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1. Overview of the Evaluation Procedure

1.1 Introduction

This document defines the procedure applied to the evaluation of proposals submitted in response to the 8th  IST Call for Proposals published on 16 November 2001. Any further information in addition to this document, e. g. scheduling for the evaluation, will be provided during the briefing of evaluators.

The activities for which proposals are invited are summed up in the IST Call announcement that was published in the Official Journal of the European Communities and documentation referred to in it. The activities themselves are described in the 2002 IST Workprogramme. The general procedure for evaluation of proposals for the IST Programme is described in the FP5 Manual of Evaluation Procedures. A specific annex to the general FP5 Manual of Evaluation Procedures supplements it with details of the evaluation procedures for the IST programme (Annex I). 

An overview of documents needed in the evaluation is given in table 1. Copies of all these documents are available to evaluators and should be studied before evaluation commences.

Based on these documents, these guidelines detail the procedure and provide specific supporting information to evaluators taking part in the evaluation of proposals submitted in response to the 8th IST Call.

TABLE 1: IST evaluation documents

Publicly available, for proposers’ use:

FP5 evaluation manual

Includes:

· Annex C
Experts terms of reference, code of conduct

· Annex D
Experts conflict of interest declaration 

· Annex E
Role of Commission staff

· Annex I
IST evaluation procedures

IST Workprogramme 2002

Gives the description of the action lines of the IST programme.

IST Call for proposals (16 November 2001)

Gives the rules, deadlines and the scope of the Call (the Action Lines open for submission).

IST Guide for Proposers part 1

Gives FP5 introduction, IST programme description, evaluation process overview, information on 3rd country participation, contracts, IPR.

IST Guide for Proposers part 2 Gives information on the specific types of actions called, submission forms, NCPs, etc. (6 versions: “Fixed deadline proposals”: RTD (2A), Take-Up Actions (2B), Support measures (2C),  “Continuous submission scheme”: FET Open (2D), Support measures (2E) and "Grants applications" (2F))

For evaluators’ use, but publicly available:

Evaluation guidelines

Gives evaluation and post-evaluation procedure for evaluators’ information

Appendix 1 – Bursaries 

Appendix 2 - Evaluation forms

Appendix 3 - Procedures for handling Grant Applications

Appendix 4 - Panel Report

Appendix 5 - Policy Issues

Appendix 6 - Glossary

The remainder of this section (Section 1) provides an overview of the general procedure, some basic principles, and the role of the Commission staff supporting this evaluation.

Section 2 describes, for the information of the evaluators, the required structure of proposals.

Section 3 defines, step by step, how the evaluation is to be undertaken.

Section 4 outlines briefly subsequent stages in the process following completion of the evaluation.

Section 5 completes the picture by detailing the handling of the various forms, which are used in the evaluation, and the layout of reports to be completed.

1.2 Evaluation Operation

On receipt by the Commission, proposals will be registered and sorted, administrative eligibility will be checked by Commission staff and essential data will be entered into a database to support the evaluation process. During this period the Commission staff will make a tentative assignment of evaluators to proposals, taking into account the code of conduct applicable to Commission staff and to evaluators. During the period preceding the evaluation no assessment of proposals is carried out.

The actual evaluation will take place on secure premises in Brussels during the period stated in the schedule. Changes to this schedule may be communicated at the evaluators briefing, or if necessary at other times prior to completion of the evaluation process.

For certain specific measures, where commercial sensitivity is not an issue (e.g. proposals in the Future and Emerging Technologies Area, certain proposals for Accompanying measures and Networks), a procedure of remote evaluation may be carried out where some of the evaluators work in their own premises. In such cases a number of procedures described in this documents may not apply and participating staff and evaluators will be supplied with separate or supplementary instructions.

1.3 Organisation

The evaluation of proposals is undertaken by external independent evaluators, who assess each aspect of the proposal and provide advice to the Commission.

The main division of the programme is into four key actions (KAs) and special areas of future and emerging technologies (FET) and research networking (RN). In addition the programme is open for specific SME measures and training measures in co-ordination with the relevant Horizontal programmes.

KAs will be split into Research Areas (in short: Areas) which are well defined and coherent groups of Action Lines or parts of ALs. Proposals for an Area are evaluated and ranked together. A Commission official to be appointed by the relevant Director will act as an Area Co-ordinator, responsible for the evaluation in his/her Area. Areas could cover an organisational Unit and in this case the Head of Unit might then act as the Area Co-ordinator. 

The Cross Programme Actions will be evaluated as Areas with independent Panels, although in close co-operation with the KA evaluations.

Received proposals will be grouped according to Areas. Evaluators will evaluate proposals in Areas which are appropriate to their technical expertise. For proposals covering more than one Area, either a single prime Area will be identified during the preparation phase and this prime Area will invite evaluators from other relevant Areas to participate in its discussion of such proposals (e.g. joint panel sessions may be held), or a special dedicated cross-programme panel of evaluators may be formed.

Each proposal will be assessed independently by at least three evaluators or “readers” chosen by the Commission staff under the responsibility of the Area Co-ordinator These readers will then come together under the moderation of a Commission Project Officer (“Moderating PO”) as a consensus group to decide the proposal’s scores.

Commission staff will also allocate a rapporteur to each proposal (normally from among the readers). He
 would be responsible for recording the outcome of the discussion for that proposal.

If the forms filled in by the evaluators of a particular proposal indicate strong consensus, the Moderating PO might ask the rapporteur to prepare his report and obtain approval of the individual evaluators without a formal meeting. 

Panels will be established for an Area, which consist of evaluators with the appropriate expertise. They will come together to discuss the relative importance of all the proposals for the Area as a whole. This discussion is moderated by the Area Co-ordinator. One of the panel members may act as panel rapporteur, to assist in the production of the panel’s final report
.

1.4 Commission Support

The evaluation process is supported by a team of Commission personnel and also external support staff (the Commission has subcontracted operational support to an Evaluation Service provider, the ESP), whose responsibilities are to ensure that the process runs smoothly and fairly, that access to the information pertaining to proposals is strictly controlled, and that the most efficient use possible is made of the time of all concerned.

Evaluators must not directly interfere in the work of the ESP or ask tasks to be performed, but always act via the Area Co-ordinator or Moderating PO.

Commission staff do not involve themselves in the assessment of proposals, and even if asked may not express any opinion on the merits or otherwise of any proposal.

The evaluation may also be subject to observation from time to time by independent experts who have been brought in by the Commission to audit the fair working of the process and when appropriate to suggest improvements for inclusion at a later date. They will be identifiable by their badges. They will play a strictly observational role, and will not in any way participate in the evaluation of proposals or the management of the evaluation (the rules for observers are laid down in the Manual of Evaluation Procedures for FP5). Evaluators are obliged to inform their Area Co-ordinator if observers contact them directly about the evaluation results of any particular proposals. 

1.5 Conflicts of Interest

Evaluators perform evaluations on a personal basis, not as representatives of their employers or any other entity. They are expected to be independent, impartial and objective and to behave throughout in a professional manner. They should familiarise themselves with the Code of Conduct for Evaluators, (See Evaluation Manual), and should act in conformity with it.

Evaluators receive with their Task Contract a Confidentiality Declaration and Conflict of Interest declaration. The latter asks indication of any proposal with which they (or, as far as they know, their employer) are associated. They are required to complete and sign these forms, together with the contract, before they can start work. An evaluator that is directly involved in the preparation of a proposal which will be evaluated in the area for which he is invited to evaluate must decline the invitation to be an evaluator in that area. This is set out in the letter inviting experts to be evaluators. Evaluators that have other forms of direct or indirect conflicts of interest (Direct: Currently, or recently employed by a proposing organisation; related to a member of a proposing team; knowingly involved in the publication or exploitation of results; Indirect: e. g. employed in an organisation directly competing with an organisation involved in a proposal)  will not participate in the evaluation of proposals for which such a direct or indirect conflict of interest is declared and will be excluded from any consensus or ranking panel discussions of such proposals.

If during the evaluation itself an evaluator finds he is in some way connected with a proposal which he has been asked to evaluate, or has some other allegiance which impairs his impartiality, he must declare this to the Commission moderator or Area Co-ordinator immediately. He will complete a further Conflict of Interest declaration. The Area Co-ordinator will select another evaluator to evaluate the proposal in question, and the forms already filled in by the evaluator with the conflict of interest will be declared null and void. The evaluators with declared conflicts of interests will not participate to the consensus or ranking panel meetings.

In case an undeclared conflict of interest is detected by the Commission Services, the evaluator may be asked to step down immediately and may be asked leave the evaluation. The evaluation forms he has filled in will be withdrawn and another evaluator will be asked to do the evaluation of the proposals concerned instead.

1.6 Confidentiality and Security

All evaluators and Commission staff directly involved in the evaluation will be issued with identification badges, which are to be worn at all times during the evaluation. All persons permitted entry to the premises on which the evaluation is taking place will wear a badge indicating their role.

Evaluators must neither discuss individual proposals nor aspects of their evaluation with other persons inside or outside the Commission during or after the evaluation period, except in the meetings specifically convened for that purpose by Commission staff.

Nothing may be photocopied by an evaluator without the express permission of the Moderating PO or the Area Co-ordinator. No documents or electronic data in whatever form may be transferred to a place outside the premises of the evaluation. Phone calls to/from the evaluators are strongly discouraged whilst the actual evaluation is taking place and are not allowed at all in the reading and meeting rooms in which the evaluators work.

Portable phones and computers should not normally be brought onto evaluation premises or, if it cannot be avoided, be given to the ESP or Area Co-ordinator for secure storage.

The Commission undertakes to keep confidential any information which could identify which proposals have been read by individual evaluators, and the comments made by an individual evaluator on any proposal. Evaluators undertake never to subsequently reveal the identity or opinion of his/her co-evaluators.

It may be necessary in exceptional cases to seek clarification from proposers regarding the proposals received. However, such contacts with proposers will only be carried out by the Moderating PO after approval of the Area Co-ordinator. Any evaluator requiring such clarification must report to the Moderating PO or Area Co-ordinator, who will then take the necessary action.

The evaluation procedure for shared cost RDT proposals is designed to ensure that the first stage of evaluation, which is of the proposal’s scientific/technological quality and innovation aspects, is carried out with no knowledge of the identity of the proposers. If, in this initial anonymous evaluation stage, an evaluator is by chance able to identify the origin of a proposal by, for example, its technical approach and content, he is asked not to share this knowledge with other evaluators. He should immediately inform the Moderating PO, who will take the necessary actions to ensure the proposal is fairly treated.

2. The Proposals

Proposals are required to be structured in three sections:

2.1 Proposal Part A 

This part comprises administrative and financial data. It is collected by the Commission mainly for administrative purposes, is not subject to evaluation and only the proposal abstract and/or summary and the estimated budget will be needed by the evaluators.

2.2 Proposal Part B

This part comprises the description of scientific and technological objectives, and the detailed project workplan. It consists of text plus supporting pictures, diagrams etc., under six predetermined headings:

B.1. Title page

B.2. Contents list

B.3. Objectives

B.4. Contribution to programme/key action objectives

B.5 Innovation (for RTD proposals and Take up actions)

B.5. Relations to programme (for Accompanying measures)

B.5. Membership
(for Concerted actions/Thematic networks)

B.6. Project workplan

This is supported by three tables:


Workpackage list


Deliverables list


Workpackage description
(one table per workpackage)

Short proposals for work in the open domain of future and emerging technologies - “FET Open” - have an abbreviated form of Part B, consisting only of a title page and a free-form description of the project plan.

It should be noted that, for shared-cost RDT actions, Part B should not contain any indication of the identity of the proposers in the intended consortium, nor should it contain a direct indication of the costs in financial terms (it does however contain figures relating to the manpower involved in the proposed project). Proposals which clearly did not respect partly or fully and in a way which is judged to be deliberate, the requirement that proposers should not be named or recognisable in Part B will normally have been eliminated during the preliminary eligibility check carried out by Commission officials.

