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Foreword – PART 2

This Guide for Proposers is a part of the information necessary to make a proposal for indirect Research, Technological Development, Demonstration and Training actions (hereinafter referred to as RTDT actions) in the field of Nuclear Energy within the EURATOM Fifth Framework Programme
. The guide will help you to locate the area of research that is of interest to you and will provide the necessary guidance on how to submit a proposal and the forms you must use for this purpose. It is composed of two parts, Part 1 and 2 as follows. 

Part 2 of the Guide for Proposers contains the Call specific information that you need to make your proposal. However, Part 1 should also be read where you find the rules for participation and other guidelines how to make a proposal.

Part 1:

Section I describes the overall goals, priorities and structure of the EC and EURATOM Fifth Framework Programmes.

Section II describes the objectives, priorities and implementation of the specific programme, Nuclear Energy.

Section III outlines the main rules that define who may participate in the Programme, and the general conditions for participation.

Section IV provides guidance how proposals should be prepared and submitted, and 

Part 2:

Section V lists the relevant information for the Call for proposals of April 3, 2002 for the specific programme Nuclear Energy.

The other documents relevant to making a proposal are:

The Work Programme for the programme ‘Research and Training in the field of Nuclear Energy (1998-2002)’ (hereinafter referred to as the Nuclear Energy Programme). The Work Programme provides the description of the content of the action lines which are open for proposals, and an indicative timetable for the programme implementation (“roadmap”). The Nuclear Energy Work Programme comprises a key action on controlled thermonuclear fusion, a key action on nuclear fission and generic research on radiological sciences. The work programme will be updated at regular intervals.

The Calls for Proposals as published in the Official Journal. These set out the deadlines for the submission of proposals and the action lines that are open for proposals. There are no Calls for proposals in the field of nuclear fusion except for training.

The Evaluation Manual (as well as the Nuclear Energy specific guidelines in this Guide). These documents provide the details on criteria that will be used in the evaluation of proposals, the weight that is attributed to each of the criteria and, where appropriate, the threshold to be attained in order for a proposal to be further evaluated. You can use the evaluation manual and the guidelines as a checklist for the completeness of your proposal. 

This Guide also contains references to other documents, reports, forms and software tools that are of assistance in the preparation of proposals. 

The updated information concerning the Work Programme and Calls for Proposals will be available on the Commission’s CORDIS server in Luxembourg (http://www.cordis.lu).

For the Call for Proposals published on April 3, 2002 for the Nuclear Energy Programme, the optional service of Pre-registration (see section V.3.3) is not provided.

This Guide to Proposers is provided for information only. It does not supersede the rules and conditions laid out in Council and Parliament Decisions relevant to the Fifth Framework Programme, the various Thematic Programmes nor the Calls for Proposals in these Programmes.
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_____________
* When there are no specific EURATOM Application Forms provided, the current forms are, at present, to be considered common and usable for the activities of both the European Communities under the EC Fifth Framework Programme and the EURATOM Fifth Framework Programme, even though it is not so specified on the forms.

Concerning the conditions of the EURATOM treaty, the proposers shall refer to the relevant programme, bearing in mind the relevant legal framework for the implementation of the EURATOM Fifth Framework Programme and the corresponding Work Programme, to fill in the forms correctly. 

V. Specific information for the Nuclear Energy Programme for Call for Proposals Published on 3 April 2002.

V.1 Introduction.

Part 2 of this Guide for Proposers provides information on the procedure for proposals to be submitted to the Commission in response to the Call for Proposals published on 3 April 2002 for the specific programme ‘Research and Training in the field of Nuclear Energy’ under the EURATOM Fifth Framework Programme.  Part 1 of the Guide should also be consulted for complementary information before preparing and submitting a proposal. 

V.2. Implementation measures 

The Call for Proposals (NE Open 3), published on 3 April 2002 applies to a small part of the Nuclear Energy Work Programme.  It replaces the Open Call 'NE Open 2' 2001/C 290/08 of 16 October 2001.

The scope of the call is strictly limited to the following:

Generic research: radiation protection and health

· Mechanisms for and pre-disposition to radiation-induced health effects Identification of genes, in particular those of low penetrance, conferring pre-disposition to radiation induced health effects; mechanisms and cellular consequences of radiation effects induced in the absence of an initial DNA damage; mechanisms of genomic instability and its role in carcinogenesis and other non-cancer pathologies.

· Epidemiological studies Investigation of the claimed excess of breast cancer in Chernobyl contaminated areas of the Former Soviet Union
Reference should be made to the official text of this Call for Proposals, which is a part of the Information Package or it may be accessed via the Nuclear Energy programme Web-site: http://www.cordis.lu/fp5-euratom.

V.3. Proposal requirements

Proposals must conform to the descriptive and qualifying conditions given in this Guide. The following general conditions should be taken into account:

· Consult the CALL and the WORK PROGRAMME to identify the research area that you plan to submit a proposal for.

· Proposals must comply with the objectives stated in the Call for Proposals. 

· Consult the information given in PART 1, Section II of this Guide to identify the type of action that is most suitable for the project that you intend to propose. Make sure that this action is open for submission and respect the deadlines given in the Call for Proposals.

· When writing your proposal, pay specific attention to (a) the information given in the Nuclear Energy Programme-specific proposal submission forms, (b) the evaluation criteria as described in Appendix 6 of this Guide. Further information on the evaluation procedure is given in the “Evaluation Manual” which is available on the Web-site.   

V.3.1. Proposal structure (see also IV.2 in Part 1)

There are different proposal forms for different project types (see Box 1, PART 2):

· For a Research and Technological Development project (including Support for Research Infrastructure Databases and Tissue banks), use the Proposal Submission Forms in Appendix 1A;

· For Concerted Actions/ Thematic Networks and Support for Research Infrastructure Networks, use the Proposal Submission Forms in Appendix 1B.

Appendices 1A and 1B are divided into three separate parts:

· Part A, which contains forms for legal and administrative information concerning the proposers, and a summary of the funding requested;

· Part B (anonymous), which describes the work to be carried out;

· Part C, which describes the European added value; the contribution to EU policies and social objectives; prospects for scientific, technological, and economic development; the resources, partnership, and management of the project; and the exploitation and/or dissemination plans.

Proposers are urged to use the Proposal Preparation Tool (see IV.2.4, PART 1) available from the Commission to structure the administrative Part A of their proposal correctly.  However, use of the tool is not compulsory provided the appropriate format and forms are used.

Proposers are reminded that for a proposal to be eligible, all sections must be fully completed.
V.3.2. Proposal anonymity
The standard rule of anonymity is applied for the shared cost Research and Technological projects, and other actions unless otherwise specified.

The anonymous part B of the proposal, which describes the content of the proposed project, must contain no reference to the names of the organisations involved in the consortium or any other information by which they can be identified. Participants must be referred to by the codes and numbers assigned in part A, sheet A3.

V.3.3. Optional notification of intention to propose (pre-registration, Appendix 2)
For these Calls for Proposals, there is no service available to accept notification of intention to propose. 

V.3.4. Optional pre-proposal checks
As outlined in IV.1.4, the programme will provide a pre-proposal check service; proposers wishing to use the service must complete the Form given in Appendix 3.  The service cannot guarantee to give a timely reply to Forms received less than four weeks before the relevant deadline.  Such pre-proposals should be addressed to:

Mrs J.L. Coppens-Poole

Nuclear Fission and Radiation Protection

DG RTD, Unit J-4 MO75 5/59

European Commission

1049 Brussels, Belgium

Tel: +32 2 295 8074, Fax: +32 3 295 4991 

e-mail: jeanette-linda.coppens-poole@cec.eu.int
V.3.5. Acknowledgement of receipt

Once a proposal, either electronic or paper, has been received and registered by the Commission, an acknowledgement of receipt (Appendix 4) will be issued.

V.4. Addresses for submission of proposals

Proposals must be received by the Commission before or on the closing deadline or cut-off dates. The address of the Evaluation Office, to which proposals may be submitted on paper is given in the announcement of the Call in the Official Journal of the European Communities. For submission by post (preferably registered), the address is:

European Commission

The Research Proposal Office (ORBN 8)

B-1049 Brussels, Belgium

For submission by courier or hand-delivered, the address is:

European Commission

The Research Proposal Office

Square Frère Orban 8

1040 Brussels, Belgium

For courier services that require a telephone number for the recipient, please use 

+32-2-2984206.

