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1.
RESEARCH TRAINING NETWORKS

The horizontal nature of the Human Potential Programme, the requirements for evaluating the training offered by each network and the large number of proposals expected for each call means that a number of the provisions detailed elsewhere in this manual do not apply to their evaluation.

1.1
The evaluation process

Pre-proposal checks are not foreseen for this action, nor is pre-registration of proposals. The eligibility of the proposals is verified by the Programme management.

The evaluation process will be carried out by 7 disciplinary panels in order to be able to cope with the wide range of research topics and the expected large number of proposals. Each proposal is allocated to the disciplinary panel specified in the proposal. Multidisciplinary proposals may be reviewed by experts of different disciplinary panels but they will be discussed in the panel meeting of the panel specified by the proposer.

Proposals will be sent out to experts to carry out the primary assessments of the proposals at their normal place of work. 

The identity of the proposers will be known to the experts throughout the evaluation process; the main objective of the activity being the training of the young researchers, the identity of the proposers is required for evaluation.

The results of the primary evaluations will be discussed in the meetings of the 7 disciplinary evaluation panels.

Because of the size and the complexity of the Research Training Networks evaluation panels, chairpersons will be nominated by the Commission for each evaluation panel. The chairperson’s role will be to coordinate the work of the panel and to chair the meeting where the proposals individual evaluations are discussed. A Commission representative will act as moderator.

1.2
Evaluation criteria, weighting and thresholds

The criteria relating to 

· Community added value and contribution to EU policies

· Contribution to Community social objectives 

· Economic development and S&T prospects

are inherent in the Research Training Networks or are not relevant due to the bottom-up approach of this action. They will therefore be given a zero weighting and shall not be considered explicitly in the evaluation of the Research Training Networks proposals.

The blocks of evaluation criteria to be applied to Research Training Networks are defined in accordance with the Council Decision on the programme. They are detailed below with their relative weighting and the individual evaluation criteria.

Evaluation criteria
Weight
Score range

1. Scientific merit of the collaborative research project

(a)
Research topic and project objectives


(b)
Scientific originality


(c)
Research method


(d)
Work plan
4
0-40

2. Quality of the network partnership, organisation and management 

(a)
Collective expertise




(b)
Quality of the collaboration



(c)
Organisation and management
3
0-30

3. Quality and content of the network’s training programme

(a)
Training need


(b)
Training programme


(c)
Justification of the appointment of



young researchers 
3
0-30

TOTAL

0-100

In addition, in accordance with the Council Decision on the programme, each proposal will also be measured against two secondary criteria marked from 0 to 10 and used to decide between proposals of otherwise equal merit:

(a)
Training in a context promoting interactions between different disciplines or/and in complementary research teams

(b)
Training in an industrially relevant context

Proposal marking
Three evaluation criteria blocks are defined. They are composed of individual evaluation criteria referred as (a), (b), (c), (d). Each expert will mark the individual criteria from 0 to 10. In addition to marking each evaluation criterion individually, experts will give a mark to each block in the score range defined in the table above. 

An expert from the evaluation panel may request an external expert to evaluate a proposal assigned to him but the panel member will take responsibility for the evaluation and be prepared to discuss the proposal at the plenary session of the panel.

During the panel meetings, the disciplinary panels will examine their proposals on the basis of the primary evaluations giving particular attention to marking discrepancies. If necessary, 
a supplementary expert may be appointed to mark the proposal during the panel meeting. 
The panel will award a score for each of the three blocks based on the individual assessments. Only these overall marks for each block of criteria will be taken into account for the final mark of the proposal.

Thresholds

The minimum score required for block 3 (quality and content of the network’s training programme) is 23/30 for a proposal to be considered for funding.

The minimum total score is 70/100 for a proposal to be considered for funding.

2.
MARIE CURIE FELLOWSHIPS

2.1
The evaluation process

The horizontal nature and common requirements of the system of Marie Curie Fellowships mean that a number of the provisions detailed elsewhere in this manual do not apply to their evaluation. In addition to pre-proposal checks and pre-registration which cannot be offered for practical reasons, the major differences with the general provisions of the manual are detailed below. 

In their proposals Marie Curie Fellowship applicants choose the programme in which they wish to be evaluated. All proposals submitted to the different thematic or horizontal programmes are received by a single entry point, managed by the Human Potential Programme, where they are checked for administrative eligibility and then transferred to the relevant programme for evaluation. 

Proposals which have been submitted to a programme for which they are technically eligible but do not correspond to the scientific area covered by this programme (“scientifically non-eligible proposals”) may be re-assigned to a more appropriate programme with the written agreement of the applicants. 

The re-assigned proposals are subject to a Commission Decision only within the programme in which they are finally evaluated.

Eligibility of proposals

Some of the calls for Marie Curie Fellowship proposals will be continuously open to allow submission of proposals at any time but will have fixed dates for evaluation sessions. In this case the call will specify the cut-off dates for receipt of proposals to be considered in any evaluation session. In those cases where proposals are received too late to be included in a given evaluation session, applicants will be informed that their proposal will be evaluated after the next cut-off date indicated in the call for proposals, subject to the fulfilment of all eligibility criteria.