Proposals where there are occasional references in the text through apparently genuine error may be evaluated. Any such occurrences will be corrected in the proposal if that is judged appropriate (e.g. the identifying text could be blanked out from the copies of the proposal supplied to evaluators). 

However it might be possible that not all violations of the anonymity rule have been detected beforehand, as some issues might only be discovered during evaluation by the evaluators themselves. Any violation that is detected during the process must be immediately notified to the Moderating PO. Where the inclusion appears to arise from genuine error rather than deliberate intent the Commission may re-assign the evaluation to new evaluators, after the necessary actions to ensure a fair evaluation have been taken.

2.3 Proposal Part C

This part comprises a description of the proposed project’s contribution to EC policies and development, and participants’ roles and qualifications. It consists of text plus supporting pictures, diagrams etc., under eight recommended headings:

C.1. Title page

C.2. Contents list

C.3. Community added-value and contribution to EC policies

C.4. Contribution to Community social objectives

C.5. Project management

C.6. Description of consortium

C.7. Description of participants

C.8. Economic development and scientific and technological prospects

Short proposals for work in the open domain of future and emerging technologies (“FET O”) have an abbreviated form of Part C, consisting only a title page and the sections “Description of consortium” and “Description of participants”.

Consortia offering a research, demonstration or a combined research and demonstration proposal or a concerted action proposal for any of the specific programmes in the Fifth Framework Programme may also include an application for an International Co-operation Training Bursary (“INCO bursary”). Applications for such bursaries consist only of part A and part B. There is a special procedure for the evaluation of these applications, which is described in an appendix to these guidelines (Appendix 4).

2.4 Combined research and demonstration projects

Proposals for Combined research and demonstration projects normally contain two Parts B and Parts C, treating the research and the demonstration aspects of the proposal separately. In this case both parts are evaluated separately, using the forms E.1 and E.2 which are designed for these parts.

If the research and demonstration is presented however as one integrated project, the proposal must be evaluated as a whole, using the specific E.1 and E.2 for this case.

Ranking of these proposals by Panels follows this choice. Hence if separated, the two proposals are ranked separately, if not, it is ranked as one proposal. Evaluators are invited to make recommendations as to the relevance of the demonstration proposal at this stage.

3. Evaluation Procedure

3.1 Evaluation criteria

Proposals are evaluated on the basis of a number of predetermined FP5-wide criteria. The forms used during the evaluation (described in fuller detail later in these guidelines) give these criteria explicitly and evaluators must be aware that these are the only criteria to be used. In the forms, detailed issues are also given that follow directly from the IST Specific Annex and other elements, which might be considered during this assessment of the given criteria.

The contents of Part B of the proposal allow evaluators to score the proposal on the first criterion of Scientific/Technological quality and innovation. (See Evaluation Manual for further description of the criterion).

Thus, evaluators first review Part B (the part of the proposal dealing with scientific and technological objectives and the project workplan) for the proposals, which have been assigned to them as readers. This is undertaken on an individual basis, working alone. Evaluators should not discuss the proposal assigned to them with other evaluators, except in the meetings designed for that. Evaluators will fill in and sign the Form E.1.

For certain types of proposal, a threshold score must be reached on this criterion. 

The contents of Part C of the proposal allow evaluators to score the proposal on the four further criteria, Community added value and contribution to EC policies, Contribution to Community social objectives, Economic development and S&T prospects, Resources, Partnership and Management. (See Evaluation Manual for further description of the criteria). Again, for certain types of action thresholds may apply to some of these criteria.

Thus, evaluators review Part C - the part of the proposal dealing with contribution to EC policies, economic development, project management and participants - for the proposals, which have been assigned to them as readers. This is again undertaken on an individual basis, working alone without contacts with other evaluators. In order to support the evaluators’ judgement on the last criterion concerning Management and resources, the Commission will supply summary budget information from proposal Part A. The evaluators will fill in and sign the Form E.2.

3.2 Evaluation criteria scores

The scoring system used is as follows:

0 -
Unsatisfactory - the proposal fails to address the issue under examination or cannot be judged against the criterion due to missing or incomplete information

1 -
Poor

2 -
Fair

3 -
Good

4 -
Very good

5 -
Excellent

To establish the weighted score for a proposal, so that an initial ranking of proposals can be made, the scores in each of the above five criteria are taken, and these are summed in a weighting scheme. This weighting scheme differs according to the type of action involved, as detailed in the IST Specific Annex to the FP5 Manual of Evaluation Procedures.

3.3 Eligibility criteria

Prior to the evaluation by external experts, Commission staff examined and eliminated from the evaluation any proposal which failed to meet a number of legal and administrative eligibility criteria (for example, that deadlines have been respected, that the proposing consortium has the required minimum number of participants from EU or Associated States, etc.). There are however a number of more general eligibility criteria which should normally be assessed by the evaluators following their detailed study of the proposal. The eligibility criteria are described in the Evaluation Manual.

On the basis of their knowledge of Part B and Part C, readers will also check the proposal against a list of eligibility criteria (see Form C.2 in Appendix 2). Proposals, which fail on any, one of the listed eligibility criteria will be not be evaluated further, and will automatically be subject to a “non-retained” recommendation by the panel.

Partially in-scope proposals: As mentioned above, one of the eligibility checks is whether the proposal is within the scope of the call. It is possible that, after reading by the evaluators, a proposal is found to be only partially, but not fully, within the scope of the Call. If the out-of-scope parts appear relevant to other key actions or programmes, evaluators from these other areas may be brought in, and the proposal will be evaluated in the same manner as any other cross-programme proposal. In the extreme case responsibility for evaluation may be transferred to another, more relevant, programme. If it is concluded that these out-of-scope parts are not relevant to other Commission actions, but in the judgement of the readers the parts in-scope to the IST programme are of sufficient merit, the evaluation of the proposal may continue, confined however only to those parts of the proposal which are in-scope without consideration of the remaining material. 

If at any point in your reading you come to the opinion that the proposal may be ineligible, please alert your Area Co-ordinator or the Moderating PO for the proposal. After checking with the other readers, he may decide to launch the consensus group meeting. If it is there agreed that the proposal is ineligible, evaluation of the proposal will terminate.

Evaluation and eligibility criteria

When examining proposals, evaluators will only apply the evaluation and eligibility criteria set out in this document. No other factors will be taken into account.

3.4 Overview of steps in the evaluation procedure

Step 1
Opening, registration and preparation

Following the closure of the Call for Proposals, all proposals will be opened, registered and be assigned a reference number if the proposer has not yet done so. The Commission staff will prepare evaluators’ dossiers and set up the work schedule for the evaluation itself.

Step 2
Eligibility check by Commission, verification of proposal assignment

Proposals’ conformity to the formal requirements of the Call will be checked. This includes the adherence to the deadline of reception, the correct signature, the eligibility of the consortium and the anonymity of part B. Proposals which fail the eligibility check will not go forward to evaluation. The Commission will at this stage also verify that each proposal is addresses to the most appropriate action line/programme, arranging a transfer of responsibility if necessary, and will also assign responsibility for proposals which are cross key action or cross programme in nature.

Step 3
Evaluator briefing

Evaluators will be registered on arrival at the evaluation offices, supplied with badges etc. and briefed on the evaluation procedure by their Area Co-ordinator or another senior Commission staff member. Evaluators will be informed how proposals for evaluation will be distributed, how they will receive the planning for evaluation, the list of the proposals to be evaluated, how proposal rapporteurs will be assigned, and the names of the Moderating POs in the Areas.

The Area Co-ordinator may also issue working schedules to evaluators, indicating which readings have to be completed by which time/date, so that evaluation operations can proceed in an efficient way.

Step 4
Individual evaluation of proposals and eligibility check
Evaluators review Part B and then Part C and perform their eligibility check.

Practical guidelines for evaluators completing evaluation forms

· Read the FP5 Manual of Evaluation Procedures (in particular the section on proposal marking) before you start completing evaluation forms

· Read the Appendix on filling in the eligibility forms and E.1 and E.2 (see Appendix 2) for the type of action you are assessing before you start work.

· Give all required scores

· Note that the score per criterion expresses an overall assessment of the criterion relative to the focus and objectives of the proposed action; the sub-criteria expressed in the forms and the issues per type of action given in the Appendices should not be interpreted as having equal weights 

· Provide a clear and brief justification of the scores and be honest but correct, in particular when scores are low

· Ensure consistency in your scoring throughout your work

· Be factual in the comments supporting the scores, with references to proposal text when useful

· Give recommendations for modifications, if any, in case of relatively highly scoring proposals

· Focus resource effectiveness on human resources and equipment. Labour rates will be checked during the negotiations if needed

· Please write your forms clearly, so that they are readable by the staff, or use a PC to fill them in. 

· Always be succinct but clear

· Give details and references to the proposal text underpinning your conclusions

· Keep to the criteria stated in the forms

· Assess the proposal as described and presented. Do not assume interpretations

· Always use polite and correct language, but without hiding the facts; your remarks are used to draw up the E.3 and E.4 and they will be used in the ESR to inform the proposing consortia on details of your findings.

Step 5 
Consensus group meeting

Once their individual conclusions on all the criteria are recorded and signed, the readers then meet with their Moderating PO in a “consensus group”, to achieve a consolidated view on a score for each criterion, from which then the weighted score for the proposal is calculated, and on the overall score. The Project Officer will moderate the discussion, ensuring it is fair and that all voices are heard, but of course he expresses no opinion on the evaluation of the proposal itself. The Forms E.3 and E.4 will be drafted and finalised by the rapporteur. The Evaluators will together complete the form C.2 in the consensus meeting. Each reader of a proposal will sign the final forms (C.2, E.3 and E.4).

Threshold scores

The score resulting from the consensus meeting for a criterion must be at least equal to the threshold as given in the IST Specific Annex. Proposals which fail to achieve this score will not be retained for funding.

Weighted and overall score

The form E.4 includes two boxes for the scoring of the full proposal.

“Weighted score” will show a score calculated from the five individual criterion scores using the appropriate weighting scheme. This will be a figure between 0 and 5 expressed to one decimal place. This score will be used only to establish the initial ranking for this proposal versus the others, prior to the panel discussion.

“Overall score”, will be a score of 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5, based on an overall judgement made by the readers in the consensus group. This overall score will be supplied to the proposers in the Evaluation Summary Report, which is returned to them. Normally this overall score would be the weighted score rounded-up or rounded-down, depending on the judgement of the readers. An overall score that differed by more than one point from the weighted score would require agreement by the panel as a whole, and detailed written justification in the panel report.

In drafting the E.4, the rapporteur will especially give attention to:

· The scores given are fully and clearly justified (especially sub-threshold scores),

· Comments are factual, but not offensive,

· Reasons for rejection are clear and constructive, without suggesting that the decision made can be changed by rewriting parts of the proposal now (this can only be done via resubmission of the whole proposal to a later call)

· If recommendations for modifications are given for retained proposals, these are clearly explained,

· The identity of evaluators is not revealed.

Quality control of Evaluation Summary Report (ESR)

As the texts, scores per criterion and overall score from the E.4 forms will be sent back to proposers as the Evaluation Summary Report (ESR), the Area Co-ordinator will in the background be assuring the quality of these forms against the criteria above.

The Area Co-ordinator will consult the rapporteur concerned on changes he makes.  In all cases edits will be documented and filed. 

Step 6
Panel review

The Area panel moderated by the Area Co-ordinator will then meet. The proposal with its' forms C.2, E.3 and E.4 will be made available before the panel meeting The panel might ask questions, discuss issues in depth and in exceptional cases suggest changes to the conclusions drawn up by the readers (however any such change must be explicitly justified and noted in the panel report). 