For electronic submission, the validation file that uniquely identifies the proposal must be sent (electronically or, in case of communication problems, by fax) before the deadline.  The proposal file must then be received unmodified electronically no more than 48 hours after the deadline.

See Section IV.3.6, PART 1 for the requirements of the two envelopes and also indicate the deadline of the Call on the inner envelope along with the Call identifier and the Programme name.  

V.5. Deadline for submission of proposals

Important notice: A change has been made with respect to some earlier calls where the deadlines applied to submission.  Deadlines now apply to receipt by the Commission.
· The deadline for the reception of proposals for this Open Call (section V.2) is:

3 July 2002, 17h00 (Brussels local time)

V.6. Support for Proposers

Commission services carry out a range of activities in support of potential proposers such as maintaining an Infodesk, a Partner Search Facility, National Contact Points and programme Infodays.

V.6.1. Infodesk.

The Programme maintains an Infodesk for the duration of the Calls.  Any questions concerning the Call not covered in this document nor in the material available at the programme web-site may be directed to the Infodesk, whose address is: 

Mrs J.L. Coppens-Poole

Nuclear Fission and Radiation Protection

DG RTD, Unit J-4 MO75 5/59

European Commission

1049 Brussels, Belgium

Tel: +32 2 295 8074, Fax: +32 3 295 4991 

e-mail: jeanette-linda.coppens-poole@cec.eu.int
The Infodesk will post any last-minute information concerning the Call on the programme web-site.

V.6.2. Partner search facilities

The Commission’s CORDIS server in Luxembourg (http://www.cordis.lu) offers a number of services and information sources which may be useful in partner search for participation in this programme, as well as a list of organisations which have already expressed an interest in participating in this programme. 

V.6.3. EURATOM / Nuclear Energy Programme National contact points

National Contact Points for the Nuclear Energy Programme (see Appendix 5 and http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/ncps.htm) can help organisations to find partners in other countries, and assist in procedural or administrative matters. There are a number of other networks such as Innovation Relay Centres, Euro Info Centres, etc., which potential proposers may also consult.

V.7. References

Potential proposers should consult the following documents:

Decision on the Fifth Framework Programme (Euratom)
O.J. L 26
1.2.1999
   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/decisions.htm


Decision on the Energy, Environment and Sustainable Development Programme
O.J. L 64
12.3.1999
   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/decisions.htm


Official Journal Call for Proposals text
O.J. C 
16.10.2001
   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5-euratom/calls/calls.htm


Work Programme

   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5-euratom/scr/library.htm


Evaluation Manual

   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/library.htm


Proposal Submission Forms
Appendices 1A – 1E
   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/forms_a.htm


National contact points
Appendix 5
   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/ncps.htm


Organisations expressing interest in Call

   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/eoi.htm


Innovation Relay Centres

   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/irc/home.htm


Proposal preparation tool

   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.cordis.lu/fp5


Box 1. (PART 2) Forms to be used for submitting proposals for different RTDT actions

(EURATOM/ Nuclear Energy Programme)

Type of action
Forms to be used



Shared cost RTD actions
Research projects
Forms in Appendix 1A


Demonstration projects
Forms in Appendix 1A


Combined projects
Forms in Appendix 1A



Concerted Actions
Forms in Appendix 1B



Thematic networks
Forms in Appendix 1B



Appendix 1: Application Forms*

Appendix 1 includes Proposal Application Forms and guidelines to complete them for the following different actions in the Nuclear Energy Programme for the Calls of Proposals published. 

· Appendix 1A contains the Proposal Submission Forms for a Research and Technological Development project (including Support for Research Infrastructure Databases and Tissue banks). 

· Appendix 1B contains the Proposal Submission Forms for Concerted Actions/ Thematic Networks and Support for Research Infrastructure Networks. 

Appendices 1A-1B are divided into three separate parts:

· Part A, which contains forms for legal and administrative information concerning the proposers, and a summary of the funding requested;

· Part B (anonymous) which describes the work to be carried out;

· Part C, which describes the European added value; the contribution to EU policies and social objectives; prospects for scientific, technological, and economic development; the resources, partnership, and management of the project; and the exploitation and/or dissemination plans.

The forms for part A, which are common to all Specific Programmes of the Community and which include optical reading forms, are normally included in the Information Package. You may also download them from the Nuclear Energy programme web-site or request them through the Nuclear Energy programme Infodesk. Parts B and C of the appendices provide guidelines for the structure and the content of the proposals desired which are specific for the Nuclear Energy programme.  

_____________
* When there are no specific EURATOM Application Forms provided, the current forms are, at present, to be considered common and usable for the activities of both the European Communities under the EC Fifth Framework Programme and the EURATOM Fifth Framework Programme, even though it is not so specified on the forms.

Concerning the conditions of the EURATOM treaty, the proposers shall refer to the relevant programme, bearing in mind the relevant legal framework for the implementation of the EURATOM Fifth Framework Programme and the corresponding Work Programme, to fill in the forms correctly. 

Appendix 1A
Proposal Submission Forms for RTD Project 

European Commission

Proposal submission forms for shared-cost actions

supported by EURATOM for

· Research and Technological Development projects,

· Demonstration projects,  

· Combined projects 

Including guidelines on how to complete the proposal submission

Parts A, B and C

The forms for part A (the administrative part) and guidelines to complete them are available separately.  They can also be down loaded from the following web-site: http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/forms_a.htm

Explanatory remarks: How to complete the proposal submission Parts B (Anonymous) and Part C

Research and technological development projects, demonstration projects, and combined projects

Proposal structure and description.

The description of the content of a proposal has two parts:

Part B, which describes the work to be carried out, and

Part C, which describes the European added value; the contribution to EU policies and social objectives; prospects for scientific, technological, and economic development; the resources, partnership, and management of the project; and the exploitation and/or dissemination plans.

The propsers must respect the anonymity of part B. In this part, no reference to the names of the organizations involved in the consortium should be made. The participants must only be referred to by the codes and numbers assigned to the participants in the administrative form, sheet A3. 

Please remember to indicate the proposal short name (acronym) and proposal number (if a number has been allocated before submission) and the date of preparation at the top of every page of the parts B and C, and on any annexes.

For only research or only demonstration projects, the proposers need to make only one proposal description.

For combined research and demonstration projects, the general rule is that the proposal should be made in two parts, one describing the research part and one covering the demonstration part. The proposing consortium must in this case make two separate descriptions of part B and C and also two A4 cost sheets, one for each part. In the cases, where it is impossible to separate clearly the research and demonstration parts of the proposal, the consortium may make one proposal description, but must in the A4 cost sheet use a percentage for funding, that reflects the relative weight of the two phases in the project.

Proposers are also reminded that for a proposal, to be eligible, it must contain all the three parts of the proposal, the administrative part (form A) and the proposal description in part B and C.

Part B: Description of scientific/technological objectives and work plan.

NB!  Part B must be anonymous.
B1.
Title page 


Proposal full title


Proposal acronym


(Date of preparation)


Proposal number (if applicable)

B2.
Content list (Part B only)

B3.
Objectives. 

This section, which should not exceed two pages, should describe the scientific/technological objectives of the proposal in a measurable and verifiable form. The progress of the project will be measured against these criteria in periodic reviews and assessments.

B4.
Contribution to programme objectives

This section, which should not exceed more than one page, describes how the proposal will contribute to the objectives of the programme.

B5.
Innovation

This section, not exceeding two pages, describes the international state of the art in the area of research of the project. Briefly describe the technical limitations of existing technologies and include comments on competing techniques. Discuss how the proposal will advance the state of the art in the research area. Describe the originality of the work and justify the main innovations proposed. Give a critical appraisal of the level of technical risk and provide relevant factors that might influence the chances of success. 