For all proposals arriving at least two weeks before each cut-off date, project officers will carry out checks on certain formal requirements (signature of the proposal, appropriate partnership, presence of all parts of the proposal, etc) as the proposals are received. Where a proposal is found not to meet these requirements or where a doubt exists over whether the proposal fulfils these requirements, the proposer will be contacted by the staff of the Marie Curie Fellowships “single entry point” in order to request further information to verify any requirements which can not be judged or to indicate that the proposal as submitted may be deemed ineligible. In such instances, the proposer will have the option of withdrawing the proposal without waiting to receive the results of the next evaluation session or may provide additional information (before the cut-off date) to allow the checks to be completed. 

Evaluation experts

Each Marie Curie Fellowship proposal will be evaluated by at least two independent experts, selected according to the procedures described earlier. Because of the size and complexity of Marie Curie Fellowship evaluation panels, chairpersons will be nominated by the Commission for each evaluation panel. The chairperson's role will be to co-ordinate the work of the panel and will not involve the evaluation of individual proposals.

Final examination and proposal ranking

Once all the experts have completed their individual assessments, the scores will be checked to ensure that there are no significant discrepancies between experts. Where there are such discrepancies, experts can discuss the scores with each other, and may revise their scores if there is clear agreement between them. If there is a continuing discrepancy, a supplementary expert may be appointed by the chairperson, in consultation with the Commission representative, to evaluate the proposal. The appointed expert will neither be informed of the scores of the first experts nor will he or she consult with these experts. Upon completion of all individual evaluations, a ranked list of proposals by fellowship type will be produced. This list of proposals will then be discussed in a panel plenary session.

The panel plenary session will allow the experts to discuss and agree on issues relating to eligibility, specific evaluation criteria, marking discrepancies, or proposals which experts believe require further discussion. For example, in the limited number of instances where two or more proposals have the same score these proposals will be discussed and ranked separately. In addition, if a supplementary expert has been used for a specific proposal, during the plenary session one of the experts may withdraw his or her mark. However, if this is not the case, under the guidance of the Chairperson, the panel may decide either to keep the average score; or to withdraw an obvious outlier score; or exceptionally, to appoint a further supplementary expert. The discussion in the plenary session will result in a final ranked list of proposals recommended for funding, based on the budget available. 

2.2
Evaluation criteria, weighting and thresholds

The evaluation criteria to be applied to Marie Curie Fellowships, together with their weighting factors, are detailed below according to each of the six schemes available. Because the criteria relating to Community added value and the contribution to social objectives are inherent in the transnational mobility and research training aspects of Marie Curie Fellowships, these are not applied in the evaluation of individual proposals.

(1) Marie Curie Individual Fellowships
Score Range

1. Project 

Scientific/technological quality; originality; methodological approach; feasibility; relevance and potential scientific impact of project.
0 – 30

2. Host Institution

Research quality of host group; expertise in project field; research infrastructure to support project; ability to meet research training needs.
0 – 30

3. Applicant 

Research experience/publications ; aptitude of applicant ; training impact and benefit to fellow ; benefit of mobility 
0-40

(2) Marie Curie Return Fellowships
Score Range

1. Project

Scientific/technological quality; originality; methodological approach; feasibility; expected impact and benefit for host.
0 – 25

2. Host institution

Research quality of host group; research infrastructure to support project.
0 – 25

3. Applicant

Research experience/publications; preliminary scientific results from initial fellowship.
0 – 50

(3) Marie Curie Experienced Researchers Fellowships
Score Range

1. Project

Scientific/technological quality; originality; methodological approach; feasibility.
0 – 20

2. Expertise transfer

Relevance and feasibility of the transfer of knowledge and technology; expected impact and benefit of collaboration for parties involved.
0 – 20

3. Host institution

Research quality/potential of host group; research infrastructure to support project.
0 – 20

4. Applicant

Research experience; expertise in project field.
0 – 40

(4) Marie Curie Industry Host Fellowships
Score Range

1. Ability to provide training


Skills and technical ability of research group; appropriate size; arrangements for training and supervision ; potential benefit for fellows
0-40

2. Proposed research area


Scientific and technological significance of research area
0-20

3. Host research quality


Research quality of host group/institution ; collaborative arrangements with other research organisations ; research experience of staff ; appropriate equipment and resources
0-40

(5) Marie Curie Development Host Fellowships
Score Range

1. Proposed transfer of knowledge/technology 

Scientific and technological relevance; need and justification; feasibility.
0 – 40

2. Host research quality

Research quality of host group/institution; research group facilities including appropriate size and equipment; research experience of staff including research collaboration and international research activity.
0 – 30

3. Potential impact and benefit of transfer of knowledge/technology

Compatibility of competence sought with existing competence; ability to absorb new competence; potential scientific impact.
0 – 30

(6) Marie Curie Training Sites
Score Range

1. Ability to provide doctoral research training


Quality of proposed training ; specific benefits to fellow ; evidence of past successful training of post-graduate students from abroad; appropriate size ; supervison arrangements and adequate working conditions for the fellows 
0-40