If no changes are agreed to the E4 forms in the panel meeting, the E4 forms will with the change from decimal score to integer score be the ESR form to be communicated to the proposer. If changes are agreed in the panel meeting, these changes are introduced to the ESR for the project. The final set of ESR forms are signed by the panel rapporteur and the area co-ordinator. 

Step 7
Panel ranking

A list is provided to the panel, of all the proposals which were eligible and reached all necessary thresholds within their Area, arithmetically ordered on the basis of their weighted scores expressed to one decimal place. The panel reviews this ordering by weighted scores in the light of their responsibility for the Area as a whole, e.g. their significance to the Area of the Workprogramme addressed by the panel or the programme as a whole. This will lead to the ranking, for which clear justifications are provided in the panel’s final report.

All eligible, above threshold proposals will be ranked. The list of other proposals will be made available to the panel members.

If a proposal is presented with an R&D and Demonstration activity separately, both parts could be ranked separately following the E.4 of each. Combined R&D and Demonstration proposals have only one E.4 and are ranked as one proposal.

In the case of two similar proposals, the Panel should give a clear recommendation how to handle these in cases where both proposals are ranked high enough to deserve funding. It could be that in such cases the proposal scoring lowest should be placed on the reserve list, for negotiation only in the event that the superior proposal fails in negotiation.

Where the panel recommends clustering of proposals, either with other proposals submitted to the same call, or with existing projects in the programme, this should be duly justified, explicitly described and qualifications on ranking could be given dependent on the acceptance of the clustering by the consortium.

Where evaluators recommend the merging of two or more proposals, the ranked list should include each of the original proposals, and also the theoretical merged proposal. Panel members should realise that merging is an exceptional action that requires full consent of the consortia involved. Arguments for merging should be clearly given in the report.

“Integration of subpanel lists”

 It may be necessary to consolidate and integrate the ranked lists of several subpanels in an Area together. This may happen where a particular evaluation area is so broad in scope or received so many proposals that it was necessary to handle it in several subpanels. In this case the Area Co-ordinators concerned will establish a representative selection of members of the relevant subpanels, who will meet with them under Commission staff moderation and with one of the experts as rapporteur. 
Step 8
Panel report and Priority list

The panel prepares a written report, following a pre-described format (See Appendix 4), on its deliberations, including the panel’s conclusion concerning the priority ranking of proposals for its area. This panel report with the priority list will form part of the overall Evaluation Report that will be submitted by the Commission to the IST Committee. The panel report will not contain comments on the evaluation operations. Such comments can be reported separately to management.

Step 9
Information to proposers

The ESR as finalised and presented in the Evaluation Report will be sent to the proposers as soon as the ISTC has been informed on the evaluation results with a letter emphasising that such information does not constitute any commitment or decision on selection or rejection of the proposal by the Commission.

4. Post-evaluation Procedure

4.1 Commission Implementation Plan

The Commission (Programme management) will take the panels’ reports and final ranked lists to establish a draft implementation plan, consisting of 5 groups of proposals:

1. proposals to be retained for negotiation in ranked order (incl. ex equo if convenient), with a budget indication taking into account the recommendations of the evaluators

2. proposals which should be kept in reserve, pending possible availability of funding, with an indication of the order in which they will be addressed if such funds would become available (also with a budget indication as under 1.)

3. proposals which (though eligible and above required thresholds) cannot be funded as their ranking is such that the available budget will not allow its funding

4. proposals which cannot be retained because of failure to meet an evaluation threshold

5. proposals received which are ineligible.

The implementation plan will normally follow the panels’ rankings and recommendations, but important strategic and/or policy reasons may require further consideration in exceptional cases. The implementation plan will also need consultation with other Directorates General within the Commission which are responsible for policies which might be affected by the IST programme.

For these reasons, the Commission may exceptionally choose to change the ranking recommended by the panels. In this instance, due attention and written justifications will be given to the IST Committee in the report accompanying the implementation plan. 

4.2 Contract preparation and finalisation

The proposers of proposals ranked highest and for which funding is available will be contacted in writing. They will receive the summary report of the evaluation of their proposal and a request for further administrative and - where required – technical information necessary for the preparation of a project contract. This extra information will include that information necessary for establishing the financial and legal viability of the contract participants and their availability of all the necessary resources to carry out the project.

Among the items to be dealt with in the contract preparation and finalisation phase will be an examination of the costs proposed in relation to the resources requested to achieve cost effectiveness, the detailed technical work to be carried out and, where relevant, third country participation. In discussing these items with proposers, the Commission staff will take account of the comments of the evaluators. In addition, any recommendations for possible clustering of projects (with the agreement of proposers) will be dealt with in this phase.

Once the details have been finalised and all the necessary financial and legal checks carried out, a draft selection decision will be prepared by the Commission services. This will be adopted by the Commission following normal internal procedures and the procedure adopted in the specific programme decision. Once the selection decision has been taken, contracts will be sent to the proposers for signature.

4.3 Proposals in reserve for negotiation

In estimating availability of funding, the Commission will start at the top of the priority list and allot funding until all currently available funds are attributed. Proposals below that point are nevertheless still retained proposals. It may be that funding will become available later (for example, by savings made in the negotiations with the higher-ranked projects during their contract preparation phase).

Therefore, the proposers of such proposals will receive the summary report on the evaluation of their proposal, noting that they are still retained, but indicating that negotiations cannot be started at this point and might not be started at all if no budget would become available. Such proposals will be retained on the reserve list. They may also choose to withdraw their proposal and, if the planned calls allow, improve it for submission at a later date.

When the budget for the particular call has been finally used up, any proposals remaining from the “reserve” which it has not been possible to fund will then be rejected by a decision of the Commission as set out above, and the proposers will be informed.

4.4 “Non retained proposals”

Proposals, which are not eligible, failed to meet one of the thresholds, or are fully evaluated but ranked such that funding cannot be expected on the basis of the available budget, will receive formal notification on this after the formal Commission decision is taken.

Proposers will be informed in writing of the Commission’s decision.

4.5 The IST Committee

The IST Committee (ISTC) is the committee of Member State representatives and representatives from the  from the Associated States, that assist the Commission in the management of the programme.

The ISTC will be informed on the results of the evaluation before the first letters go to the consortia for opening negotiations. The ISTC will discuss these results and after negotiation be asked a formal opinion on those proposals which are planned to be contracted for amounts above €1.5 million.

Conclusion of contracts is therefore subject to the positive opinion of the ISTC, as well as the final decision of the Commission on the negotiated project. 

Appendix 1 - Bursaries

Evaluation of Bursary applications for young researchers from developing countries.

Consortia preparing a research, demonstration or a combined research and demonstration proposal or a concerted action proposal for any of the specific programmes in the Fifth Framework Programme may include an application for an International Co-operation Training Bursary. If successful, the bursary will be funded from the budget of the specific programme “Confirming the International Role of Community Research”.

The following procedures apply to the evaluation of such bursaries under all specific programmes of the EC Fifth Framework Programme.

Evaluation Experts

Bursary applications must be submitted together with a project proposal (concerted action or joint research project) for any programme. The bursary application will then be evaluated simultaneously with the project proposal, by the same experts.

Eligibility criteria

In order for a bursary application to be eligible, it must satisfy the following requirements:

The Candidate :

· Must be a national of, and established in one of the eligible regions.

· He/she should not be more than 40 years of age (at the time of application).

· He/she must have a good knowledge of a working language of the host institute.

The Host Institute :

· Must be established in an EU Member State or in a State associated to the 5th Framework Programme.

· Must be a member of the consortium proposing the joint research project or Concerted Action.

Evaluation Criteria

Eligible bursary applications will be evaluated according to the following criteria:


Criteria
Score range

1.
Excellence of the scientific and/or training objectives of the application
0-50

2.
Potential value of the bursary to the applicant and to his/her own home institute
0-20

3.
Relevance of the proposed bursary to the project as a whole
0-15

4.
Experience and professional training of the candidate
0-15

Proposal marking

The score range is 0 to 100 as detailed above. In order for a bursary to be granted, a bursary application must reach a score of at least 60, of which at least 30 should be excellence of scientific and/or training objectives. A score of at least 5 must be reached for each of the other criteria. The evaluated applications will be ranked by each Programme according to their score.

Only if the whole project is selected for funding and the bursary application is adequately rated will the bursary be granted.

Evaluation Form for INCO Bursary applications

Bursary application associated with:

Proposal no.

___________________

Proposal acronym
___________________

Name of applicant
_____________________________________

Evaluation criteria

Insert for each criterion a score in the range shown (high score = good)

and calculate total

1. Excellence of the scientific and/or training objectives of the application


score 0-50






____________
2. Potential value of the bursary to the applicant and to his/her home institute


score 0-20






_____________
3. Relevance of the proposed bursary to the project as a whole


score 0-15






______________
4. Experience and professional training of the candidate


score 0-15






______________
Total score







______________

Date

Signed (all readers)

Commission use only


Yes
No

Total score ( 60



Scientific/training objectives score ( 30



Other scores ( 5



Candidate in eligible region



Candidate ( 40 years old



Candidate knowledge of host language



Host in EU/Assoc. state



Host in proposal consortium



Appendix 2 – Evaluation Forms

2.A.
Standard Evaluation Forms

E.1.
Evaluation of Criterion 1



E.2.
Evaluation of Criteria 2 – 5



E.3.
Consensus Meeting Notes



E.4.
Proposal Summary Form

ESR
Evaluation Summary Report



C.1.
Administrative Eligibility Checklist



C.2.
General Eligibility Checklist

Individual assessment of proposal – PART B 

E.1

Proposal No.:

Proposal Acronym:


Evaluator name: 
 


Signature:
                      
Date:


Scores:    0 Unsatisfactory       1 Poor      2 Fair      3 Good      4 Very good     5 Excellent



1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation 


a) The quality of the research proposed and its contribution to addressing the key scientific and technological issues for achieving the objectives of the programme and/or key action;

Comments:

















b) The originality, degree of innovation and progress beyond the state of the art, taking into account the level of risk associated with the project;

Comments:

















c) The adequacy of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan for achieving the scientific and technological objectives.

Comments:



Individual assessment of proposal – PART C
E.2

Proposal No.:

Proposal Acronym:


Evaluator name: 
 


Signature:
                      
Date:


Scores:    0 Unsatisfactory       1 Poor      2 Fair      3 Good      4 Very good     5 Excellent



2. Community added value and contribution to EC policies


a) The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to solving problems at the European level and that the expected impact of carrying out the work at European level would be greater than the sum of the impacts of national projects

Comments:

















b) The European added value of the consortium - the need to establish a critical mass in human and financial terms and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available Europe-wide in different organisations.

Comments:

















c) The project’s contribution to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including “horizontal” policies, such as towards SMEs, etc.) or addressing problems connected with standardisation and regulation.

Comments:



Individual assessment of proposal – PART C
E.2

Proposal No.:

Proposal Acronym:


Evaluator name: 
 


Signature:
                      
Date:


Scores:    0 Unsatisfactory       1 Poor      2 Fair      3 Good      4 Very good     5 Excellent



3. Contribution to Community social objectives


a) The contribution of the project to improving the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions);

Comments:



b) The contribution of the project to improving employment prospects and the use and development of skills in Europe;

Comments:



c) The contribution of the project to preserving and/or enhancing the environment and the minimum use/conservation of natural resources.