B6. 
Project work-plan:

This section should describe concisely the work planned to achieve the objectives of the project. The maximum length, excluding the forms specified below, is 10 pages. An introduction should explain the structure of the work-plan and how the work-plan will lead the participants to achieve the objectives of the proposal. The work-plan must be broken down into work-packages (WPs) which should follow the logical phases of a project’s life cycle. Essential elements of the work-plan are:


a)
Introduction – explaining the structure of the work-plan and the overall methodology used to achieve the objectives;


b)
Project planning and time table; (Gantt chart)


c)
Graphical presentation of the project’s components; (Pert diagram)


d)
Detailed project description broken down into work-packages:


Work-package list (Table B1);


Deliverables list (Table B2);


One page description of each work-package with the following information (Table B3):


Work-package number;


Start date or starting event;


Participant codes;


Person-months per partner;


Work-package description:


Objectives;


Methodology / work description;


Deliverables (input to next work-package; see Pert diagram);


Milestones


The number of work-packages used must be appropriate to the complexity of the work and the overall value of the project. Each work-package should be a major sub-division of the project and should also have a verifiable end-point (normally an important milestone in the overall work-plan). Deliverables (such as software codes, experimental results, laboratory demonstrations, prototype products etc.) are exchanged between partners following the work-plan. They are distinct from reports summarising the progress of the project for the project monitoring by the Commission. Define major project milestones where project’s progress can be assessed during its course indicating the type, timing and assessment criteria. Highlight the expected final achievements.

Table B1.
Work-package list




Work-package
No

Work-package title
Lead 
contractor
No

Person-months

Start
month

End
month

Phase

Deliv-erable
No





























































































TOTAL







Table B2.
Deliverables list

Deliverable
No

Deliverable title
Delivery 
date 

Nature 

Dissemination
level 






























































Table B3.
Work-package description

Work-package number :


Start date or starting event:


Partner number:








Person-months per partner:








Objectives


Description of work 



Deliverables 



Milestones and expected results 


Part C: Description of contribution to EU policies, economic development, management and participants.

NB! Part C is not anonymous.

Part C describes the contribution to EU policies and social objectives, the economic development and scientific and technological prospects, the management, the consortium, the participants, the key personnel and their individual and collective plans for dissemination and/or exploitation of the results.

C1.
Title page


Proposal full title


Proposal acronym


(Date of preparation)


Proposal number (if applicable)

C2.
Content list (part C only)

C3.
Community added value and contribution to EU policies.  

This section, which should not exceed two pages, describes the European dimension of the problem to be solved. It should identify which problem at European level the proposal is addressing and how the proposal will contribute to the implementation or evolution of one or more of the EU policies (such as, for example, industrial, competitiveness, environmental etc.). It should also describe why the project should be carried out at European level instead of national level, for example is there a need to create a critical mass in human or financial terms, or will the project address problems connected with standardisation and regulation? Justify, if appropriate, the need for the mixture of complimentary expertise found in the various countries.

C4.
Contribution to EU social objectives. 

This section, not exceeding 2 pages, should describe how the proposal will contribute to improve social objectives of the Community such as: the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions) and/or how the proposal will contribute to improve employment, and/or to preserve or enhance the environment and natural resources. 

C5.
Economic development and scientific and technological prospects

This section, which should not exceed 3 pages, should describe plans for the dissemination, use and/or exploitation of the results for the consortium as a whole and for the individual participants. Specify the wider economic usefulness of the proposed activity. Identify other industrial sectors that may benefit from the results of the proposed activity. Indicate the contribution of the proposed activity in improving the competitiveness of the European firms: increased productivity, reduced cost, increased reliability etc. Indicate the impact of the proposal on the corporate strategy of the partners of the consortium. Specify the deliverables suitable for (short and long-term) exploitation at the end of the project. Indicate the expected users of the results. Specify the structure for managing the exploitation. Discuss the intended policy on securing intellectual property rights or granting licensing for results. Outline any existing or anticipated business agreements or commitments that may hinder or limit subsequent exploitation of the results. Outline possible agreements on the exploitation of results between partners and third parties.

C6.
Project management 

This section, not exceeding 2 pages, should describe how the project will be managed, the decision-making structures, the flow of communication within the consortium and the quality assurance measures that will be implemented. Demonstrate the management capability of the co-ordinator in terms of leadership, motivation and available resources. Identify methods for monitoring and reporting of the progress periodically.

C7.
Description of the consortium


Justify the partnership of the consortium in terms of its complementary, trans-European and multi-disciplinary nature. Previous co-operation between part​ners should be mentioned. The partnership should cover the required expertise in terms of busi​ness activities relevant to the objec​tives of the project e.g. R&D perform​er, capital and pro​cessing equipment suppli​er, supplier of measuring or control equipment, numerical modelling services etc. The in​clusion of several part​ners with identi​cal techni​cal or industrial profiles should be avoided. Give a short description of the consortium stating who the participants are and what their roles and functions in the consortium are. 

C8.
Description of the participants

Short description of the participating organisations including (no more than two pages per organisation): The expertise and experience of the organisation, short CVs of the key persons to be involved indicating relevant experience, expertise and involvement in other EU projects. (Each CV no more than 10 lines)

C9.
Related Projects and References

If the same (or similar/related) application has been or is being planned to be submitted to a Community programme or to another European or international programme, please give details of the application: date, programme, proposal reference number, outcome and indicate differenc​es, if any, between the proposals. Give a list of any other related European or National funded projects. Provide a list of relevant references cited in this proposal.

Appendix 1B
Proposal Submission Forms for Concerted Actions and Thematic Networks

European Commission

Proposal submission forms for

Financial support from EURATOM for 


(
Concerted Actions


(
Thematic Networks

Including guidelines on how to complete the proposal submission

Parts A, B and C

The forms for part A (the administrative part) and guidelines to complete them are available separately.  They can also be down loaded from the following web-site: http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/forms_a.htm

Explanatory remarks: How to complete the proposal submission Part B (Anonymous) and Part C

Concerted Actions and Thematic Networks

Proposal structure and description.

The description of the content of a proposal has two parts:

Part B, which described the work to be carried out, and

Part C, which describes the European added value; the contribution to EU policies and social objectives; prospects for scientific, technological, and economic development; the resources, partnership, and management of the project; and the exploitation and/or dissemination plans.

The consortium must respect the anonymity of part B. In this part, no reference to the names of the organisations involved in the consortium should be made. The participants must only be referred to by the codes and numbers assigned to the participants in the administrative form, sheet A3. 

Please remember to indicate the proposal short name (acronym) and proposal number (if a number has been allocated before submission) and the date of preparation at the top of every page of the parts B and C, and on any annexes.

Proposers are also reminded that for a proposal, to be eligible, it must contain all the three parts of the proposal, the administrative part (form A) and the proposal description in part B and C.

Part B: Description of scientific/technological objectives and work plan.

NB!  Part B must be anonymous. 

B1.
Title page


Proposal full title


Proposal acronym


(Date of preparation)


Proposal number (if applicable)

B2.
Content list (Part B only)

B3.
Objectives. 

This section, which should not exceed two pages, should describe the objectives of the network or concerted action in a measurable and verifiable form. The progress of the project will be measured against these criteria in periodic reviews and assessments.

B4.
Contribution to programme objectives

This section, which should not exceed one page, should describe how the network or concerted action will contribute to the objectives of the programme.

B5.
Innovation

This section, not exceeding two pages, should describe the international state of the art in the area of research covered by the network or concerted action. Discuss how the network or concerted action will advance the state of the art in the research area. Describe the originality of the work and the expected achievements of the network or concerted action in a quantified, measurable and verifiable form.  

B6. 
Structure of network/concerted action and work-plan:

This section should describe concisely the work planned to achieve the objectives of the network or concerted action. The length, excluding the forms specified below, should not exceed 5 pages. The structure of the network, including the role of participants and how they will interact with each other, should be described together with how the work-plan will achieve the objectives of the proposal. The work-plan must, where appropriate, be broken down into work-packages (WPs) which should follow the logical phases of a network or concerted action life cycle. Essential elements of the work-plan are:


a)
Introduction – explaining the structure of the work-plan and the overall methodology used to achieve the objectives;


b)
Project planning and time table; (Gantt chart)


c)
Graphical presentation of the project’s components; (Pert diagram)


d)
Detailed project description broken down into work-packages:


Work package list (Table B1);


Deliverables list (Table B2);


One page description of each work-package with the following information (Table B3):


Work-package number;


Start date or starting event;


Participant codes;


Person-months per partner;


Work package description:


Objectives;


Methodology / work description;


Deliverables (input to next work-package; see Pert diagram);


Milestones


The number of work-packages will depend on the nature and size of the network or concerted action.  For each work package a Task Leader should be nominated. Major project milestones, where progress can be assessed, should be identified. Communication flows within the network or concerted action should be outlined and the use of web-site is recommended, where appropriate.