2. Proposed research training area


Scientific/technological significance of the research area
0-20

3. Research quality of the site


Research experience; research collaboration ; appropriate equipment and resources 
0-40

Proposal marking

The extremely large number of submissions associated with each evaluation round of Marie Curie fellowship proposals may lead to significant time constraints during the evaluation procedure. To overcome these time constraints, it is necessary for the panels to have a quick and efficient marking system, where general discussions on individual proposals are limited to proposals that are ranked around the funding cut-off areas or where significant scoring discrepancies occur. Because of the detailed and specific nature of the application forms for fellowships, the structure of proposals is in general relatively homogeneous. This allows a standardised assessment to be made by each expert, which is scored in a range from 0 to 100, as outlined in the table above. Due to the detailed nature of the information required to properly evaluate the candidate/host institution, it is essential that the personal details of the parties involved (e.g. applicants, scientific supervisors) are known to the expert. It is therefore impractical to carry out the evaluation anonymously. The total score attributed to each proposal is interpreted as follows:

· Marks of 90 or more are reserved for proposals of exceptionally high quality;

· Marks of 80 or more indicate proposals of very high quality;

· Marks 70-79 indicate proposals of high quality;

· Marks 60-69 indicate proposals of medium quality;

· Marks lower than 60 indicate proposals with notable weaknesses.

Threshold for funding
No proposal for which the average evaluation mark is less than 70 will be funded.

3.
ENHANCING ACCESS TO RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURES

3.1
The Evaluation Process

The evaluation process will proceed as follows:

-
Pre-proposal checks are not foreseen for this action, nor is the pre-registration of proposals. The eligibility of proposals is verified by the Programme management.

-
Eligible proposals will be evaluated through a peer review system carried out by a single multidisciplinary panel of independent external experts (the Evaluation Panel), normally meeting in two plenary sessions. The meetings of the Evaluation Panel are normally chaired by one of the experts (the Chairman) with a Commission official acting as Moderator.

-
At the first meeting, proposals will be screened in order to reject those that do not conform to the call for proposals, notably those transnational access proposals where the proposed infrastructure does not satisfy the Programme definition of a “major research infrastructure” or those proposals for cooperation networks or RTD projects that concern areas that are eligible for support under the Thematic Programmes. Proposals are also rejected at this preliminary screening stage, if they are incomplete or clearly of poor quality.

-
Each proposal that passes the preliminary screening is then assigned for primary assessment to at least two Panel members. In doing so, care is taken to ensure that, where practicable, the primary assessment of each group of proposals is spread widely throughout the Panel. Furthermore, rapporteurs are appointed for each of the groups (so that each proposal is evaluated by at least three Panel members). The role of the rapporteur, who is normally chosen from outside those Panel members who have direct knowledge of the infrastructures in the group, is to propose to the Evaluation Panel at its second meeting a collective assessment for each proposal in the group taking into account all the individual primary assessments. As rapporteurs carry out primary assessments of proposals in other groups, an element of comparative analysis among proposals from different groups of infrastructures is introduced by this means.

-
Before the second meeting, Panel members will carry out the primary assessments of proposals at their normal place of work, consulting external experts as they wish. Given the nature of the action, evaluators need to have knowledge of the infrastructures involved in the proposals. Therefore, the full proposals will be given to the evaluators at the outset.

-
At its second meeting, the panel will collectively classify the proposals on the basis of the primary assessments. The assessment of proposals will also take account of recommendations by earlier Study Panels and of the experience gained in the implementation of earlier related Community Programmes concerning research infrastructures (notably through the Mid-Term Review of the Access to Large-Scale Facilities Activity of the TMR Programme). In addition, the benefit to the Community in terms of improving the scientific and technical potential of its less-favoured regions will also be taken into account. While respecting the overriding importance of scientific/technical merit and cost-effectiveness in the selection process, proposals from infrastructures in the less-favoured regions of the Community will be favoured at the margin, during the final ranking, over other proposals of equivalent merit and cost-effectiveness. The Panel will also rank all proposals that are judged to be worthy of funding. Concerning proposals for transnational access that it considers worthy of funding, the Panel will advise the Commission both on the level of financial support and on the quantity of access to be obtained for that support.

3.2
Evaluation criteria, weighting and thresholds

The selection of proposals to be financed and the level of support to be awarded will be established on the basis of the following criteria:

1.
Transnational Access to Major Research Infrastructures


(1)
the quality of the infrastructure, in particular whether the infrastructure is world-class and whether it is offering state-of-the-art equipment to the action;


(2)
the quality of the research that external users are able to carry out at the infrastructure;


(3)
the quality of the scientific, technical and logistic support provided for these external users, including the quality of the research environment;


(4)
the scale of interest being demonstrated in using the infrastructure by new transnational users coming from countries where no similar infrastructure exists;


(5)
the cost-effectiveness of Community support.

2.
Infrastructure Cooperation Networks, Round-Tables and Exploratory Workshops


(1)

the potential of the proposed network to enhance the access to and the service provided by research infrastructures that have a Community-wide interest;


(2)

the ability of the participants to provide an effective coordination of the network’s activities. 