Comments:



Individual assessment of proposal – PART C 
E.2

Proposal No.:

Proposal Acronym:


Evaluator name: 
 


Signature:
                      
Date:


Scores:    0 Unsatisfactory    1 Poor     2 Fair     3 Good     4 Very good     5 Excellent



4. Economic development and S&T prospects


a) The possible contribution to growth, in particular the usefulness and range of applications and quality of the exploitation plans, including the credibility of the partners to carry out the exploitation activities for the RTD results arising from the proposed project and/or the wider economic impact of the project;

Comments:















b) The strategic impact of the proposed project and its potential to improve competitiveness and the development of applications markets for the partners and the users of the RTD results; 

Comments:



c) The contribution to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination strategies for the expected results, choice of target groups, etc.



Comments:





Individual assessment of proposal – PART C 
E.2

Proposal No.:

Proposal Acronym:


Evaluator name: 
 


Signature:
                      
Date:


Scores:    0 Unsatisfactory    1 Poor     2 Fair     3 Good     4 Very good     5 Excellent



5. Resources, partnership and management


a) 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. In addition, the tools to be used for monitoring project progress, including the quality of specified indicators of impact and performance, and ensuring good communication within the project consortium; 

Comments:



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

Comments:



c) 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.

Comments:



If Applicable: Where a non-EU and non-Associated State participant is involved, is it in conformity with the interest of the Community, and is it of substantial added value for implementing all or part of the specific programme?

Comments:





Consensus meeting notes - RTD Actions PART B&C                                     
E.3

Proposal No.:

Proposal Acronym:


Area:

Date:


Evaluator 1

Evaluator 2

Evaluator 3


Signature

Signature

Signature






Minutes of the consensus meeting (Describe how the decisions regarding the evaluation results were reached. Always provide comments if the consolidated evaluation differs significantly from the individual scores on given criteria and/or if scores have moved above or below thresholds. Record any dissenting views):






Proposal Number
E.4

«ACRONYM»
«Research Sector(Unit), Action line»
Type of action

«TITLE»








proposers
r

ty

s
cy
cost
%
funding
%

«SHORTNAME»
«ROLE»

«COUNTRY»
«C_SHAREC»

«C_SHAREF»«Next Record»


Total Effort
Total: (KEURO)





Proposal Abstract: 

XXX

Eligibility: 






YES/NO

IF NO: Comments.

Marks achieved for evaluation criteria(:

1.
Scientific/technological quality and innovation 
(T=.)

xW


Comments:
2.
Community added value and contribution to EC policies
(T=.)

xW


Comments:
3.
Contribution to Community social objectives              (T=.)


xW


Comments:
4.
Economic development and S&T prospects
(T=.)

xW


Comments:
5.
Resources, partnership and management
(T=.)

xW


Comments:

Weighted score













/10

Overall score







General/overall comments (including proposals for modifications and possibilities for clustering/fusion with other proposals):
Proposal Number
Evaluation Summary Report (ESR)

«ACRONYM»
«Research Sector(Unit), Action line»
Type of action

«TITLE»








proposers
r

ty

s
cy
cost
%
funding
%

«SHORTNAME»
«ROLE»

«COUNTRY»
«C_SHAREC»

«C_SHAREF»«Next Record»


Total Effort
Total: (KEURO)





Proposal Abstract: 

XXX

Marks achieved for evaluation criteria

1.
Scientific/technological quality and innovation 





Comments:
2.
Community added value and contribution to EC policies




Comments:
3.
Contribution to Community social objectives




Comments:
4.
Economic development and S&T prospects




Comments:
5.
Resources, partnership and management




Comments:

Overall score






General/overall comments:
IST PROGRAMME – FOR OFFICIAL COMMISSION USE ONLY
ADMINISTRATIVE ELIGIBILITY CHECKLIST – Standard                                      
C.1

Proposal No.:

Proposal Acronym:


Commission Official: 
 

DG/Unit:


Signature:
                      

Date:




Eligibility criteria
YES
NO

1.1. Timely submission Electronic proposals:
 


 - ProTool sealing method and certification used
 


 - Validation file OR Proposal file before deadline
 


 - Validation file in time and proposal file within 48 hours and unique identifier matches
 


If NO: Comments:



1.2. Timely reception Hand delivered proposals, Public post or courier 
 


 - Registered as received before deadline by ESP
 


If NO: Comments:







2. Paper proposal signature
 


- A1 form signed by co-ordinator (Contact person) OR



- All A3 forms signed by participants



If NO: Comments:



3. Electronic signature
 


- Use of Class II certificate OR



- Use of Class I certificate and receipt of signed A1 form (mail or fax) before deadline



If NO: Comments:



4. Completeness of proposal
 


If NO: Comments:



5. Eligibility of consortium
 


If NO: Comments:



6. Cost shared R&D proposal with anonymous part B
 


If NO: Comments:



7. Proposal is in scope of Call for KA
 


If NO: Comments:



8. Evaluation by KA accepted
 


If NO: Comments:



eligiblE:
 


If NO: Comments:





Eligibility checklist - 
C.2

Proposal No.:

Proposal Acronym:


Evaluator: 
 

Panel:


Signature:
                      
Date:




Eligibility criteria
YES
NO

1. Does the proposal address the parts of the Workprogramme which are open for this Call?
 


If NO: Comments:





2. If the proposal is only partially in line with the Call, does it have sufficient merit to be considered in its entirety or in part? 
 


If NO: Comments:





3. Have relevant ethical issues been adequately taken into account in the proposal; is the proposed research compliant with fundamental ethical principles, if relevant?
 


If NO: Comments:





4. Is participation of industrial entities in industrially-oriented shared cost actions appropriate to the nature and purpose of the activity



If NO: Comments:





5.  Is the proposal in line with Community policies, if relevant



If NO: Comments:





6. Have appropriate safeguards/impact assessment regarding Community policies (e.g. environment) been taken into account, where necessary?
 


If NO: Comments:





7. Does the proposal follow the requirements for layout (e.g. requirements for anonymity)?
 


If NO: Comments:





Overall eligibility:
 


If NO: Comments:













2.B
Information on Eligibility Forms – C.1, C.2

Form C.1 will be filled in by Commission staff. It concerns legal and administrative eligibility checks which relate to timely and correct submission and reception. 

Form C.2 relates to general eligibility criteria. Some assistance on interpreting the questions is given below.

· Scope (questions 1 and 2): Checking adherence to the scope of the Call will be done by Commission staff during the pre-screening stage. It might however appear after more detailed study by the evaluators that elements have been overlooked. It could be concluded that the proposal  does not fit within the scope of the Call at all, or that it might fit better in another Area. If consensus is reached on this, the proposal evaluation in the Area concerned will be terminated and if no other Area would be appropriate the proposal will be deemed ineligible.

In the case that important parts fit within the scope and other parts not, one might consider continuing evaluation and make remarks on the parts which are not within scope (are they necessary for the part in scope or could they be separated?).

· Ethical issues (question 3): This question should be answered “no” if evaluators are aware and have a strong opinion that the research might lead to applications or include demonstrations that run counter to generally accepted ethical principles in EU society. One example might relate to the use of Internet and the position taken by EC and European Parliament on this. Other examples might relate to the protection of privacy. Supporting information is given in Appendix 5.

· Industrial participation (question 4): The IST programme is an industrially oriented programme, with much attention given to Evaluation Criterion 4 (Economic development and S&T prospects). The answer to this question should only be “no” if the proposal has clear industrial goals, aiming at exploitation of results in product or markets, but none of the partners comes from the industry that would be seen as the suppliers and/or users on that market.

The case should be clear-cut. In case of doubts (rather than a clear “no”) it would be more appropriate to express these in the criteria 4 (economic development) and 5 (consortium).

· Community policies (question 5 and 6): Again, the question should only be answered “no” if clear consensus exists on the fact that the proposal is not in line with a particular Community policy. It is acknowledged that evaluators cannot be experts in all Community policy fields and they should only judge if they feel competent to do so. The Moderating PO might consult policy DGs in the Commission Service, and these policy DGs are also invited to read proposals related to their field and comment on it. The Commission might in exceptional cases, even after the recommendation of the ranked lists by the panels, based on such advice, and duly justified in the reports, decide to withdraw the proposal from the ranked list.

If Community policies are at stake, and no safeguards or impact assessment is foreseen in the proposal where this would be a pre-requisite to do the work, question 6 should be answered “no”. Supporting information on Community policy is given in Appendix 5.

· Completeness and anonymity): The layout for proposals are described in the Guide for Proposers. 

If Part B reveals the identity of partners, it should be judged whether this is an accidental mistake, and in general the consortium has tried to stick to the rule. If not, the answer to this question must be “no”. If it is judged accidental, the Moderating PO will take the necessary measures to correct the proposal and assure a fair evaluation. 

Other elements on layout should be only considered serious if it hinders a fair evaluation due to missing information, incomprehensibility, etc. In case of missing minor administrative information (and only then) may the Moderating PO (following the rules laid down in the relevant manuals) ask the consortium to complete the information.

· Overall eligibility: The overall eligibility is “no” if one of the answers on the questions is “no”.

2.C.
Specific issues for shared-cost R&D and Demonstration

I.
Issues related to E.1 and E.2

1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation

a) The quality of the research proposed and its contribution to addressing the key scientific and technological issues for achieving the objectives of the programme and/or key action;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Contribution of proposal to the key scientific and technological issues of programme and Key Action
· Overall assessment of quality of research proposed

· Indicate the strengths and weaknesses

· In case of Demonstration actions, the emphasis lies on addressing the key technological issues for achievement of the objectives of the programme and/or Key Action

b) The originality, degree of innovation and progress beyond the state of the art, taking into account the level of risk associated with the project;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Degree of originality and progress beyond state of the art; credibility of achieving results
· Does the proposal clearly identify the novelty of the proposed result, for example by including a comparison with the state of the art?

· The level of risk and scientific and technical handling of these risks

· Is there a reasonable balance between risks and potential benefits; note that risks may be acceptable in return for high benefits; warn for unacceptable risks

· In case of demonstration the emphasis lies on awareness of the state of the art, and demonstration of results beyond it. 

c) The adequacy of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan for achieving the scientific and technological objectives.
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the approach, methodology and work plan adequate and credible for achieving the planned results?

· Are self-assessment procedures incorporated?

· Indicate the strengths and weaknesses

2. Community added value and contribution to EC policies

a) The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to solving problems at the European level and that the expected impact of carrying out the work at European level would be greater than the sum of the impacts of national projects;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Does the proposal clearly identify what European-level issues it addresses
· Does the proposal identify and describe interdependencies, if any, with other national or international activities?
· Is there clear added value in carrying out the proposed action at European level (as opposed to national level)?
· What are the problems addressed at European level?

· What is the expected impact at European level?

b) The European added value of the consortium - the need to establish a critical mass in human and financial terms and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available Europe-wide in different organisations;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposers be able to undertake the activities needed at the European level?

· Can the proposed research only be achieved at European level; for which reasons?

· In case of demonstration, does it have a European wide effect?

c) The project’s contribution to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including “horizontal” policies, such as towards SMEs, etc.) or addressing problems connected with standardisation and regulation.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· To which EU policies could to your knowledge the proposed action contribute?

· Are you aware of certain EU policies with which the objectives of the proposal are not in line?

· Does the proposal address standardisation or regulation, and if so in a credible way?

· Note that supporting information is given in Appendix 5 

· Note that social objectives are addressed in the next criterion

3. Contribution to Community social objectives


a) The contribution of the project to improving the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions);

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
b) The contribution of the project to improving employment prospects and the use and development of skills in Europe;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
c) The contribution of the project to preserving and/or enhancing the environment and the minimum use/conservation of natural resources.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
If a proposal is not relevant to these criteria, it should be given a score of 2 (fair).

In some cases, the Panel may decide that all proposals are of equal irrelevance to these objectives, in which case they should all be scored 2.