Table B1.
Work-package list










Work-package
No

Work-package title
Lead 
contractor
No

Person-months

Start
month

End
month

Phase

Deliv-erable
No





























































































TOTAL







Table B2.
Deliverables list

Deliverable
No

Deliverable title
Delivery 
date


Nature



Dissemination
level































































Table B3.
Work-package description

Work-package number :


Start date or starting event:


Partner number:








Person-months per partner:








Objectives


Description of work 



Deliverables 



Milestones and expected results 


Part C: Description of contribution to EU policies, economic development, management and participants.

NB! Part C is not anonymous

Part C describes the contribution to EU policies and social objectives, the economic development and scientific and technological prospects, the management, the consortium, the participants, the key personnel and their individual and collective plans for dissemination and/or exploitation of the results.

C1.
Title page


Proposal full title


Proposal acronym


(Date of preparation)


Proposal number (if applicable)

C2.
Content list (part C only)

C3.
Community added value and contribution to EU policies.  

This section, which should not exceed two pages, describes the European dimension of the network or concerted action. It should identify which problem at a European level the network is addressing and how it will contribute to the implementation or evolution of one or more of the EU policies (e.g., industrial, competitiveness, environmental etc.). It should also describe why the network or concerted action should be carried out at a European, as opposed to a national, level.

C4.
Contribution to EU social objectives. 

This section, not exceeding two pages, should describe how the proposal will contribute to improve the social objectives of the Community such as: the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions) and/or how the proposal will contribute to improve employment, and/or to preserve or enhance the environment and natural resources. 

C5.
Economic development and scientific and technological prospects

This section, which should not exceed two pages, should describe plans for the dissemination, use and/or exploitation of the results of the network or concerted action. Specify the wider economic usefulness of the proposed activity. Identify other industrial sectors that may benefit from the results of the proposed activity. Indicate the contribution of the proposed activity in improving the competitiveness of the European firms: increased productivity, reduced cost, increased safety, reliability, etc. Specify the deliverables suitable for exploitation at the end of the project. Indicate the expected users of the results. Specify the structure for managing the exploitation. Discuss the intended policy on securing intellectual property rights or granting licensing for results. Outline possible agreements on the exploitation of results between partners and third parties.

C6.
Project management 

This section, not exceeding 2 pages, should describe how the project will be managed, the decision-making structures, the flow of communication within the consortium and the quality assurance measures that will be implemented. Demonstrate the management capability of the co-ordinator in terms of leadership, motivation and available resources. Identify methods for monitoring and reporting of the progress periodically. The establishment of a Steering Committee is recommended for taking important strategic and management decisions on behalf of the network or concerted action. The approach used for monitoring and controlling progress in the network or concerted action should be described.

C7.
Description of the consortium


The composition of the network or concerted action should be chosen to secure the declared objectives in a cost-effective manner.  A short description (one page maximum) should be given of the consortium identifying the participants, their roles and functions and reasons for their choice.  Previous co-operation between partners should be mentioned.  Where appropriate, a list of the projects that will be co-ordinated within the network or concerted action should be provided.

C8.
Description of the participants

Brief description (quarter page maximum per organisation) of the expertise and role of each participating organisation.  

C9.
Related Projects

If the same (or similar/related) application has been or is being planned to be submitted to a Community programme or to another European or international programme, give details of the application: date, programme, proposal reference number, outcome and indicate differences, if any, between the proposals. Give a list of any other related European or National funded projects. 



















Annexes to Appendix 1

Annex 1 – Research Areas of the EURATOM Fifth Framework Programme

Structure of the Nuclear Energy programme and the research areas of the EURATOM fifth framework programme 1998-2002: (indirect actions)
2. 
Euratom Framework Programme

NUC
Nuclear Energy

NUC-1999-1
Key action Controlled Nuclear Fusion
NUC-1999-2
Key action Nuclear Fission
NUC-1999-2.1
Operational safety of existing installations

NUC-1999-2.2
Safety of the fuel cycle 

NUC-1999-2.3
Safety and efficiency of future systems

NUC-1999-2.4
Radiation protection

NUC-1999-3
RTD activities of a generic nature
NUC-1999-3.1
Radiation protection and health

NUC-1999-3.2
Environmental transfer of radioactive material

NUC-1999-3.3
Industrial and medical uses and natural sources of radiation

NUC-1999-3.4
Internal and external dosimetry
NUC-1999-4
Support for research infrastructures
Annex 2 – Country Codes

Country codes are available separately from the programme infodesk or they can be downloaded from the following web-site http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/forms_a.htm

Annex 3 – NACE codes

NACE codes are available separately from the programme infodesk or they can be downloaded from the following web-site http://www.cordis.lu/fp5/src/forms_a.htm

Appendix 2 - Notification of Intention to Propose (Pre-registration)a
Request for Proposal Number and Sealing Software

Title


First Name

 Surname


Function


Organisation



Internal Address


Street and Number


Postal Code


City

Country


Fax 


Fax (alternative)



Tel. 


Tel. (alternative)



E-mail
 

E-mail (alternative)



We are considering to submit a Proposal in response to the XXX Call 1999.  For this purpose, we would like to ask for ______ proposal numbers.

Our intended Proposal(s) is/are related to the following activities*

_______________________________________

*Please use the reference(s) given in the Nuclear Energy Work programme


Yes

No


Also provide us with the sealing software tool **





**It is the proposers’ responsibility to ensure that national regulations relating to the use of encryption software are adhered to
Name of Requester:


Signature:

Date:

_________________

a  No service available for these calls (See section V.3.3.)
Appendix 3 – Pre-proposal Screening Forms 


(Before Completing, see section IV.1.4, PART 1)

Pre-proposal consultation - Confidential information

1. Co-ordinator:

Name (first name, family name)


Female /Male


Organisation


Department


Address (street, building no,

P. O. Box, CEDEX,

 Postcode, Country)


Telephone: 


Fax:


E-mail


Please answer all the following questions (in approximately 1200 words for questions 9 to 11). The Commission Services reserve the right to return without comment any incomplete pre-proposals.

2. Proposal title



3. Proposal acronym



4. Project duration (approx.)


5. Funding 

Amount requested in EURO


Percentage of costs to be funded 


6. Main Programme



6.1. Research Area(s)



7. Other Programme(s)



7.1. Research Area(s)



8. Participants

Organisation name
Postcode + city/town
Country





























Pre-proposal consultation - Confidential information

Give a short description of the work:

9. Objectives:

10. Description of the work:

11. Milestones and expected result:

Appendix 4 – Acknowledgement of receipt form

[image: image2.wmf]
EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Directorate-General …

Brussels, 




Please write the name and full postal 


Address to which this acknowledgement


of receipt should be sent in the box








Dear Madam/Sir

We are pleased to acknowledge receipt of your proposal:

To be completed by Co-ordinating Partner

Programme(s):




Research Area(s):




Proposal Title:



Proposal Acronym:

This proposal has been given the following reference number (To be completed by the Commission):

Date of reception: ………………………………………………..

Proposal registration number: …………………………………..

You are kindly requested to quote this reference number in all future correspondence relating to this proposal. Please ensure that all your partners are also made aware of this reference number.

After a check for eligibility, your proposal will be evaluated. It is expected that the final result of the evaluation will be communicated to you three to four months after the deadline for submission of proposals.

On behalf of the Commission we thank you for your proposal and your interest in the research programmes.