3.
Research Infrastructure RTD Projects


(1)
the scientific originality of the project,


(2)
the potential of the project to improve infrastructure provision in Europe,


(3)
the degree of interest shown generally by infrastructure operators in the field and by the user community,


(4)
the quality of its research method and work plan,


(5)
the quality of the project management and competence of the partners.

Weighting of evaluation criteria and thresholds

For each type of proposal, all the criteria set out above will be applied with identical weightings.

On the other hand, some of the general criteria set out in the evaluation manual - i.e. (i) S/T quality and innovation, (ii) Community added value and contribution to EU policies, and (v) management and resources - are already included in the programme-specific criteria set out above. Some others – i.e. (iii) contribution to Community social objectives, and (iv) economic development and S&T prospects - play an insignificant role in view of the nature of this action. Criteria (iii) and (iv) will therefore be given a zero weighting and shall not be considered explicitly.

For each type of proposal and for each of the specific criteria set out above, proposals which fail completely to address the issue under examination or can not be judged against that criterion due to missing or incomplete information will be rejected.

Proposals will also be rejected if the total marks attributed to them fall below 70% of the maximum.

3.3
Selection of projects for funding

The Commission may require changes to a proposed infrastructure cooperation network on the basis of the evaluation. In particular, in those cases where different successful network proposals deal with related areas of infrastructure support, the Commission may negotiate the clustering of such proposals into a single network.

4.
HIGH-LEVEL SCIENTIFIC CONFERENCES

4.1
The evaluation process

Pre-proposal checks are not foreseen for this activity, nor is pre-registration of proposals. The eligibility of the proposals is verified by the Commission staff.

The evaluation process will be carried out by a Multidisciplinary Panel of experts coping with a very wide range of research topics and a large number of proposals covering all seven types of Conferences. 

During the meeting of the Panel, the proposals will be evaluated in two phases: (1) In the primary review phase, each proposal is assessed against the evaluation criteria by at least two experts; (2) At the subsequent plenary session of the Panel, the proposals are analysed and ranked on the basis of the primary reviews.

The identity of the proposer (coordinator), scientific organisers and lecturers/keynote speakers will be known to the experts throughout the evaluation process. This knowledge is essential to evaluate the quality of the training of young researchers, which is a principal objective of the activity, as well as to evaluate the quality of the conference programme.

Because of the size and the complexity of the Panel, a Chairperson and a Vice-chairperson will be nominated by the Commission. The chairperson’s role will be to coordinate the work of the panel and to chair the plenary session. The Commission staff will be responsible for the correct implementation of the evaluation procedure.

4.2
Evaluation criteria, weighting and thresholds

The criteria relating to 

· Contribution to EU policies

· Contribution to Community social objectives 

· Economic development and S&T prospects

are inherent in the High-Level Scientific Conferences or are not relevant due to the bottom-up approach of this action. They will therefore be given zero weighting and shall not be considered explicitly in the evaluation of the High-Level Scientific Conference proposals.

Blocks 1 to 3 of evaluation criteria to be applied to High-Level Scientific Conferences are defined in accordance with the Council Decision on the programme. Block 4 relates to the standard criteria block on “Community added value”. They are detailed below together with their relative weighting and the individual evaluation criteria.

Evaluation criteria
Weight
Score range

1. Quality of the topic

(a)
Project topic


(b)
Scientific originality

2
0-20

2. Quality of the programme 

(c)
Programme content




(d)
Lecturers and keynote speakers


(e) Organisation and management

(f) Location and infrastructure
4
0-40

3. Quality of the training

(g)
Training need


(h)
Training impact
 
2
0-20

4. European added value

(i)
Topic


(j)
Participants
2
0-20

TOTAL

0-100

Proposal marking
Four evaluation criteria blocks are defined. They are composed of individual evaluation criteria referred as (a) to (j). In the primary review phase each expert will mark the individual criteria from 0 to 10. In addition to marking each evaluation criterion individually, each expert will give a mark to each block in the score range defined in the table above. 

In the plenary session all panel experts together analyse each proposal on the basis of the primary reviews, giving particular attention to marking discrepancies. If necessary, a supplementary expert may be appointed to mark the proposal during the plenary session. The Panel will award a score for each of the four blocks based on the individual assessments. Only these overall marks for each block of criteria will be taken into account for the final mark of a proposal, which in turn determines its rank on the list of proposals recommended for funding.

Thresholds

Proposals receiving a final mark of less than 65 points, i.e. proposals of average or poor quality, are to be rejected.

5.
RAISING PUBLIC AWARENESS OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

5.1
The evaluation process

Pre-proposal checks

This service is not offered to applicants for funding in the area of Raising Public Awareness of Science and Technology. For Co-operation networks, the Call for proposals is open to all fields of scientific endeavour; and proposals for the European Science and Technology Week will focus on naturally occurring events and phenomena that have an impact on our daily lives (for example the Sun, the weather, the seas etc) and will demonstrate the role that science has played in their understanding. 