4. Economic development and S&T prospects

a) The possible contribution to growth, in particular the usefulness and range of applications and quality of the exploitation plans, including the credibility of the partners to carry out the exploitation activities for the RTD results arising from the proposed project and/or the wider economic impact of the project;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed action contribute to growth and is it likely to have a wider economic impact – directly or indirectly?
· Will the action improve competitiveness or create market opportunities?
· Specify impact and assess its value for the EU economy if possible
· Are exploitation plans outlined for individual participants, for the consortium as a whole?
· Are they well planned, timely and likely to come through?
· Are they concrete, for example detailing user groups’ involvement?
· Is the exploitation plan critically dependent on one or more partners; if so, which ones?
b) The strategic impact of the proposed project and its potential to improve competitiveness and the development of applications markets for the partners and the users of the RTD results;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· What is the potential strategic impact of the proposed action for EU competitiveness?
· Will it help to improve competitiveness and/or create markets for products/services based on RTD results in the area of IST?
· Indicate these markets and products
c) The contribution to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination strategies for the expected results, choice of target groups, etc.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· What is the likely contribution to European scientific and technological progress?
· Are plans/tools to disseminate results foreseen?
· Are dissemination strategies explained, results and target groups identified?
· In case of Demonstration actions, the latter issue is the most relevant
5. Resources, partnership and management

a) 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. In addition, the tools to be used for monitoring project progress, including the quality of specified indicators of impact and performance, and ensuring good communication within the project consortium;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is an appropriate management structure proposed?

· Are conflict resolution procedures foreseen?

· Has the co-ordinator sufficient expertise in managing international projects?

· Is the workplan clear, well designed with clear and achievable milestones?
· Are adequate tools foreseen for the management?
b) The quality of the partnership and involvement of users and/or other actors in the field when appropriate; in particular, the scientific/technical competence and expertise and the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Are the proposer organisations appropriate for implementing the proposed action?

· Are there overlaps or gaps in expertise of partners?

· Do the partner(s) have the skills and experience needed?

· Is sufficient industrial expertise represented in the consortium?
· Are roles and functions clear (in case there are several partners)?
· Consortia in proposals for demonstration projects or combined (non-separable) projects must contain technology developers as well as technology users.
c) 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.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the proposed action cost-effective in general?
· Is the manpower proposed seen to be adequate; if not give an estimate of over/under estimation
· Is the equipment, travel etc. reasonable for the size and type of project proposed?
· Is the personnel proposed having the required expertise and credibility?
· Are all partners expected to have or to be able to create the necessary resources for carrying out the proposed project?
II.
General comments

In case a proposal is a combined RTD and demonstration action, and both actions are well separated, with consortia and budgets clearly identified and workpackages distinguished for both activities, then evaluators must complete two E.1’s and E.2’s. If however, no proper distinction can be made it should be evaluated as one action, taking all aspects into account.

Part B of proposals for shared cost RTD and Demonstration must be presented without indication of partner names (anonymous). If this is not the case, evaluators must warn Commission staff. 

In certain situations the IST programme may use a two-step evaluation procedure, with different issues and weights in each step. In the first Call however, no such procedures are implemented for normal shared cost RTD, except for FET (See Appendix 2.I)

III.
Weights and threshold

The following weights and thresholds are relevant for shared cost RTD and Demonstration.


RTD
Demonstration
Combined

Criterion
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score

1
4
3
3
3
4
3

2
1
2
2
2
1
2

3
1
-
1
-
1
-

4
2
3
2
3
2
3

5
2
2
2
2
2
2

2.D.
Specific issues for Accompanying Measures
 

I.
Issues related to E.1 and E.2

1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation

a) The quality of the research proposed and its contribution to addressing the key scientific and technological issues for achieving the objectives of the programme and/or key action;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Instead of addressing research quality as such, this criterion rather focuses on how the IST programme objectives/activities are supported by the accompanying measure proposal
· Does the proposal demonstrate convincingly that it can play a valuable role in accompanying and supporting the Programme?
· Indicate the strengths and weaknesses
b) The originality, degree of innovation and progress beyond the state of the art, taking into account the level of risk associated with the project;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed measure contribute in stimulating the innovation potential – in market,, technology or other relevant  terms - of European industry and/or the science and technology base?
· Is the consortium aware of the state of the art of technology/current practice in their field?
· Indicate strengths and weaknesses
c) The adequacy of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan for achieving the scientific and technological objectives.
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the approach, methodology and work plan appropriate for pursuing the objectives of the proposed accompanying measure?

· Will the proposed action contribute to increasing public awareness of European technology in general, of specific achievements in particular, or of any key issues relevant to the IST Programme?
· Indicate strengths and weaknesses
2. Community added value and contribution to EC policies

a) The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to solving problems at the European level and that the expected impact of carrying out the work at European level would be greater than the sum of the impacts of national projects;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Does the proposal clearly identify what European-level issues it addresses?
· Is there clear added value in carrying out the proposed action at European level (as opposed to national level)?
· What is the expected impact at European level?
· Will benefits be European wide?
b) The European added value of the consortium - the need to establish a critical mass in human and financial terms and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available Europe-wide in different organisations;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposers be able to undertake the activities needed at the European level?
· Note that accompanying measure proposals may be submitted by a single organisation
c) The project’s contribution to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including “horizontal” policies, such as towards SMEs, etc.) or addressing problems connected with standardisation and regulation.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· To which EU policies could, to your knowledge, the proposed actions contribute?
· Are you aware of certain EU policies with which the objectives of the proposal are not in line?
· Note that supporting information Community policy is given in Appendix J
· Note that social objectives are addressed in the next criterion
3. Contribution to Community social objectives

a) The contribution of the project to improving the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions);

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
b) The contribution of the project to improving employment prospects and the use and development of skills in Europe;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
c) The contribution of the project to preserving and/or enhancing the environment and the minimum use/conservation of natural resources.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
If a proposal is not relevant to these criteria, it should be given a score of 2 (fair).

In some cases, the Panel may decide that all proposals are of equal irrelevance to these objectives, in which case they should all be scored 2.

4. Economic development and S&T prospects
a) The possible contribution to growth, in particular the usefulness and range of applications and quality of the exploitation plans, including the credibility of the partners to carry out the exploitation activities for the RTD results arising from the proposed project and/or the wider economic impact of the project;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed action contribute to growth and is it likely to have a wider economic impact – directly or indirectly?
· Will it promote the exploitation of R&D results, the take-up of advanced technologies by the market, or the transfer of exploitable knowledge?
b) The strategic impact of the proposed project and its potential to improve competitiveness and the development of applications markets for the partners and the users of the RTD results;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· What is the potential strategic impact of the proposed action?
· Will it help to improve competitiveness and/or create markets for products/services based on RTD results in the area of IST?
· Indicate these markets and products
c) The contribution to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination strategies for the expected results, choice of target groups, etc.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· What is the likely contribution to European scientific and technological progress?
· Are the dissemination activities adequate, well targeted and planned credibly?
5. Resources, partnership and management

a) 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. In addition, the tools to be used for monitoring project progress, including the quality of specified indicators of impact and performance, and ensuring good communication within the project consortium;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is an appropriate management structure proposed?

· Are conflict resolution procedures foreseen?

· Has the co-ordinator sufficient expertise in managing international projects?

· Is the workplan clear, well designed with clear and achievable milestone?
· Are adequate tools foreseen for the management?
· If there is only one partner, will this partner be able to carry out the project at European level?
b) The quality of the partnership and involvement of users and/or other actors in the field when appropriate; in particular, the scientific/technical competence and expertise and the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Are the proposer organisations appropriate for implementing the proposed action?

· Are there overlaps or gaps in expertise of partners?

· Do the partner(s) have the skills and experience needed?

· Is sufficient industrial expertise represented in the consortium?

· Are roles and functions clear (in case there are several partners)?

c) 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.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the proposed action cost-effective in general?
· Is the manpower proposed seen to be adequate; if not give an estimate of over/under estimation?
· Is the equipment, travel etc. reasonable for the size and type of project proposed?
· Is the personnel proposed having the required expertise and credibility?
· Are all partners expected to have or to be able to create the necessary resources for carrying out the proposed projects the proposed action cost-effective?
II.
General comments

Accompanying measures can be executed by one partner, but need to have a convincing European added value in its results.

Accompanying measures will not be evaluated with Part B necessarily anonymous.

Accompanying measures will generally be submissable continuously. Nevertheless, the programme management may decide to evaluate a batch concurrently with fixed deadline RTD proposals for reasons of convenience.

Accompanying measures may also include requests for contributions (grants, ‘subventions’) to conferences, seminars, exhibitions etc. to only a relatively modest percentage of the total budget. 

III.
Weights and thresholds

The following weights and thresholds apply for Accompanying measures.

Criterion
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score

1
2
3

2
3
4

3
2
-

4
2
-

5
1
2

2.E.
Specific issues for Concerted Actions and Thematic Networks

I.
Issues related to E.1 and E.2

1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation

a) The quality of the research proposed and its contribution to addressing the key scientific and technological issues for achieving the objectives of the programme and/or key action;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Instead of addressing research quality as such, this criterion rather focuses on how the IST programme objectives/activities are supported by Concerted Action or Thematic Network
· Does the proposal demonstrate convincingly that it can play a valuable role in supporting the Programme?
· Indicate the strengths and weaknesses
b) The originality, degree of innovation and progress beyond the state of the art, taking into account the level of risk associated with the project;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed measure contribute in stimulating the innovation potential – in market,, technology or other relevant terms - of European industry and/or the science and technology base?
· Is the consortium aware of the state of the art of technology/current practice in their field?
· Indicate strengths and weaknesses
c) The adequacy of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan for achieving the scientific and technological objectives.
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the approach, methodology and work plan appropriate for pursuing the objectives of the proposed accompanying measure?

· Will the proposed action contribute to concertation and/or networking of European technology research in general, of specific achievements in particular, or of any key issues relevant to the IST Programme?
· Indicate strengths and weaknesses
2. Community added value and contribution to EC policies

a) The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to solving problems at the European level and that the expected impact of carrying out the work at European level would be greater than the sum of the impacts of national projects;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Does the proposal clearly identify what European-level issues it addresses?
· Is there clear added value in carrying out the proposed action at European level (as opposed to national level)?
· What is the expected impact at European level?
· Will benefits be European wide?
b) The European added value of the consortium - the need to establish a critical mass in human and financial terms and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available Europe-wide in different organisations;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the action aim at real European wide concertation and/or networking?
· Note that CA and TN can be  submitted by a single organisation as the foreseen contractor and a (large) number of ‘members’ involved in the activities
· Is the membership of the action sufficiently European wide?
c) The project’s contribution to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including “horizontal” policies, such as towards SMEs, etc.) or addressing problems connected with standardisation and regulation.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· To which EU policies could to your knowledge the proposed actions contribute?
· Are you aware of certain EU policies with which the objectives of the proposal are not in line?
· Note that supporting information on Community policy is given in Appendix 5
· Note that social objectives are addressed in the next criterion
3. Contribution to Community social objectives

a) The contribution of the project to improving the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions);

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
b) The contribution of the project to improving employment prospects and the use and development of skills in Europe;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
c) The contribution of the project to preserving and/or enhancing the environment and the minimum use/conservation of natural resources.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
If a proposal is not relevant to these criteria, it should be given a score of 2 (fair).