Yours faithfully,

5FP Evaluation Co-ordinator
Appendix 5 – Nuclear Energy Programme National Contact Points 

AUSTRIA

Fission:

Frau DI Dr. Ingrid Prohaska 

BIT-Büro für Internationale Forschungs-und Technologiekooperation

Wiedner Hauptstrasse 76

A – 1040 Wien

Tel :+43-1-5811616 117

Fax :+43-1-5811616 16

e-mail : prohaska@bit.ac.at
Fusion : 

Frau Mag. Monika Fischer und Herr Mag. Bernhard Plunger

Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften

Österreichisches Fusionforschungsprogramm

Kegelgasse 27

A – 1030 Wien

Tel :+43-1-7131891 or -92

Fax :+43-1-7131893

e-mail: mfischer@oeaw.ac.at 

e-mail: plunger@oeaw.ac.at
BELGIUM

Fission:

Mr. T. Van Rentergem

Ministry for Economic Affairs

Administration Energy

Dienst Nucleaire Toepassingen

Boulevard Albert II, 16

B – 1000 Brussels

Tel :+32-2-206-4258

Fax :+32-2-206-5711

e-mail : Nuclear@pophost.eunet.be
Mrs. D. Cammaerts (only Radioprotection)

DWTC/SSTC

Rue de la Science, 8

B – 1000 Brussels

Tel :+32-2-519-5657

Fax : +32-2-519-5679

e-mail : camm@belspo.be
Fusion : 

Ing. Felicien Van der Maelen

Ministry for Economic Affairs

Administration Energy

Dienst Nucleaire Toepassingen

Boulevard Albert II, 16

B – 1000 Brussels

Tel.: +32-2-206 4262

Fax: +32-2-206 5711

e-mail : felicien.vandermaelen@mineco.fgov.be
Prof. R. Weynants

KMS/ERM

Renaissancelaan, 30

B – 1000 Brussels

Tel.:+32-2-737 6570

Fax: +32-2-735 2421

e-mail: weynants@fusion.rma.ac.be
DENMARK

Konsulent Flemming Øster

Forskningscenter RISØ

Postboks 49

DK – 4000 Roskilde

Tel : +45-4677 4612

Fax : +45-4236 8531

e-mail : flemming.oester@risoe.dk
FINLAND

Fission:

Mr Timo Haapalehto

Ministry of Trade and Industry

P.O.Box 13

FIN – 00131 Helsinki

Tel: +358-9-160 4832

Fax: +358-9-160 2695

e-mail: timo.haapalehto@ktm.vn.fi
Fusion:

Mr. Reijo Munther

Technology Development Centre (Tekes)

P.O. Box 69

FIN – 00101 Helsinki

Tel.: +358-10-521 5827

Fax : +358-10-521 5905

e-mail : reijo.munther@tekes.fi
FRANCE

M. François Gréaume

ADEME – Agence de l’Environnement et de la Maîtrise de l’Energie

Rue Louis Vicat, 27

F – 75737 Paris cedex 15

Tel.: +33-1-47 65 2176

Fax : +33-1-47 65 2229

e-mail : francois.greaume@ademe.fr
GERMANY

Fusion:

Dr. Rolf-Peter Randl

BMBF, Referat 412

D – 53170-Bonn

Tel: +49-228-57 3275

Fax: +49-228-57 3605

e-mail : rolf-peter.randl@bmbf.bund400.de
Reactor safety

Mr. Herbert. Casper

PT-Reaktorsicherheitsforschung

D – 50667 Köln

Tel : 49 221 2068 624

Fax : 49 221 2068 629

e-mail : cah@grs.de
Waste disposal

Dr. Klaus-Detlef Closs

PT-E FZ

Postfach 3640

D – 76021 Karlsruhe

Tel :+49-7247-82 5790

Fax :+49-7247-82 5796

e-mail : klaus-detlef.closs@pte.fzk.de
RTD activities of a generic nature and support for research infrastructures

Frau A. Schmitt-Hannig

Bundesamt für Strahlenschutz

Institut für Strahlenhygiene

Ingolstädter Landstr. 1

D-85764 Oberschleiβheim (Neuherberg)

Tel :+49-89-31603 101

Fax :+49-89-31603 140

e-mail : schmitt@bfs.de
GREECE

Mrs. Paraskevi Sachini

National Documentation Center of the National Hellenic Research Foundation (NDC / NHRF)

Vassileos Konstantinou Ave. 48

GR – 11635 Athens

Tel :+30-1-72 73 906

Fax :+30-1-72 46 824

e-mail : esachin@ekt.org.gr
Dr. Eustratios N. Carabateas

GSTR/ Director , Int. S&T Cooperation

4 - 18 Messogion Ave.

GR – 11510 Athens

Tel. :+30-1-771 4240

Fax: +30-1-771 4153

e-mail: skar@gsrt.gr
ITALY

Dr. Barbara Ranieri

MURST

Piazzale Kennedy 20

I – 00144 Roma

Tel.: +39-06-59912212

Fax: +39-06-59912368

e-mail : barbara.ranieri@murst.it

IRELAND

Mrs. Marie Kelly (Info Officer)

Radiological Protection Institute of Ireland

3, Clonskeagh Square

119 Clonskeagh Rd.

IRL – Dublin 14

Tel:+353-1-269 7766

Fax: +353-1-269 7437

e-mail : mkelly@rpii.ie

LUXEMBOURG

Mme Brigitte De Haeck

Luxinnovation GIE

National Agency for Innovation and Research

Rue Alcide de Gasperi 7

L – 1615 Luxemborg-Kirchberg

Tel :+ 352-43 62 63 1

Fax :+352-43 81 20

e-mail : luxinnovation@luxinnovation.lu
NETHERLANDS

Mr. Edwin Hes

EG Liaison/Senter

Postbus 30732

NL – 2500GS Den Haag

The Netherlands

Tel :+31-70-3610250

Fax :+31-70-3562811

e-mail:e.hes@egl.nl

PORTUGAL

Dr Helena Ramos

ICCTI - Instituto de Cooperação Científica e Tecnológica Internacional

Ministério da Ciência e da Tecnologia

Tel :+351-1-392 44 85

Fax :+351-1-397 51 44

e-mail : helena.ramos@mail.telepac.pt
SPAIN

General Co-ordinator:

Professor José M. Martinez –Val Peñalosa

OCYT-UPM

Rosario Pino, 14-16

ES-28020 Madrid

Tel.: +34-91-336 3078

Fax: + 34-91-3363079 / +34-91-5948643

E-mail: mval@etsii.upm.es
Fusion:

Mr. Carlos A. Losilla

CIEMAT

Avda. Complutense, 22

ES-28040 Madrid

Tel.: +34-91-346 6419

Fax: +34-91-346 6124

e-mail: alejaldre@dec.ciemat.es
Fission:
Institutional Relations and Spanish Programmes:

Dr José M. Redondo Garcia

Ministerio de Industria y Energia

Paseo de la Castellana, 160

ES-28071 Madrid

Tel.: +34-91-349 4527

Fax: +34-91-457 8066

e-mail: jrg1@min.es
Operational Safety:

Dr José I. Villadóniga Tallón

Consejo de Seguridad Nuclear

c/ Justo Dorado,11

ES-28040 Madrid

Tel.: +34-91-346 0240

Fax: +34-91-346 0588

E-mail: jivt
@csn.es

SWEDEN

Mrs. Ingela Scherling

The Swedish EU/R&D Council

P.O. Box 7091

SE – 10387 Stockholm 

Tel: +46-8-454 64 58

Fax: +46-8-454 6451

E-mail: ingela@eufou.se
UNITED KINGDOM

Mr. Terry Selby

Department of Trade and Industry

Nuclear Industry Directorate

Victoria Street 1

UK – London SW1H 0ET

Tel :+44-207-215 2730

Fax :+44-207-215 2843

e-mail : terry.selby@dti.gsi.gov.uk
ASSOCIATED COUNTRIES and SEVERAL OTHER COUNTRIES

BULGARIA

Prof. Dr. Stefan Vodenicharov

Bulgaria Academy of Science

1, 15thNovember St.

BG-1040 Sofia, Bulgaria

Tel.and Fax: +359-2-703532 or +359-2-667001

e-mail: stvims@ims.acad.bg
Mr. Dimiter Christov

Ministry of Education and Science

National Research Fund

2 Kniaz Dondukov Blvd.

Etage V ,Room 549

BG-1000 Sofia, Bulgaria

Tel.: +359-2-848-639 or +359-2-848-1-639 

Fax: +359-2-831223

e-mail: d.hristov@minedu.govrn.bg
CZECH REPUBLIC

Prof. Fratisek Klik

Technology Centre

Rozvojová 135

CZ – 165 02 Prague 6

Tel :+420-2-661 73 535

Fax :+420-2-685 81 55

e-mail : kli@nri.cz
HUNGARY

Mr. Ernö Bujdosó

Hungarian Atomic Energy Authority

Margit. Krt. 85

H – 1024 Budapest

Tel :+36-1-355 69 37

Fax :+36-1-375 74 02

e-mail : bujdoso@haea.gov.hu
LITHUANIA

Dr Juras Ulbikas

Dpt. of Science and Higher Education

Ministry of Education and Science

Zygimant 9

LT – 2600 Vilnius

Tel : +370-2- 616 433 or +370-2- 223 779

Fax: +370-2-626720

e-mail : ulbikas@uj.pfi.lt
LATVIA

Dr. Janis Berzins

Institute of Atomic Physics and Spectroscopy

University of Latvia

Rainis blvd. 19

LV-1586 Riga

Tel :+371-790 12 10

e-mail : jberzins@latnet.lv
POLAND

Dr. Tadeusz Lis

Institute of Fundamental Technological Research

Swiętokrzyska 21

PL – 00-049 Warsaw

Tel : +48-22-826-2502

Fax : +48-22-828-5370

e-mail : tlis@ippt.gov.pl
ROUMANIA

Mr. Mircea Chis

National Agency for Science, Technology and Innovation

21-25 Mendeleev. Str.

