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agreed consensus. 

Each criterion was discussed, and the recorders facilitated the discussion by showing the draft of the 
CR, projecting the common views of the experts and areas for discussion.  Most of the meetings during 
this call were completed within the allocated time of 1.5 hours.   

When input was received from the quality checkers, the discussion was either conducted by the 
comments section in SEP or by discussing these aspects online. 

Recording of the Consensus meeting discussion 

It was observed that a detailed and well explained guidance and checklist for recorders was provided 
in the beginning of the remote phase, which surely helped a great deal with conducting the task at hand. 
It was noted that most of the recorders selected were experienced with the specifics of this role, had 
good command of the English language and had good drafting skills.   

The role of the recorders in the overall process is very important. A well-prepared draft CR based on 
the CR guidelines and checklist ensured was prepared providing a very good basis to kick off the 
discussions in the consensus meeting. 

From the meetings observed, most of the recorders prepared a good quality draft CR on which to kick 
start the discussions.  Although the quality and length of the draft CR did vary, most were of a very good 
quality and focused on providing a clear and unambiguous assessment of every sub-criterion and an 
assessment fully substantiated by qualitative comments and examples.   

Apart from preparing the draft CR, the recorders must also support the discussion during the meeting 
by providing modified suggestions and capture the essence of the discussions in a CR. In all cases this 
was done by projecting the draft CR on screen and going through the draft CR criterion by criterion and 
sub criteria. It was evident that experienced recorders were quick to translate the core arguments of the 
experts.  

The recorder also had the role to go through the comments received from the quality check review and, 
together with the experts and moderator, provide the needed alterations to the text. Ample time was 
dedicated to go through the quality check input and conduct the changes, where appropriate.  

Quality checking  

The quality assurance is done to ensure that the final ESRs produced are to the require quality and 
addressed each sub-criterion fully and ensure that there are no room for ambiguity or potential 
assessment conflict in the text provided.  The quality check covers language quality, consistency 
between comments and marks, the right comments are under the right criterion, the absence of repeated 
penalization for the same weakness and clarity of the strengths and weakness with appropriate 
examples provided. 

The quality check exercise was done meticulously against the guidance provided.  Each statement 
needed to reflect the experts’ assessment, and where required this was justified with examples and 
ensured that it had the qualitative assessment of what the statement was minor shortcoming, 
shortcoming or weakness. 

The quality checker reviewed all CRs and provided annotation with respect to what needed to be 
clarified or amended in the CR.  Furthermore, the quality checker also provided relevant language 
revisions and suggestions. Once the quality check is completed, this triggers a task in SEP for the 
experts and recorder, so they can revisit the report based on the QC feedback. After making the 
necessary changes, the CR is re-assessed by the quality assurance experts to ensure that all the 
changes were comprehensive and addressed fully.  

 

Panel Meetings 

The panel meetings were composed of all the experts, the recorders, the project officers.  

The chair projected on screen the list of proposals ranked according to the pre-established criteria as 
established in Horizon Europe 2025 Work programme, general annexes, section F procedure on 
evaluation procedure and ranking which states: 

For each group of proposals with the same score, starting with the group achieving the highest score 
and continuing in descending order:  

1) Proposals that address aspects of the call that have not otherwise been covered by more highly 
ranked proposals will be considered to have the highest priority.  

2) The proposals identified under 1), if any, will themselves be prioritised according to the scores they 
have been awarded for ‘Excellence’. When these scores are equal, priority will be based on scores for 
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