In some cases, the Panel may decide that all proposals are of equal irrelevance to these objectives, in which case they should all be scored 2.
4. Economic development and S&T prospects
a) The possible contribution to growth, in particular the usefulness and range of applications and quality of the exploitation plans, including the credibility of the partners to carry out the exploitation activities for the RTD results arising from the proposed project and/or the wider economic impact of the project;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed action contribute to growth and is it likely to have a wider economic impact – directly or indirectly?
· Will it promote the co-ordination of exploitation of R&D results, the take-up of advanced technologies by the market, or the transfer of exploitable knowledge?
b) The strategic impact of the proposed project and its potential to improve competitiveness and the development of applications markets for the partners and the users of the RTD results;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· What is the potential strategic impact of the proposed action?
· Will it help to improve competitiveness and/or create markets for products/services based on RTD results in the area of IST?
· Indicate these markets and products
c) The contribution to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination strategies for the expected results, choice of target groups, etc.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· What is the likely contribution to European scientific and technological progress?
· Are the co-ordination, awareness and dissemination activities adequate, well targeted and planned credibly?
5. Resources, partnership and management

a) 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. In addition, the tools to be used for monitoring project progress, including the quality of specified indicators of impact and performance, and ensuring good communication within the project consortium;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is an appropriate management structure proposed?

· Are conflict resolution procedures foreseen?

· Has the co-ordinator sufficient expertise in managing international projects?

· Is the workplan clear, well designed with clear and achievable milestone?
· Are adequate tools foreseen for the management?
· If there is only one contractor foreseen, will this partner be able to carry out the project at European level?
b) The quality of the partnership and involvement of users and/or other actors in the field when appropriate; in particular, the scientific/technical competence and expertise and the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Are the proposer organisations appropriate for implementing the proposed action?

· Are there overlaps or gaps in expertise of partners?

· Do the partner(s) have the skills and experience needed?

· Is sufficient industrial expertise represented in the consortium?

· Are roles and functions clear (in case there are several partners)?

c) 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.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the proposed action cost-effective in general?
· Is the manpower proposed seen to be adequate; if not give an estimate of over/under estimation
· Is the equipment, travel etc. reasonable for the size and type of project proposed?
· Is the personnel proposed having the required expertise and credibility?
· Are all partners expected to have or to be able to create the necessary resources for carrying out the proposed projects the proposed action cost-effective?

II.
General comments

Concerted Actions and thematic networks can be contracted to one or more partners, but need a clear European wide membership and a convincing European added value in its results.

CA/TNs will not be evaluated with Part B necessarily anonymous.

CA/TNs will generally be submissable continuously. Nevertheless, the programme management may decide to evaluate a batch concurrently with fixed deadline RTD proposals for reasons of convenience.

III.
Weights and thresholds

The following weights and thresholds apply for Concerted actions and Thematic networks

Criterion
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score

1
2
-

2
3
-

3
1
-

4
2
-

5
2
2

2.F.
Specific issues for Access and Assessment Actions

I.
Issues related to E.1 and E.2

1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation

a) The quality of the research proposed and its contribution to addressing the key scientific and technological issues for achieving the objectives of the programme and/or key action;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Contribution of proposal to the key scientific and technological issues of programme and Key Action
· Overall assessment of quality of work proposed

· Indicate the strengths and weaknesses

b) The originality, degree of innovation and progress beyond the state of the art, taking into account the level of risk associated with the project;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed action contribute in stimulating the innovation potential – in market or technology terms - of European industry and/or the science and technology base?
· Is the consortium aware of the state of the art of technology in their field?
· Indicate strengths and weaknesses
· For Assessment projects, a description of the initial status of the equipment or materials should be included
c) The adequacy of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan for achieving the scientific and technological objectives.
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the approach, methodology and work plan appropriate for pursuing the objectives of the proposed action?

· Will the proposed action contribute to increasing take-up of European technology in general, of specific achievements in particular, or to any key issues relevant to the IST Programme?
· Indicate strengths and weaknesses
· For Assessment projects, target specifications should be included; a competitive and market analysis should be given
2. Community added value and contribution to EC policies

a) The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to solving problems at the European level and that the expected impact of carrying out the work at European level would be greater than the sum of the impacts of national projects;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Does the proposal clearly identify what European-level issues it addresses?
· Is there clear added value in carrying out the proposed action at European level (as opposed to national level)?
· What is the expected impact at European level?
· Will benefits be European wide?
b) The European added value of the consortium - the need to establish a critical mass in human and financial terms and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available Europe-wide in different organisations;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposers be able to undertake the activities needed at the European level?
· Note that proposals for Assessment actions may be submitted by a single organisation, but need to have a convincing European added value in its results

· For Assessment actions, partners should be ready to cluster projects to ensure that other than directly involved users may benefit

c) The project’s contribution to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including “horizontal” policies, such as towards SMEs, etc.) or addressing problems connected with standardisation and regulation.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· To which EU policies could, to your knowledge, the proposed actions contribute?
· Are you aware of certain EU policies with which the objectives of the proposal are not in line?
· Note that social objectives are addressed in the next criterion
3. Contribution to Community social objectives

a) The contribution of the project to improving the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions);

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
b) The contribution of the project to improving employment prospects and the use and development of skills in Europe;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
c) The contribution of the project to preserving and/or enhancing the environment and the minimum use/conservation of natural resources.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
If a proposal is not relevant to these criteria, it should be given a score of 2 (fair).

In some cases, the Panel may decide that all proposals are of equal irrelevance to these objectives, in which case they should all be scored 2.

4. Economic development and S&T prospects
a) The possible contribution to growth, in particular the usefulness and range of applications and quality of the exploitation plans, including the credibility of the partners to carry out the exploitation activities for the RTD results arising from the proposed project and/or the wider economic impact of the project;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed action contribute to growth and is it likely to have a wider economic impact – directly or indirectly?
· Will it promote the exploitation of R&D results, the take-up of advanced technologies by the market, or the transfer of exploitable knowledge?
b) The strategic impact of the proposed project and its potential to improve competitiveness and the development of applications markets for the partners and the users of the RTD results;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· What is the potential strategic impact of the proposed action?
· Will it help to improve competitiveness and/or create markets for products/services based on RTD results in the area of IST?
· Indicate these markets and products
c) The contribution to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination strategies for the expected results, choice of target groups, etc.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· What is the likely contribution to European scientific and technological progress?
· Are the dissemination activities adequate, well targeted and planned credibly?
· For SEA Assessment actions it is intended to carry out dissemination at project level and at the level of clustered projects and beyond.

5. Resources, partnership and management

a) 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. In addition, the tools to be used for monitoring project progress, including the quality of specified indicators of impact and performance, and ensuring good communication within the project consortium;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is an appropriate management structure proposed?

· Are conflict resolution procedures foreseen?

· Has the co-ordinator sufficient expertise in managing international projects?

· Is the workplan clear, well designed with clear and achievable milestones?
· Are adequate tools foreseen for the management?
· If there is only one partner, will this partner be able to carry out the project at European level?
· Effective management of clustering in Assessment projects should be foreseen
b) The quality of the partnership and involvement of users and/or other actors in the field when appropriate; in particular, the scientific/technical competence and expertise and the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Are the proposer organisations appropriate for implementing the proposed action?

· Are there overlaps or gaps in expertise of partners?

· Do the partner(s) have the skills and experience needed?

· Is sufficient industrial expertise represented in the consortium?

· Are roles and functions clear (in case there are several partners)?

· In Assessment actions, user-supplier co-operation is necessary. The consortium must contain at least one industrial user for alpha type equipment tests, at least two for more mature prototypes.

c) 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.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the proposed action cost-effective in general?
· Is the manpower proposed seen to be adequate; if not give an estimate of over/under estimation
· Is the equipment, travel etc. reasonable for the size and type of project proposed?
· Do the personnel proposed have the required expertise and credibility?
· Are all partners expected to have or to be able to create the necessary resources for carrying out the proposed projects the proposed action cost-effective?
· For Assessment actions, no financial contribution will be made to cost categories Durable equipment, Computing, IPR costs and Overheads. Costs for prototypes in close to production conditions are reimbursable.

II.
General comments

These actions will not be evaluated with Part B necessarily anonymous. When applying the general evaluation criteria given above due consideration should be given to the following points.

For Assessment actions the proposal should include a description of the initial status of the equipment or material based on which a factory acceptance test would be carried out. The users should indicate target specifications for a site acceptance test as well as final target specifications.

Assessment projects will be co-ordinated to maximise the complementarily of the offers, to broaden the user communities and to stimulate exchange of knowledge and expertise.

III.
Weights and thresholds

The following weights and thresholds apply for Assessment actions

Criterion
Weight
Threshold
Min.Score

1
4
-

2
1
2

3
1
-

4
2
3

5
2
4

2.G.
Specific issues for Best Practice Actions

I.
Issues related to E.1 and E.2

1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation

a) The quality of the research proposed and its contribution to addressing the key scientific and technological issues for achieving the objectives of the programme and/or key action;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Are business/service objectives specified? Is it specified how they will be measured? 

· Will the proposed action contribute to increasing take-up of European technology, of specific achievements in particular, or of any key issues relevant to the IST Programme?Indicate the strengths and weaknesses
b) The originality, degree of innovation and progress beyond the state of the art, taking into account the level of risk associated with the project;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed measure contribute in stimulating the innovation potential – in market or technology terms - of European industry and/or the science and technology base?
· Does the proposal contain a thorough description of the state of the art of the current practices, processes and/or operations? 
· Does the proposal identify the degree of improvement of these practices, processes or operations for the user organisation by well-founded, mature and established but insufficiently deployed methods and technologies including specific targets to be achieved?
· Is an overview of the status of the technology to be transferred given?
· Indicate the strengths and weaknesses
c) The adequacy of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan for achieving the scientific and technological objectives.
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the approach, methodology and work plan appropriate for pursuing the objectives of the proposed action?

· Is the proposed project based on an identified baseline project within the user organisation? 
· Are the business objectives/ administrative needs identified and measurable and are they addressed by the objectives?

·  Is the proposed project based on an identified baseline project within the user organisation? 
· Are the business objectives/ administrative needs identified and measurable and are they addressed by the objectives? Is there a clear element of “Measurement and evaluation of results”?
· Indicate strengths and weaknesses
2. Community added value and contribution to EC policies

a) The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to solving problems at the European level and that the expected impact of carrying out the work at European level would be greater than the sum of the impacts of national projects;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Does the proposal clearly identify what European-level issues it addresses?
· Is there a clear description of the European dimension of the action, indicating that there is a wider community (and not merely the participants themselves) which will benefit 
b) The European added value of the consortium - the need to establish a critical mass in human and financial terms and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available Europe-wide in different organisations;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposers be able to undertake the activities needed at the European level?
· Note that accompanying measure proposals may be submitted by a single organisation
c) The project’s contribution to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including “horizontal” policies, such as towards SMEs, etc.) or addressing problems connected with standardisation and regulation.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· To which EU policies could, to your knowledge, the proposed actions contribute?
· Are you aware of certain EU policies with which the objectives of the proposal are not in line?
· Note that social objectives are addressed in the next criterion
3. Contribution to Community social objectives

a) The contribution of the project to improving the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions);

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion (if applicable):
· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
b) The contribution of the project to improving employment prospects and the use and development of skills in Europe;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Does the action particularly focus on improving employment prospects in Europe?
· To what extent does it contribute to the use and development of skills in Europe

c) The contribution of the project to preserving and/or enhancing the environment and the minimum use/conservation of natural resources.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion (if applicable):

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
If criterion 3a and 3c has no relevance to the project, the criterion should be scored on criterion 3b only.

4. Economic development and S&T prospects
a) The possible contribution to growth, in particular the usefulness and range of applications and quality of the exploitation plans, including the credibility of the partners to carry out the exploitation activities for the RTD results arising from the proposed project and/or the wider economic impact of the project;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Does the proposal describe in detail the business/service relevance and potential commercial impact for the user(s)?
· Does the proposal describe how the anticipated results will be exploited and deployed internally within this (these) organisation(s)?
b) The strategic impact of the proposed project and its potential to improve competitiveness and the development of applications markets for the partners and the users of the RTD results;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· What is the potential strategic impact of the proposed action?
· Does the proposal identify the business/service communities who will benefit from the results?
· Indicate the markets and products
c) The contribution to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination strategies for the expected results, choice of target groups, etc.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Are the dissemination activities adequate, well targeted and planned credibly?
· Does the proposer commit to disseminate the experience and to allow its transfer to other parties?
5. Resources, partnership and management

a) 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. In addition, the tools to be used for monitoring project progress, including the quality of specified indicators of impact and performance, and ensuring good communication within the project consortium;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is an appropriate management structure proposed?