RO-70168 Bucharest

Tel.:+40-1-650 3175

Fax:+40-1-312 8707

e-mail: mircea@mct.ro
SLOVENIA

Dr.Borut Mavco

Jožef Stefan Institute

Jamova 39

SI - 1000 Ljubljana

Tel :+386-1-5885-330

Fax:+386-1-5612-335

e-mail : borut.mavco@ijs.si
Dr. Andrej Cvelbar

Ministry of Science and Technology

Trg OF 13

SI - 1000 Ljubljana

Tel :+386-1-4784-625

Fax:+386-1-4784-719

e-mail: andrej.cvelbar@mzt.si
SLOVAKIA

Mr. Martin Kedro

Director of SARC

Staré grunty 52

SK – 84244 Bratislava

Tel :+421-7-64520-337 or 308

Fax :+421-7-64520 308

e-mail : kedro@sarc.sk
SWITZERLAND 

Fission:

Mr. Pierre Berlincourt

Office féd. de l’ éducation et la science (OFES) / F1

Hallwylstr. 4

CH – 3003 Bern

Tel :+41-31-322 96 93

Fax :+41-31-3022 78 54

e-mail: pierre.berlincourt@bbw.admin.ch
Fusion:

Mr. Stéphane Berthet

Office féd. de l’ éducation et la science (OFES) / F2

Hallwylstr. 4

CH – 3003 Bern

Tel :+41-31-322 99 67

Fax :+41-31-3022 78 54

e-mail : stephane.berthet@bbw.admin.ch
APPENDIX 6
EVALUATION GUIDELINES

NUCLEAR ENERGY
Note: The present Guide is an informal document; while it is intended to be helpful and every effort has been made to ensure that the information given is correct, in the event of any discrepancy the formal or legal documents indicated set the definitive position.

1.
INTRODUCTION

This document is intended for anyone submitting proposals to the research and training programme in the area of nuclear energy (referred to subsequently as the Nuclear Energy Programme). It presents a simple guide to the way in which proposals will be evaluated and outlines the role of the expert-evaluators. It defines in more detail the criteria which will be applied and their relative importance.  

2.
OVERVIEW OF THE SELECTION PROCESS
2.1
Outline 

The key elements of the process are:

a.
Registration and eligibility check  of all proposals
b.
Evaluation of the proposals. 

c.
Rating allocation

d.
Selection of projects for funding 

2.2
Registration and eligibility check.

Proposals will be opened for registration as soon as the deadline for submission has expired.  An acknowledgement of receipt will be posted to co-ordinators by Commission staff not more than 2 weeks after this deadline.

On receipt, all proposals will be subject to a validation process to ensure that they conform to:

· the requirements of the Call (e.g. submission date, arrival date, research topics covered…)

· the eligibility criteria appropriate to the type of action (place of establishment of participating organisations, minimum number of participants…)

· the requirements of the submission procedure (correct information and supporting documents supplied, proposal properly signed, etc.)

Commission staff will be responsible for verifying that the proposal meets the basic eligibility criteria stipulated in the Call for Proposals. 

The fundamental criteria for eligibility are as follows:

· Proposals must be received by the Commission on or before the dates specified in the Call for Proposals.

· The proposal forms (Part A), with original signatures of all partners, must be attached to the scientific and socio‑economic work content (Parts B & C).  The Commission will, however, accept the original delegation of the authority of a given partner for the proposal co‑ordinator to sign on behalf of that partner.

· Proposals must satisfy the minimum requirements on transnationality.  Specifically, the proposal must be submitted by a minimum of two non-affiliated entities from two different Member States or from one Member State and one Associated State. However, there are a few exceptions to this general rule (see OJ, L26/56, 1.2.1999)

These criteria will be applied rigorously, and any proposals found to be ineligible will be excluded from the evaluation.

Commission staff will also verify that the content of the proposal fits in with the scope of the published call and, if appropriate, they will reallocate the proposal to other areas or other programme(s) of the European Commission.

2.3
External experts

Proposals submitted to the Nuclear Energy Programme will be examined by panels of external advisers comprising 'technical experts' and 'socio-economists' who will prepare evaluation summary reports and advice to the Commission on the evaluation of satisfactory proposals.

· The term 'technical experts' means experts with confirmed and up-to-date scientific and technological knowledge concerning the topics of the programmes open for the related call for proposals, and a good sense of resources assessment and project management issues.  These experts should also have experience in international co‑operation.

· The term 'socio-economists’ means experts with broad up-to-date knowledge of public or industrial sectors and of the larger economic, social and environmental aspects of the proposals.  They will usually have professional experience in prioritising R&D funding in the area of nuclear energy and radiological sciences.  These experts will have a good knowledge of strategy, policy issues and future prospects and experience related to dissemination and exploitation of results.

The experts will come from a range of different industrial sectors and organisations (universities and research institutes) from Member States and Associated States.  In specific cases, they may come from countries outside the European Union.  Each expert will work as an independent consultant to the Commission under a specific contract.  In particular, this contract commits each expert to maintain confidentiality.
Commission staff will act as moderators for these panels and may advise on background issues concerning other aspects of the Commission’s programmes, but they will not participate directly in the process of evaluation.  
Each proposal will be evaluated by a minimum of three experts with a minimum of one technical and one socio-economic expert each.  The allocation will be carried out by the moderator, usually in consultation with the panel.  It may happen that certain experts also have direct interest in one or more of the proposals submitted to their own panel.  One duty of the moderator is to ensure that no expert is involved in the evaluation or discussion of any proposal in which he/she has an interest.
2.4
The evaluation process

At Stage 1, the proposals will be given to teams including both 'technical experts' and 'socio‑economists' for assessment in accordance with the evaluation criteria of the specific programmes.  

As the first step in the evaluation, experts will be asked individually to assess the pertinence of the proposal with regard to the objectives identified in the calls.  Only proposals deemed pertinent will be further assessed; those that pass this first step will then be evaluated against a set of detailed criteria, as indicated in section 3 (below).

For a given proposal, at the end of the individual assessment by the experts, the moderator will convene all experts to discuss the proposal.  During this session, the experts will attempt to agree on a final common mark for the proposal, justified by written comments, together with a recommendation to the Commission - 'worth funding/not worth funding'. 

Stage 2: when Stage 1 is complete, in order to check on the consistency of the marks applied by the individual panels and in order to prioritise proposals which have received the same marks at Stage 1, an 'extended panel' composed of representative(s) of individual panels will be convened, if necessary.  As a result, the overall mark and/or comments may be amended; these will then  constitute the final recommendation of experts to the Commission services.

2.5
Rating allocation. 

The experts will evaluate individually all proposals which pass the basic check on relevance to the objectives addressed in the Call for Proposals.  They will allocate marks, on a scale of 0 to 5, against each of the criteria listed on the evaluation sheet.

The marks in each section will then be weighted - according to the requirements of the programme - to provide the final total marking for the proposal.  Proposals which fail to obtain at least a 70% score in the “scientific and technical excellence” section will be considered as “not worth funding”. 

3.  THE EVALUATION CRITERIA

The forms (Evaluation Sheets) that will be used by the expert-evaluators are illustrated in annex 1 to this appendix. It is divided into three main sections:


I.
Strategic overview and filter,


II.
Detailed evaluation,


III.
Overall assessment,

each of which is described in detail below. At each stage of writing your proposal, you should bear in mind the evaluation criteria.  