Pre-registration 

Whether, by fax, post, or electronically (using the electronic submission tool) is encouraged but not mandatory. Pre-registration or its absence will not affect in any way the eligibility of a proposal or the way in which it is evaluated.

Anonymity of the scientific part of the proposal

For proposals for funding under Raising Public Awareness of Science and Technology there is no requirement that part of the proposals be submitted anonymously. Please see the information package.

5.2
Evaluation criteria, weighting and thresholds

Block 1 Scientific/technological quality and innovation

In this block proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the criteria set out in this evaluation manual. It should be noted that raising public awareness is both a S&T and social issue and these aspects should be assessed under this block .

Block 2 Community added value and contribution to EU policies

In this block proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the criteria set out in this evaluation manual.

Block 3 Contribution to Community social objectives

In this block proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the criteria set out in this evaluation manual. It is recognised that these criteria refer to broader social issues than those reasonably included and assessed under block 1. This will be reflected in the weighting and threshold associated to this block (see below).

Block 4 Economic development and S&T prospects

Due to the nature of the activities envisaged proposals for funding under Raising Public Awareness of Science will not be assessed against the criteria set out in this block.

Block 5 Management and resources

In this block proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the criteria set out in this evaluation manual.

Block 1 will contribute a maximum of 30% to the final rating

Block 2 will contribute a maximum of 30% to the final rating

Block 3 will contribute a maximum of 10% to the final rating

Block 4 will not be used for the assessment

Block 5 will contribute a maximum of 30% to the final rating

Thresholds

The threshold for Block 1 is 3 marks (corresponding to “good”)

The threshold for Block 2 is 3 marks (corresponding to “good”)

There will be no minimum threshold for Block 3

The threshold for Block 5 is 3 marks (corresponding to “good”)

6.
Distinctions for High-Level research Work

The specific nature of the activity on Distinctions for High-Level Research Work means that a number of the provisions detailed elsewhere in this manual do not apply to their evaluation. In addition to pre-proposal checks and pre-registration which cannot be offered for practical reasons, the major differences with the general provisions of the manual are detailed below.

Evaluation Process

External experts: all proposals that fulfil the eligibility criteria will be evaluated by external experts to determine their coherence with the evaluation criteria.  For each area covered, a panel of experts will be responsible for the evaluation of the proposals assigned to that area. Care will be taken to ensure that multidisciplinary proposals are evaluated by experts from all relevant panels.  Experts will be invited to a central location to carry out the evaluation. In some cases, proposals may be sent to experts for them to carry out an initial evaluation at their place of work.

Panels of Experts: Each proposal is allocated by the Panel Co-ordinator to at least two experts for evaluation. Each panel meets upon the Commission’s request, within a short time after the corresponding deadline for proposals. The first part of a panel meeting will be devoted to the completion of the individual scientific assessments for all proposals.  The panels will issue a short-list of a limited number of proposals recommended for the Prize. The panels will determine this limited number on the basis of the absolute merits of received proposals. A panel may decide that no proposal demonstrates sufficient merit to deserve the Prize.  Panels will justify their decisions. Each short-list shall be accompanied by an assessment report describing the merits of each proposal and a justification of the pre-selection, both in terms of quality and number.

Plenary Session of the Panels: The aim of the plenary session is to seek an agreement, on a list of proposals recommended for the award. The experts will select a limited number of projects (if possible up to a maximum of 5 projects per panel).  The pre-selection panels will justify their selection both in terms of their quality and number and accordingly will complete a short report on each pre-selected project. These conclusions may be accompanied by any remarks the panel would wish to transmit to the Commission.

Selection by an Independent Jury : There will be one independent Jury per Distinction for High-Level Research Work. The Jury members, gathering prominent scientists from different countries, will be appointed by the Commission’s services. Member States and Associated States, as well as scientific organisations are at liberty to propose names to the Commission. They will be independent experts covering the broadest spectrum of scientific disciplines, drawn from the widest possible base (e.g. academia, industry, universities and media). One third of the Jury will be renewed annually. The Jury members will elect a President among themselves, also on an annual basis. On the basis of the recommendations made by the pre-selection panels, the Programme staff will draw up a final shortlist of nominees. This shortlist will be submitted to the Jury together with the conclusions of the panels and the reports on each pre-selected project.

The Jury members will meet to propose the final selection of winners, using their scientific expertise and taking into account: the number of really outstanding projects deserving the prize and the total budget available.

The Jury will propose the final list and justify their recommendations both in terms of quality and number. The Commission will take the decision on the basis of the Jury’s recommendation. Following the Commission’s decision, applicants will immediately be notified of the outcome of the selection.

Criteria, Weightings and Thresholds

Descartes Prize

All eligible proposals, which conform to the requirements of the call, will be examined.

Scientific and technical criteria 
Score Range

Scientific excellence: In terms of quality of the results achieved; contribution to addressing key scientific and technological issues; degree of innovation and contribution to the state-of- the- art. Entries should demonstrate clear outstanding scientific or technical achievements.
0 – 75

European added value: In terms of quality of the trans-national co-operation and combination of complementary expertise and resources;

 and, relevance of the findings with regard to Community Policies and priorities in the field of research and technological development.
0 – 10

0 - 15

Only proposals obtaining scores of 80 and above may be nominated for the awards.

