
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In addition, all partners (whether the implementing or associated partners17) must complete the appro-

priate table below. Complete one table of maximum half a page per associated/implementing partner 

(minimum font size: 9).  

 

For Associated partners (if applicable one per associated partner): 

Associated Partner Legal Name:  Country: 

General description  

Key Persons and Expertise 

(including supervisors) 

 

Key Research Facilities, In-

frastructure and Equipment 

 

Previous and Current In-

volvement in Research and 

Training Programmes  

 

  

 

For Implementing partners (if applicable one per implementing partner): 

Implementing Partner Legal Name:  Country: 

General description   

Key Persons and Expertise 

(including supervisors) 

 

Key Research Facilities, In-

frastructure and Equipment 

 

Previous and Current In-

volvement in Research and 

Training Programmes  

 

6. Environmental considerations in light of the MSCA Green Charter  
 

Please explain how the proposed project would strive to adhere to the MSCA Green Charter18  

during its implementation. 

Please explain how the proposed project would strive to adhere to the MSCA Green Charter during its 

implementation. Please indicate here - max 1/2 page - what actions you propose to take to ensure the 

sustainable implementation of project and to mitigate its environmental impact, in line with the prin-

ciples set out in the MSCA Green Charter. 

➢ The goal of the MSCA Green Charter is to encourage sustainable thinking in research man-
agement and to reduce the environmental impact of research activities. All MSCA projects are 
encouraged to adhere to as many provisions of the Green Charter as possible, on a best effort 
basis. 

 
17 Please include partners in the relevant table either Implementing or Associated. For Associated Partners please also include them in the 

part A of the proposal in the relevant section. 
18    MSCA Green Charter https://ec.europa.eu/msca/green_charter 

The MSCA Green Charter constitutes a code of good practice for all recipients of MSCA funding – both individuals and institutions – and 
promotes the mainstreaming of environmental considerations in all aspects of project implementation. In so doing, the Ch arter seeks to 

reduce the environmental footprint of MSCA-funded projects, to raise awareness of environmental sustainability, and to serve as a catalyst 

in promoting best practice in sustainable research management. 
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➢ You can describe sustainable measures of secondment implementation (especially regarding 
travel arrangements) and sustainable project management.  

➢ Some measures individuals and institutions are invited to consider are to:  
 

• reduce, reuse and recycle, promote green purchasing for project-related materials,  

• ensure the sustainability of project events,  

• use low-emission forms of transport, 

• promote teleconferencing whenever possible,  

• use sustainable and renewable forms of energy,  

• develop awareness on environmental sustainability, etc.  

• The European Commission has published a set of guidance material together with the 

MSCA Green Charter, which can serve as inspiration.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

https://marie-sklodowska-curie-actions.ec.europa.eu/document/marie-sklodowska-curie-actions-green-charter-guidance-materials

