
Why EU Proposals Fail at 
Submission Stage
7 Mistakes That Kill Otherwise Strong 
Applications

Submission phase is where good proposals start to fall apart. In the final 
days before deadline, many teams focus on uploading, formatting, 
annexes, and partner inputs. But evaluators do not score effort. They score 
whether the proposal is relevant, coherent, credible, and ready for 
implementation.



Mistake #1: Weak Alignment with 
the Call
Many proposals start from an internal idea and only later try to fit the topic. Evaluators want 
to see:

Direct Response
Direct response to the call text

Expected Outcomes
Fit with expected outcomes

EU Priorities
Relevance to EU priorities

EU Added Value
Clear EU added value



Mistake #2: Unclear Target Group and Weak Problem 
Definition
A proposal becomes weak when the problem is too broad or the target group is not clearly defined. Strong applications show:

Who is affected

A clearly identified and 
specific target group

What exactly the 
problem is

A precise, well-evidenced 
problem statement

Why it matters now

Urgency and timeliness of the 
issue

What concrete change 
the project will create

A tangible, measurable 
outcome for the target group



Mistake #3: Budget and Work Plan Do Not Match
This is one of the fastest ways to lose evaluator trust. Typical red flags:

🚩 Vague Tasks

Too much budget allocated for vague or poorly defined tasks

🚩 Ambitious Outputs

Too little budget for ambitious outputs promised in the proposal

🚩 Partner Effort

Partner effort not matching stated responsibilities

🚩 Weak Logic

Weak logic between work packages and resources allocated



Mistake #4: The Consortium Is 
Not Convincing
A strong consortium is not about having many partners. It is about having the right 
mix of partners.

Common Weaknesses

Overlapping profiles

Unclear partner roles

Weak complementarity

No real end-user perspective

Imbalance between expertise and 
effort

Why It Matters

The right balance of countries, partner 
types, and roles can strongly influence 
credibility — especially when widening 
participation, market relevance, or 
policy uptake matter.



Mistake #5: Risks Are Weak, Generic, or Treated Too 
Late
Risk management is not a formality. It is a core part of proposal credibility.

Weak Proposals Often Show

Generic risks copied from old proposals

No likelihood or impact logic

No mitigation measures

No ownership of risks

No link between risks and work plan

Strong Risk Sections Show

What may go wrong

How serious it is

How likely it is

Who manages it

What happens if the risk materialises



Mistake #6: Impact, Dissemination, and 
Communication Are Too Generic
This section is still underestimated in too many proposals. Weak proposals often show:

Generic Impact Claims
Vague statements with no measurable outcomes or evidence base

Unrealistic KPIs
Indicators not grounded in project reality

Dissemination = Visibility
No strategy beyond reports and conferences

No Target Logic
Communication with no audience segmentation

No Sustainability
No plan for what happens after project end



Mistake #7: Innovation Is Too Weak or Sounds Like 
Business as Usual
Not every project must be disruptive. But every strong proposal must show clear added value. Evaluators want to understand:

What is new

The genuinely novel element of the approach or solution

What is improved
How this advances on existing methods, tools, or knowledge

Why this approach is better

A clear comparison with the current state of the art

Why it matters at EU level
The European dimension and cross-border relevance of the innovation

Why funding is justified now

The timeliness and urgency of the investment at this moment



Last-Minute Submission Chaos
This is where many otherwise strong proposals collapse. The real risks:

Version Confusion

Multiple document versions causing inconsistencies at upload

Missing Annexes

Required annexes absent or incomplete at submission

Inconsistent Tables

Budget tables and narrative text not aligned

Late Partner Inputs

Partner contributions arriving too late for proper integration

Weak Final Review

No structured quality check before submission

17:01 Instead of 17:00

Submission after the portal closes — the proposal is rejected 

regardless of quality



Final Takeaway
If one element does not support the others, implementation starts to look weak.

Good ideas do not win EU calls on their own. Strong applications win because they are coherent at every level.

Aligned with the call Clear in their logic

Realistic in implementation Credible in impact

Well structured in risk management Coherent at submission stage