Archimedes Prize

All eligible proposals, which conform to the requirements of the call, will be examined.

Scientific and technical criteria
Score Range

Scientific/technological excellence : In terms of achievements: Exceptional quality, creativity, and originality of achievements, in line with the selected theme or challenge specified in the call for proposals.
0 – 85

European dimension/added value : Relevance of findings at European level; Method of work-collaboration (Projects able to show European teamwork will receive additional recognition).
0 – 15

Only proposals obtaining scores of 80 and above may be nominated for the awards.

Proposal marking

Descartes Prize and Archimedes Prize

The guidelines for scoring the proposals to be followed by each expert are:

· scores of 90 or more: reserved for outstanding proposals of exceptionally high quality;

· scores of 80 or more: for proposals of very high quality;

· scores 70-79: for proposals of high quality; 

· scores 60-69: for proposals of medium quality;

7.   KEY ACTION “IMPROVING THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC KNOWLEDGE BASE”

7.1
The evaluation process

Pre-registration is not an option for this evaluation. The evaluation process to be applied for RTD projects submitted to the Key Action “Improving the socio-economic knowledge base” is essentially based on an anonymous evaluation by independent evaluators of the first block of evaluation criteria on scientific quality and innovation followed by a non-anonymous evaluation of the other blocks. Due to the specific nature of thematic networks their evaluation will not contain an  anonymous component.

7.2
Evaluation criteria, weighting and thresholds 

Due to the special nature of the Key Action “Improving the socio-economic knowledge base” the Block 3 evaluation criterion “Contribution to Community social objectives” will not be explicitly addressed as separate criterion. The reason for this is that societal issues and social objectives are major inherent components of the research proposals in this Key Action. Therefore, whenever relevant, they are assessed primarily in Block 1 and 2..

The Block 2 criterion, second bullet: "The European added value of the consortium" within the Key Action is intended to evaluate the contribution of the project/network to the development of the European socio-economic knowledge base, for example in terms of improving the multidisciplinary co-operation in social sciences, the mobilisation of the European social science research community, and the Europeanisation of social science research.  

The Block 4 criterion: “Economic development and S&T prospects” is intended to evaluate the soundness of the exploitation and/or dissemination strategies for the expected results and the strategic impact and policy relevance of the proposed project as well as the involvement of the potential users of the research results. Therefore within this Key Action evaluation will be focused on the following issues: user involvement; range of applications and exploitation not only technological but also socio-economic; effectiveness of dissemination strategies for the related policies.

The evaluation criteria to be applied to the Key Action, together with an indication of their relative importance expressed through the relative weightings and particular interpretations to be given to the criteria are specified below: 

Block of evaluation criteria
Weighting



RTD

projects
Thematic

Networks

Block 1: Scientific quality and innovation 
3.5
3

Block 2: Community added value and contribution to EU policies 
Second bullet should be read and interpreted as follows:

The European added value of the consortium within the Key Action is intended to evaluate the contribution of the project/network to the development of the European socio-economic knowledge base, in terms of improving the multidisciplinary co-operation in social sciences, the mobilisation of the European social science research community, and the Europeanisation of social science research.
3
3

Block 3: Contribution to Community social objectives (will not be addressed explicitly by the evaluators)
-
-

Block 4: Economic development and S&T prospects
Due to the specific nature and objectives of the Key Action this standard block of criteria in the general manual should be read and interpreted as follows:
Soundness of the exploitation strategies: The expected deliverables suitable for exploitation should be specified and the possibilities for their application e.g. to relevant policies.

The strategic impact of the proposed project for the partners, policy makers and the involvement of the potential users should be assessed, specially in relation to the key challenges for the E.U.

Soundness of the dissemination strategies: the extent to which the dissemination of results and deliverables is planned and integrated in the project should be specified. The proposed dissemination plan should include work during and after the lifetime of the project. 
1
2

Block 5: Management and resources 
2.5
2

Thresholds

In order to be considered for possible funding, proposals should pass the following thresholds:

· A minimum total mark corresponding to 70 % or more in total; and 

· A minimum mark corresponding to 70 % or more on block 1 criterion; and 

· A minimum mark corresponding to 60 % or more on each of the evaluation blocks 2, 4 and 5 

8.
STRATA (STRATEGIC ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC POLITICAL ISSUES)

8.1
Evaluation Process

The Evaluation Manual and the specific work programmes will set out the criteria from the framework programme. Evaluators will examine the proposals and provide marks for each of the applicable criteria set out below (which are drawn from the Framework Programme and the “Rules for participation” decision). 

Selection criteria will be weighted to favour proposals focusing on new or emerging issues and policy trends, bringing together a critical mass of diverse professional, and disciplinary inputs and/or actors (research, industry, policy etc.) on a European scale, within a coherent S&T policy-oriented approach. 