3.1  Section I : strategic overview and filter

Even though no score is given in this section, it is in many ways the most important of all.  It addresses the basic question “Does this proposal conform to the requirements of the programme and the specific Call for Proposals?”

There are three elements that an acceptable proposal must satisfy:

I.1
Does it address one or more of the overall objectives identified in the Work Programme?  These can be summarised as follows:

· The strategic goal of the programme is to help exploit the full potential of nuclear energy in a sustainable manner by making current technologies even safer and more economical and by exploring new promising concepts.

· The objectives of the key action on nuclear fission are to enhance the safety of Europe’s nuclear installations and improve the competitiveness of the Europe’s nuclear industry.

· The objectives of the generic action on radiological sciences are to consolidate and enhance European knowledge and competence in the radiological sciences that are essential for the safe and competitive use of nuclear fission and other medical and industrial uses of radiation, including the management of natural sources of radiation. 

I.2
Does it address the particular objectives and issues identified in the Call to which it is responding?

A number of Calls will be published during the Nuclear Energy Programme, each covering only a sub-set of all the objectives areas listed in the Work Programme.  It is important to ensure that the proposal explicitly addresses at least one of the areas listed in the current Call.  If it does not, then it will not be acceptable.

I.3
Does the proposal take account of relevant ethical issues and other Community policies?

Projects to be supported with Community funding must – at a minimum – avoid conflict with other Community policies.  Among the more important examples are health and safety issues, adverse environmental impacts (or absence of an impact statement in those areas where Community policy requires one) and socio-economic issues such as effects on employment. 

In Section I, the evaluators will be required to answer all three of the questions about the proposal.  If, in their view, the answer to either of the first two is “No”, then the proposal may not be assessed further.  No matter how important the topic, nor how good the partnership or the proposed technical work, the proposal will not be selected for funding.  This is a “GO / NO GO” decision.  

It is in your interest, therefore, to make sure that you provide clear guidance to the evaluators on these basic features of your proposal.  

If the answer to the third question is “No”, the evaluation will proceed but the proposal may well receive a lower priority.  Again, you should try to foresee any connections between your project and other Community policies and explain how your proposal addresses this question

3.2   Section II : detailed evaluation

3.2.1  General information

Assuming that the proposal has convinced the evaluators that it is, in principle, acceptable for funding in terms of the questions posed in Section I, then they will proceed to the detailed evaluation in Section II.  

Section II covers different criteria, grouped into five blocks.  For each criterion, (or a group of criteria) the proposal will be marked on a six-point scale covering 0 to 5.  The scores have the following significance:

Standard criteria markings

0
Proposal fails to address the issue, or 
judged because of missing or incomplete
information.

3
Good

1
Poor

4
Very good

2
Fair

5
Excellent

Within each block, the individual experts’ markings will be added and the totals averaged.  A weighting factor will then be applied.  For the initial Calls under the Nuclear Energy Programme the weightings will be:


II.1
II.2
II.3
II.4
II.5

Shared cost projects (key action and generic Action
40%
40%
20%

Support for research infrastructure




Concerted actions, thematic networks and accompanying measures
30%
50%


20%

Once the evaluators have completed their individual assessment of a given proposal, including the overall assessment questions in Section III (described in 3.3 below), the moderator will convene a discussion between them.  The aim will be to achieve a consensus on a final mark and recommendation, where possible. If necessary, further experts may be invited to evaluate a proposal.  A summary report will be prepared.

The final marks, plus recommendations and comments, will be used to establish an order of priority for funding within the group evaluated by the Stage 1 panel.

3.2.2  Section II.1 Scientific / technical quality and innovation

[image: image3.wmf]EVALUATION SHEETS - EURATOM

Title:

Area:

Evaluated by:

on

   /    /99

I

.  STRATEGIC OVERVIEW / FILTER

Yes

No

1.   Will the proposed project contribute to the objectives identified in the Work Programme?

2.   Does it address the particular issues identified in the current Call?

3.   Does the proposal take account of relevant ethical issues and other Community policies?

III.

   OVERALL ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS

Yes

No

1.   Should project be funded without major changes (subject to budget limitations)?

2.   Is the overall budget realistic?

3.   Are partners' own contributions acceptable?

4.   If it is unsatisfactory, should it be considered after negotiation?

5.   Possible overlaps with other programme areas?

If so, specify:

6.   Consider merge with other proposals?

If so, specify:

7.   Is it likely to be acceptable in any form?

(If you have marked a shaded box, please comment below)

Overall comments / Remarks

IV

. RECOMMENDATION

TOTAL SCORE

Signed :

=



%

Proposal worth funding

Proposal NOT worth funding

Please turn over

IF YOU HAVE MARKED A SHADED BOX

DO NOT ASSESS FURTHER 

GO TO "

IV

"

to Section 

II

IF THE ANSWERS  TO 

I

.

1 and

 

I

.

2 ARE "YES"

TURN OVER PAGE

If

 

the answer to 

I

.3 is "NO", please comment below


The scientific / technical and innovation criteria are worth 40% of the overall score for a shared cost
 proposal. To merit further consideration, your proposal must (when the scores of all the evaluators have been averaged) achieve at least 70% of the maximum available for this section.  That means that you must pay careful attention to ensuring that the evaluators form a good impression in all three areas; you need a minimum of  two “very good” (4) and one “good” (3).

To achieve this, you need to ensure that, as far as possible, your proposal refers explicitly to: 

· (I.1.1)  how the project can, if successful, contribute to the programme objectives (you are strongly advised to quantify this contribution if you can);

· (I.1.2)  the extent to which it represents an innovative step.- how far does it go beyond the current state of the art?

· (I.1.3)[image: image4.wmf]II

.  DETAILED EVALUATION

COMMISSION USE ONLY

Weighting 

(programme- 

specific)

Weighted 

score

1.   Scientific / technical quality and innovation

     1.1   Contribution to addressing the programme area objectives

     1.2    Degree of innovation

     1.3   Adequacy of methodology and approach

Comments:

Total for 

II

.1

x 

2,67

=

Note: Threshold values for evaluators' 

average

 for 

II

.1 :

(10.5

)

2.   Community added value and contribution to EU policies

       

l

 

 European dimension of the problem

x 

4,00

=

       

l

    European added value of the consortium

       

l 

  Contribution to EU policies

Comments:

3.   Contribution to EU social objectives

       

l

  Contribution to quality of life, health & safety

x 

2,00

=

       

l

   Improvement to employment prospects

     

  

l

  Contribution to enhancing / preserving the environment

Comments:

4.   Economic development and S&T prospects

     4.1   Usefulness of applications / exploitation plans

    4.2   Strategic impact

     4.3  Dissemination strategies

Comments:

Total for

 II

.4

x 

0,67

=

5.   Resources, partnership and management

    5.1   Quality of management (planning / milestones / deliverables / etc…)

    5.2  Quality and appropriateness of partnership

    5.3  Appropriateness of resources / costs ?

Comments:

Total for

 II

.5

x 

1,33

=

TOTAL WEIGHTED

 SCORE

Maximum =

100

Score for each each criterion :

5 (excellent), 4 (very good), 3 (good), 2 (fair), 

1 (poor) or 0 (bad or not addressed)

Turn back to "

III

"

   [image: image5.png]European Commission * Kk




To convince the evaluators of the adequacy of your proposed approach, the following points should be explained in detail: the methodology of the project, the role and interactions of the different partners and precisely what deliverables (internal or external) are to be expected from each.  Evaluators will assess how carefully the project has been thought out and how realistic is the planning.  Diagrams should be used to illustrate the interaction between partners and project components.  A project scheduling chart and time table is essential.  

3.2.3  Sections II.2 to II.4. Community added value, Contribution to EU social objectives and Economic development and S&T prospects.

These three sections deal with the socio-economic aspects of the proposed work.  Collectively, they are weighted to represent 40% of the final score for cost shared proposals.
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Section II.2 – Community added value and contribution to EU policies
Only a single, overall score will be provided for this criterion and will be arrived at taking into account the three considerations listed above. 

This criterion is perhaps the most easily overlooked.  Just because a problem is important in one or two countries, it does not follow that it has a high priority at the European level.  You should explain why the work needs European – rather than purely national – support, and how Europe as a whole will benefit from it.

•
European dimension of the problem: there are a number of aspects to this consideration, e.g.

· how does the project contribute to solving problems at the European scale?

· is the impact greater than if the work had been done at the national level?