· Are conflict resolution procedures foreseen?

· Has the co-ordinator sufficient expertise in managing projects?

· Is the workplan clear, well designed with clear and achievable milestone?
· Are adequate tools foreseen for the management?
b) The quality of the partnership and involvement of users and/or other actors in the field when appropriate; in particular, the scientific/technical competence and expertise and the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the consortium led by the user(s)?

· Are the technical competencies and expertise, the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners/subcontractors identified and appropriate?

· Is professional support from technology, know-how, training or consultancy providers included?

c) 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.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the proposed action cost-effective in general?
· Is the manpower proposed seen to be adequate; if not give an estimate of over/under estimation?
· Is the equipment, travel etc. reasonable for the size and type of project proposed?
· Is the personnel proposed having the required expertise and credibility?
· Are all partners expected to have or to be able to create the necessary resources for carrying out the proposed projects the proposed action cost-effective?
II.
General comments

Take-up Actions can be executed by one contractor, but need to have a convincing European added value in its results. and will not be evaluated with Part B anonymous. 

For "Best Practice" actions the individual experiment/punctual action steps must be described in the context of the real business case. A separate description of this underlying baseline project/target application - in terms of technical and business parameters - must be included. Choice and justification for each of the new practices including the supporting technologies (with comparison of not chosen options) should be given (e.g. new methodologies, technologies, hardware and/or software tools, subcontracted experts, etc. -whatever is applicable for the experiment).

 III.
Weights and thresholds

The following weights and thresholds apply for Best Practise actions.

Criterion
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score

1
2
3

2
1
2

3
2
-

4
3
3

5
2
3

2.H.
Specific issues for Trials

I.
Issues related to E.1 and E.2

1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation

a) The quality of the research proposed and its contribution to addressing the key scientific and technological issues for achieving the objectives of the programme and/or key action;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed action contribute to increasing take-up of European technology, of specific achievements in particular, or of any key issues relevant to the IST Programme?
· Are specific technical and business/administrative targets to be achieved clearly identified?

· Indicate the strengths and weaknesses

b) The originality, degree of innovation and progress beyond the state of the art, taking into account the level of risk associated with the project;
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposed measure contribute in stimulating the innovation potential – in market or technology terms - of European industry and/or the science and technology base?
· Is the consortium aware of the state of the art of technology/current practice in their field?
· Does the proposal describe the technology being the object of the trial, together with its degree of innovation?
· Is the technology promising, but not yet fully established?
· Does the proposal explain the originality, degree of innovative use and progress beyond the state of the art including specific targets to be achieved?
· Is there an overview of the business/service case for this action?
· Indicate the strengths and weaknesses
c) The adequacy of the chosen approach, methodology and work plan for achieving the scientific and technological objectives.
Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the approach, methodology and work plan appropriate for pursuing the objectives of the proposed action?

· Is there a clear element of “Measurement and evaluation of results”?
· Does the proposal identify a real case that drives the trial and is the choice appropriate to drive future exploitation by the suppliers?
· Indicate strengths and weaknesses
2. Community added value and contribution to EC policies

a) The European dimension of the problem. The extent to which the project would contribute to solving problems at the European level and that the expected impact of carrying out the work at European level would be greater than the sum of the impacts of national projects;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Does the proposal clearly identify what European-level issues it addresses?
· Is there a clear description of the European dimension of the action, indicating that there is a wider community (and not merely the participants themselves) which will benefit 
b) The European added value of the consortium - the need to establish a critical mass in human and financial terms and the combination of complementary expertise and resources available Europe-wide in different organisations;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Will the proposers be able to undertake the activities needed at the European level?
· Note that accompanying measure proposals may be submitted by a single organisation
c) The project’s contribution to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including “horizontal” policies, such as towards SMEs, etc.) or addressing problems connected with standardisation and regulation.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· To which EU policies could, to your knowledge, the proposed actions contribute?
· Are you aware of certain EU policies with which the objectives of the proposal are not in line?
· Note that supporting information on Community policy is given in Appendix J
· Note that social objectives are addressed in the next criterion 

3. Contribution to Community social objectives

a) The contribution of the project to improving the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions);

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion (if applicable):
· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
b) The contribution of the project to improving employment prospects and the use and development of skills in Europe;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Does the action particularly focus on improving employment prospects in Europe?
· To what extent does it contribute to the use and development of skills in Europe

c) The contribution of the project to preserving and/or enhancing the environment and the minimum use/conservation of natural resources.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion (if applicable):

· Do you expect a direct or indirect impact on this aspect from the proposed work?
· Which impact, and is it to be considered positive or negative?
If criterion 3a and 3c has no relevance to the project, the criterion should be scored on criterion 3b only.

4. Economic development and S&T prospects
a) The possible contribution to growth, in particular the usefulness and range of applications and quality of the exploitation plans, including the credibility of the partners to carry out the exploitation activities for the RTD results arising from the proposed project and/or the wider economic impact of the project;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· Does the proposal describe in detail the business/service relevance and potential commercial impact for the user and supplier organisations?
· Does the proposal describe how the anticipated results will be exploited and deployed respectively by these organisations?
b) The strategic impact of the proposed project and its potential to improve competitiveness and the development of applications markets for the partners and the users of the RTD results;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion:
· What is the potential strategic impact of the proposed action?
· Does the proposal identify the wider community who will benefit from the results?
· Does the proposal include a plan for the supplier organisations to target these communities?
c) The contribution to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination strategies for the expected results, choice of target groups, etc.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Do the supplier partners provide credible plans to carry out exploitation activities?
· Do the user organisations commit to further use if the experience gained?
· Are the dissemination activities adequate, well targeted and planned credibly?
5. Resources, partnership and management

a) 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. In addition, the tools to be used for monitoring project progress, including the quality of specified indicators of impact and performance, and ensuring good communication within the project consortium;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is an appropriate management structure proposed?

· Are conflict resolution procedures foreseen?

· Has the co-ordinator sufficient expertise in managing projects?

· Is the workplan clear, well designed with clear and achievable milestone?
· Are adequate tools foreseen for the management?
b) The quality of the partnership and involvement of users and/or other actors in the field when appropriate; in particular, the scientific/technical competence and expertise and the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners;

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is there a strong involvement of users and user/supplier co-operation including joint evaluation of the results?

· Are the technical competencies and expertise, the roles and functions within the consortium and the complementarity of the partners/subcontractors identified and appropriate?

c) 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.

Issues to be considered in view of this criterion: 

· Is the proposed action cost-effective in general?
· Is the manpower proposed seen to be adequate; if not give an estimate of over/under estimation?
· Is the equipment, travel etc. reasonable for the size and type of project proposed?
· Is the personnel proposed having the required expertise and credibility?
· Are all partners expected to have or to be able to create the necessary resources for carrying out the proposed projects the proposed action cost-effective?
II.
General comments

Take-up Actions can be executed by one partner, but need to have a convincing European added value in its results. and will not be evaluated with Part B anonymous. 

For "Trials", the status of technology, which is trialed, should be specified, together with its degree of innovation, and a description of current practice should be provided along with the new solution to be introduced. There must also be a separate description of the user business case(s)/ administrative needs, which is driving the Trial - in terms of technical and business parameters. The text should clearly specify where the innovation lies, keeping in mind that innovation can be in the form of novel technologies or novel applications of technology (e.g. new solutions, new operational practices etc.).

 
III.
Weights and thresholds

The following weights and thresholds apply for Trials.

Criterion
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score

1
3


2
1
2

3
1
-

4
3
3

5
2
3

2.I.
Specific issues for FET actions

The FET programme is implemented in two parts: the open domain and proactive initiatives.

The open domain follows a 2-step process for proposal submission and evaluation which is described in separate Evaluation Guidelines, developed specifically for FET-Open.

Proactive initiatives consist of clusters of closely interacting projects that form as much as possible a coherent whole. Each individual project or research task is seen as part of a broader effort for advancing towards the long-term visions and objectives of the initiative.

The evaluation of proposals to proactive initiative calls follows the general principles and procedures described in the present Evaluation Guidelines but with some adjustments to account for the integrated and long-term nature of the project clusters:

First, evaluation by mail (i.e. by experts working in their own premises) is used in FET-Proactive – as well as in FET-Open – in order to ensure that all the expertise needed to assess any given proposal can be obtained.

Second, after the individual evaluation by 3 or more experts (E1/E2 forms) there is a single panel for each proactive initiative where all discussions take place. There are no separate “consensus meetings” but consensus is developed within the panel itself.  The panel is also instructed to see each individual proposal as a potential part of a broader effort for advancing towards the long-term objectives of the proactive initiative. Therefore, the panel establishes its proposal ranking by considering both the individual merit of proposals as well as their inter-relations and synergies.

Furthermore, in FET-Proactive, the following specific issues are also considered when assessing proposals in relation to the first evaluation criterion (scientific/technological quality and innovation):

· Contribution of proposal to advancing towards the long-term visions / objectives of the proactive initiative
· Whether the proposal addresses the key scientific and technological challenges of the proactive initiative
· Whether the proposal identifies potential cross-project activities and mechanisms to co-ordinate research and to maintain adequate interaction and information exchange with other projects in the same proactive initiative

Weights and thresholds

The following weights and thresholds apply to FET actions:


FET Open step 1
FET Open step 2
FET Pro-active

Criterion
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score
Weight
Threshold/
Min.Score

1
5
3
4
3
4
3

2
1
-
1
3
1
1

3
1
-
1
-
1
-

4
2
-
2
-
2
-

5
1
-
2
2
2
2

2.J.
Specific issues for evaluation of RTD proposals for Action line IST-2002-5.1.15 CPA15 – proposals with audio/visual supplementary material

Proposers for action line IST-2002-5.1.15 CPA15 Technology platforms for cultural and arts creative expressions have been given the option to submit together with the proposal an audio/visual supplementary presentation of the proposal. This presentation is in multimedia format: CD-ROM; DVD; Video cassette (EU standard formats, preferred PAL); Web site addresses (access will be made during the week of 11 March, 2002).

If a proposal for an RTD action for CPA15 contains such an audio/visual supplementary presentation, this will be shown to the evaluators of the proposal after they have finished the evaluation of the written part of the proposal and have completed and signed their individual E1 and E2 forms, but before the consensus meeting for the proposal is held. The evaluators will view the multimedia presentation together with the moderator, and will be able to take the presentation into account when they make the final evaluation of the proposal and completes the forms E3 and E4 in the consensus meeting. The evaluators should make reference in the E3 and E4 - and later in the ESR – to any audio/visual material and its impact on the evaluation result.

Appendix 3 - Grant Applications

General Instruction for form completion

The evaluation of a Grant Application in the IST Programme conforms to the weighting and thresholds of an Accompanying Measure

E4

The responsible Commission official will complete the first four eligibility criteria (presence of the three parts of the application and receipt at  the ESP at least five months in advance
) on the E4 before issuing it to the evaluators. Applications failing on these criteria are not issued to evaluators; the Commission official directly completes the ESR as “Eligible - No” with an explanatory comment.

A photocopy of the E4 form is issued to two independent evaluators. After reading the grant application they should complete their copy individually, confirming or otherwise the last eligibility criterion (trans-national objective) and scoring on each of the assessment criteria; then signing and dating the form.