Proposals will be required to demonstrate the relevance and added value of the activity proposed to the future development of science and technology policies in Europe. As such, they will implicitly address the social and economic objectives of the Community and will therefore not be evaluated separately against these criteria. 

8.2
Evaluation Criteria, weighting, thresholds
Scientific/Technological quality and innovation

This is a key criterion. The subject matter of proposals should be of significant importance to the key policy issues being addressed by the programme; and the aspirations for implementation. They should bring together all the relevant actors.

· The quality of the activity proposed and its contribution to solving the key scientific/technological policy issues;
· The originality and progress beyond the state of the art;
· The appropriateness of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan.
Community added value and contribution to EU policies

This is a key criterion for action at Community level. Proposals should demonstrate the importance of addressing the issue at European level, the added value for the Community by doing so and the benefits for European wide policy as well as Community policy making.

· The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to problem solving at the European level
· The European added value of the consortium - the need to establish a critical mass and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available in different organisations;

· The project’s contribution to the development of European policies & future issues.

Contribution to Community social objectives

Proposals rated highly on the second set of criteria will implicitly support the social policy objectives of the Community. Therefore there are no additional explicit criteria in this category, and there will be no explicit evaluation on this criterion.

Economic development and S&T prospects

Proposals rated highly on the second set of criteria will implicitly support the economic policy objectives of the Community. This set of criteria allows the impact of a proposal to be considered, in that Science and Technology policies can help guide downstream policies and economic orientations; as well as the proposers’ own plans to engage a relevant and wider audience in the outcome of the work;

· In particular, the usefulness and range of applications and exploitation;
· The strategic impact of the proposal and its contribution to European policymaking;

· The relevant dissemination plans.

Management and resources

This set of criteria apply to the project management and is subsidiary to the content/quality assessment. Proposals should demonstrate that the organisation and methodology employed is capable of delivering relevant and useful policy conclusions. A key issue here is the early emergence of policy orientations imposed by the ever-shortening science and technology policy-planning horizon.

· The quality of the management: good communications between the actors, clarity, consistency, efficiency and scheduling arrangements with emphasis on the definition of early milestones 

· The quality of the partnership proposed, in particular, the competence, balance and complementarity of representations and interdisciplinary expertise;

· The appropriateness of the resources requested, in order to achieve early outcomes. 
There are then Four sets of criteria for evaluation. Although their weightings vary, every proposal must reach an acceptable standard – the threshold being an average mark of not less than 3.0 (i.e. not less than « good ») - in each of the applicable sections. 

For Strategic Analysis of Specific Political Issues the weightings per block (on a scale of 1 to 10) will be as follows:

Block of Criteria








Weight

Scientific/Technological quality and innovation



3

Community added value and contribution to EU policies


3

(Contribution to Community social objectives)

not explicitly applicable
Economic development and S&T prospects




2

Management and resources






2
Proposal ranking and rejection decision

The Commission reserves the right to implement suitable proposals, or parts thereof, via accompanying measures if this contributes to the overall efficiency of programme implementation. 

The Commission further reserves the right, for those proposals which have been thought to have reached sufficient technical merit and remain unfunded for purely budgetary reasons, to draw the anonymous parts of those proposals to the attention of other European bodies which may have complementary interests. It will only disclose mutual contact details after prior agreement with the proposers.

Contract preparation and finalisation

A proposal which is undergoing contract finalisation negotiations and tries to significantly amend the content or resource allocation which are outside the scope of the evaluation recommendations may lead to termination of negotiations.

9.
COMMON BASIS OF SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION INDICATORS

9.1
Evaluation Process

The Evaluation Manual and the specific work programmes will set out the criteria from the framework programme. Evaluators will examine the proposals and provide marks for each of the applicable criteria set out below (which are drawn from the Framework Programme and the “Rules for participation” decision). 

Proposals will be required to demonstrate the relevance and added value of the activity proposed to addressing the needs for indicators in order to analyse key S&T policy issues in Europe. As such, they will implicitly address the social and economic objectives of the Community and will therefore not be evaluated separately against these criteria. 

The evaluation process to be applied for RTD projects submitted to the activity “Common Basis of Science, Technology and Innovation Indicators“ is essentially based on an anonymous evaluation by independent evaluators of the first block of criteria on scientific quality and innovation followed by a non-anonymous evaluation of the other blocks of criteria (see pages 13-15 of the general manual). For thematic networks and accompanying measures the evaluation process may not necessarily be anonymous, due to the specific nature of these activities.

9.2
Evaluation Criteria, weighting, thresholds
Scientific/Technological quality and innovation

· The quality of the activity proposed and its contribution to addressing the needs for indicators in order to analyse key S&T policy issues;
· The originality, degree of innovation and progress beyond the state of the art;
· The appropriateness of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan.
Community added value and contribution to EU policies

· The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to problem solving at the European level, and to which the expected impact of carrying out the work at European level would be greater than the sum of impacts of national projects
· The European added value of the consortium - the need for the project/network to establish a critical mass and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available in different organisations;

· The project’s contribution to the development of European policies.
· Added value and positive contribution to the European Statistics and Indicators System, in terms of both the development and the better exploitation of statistics and indicators. Synergy and complementarity of the proposal with ongoing and/or planned activities on S&T statistics and indicators of the European Statistics and Indicators System.
Contribution to Community social objectives


Proposals rated highly on the second set of criteria will implicitly support the social policy objectives of the Community. Therefore there are no additional explicit criteria in this category, and there will be no explicit evaluation on this criterion.