· do the inter-country linkages enhance chances of success in the project? 

•
European added value of the consortium: you should explain why the project needs to involve partners from the different countries involved.  Is there a critical mass in human and financial terms?  Does it bring together complementary expertise and resources?  It is important to show that each partner provides an important element in the project and is not merely a cosmetic addition to make the project appear more multi‑national than it really is.

•
Contribution to EU policies: Obviously, if your proposal has got this far, you have convinced the evaluators that it conforms with the policies underlying the Nuclear Energy Programme.  What they will be looking for under this heading is any additional value to other EU policies (e.g. competition, industrial, etc.) or contributions to questions of standardisation or regulation.
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Section II.3 – Social objectives 

Only a single, overall score will be provided for this criterion and will be arrived at taking into account the three considerations listed above. Not all the considerations will be relevant to all projects and only those that are will be taken into account in arriving at the overall score.

Your proposal is far more likely to get a good score in this category if you provide explicit answers for the three elements.  

· You must, at the very least, demonstrate that there will be no net adverse effects, especially as far as health and safety is concerned. 

· Do not interpret the questions too narrowly.  Job creation, for example, includes the use and development of skills in Europe.  Environmental benefits could include minimised use or conservation of natural resources. 
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Section II.4 – Economic development and S&T prospects
This is an important group of questions.  The Nuclear Energy Programme is primarily concerned with short‑ and medium‑term research and technological demonstration respectively.  Only a small proportion is allocated for longer‑term research.

As such, the prospects for application of the work, and the steps which you have taken to ensure that the results will be applied, have an important bearing on the evaluation.  

II.4.1 Application and exploitation: The points that you need to bring out here include:

· what application of the results might be possible?

· how wide is the range of applicability, e.g. does it have applications beyond the topics addressed in this particular Call?

· how do you propose to arrange for the exploitation of the results?

· does your consortium include one or more partners who are particularly suited to take the exploitation forward? (note: potential end-users are highly desirable in any partnership)

II.4.2  Strategic impact: The previous criterion concerned the range of application; this criterion concerns the potential impact of applying the new results.  This, again, is an area where a quantitative response is desirable.  The points you should address include:

· what potential does it offer in terms of increased safety or competitiveness?

· how might the market for applications develop (European and/or world-wide)?

· possible uptake (under licence) by users other than your own consortium?

II.4.3 Dissemination strategies: Apart from direct exploitation of the results by your own consortium, how do you plan to disseminate the results to a wider audience:

· choice of target groups?

· methods of dissemination?

3.2.4  Section II.5 Resources, partnership and management
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This section is concerned with the ability of your consortium to carry out the work effectively.  The criteria are weighted so that this section accounts for 20% of the total possible marks, and cover three sets of issues:

II.5.1 Quality of management and approach:

· appropriateness, clarity, consistency, efficiency and completeness of the proposed tasks and the interaction between them;

· the management structure, including communication between partners, monitoring tools and meeting plans;

· scheduling arrangements, milestones, etc.

Note, also, that good management includes anticipating conflict avoidance.  If the project is likely to produce commercially-exploitable results, it is highly desirable to have drawn up an inter-consortium agreement at an early stage, identifying clearly exactly what rights each partner will derive from successful exploitation.  You should mention your plans for any such agreement.

II.5.2 Quality and appropriateness of partnership :

· scientific/technical or other relevant competence of each partner in the consortium, and of any other players who might be involved;

· the function of each partner;

· complementarity between partners.

II.5.3 Appropriateness of resources :  You should specify, and justify as necessary:

· the manpower effort for each partner and task;

· the quality / level / type of manpower allocated;

· durable equipment, consumables, and other resources to be used.

You should also comment, where necessary, on the use of resources not reflected in the budget (e.g. supporting research facilities, expertise of key personnel).
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3.3   Section III : overall assessment questions

Section III essentially permits the evaluators to make individual comments on specific aspects of the proposal.  In most cases, these comments will affect the subsequent detailed contract negotiations rather than the basic acceptability of a proposal.

3.3.1  Questions III.1 – III.4 

These four questions give the evaluators the opportunity to comment on aspects that are not specified in detail in Section II.  An evaluator may, for example, think that the major part of a project is worth funding, but that one element is unnecessary.  Rather than give a low mark against several criteria in Section II and risk rejection of the whole proposal, he/she can advise the Commission to accept and then negotiate on this element.

3.3.1  Question III.5 – other programme areas  

The evaluator may advise here if he/she feels that the proposal also addresses problems in a different area of the Framework programme (a good point!) or may duplicate on-going work elsewhere (a bad point!).

3.3.1  Question III.6 – possible mergers  

Information about the whole set of proposals becomes available only at the evaluation stage.  The evaluators will often find that several proposals address similar problems or complement one another in working towards an overall goal.  This question allows the evaluators to comment on such issues and could help the Commission to form “clusters” during contract negotiation. 

4.  GENERAL HINTS

· Proposals may be submitted in any official language of the European Union. If your proposal is not in English, an translation of the full proposal would be of assistance to the evaluators and English translation of the abstract and proposal summary should be included in part A of the Proposal Submission Form. 

· Most evaluators will be working in a language other than their native one.  Structuring your proposal clearly, so that they can easily find the answers to the questions that they have to ask, will help them to do justice to your work.

· Follow the overall structure defined in the “Guide for Proposers” and the proposal form.

· Within that framework, try to address the evaluation criteria in the order in which they occur on the evaluation form   

· Good proposals are concise, not “wordy” - evaluators judge on content, not on number of pages.

· Once you are satisfied that your draft proposal has covered, as far as you can, all the points in this guide, ask your experienced colleagues to evaluate it against the same criteria.  Outsiders always pick up things that you have missed; follow their advice.

Annex 1 - Evaluation Sheets
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� OJ, L26/34, 1.2.1999.


� Work-package number: WP 1 – WP n.


� Number of the contractor leading the work in this work-package.


� The total number of person-months allocated to each work-package.


� Relative start date for the work in the specific work-packages, month 0 marking the start of the project, and all other start dates being relative to this start date.


� Relative end date, month 0 marking the start of the project, and all end dates being relative to this start date.


� If applicable. Project phases defined in the Work-programmes of the 5th Framework Programme or in the Guide for proposers for the specific call.


� Deliverable number: Number for the deliverable(s)/result(s) mentioned in the work-package: D1 - Dn.


� Deliverable numbers in order of delivery dates: D1 – Dn


� Month in which the deliverables will be available. Month 0 marking the start of the project, and all delivery dates being relative to this start date.


� Please indicate the nature of the deliverable using one of the following codes:


	Re = Report		Da = Data set		Eq = Equipment


	Pr = Prototype	Si = Simulation 	Th = Theory


	De = Demonstrator	Me = Methodology	O = other (describe in annex)


� Please indicate the dissemination level using one of the following codes:


	PU = Public


	RE = Restricted to a group specified by the consortium (including the Commission Services).


	CO = Confidential, only for members of the consortium  (including the Commission Services).


� Work-package number: WP 1 – WP n.


� Number of the contractor leading the work in this work-package.


� The total number of person-months allocated to each work-package.


� Relative start date for the work in the specific work-packages, month 0 marking the start of the project, and all other start dates being relative to this start date.


� Relative end date, month 0 marking the start of the project, and all end dates being relative to this start date.


� If applicable. Project phases defined in the Work-programmes of the 5th Framework Programme or in the Guide for proposers for the specific call.


� Deliverable number: Number for the deliverable(s)/result(s) mentioned in the work-package: D1 - Dn.


� Deliverable numbers in order of delivery dates: D1 – Dn


� Month in which the deliverables will be available. Month 0 marking the start of the project, and all delivery dates being relative to this start date.


� Please indicate the nature of the deliverable using one of the following codes:


	Re = Report		Da = Data set		Eq = Equipment


	Pr = Prototype	Si = Simulation 	Th = Theory


	De = Demonstrator	Me = Methodology	O = other (describe in annex)


� Please indicate the dissemination level using one of the following codes:


	PU = Public


	RE = Restricted to a group specified by the consortium (including the Commission Services).


	CO = Confidential, only for members of the consortium  (including the Commission Services).


� 	These weightings may be adjusted for later Calls in the light of experience.  If so, that information will be made available to proposers at the relevant time.


�	Different weights may apply to other types of implementation measures
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