Economic development and S&T prospects.

· Soundness of the exploitation strategies, the clarity of specification of the expected deliverables, and their suitability for exploitation should be specified as well as the possibilities for their application e.g. to relevant policies.

· The strategic impact of the proposed project for the partners, policy makers and the degree of involvement of the potential users should be assessed, especially in relation to the key challenges for the E.U.

· Soundness of the dissemination strategies: the extent to which the dissemination of results and deliverables is planned and integrated in the project and the degree to which this is likely to be effective. The proposed dissemination plan should include work during and, where relevant, beyond the lifetime of the project.

Resources, partnership and management

· The quality of the management and project approach proposed, in particular the appropriateness, clarity, consistency, efficiency and completeness of the proposed tasks, the scheduling arrangements (with milestones) and the management structure ;

· The quality of the partnership and involvement of users and/or other actors in the field when appropriate; in particular, the scientific competence and expertise and the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners;

· The appropriateness of the resources - the manpower effort for each partner and task, the quality and/or level and/or type of manpower allocated, durables, consumables, travel and any other resources to be used. In addition, the resources not reflected in the budget (e.g. facilities to carry out the research and the expertise of key personnel). For this criterion, comments may be given rather than marks. 
There are thus four sets of criteria for evaluation. Although their weightings vary, every proposal must reach an acceptable standard – the threshold being an average mark of not less than 3.0 (i.e. not less than « good ») - in each of the applicable sections. 

For the « Common Basis of Science, Technology and Innovation Indicators » the weightings per block (on a scale of 1 to 10) will be as follows:

Block of Criteria







Weight

Scientific/Technological quality and innovation



3

Community added value and contribution to EU policies


2.5

(Contribution to Community social objectives)

not explicitly applicable
Economic development and S&T prospects




2.5

Management and resources






2
The evaluation session will be supervised overall by the Commission staff.

10.
ACCOMPANYING MEASURES

10.1
The evaluation process

Pre-proposal checks are not foreseen for this activity. Pre-registration is not an option for this evaluation 

The evaluation process to be applied for 'Accompanying measures' is essentially based on an evaluation by minimum two independent evaluators through a one stage process. Proposals may be sent to evaluators to carry out the evaluation at their normal place of work. 

In the case of accompanying measures requesting an EC budgetary contribution of less than 12.000 Euro's, the evaluation may be carried out by the Commission services.

10.2
Evaluation criteria, weighting and thresholds 

The Block 3 evaluation criterion “Contribution to Community social objectives” will not be explicitly addressed as separate criterion. The reason for this is that societal issues and social objectives are major inherent components of the accompanying measures. Therefore, whenever relevant, they are already assessed primarely in Block 1 and 2. 

The evaluation criteria to be applied to the 'Accompanying measures', together with an indication of their relative importance expressed through the relative weightings and particular interpretations to be given to the criteria are specified below: 

Block of evaluation criteria
Weighting



Accompa-nying measures 1,3,4

Accompa-nying measure 

226

Block 1: Scientific quality and innovation 
· The overall quality of the proposal in terms of its contribution to addressing the objective(s) of the Measure;

· The degree of innovation in relation to progress beyond the state of the art;

· The adequacy of the chosen approach for contributing to the Measure’s objective(s).
3
2

Block 2: Community added value and contribution to EU policies 
· The European dimension of the problem/issue being addressed by the proposal;

· The European added value of expected results.
3
3

Block 3: Contribution to Community social objectives (will not be addressed explicitly by the evaluators)
-
-

Block 4: Economic development and S&T prospects 
· Soundness of the dissemination strategies; adequacy of planning of dissemination activities and their likely effectiveness. 
· Soundness of the exploitation  strategy, including  the clarity of specification of the proposed deliverables, their suitability for exploitation and their potential contribution to relevant policies (including EU policies).
2
3

Block 5: Management and resources 
· Quality of management including project timetable, milestones, methods to assure quality, internal communication, etc.;

· Quality of expertise; including experience, expertise and, where appropriate, complementarity of the proposers in relation to the activity proposed;

· Appropriateness of the resources; including overall budget, its breakdown, value for  money, possible contribution(s) from other sources.
2
2

Thresholds

In order to be considered for possible funding, proposals should pass the threshold of a minimum total mark of 3.

� Weights on a scale of 1 to 10. N.B. only the marks for the blocks of criteria will be used to determine the final mark for the proposal, not the marks for the individual criteria


� Weights on a scale of 1 to 10. N.B. only the marks for the blocks of criteria will be used to determine the final mark for the proposal, not the marks for the individual criteria


� Refers to the numbers of the Measures as specified in the Guide to Proposers
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