The responsible PO receives both forms and will draft an E4 consensus form, or if convenient the evaluators will do this jointly.
. In the case where the differences in the results of the two evaluators are significant, the PO will consult the evaluators on their arguments and if necessary bring them in contact to reach consensus. (Should it not be possible for the two evaluators to reach a consensus, a third evaluator may be brought in, to establish either a consensus or a majority view on the points at issue).

The evaluators should sign a consensus E4 for the grant application, showing the calculated weighted score, and an appropriate integer score between 0-5.

ESR

Using the individual E4s, the responsible PO will draft the ESR, using the scores and comments of the evaluators on each of the criteria and showing the overall integer score. Where an application has failed because of eligibility criteria or one of the thresholds, this must be stated explicitly on the form, in the sections “Eligibility” or “General/overall comments” as appropriate.

The ESR should be approved and signed by the evaluators. A copy without signatures is returned to the applicants.

GRANT APPLICATIONS

Issues to be considered

Evaluation is based on the five FP5 criteria. Possible scores for each are:

0 -
Unsatisfactory (the application fails to address the issue under examination or cannot be judged against the criterion due to missing or incomplete information)

1 -
Poor

2 -
Fair

3 -
Good

4 -
Very good

5 -
Excellent
Short comments should explain the score given. Any suggestions for modifications should be clearly explained. 

Eligibility - Trans national objective: The conference/workshop/seminar/exhibition for which the grant is requested should further co-operation between actors from different Member States, or even more broadly. It should address issues of more than merely national relevance.

1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation (Threshold - 3) 

Does the event feature scientific and technical work of high quality? Does its main subject relate to the key scientific and technological issues of the programme and/or key action? Does it complement and support the programme’s objectives? Are invited participants leading edge?
2. Community added-value and contribution to EU policies (Threshold - 4)
Is the event addressing issues at the European level and/or will it attract a Europe-wide audience? Is the expected impact of carrying out the event at European level greater than the sum of the impacts of national events? Will EU funding enhance the international aspects? Will the event contribute to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including “horizontal” policies, such as those towards SMEs, etc.)? Does it involve issues connected with standardisation and regulation?

3. Contribution to Community social objectives

Does the event relate to:

· improving the quality of life and health and safety (including working conditions);

· improving employment prospects and the use and development of skills in Europe;

· preserving and/or enhancing the environment and the minimum use/conservation of natural resources?

4. Economic development and S&T prospects

Does the event contribute to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination of RTD results? Does the event stimulate support of economic growth? Is there a possible strategic impact, improving European competitiveness and the development of equipment or applications markets? 

5. Resources, partnership and management (Threshold - 2)
Are the applicants capable of carrying out the activity? Are resources used efficiently? Is the budget appropriate to the activity (adequate in size, no profit or unnecessary expense)? Is the event adequately planned, will it be adequately publicised to the appropriate target audience? Is the approach appropriate, clear, consistent, efficient, complete?

Overall

Any general/ overall comments not given elsewhere, including any proposals for modifications (quantified if possible)

GRANT APPLICATION

E4 FORM

INDIVIDUAL

Application No. ____________  Title: ___________________________________

Eligibility:
Application complete:

Section 1.1 (organisation details)
YES / NO

Section 1.2 (description and budget)
YES / NO

Section 1.3 (supporting documentation)
YES / NO

Application submitted five months in advance
YES / NO

Trans-national objective
YES / NO

1.
Scientific/technological quality and innovation 
(T=3)

x2


Comments:
2.
Community added value and contribution to EC policies
(T=4)

x3


Comments:
3.
Contribution to Community social objectives


x2


Comments:
4.
Economic development and S&T prospects


x2

Comments:
5.
Resources, partnership and management
(T=2)

x1

Comments:

Weighted score





Overall score




General/overall comments:







Signed: 







date:

GRANT APPLICATION

E4 FORM

CONSENSUS

Application No. ____________  Title: ___________________________________

Eligibility:
Application complete:

Section 1.1 (organisation details)
YES / NO

Section 1.2 (description and budget)
YES / NO

Section 1.3 (supporting documentation)
YES / NO

Application submitted five months in advance
YES / NO

Trans-national objective
YES / NO

1.
Scientific/technological quality and innovation 
(T=3)

x2


Comments:
2.
Community added value and contribution to EC policies
(T=4)

x3


Comments:
3.
Contribution to Community social objectives


x2


Comments:
4.
Economic development and S&T prospects


x2

Comments:
5.
Resources, partnership and management
(T=2)

x1

Comments:

Weighted score





Overall score




General/overall comments:







Signed: 







date:

GRANT APPLICATION

EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORT

Application No. ____________  Title: ___________________________________

Eligibility: 






YES / NO

IF NO*: Comments.

*(ineligible applications are not subject to evaluation)

1.
Scientific/technological quality and innovation




Comments:
2.
Community added value and contribution to EC policies




Comments:
3.
Contribution to Community social objectives




Comments:
4.
Economic development and S&T prospects




Comments:
5.
Resources, partnership and management




Comments:

Overall score





General/overall comments:
Appendix 4 - Panel Report

Panel report

Before a panel meeting held under Commission moderation and reported by the Panel Rapporteur, the panel members will receive the C.2, E.3, E.4 and A.2 of the proposals under discussion. They can request the Area Co-ordinator to have access to the proposal and additional evaluation material (e.g. E.1s or E.2s). After being informed on all the proposals, with further oral presentations if needed, the panel will proceed to rank all of the proposals for the Area. In exceptional cases, which must be clearly documented in the panel’s report, they may decide to adapt the E.4 of one or more proposals as presented by the consensus meeting. 

The panel will present its conclusions and a complete account of their deliberations in the panel report in the format shown below. 

Panel report layout

1. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

This Panel report covers the following Action Lines of the IST WP 1999

· << nb AL>> << name AL>>

· <<nb AL>> <<name AL>>

· …

<<NOTE: Every panel must follow the procedures given in the FP5 manual. The methods of the panel should therefore not be described here, unless specific elements have an important effect on the outcome of the Panel.>>
<<Short reference to a general description in the overall area report, including description of which types of actions (RTD, Take-Up actions, Support measures) were covered by the panel. Only deviations from the general description should be mentioned here. >>

The following table gives an overview of proposals in the area.

<<EVOP Report Overview of Area <<label of area>> in <<id of the KA>>

2. ANALYSIS OF RECEIVED PROPOSALS

· Description of the coverage of the area.

· Important problems encountered which are relevant to the evaluation and ranking process.

· <<NOTE: This is not the place to discuss evaluation operations aspects. IF necessary, one could make a separate document for the programme management.>>
3. PROPOSAL RANKING

The Panel recommends that a decision of the Commission on funding of proposals will follow the ranking as given in the following table(s) A - C:

<< the ranked list of proposals, if needed split for shared cost R&D, Take up and Accompanying measures other than take up>>
<<Short comments per proposal explaining the relevance and any considerations of the panel leading to the ranking. >>

XXXXX-ACRO: <<some comments on the proposal
>>

…….

XXXXX-ACRO: <<some comments on the proposal>>

<<For all lists. The list of proposal comments is a single list and ordered by number. >>

Table A: Ranked Proposals (RTD)

Group
Proposal Number
Proposal Acronym
Overall score
Total cost proposed by consortium (K€)
Funding requested by consortium (K€)
3rd country*

1







2







3







4







(*name third countries involved, if any)

Table B: Ranked Proposals (Take-U Actions)

Group
Proposal Number
Proposal Acronym
Overall score
Total cost proposed by consortium (K€)
Funding requested by consortium (K€)
3rd country*

1







2







3







4







(*name third countries involved, if any)

Table C: Ranked Proposals (Support Measures)

Group
Proposal Number
Proposal Acronym
Overall score
Total cost proposed by consortium (K€)
Funding requested by consortium (K€)
3rd country*

1







2







3







4







(*name third countries involved, if any)

4. CLUSTERING OF RANKED PROPOSALS

<<Any suggestions if appropriate>> 

5. THIRD COUNTRY PARTICIPATION AND BURSARIES IN RANKED PROPOSALS

<<Comments on mutual benefits and relevance of 3rd country participant. This does not relate to associated and pre-adhesion state participation>>

<<List of Bursaries related to ranked proposals if applicable>>
6. NON RANKED PROPOSALS

The following table provides the list of proposals which have not been ranked due to ineligibility (C1, C2) or the score of at least one of the criteria below threshold.

Table D: Non-ranked proposals (RTD and Demonstration)

Proposal Number
Proposal Acronym
Failing



Eligibility: C1/C2
Threshold: Crit x





















Table E: Non-ranked proposals (Take-Up Actions)

Proposal Number
Proposal Acronym
Failing



Eligibility: C1/C2
Threshold: Crit x





















Table D: Non-ranked proposals (Support measures)

Proposal Number
Proposal Acronym
Failing



Eligibility: C1/C2
Threshold: Crit x





















The final panel report, with the ESR’s annexed, will be signed by the Panel Rapporteur and the Area Co-ordinator on behalf of the panel. 

Appendix 5 - Policy issues

I. Commission industrial policy and standardisation

1. Industrial context of the Framework Programme 

The industrial policy of the Community aims at creating a knowledge-based society with enterprises operating on markets open to international competition. This policy is intended to foster innovation, sustainable development and the removal of obstacles to change. It encourages flexibility, knowledge investments and risk-taking, and the spread of information and know-how. In addition, it seeks to promote Europe as a location for investment by companies, whatever their origin, and to enhance the competitiveness of European industry in an increasingly globalised context 

2. Information Society Standardisation

The commercial and technical environment for Information and Communication Technologies and its impact on citizens and consumers have changed over recent years. There has been a marked decline in the importance of formal standards (i.e., ISO, CEN, ETSI, etc.). This arises from the comparatively long time taken to draw up formal standards, by comparison with the rapid product life-cycle times and the associated cycle of profits, that are characteristic of the market in ICT. Instead, proprietary specifications, and consortium agreements outside the structures of formal standardisation are increasingly dominating this field.

As a consequence, the standardisation system has developed a new concept: Information Society Standardisation (ISS). This concept is much broader than ICT standardisation. It encompasses: technical specifications, business practices, services, and quality issues for the implementation of the information society. ISS has to rely on a broad range of deliverables as a response to its more diverse objectives such as dissemination of best practices, self-regulation, taking the public interest into account and protecting consumers. 

As a consequence, ISS should correspond to these new realities and reflect its objectives: to contribute to the further development of the internal market, in particular as regards public procurement; to facilitate the use of standards and new deliverables to increase industrial competitiveness; and to serve society’s interests in the protection of consumers and in the protection of human rights.

3. Aspects to be considered in the evaluation

In the light of the foregoing, experts are invited to consider a number of points related to EU industrial policy and standardisation in carrying out their task. This relates to part C of the proposals, and to Forms E.2: The evaluation criteria involved are: 

Criterion 2c) The extent to which a project contributes to the implementation or the evolution of one or more EU policies (including horizontal policies, such as towards SMEs, etc.) or addressing problems connected with standardisation and regulation.
Criterion 4b) The strategic impact of the proposed project and its potential to improve competitiveness and the development of applications markets for the partners and the users of the RTD results

Criterion 4c) The contribution to European technological progress and in particular the dissemination strategies for the expected results, choice of target groups, etc.

It is suggested that, when relevant, the following questions could be addressed in evaluating the extent to which proposals take EU industrial policies, ISS and associated aspects into account.

a) On issues of European industrial policy

· Will the proposal contribute to the adjustment of industry to structural changes? 

· Will the intended results of the proposal promote an environment that is favourable to co-operation between undertakings?

· Will the proposal contribute to strengthening the scientific and technological basis of Community industry in general?

b) On issues of standardisation

· Are the participants aware of relevant existing or planned standardisation activities?

· Should the project address ISS standardisation issues, and if it should, does it do so?

· If the project addresses standardisation aspects, does it do so in a systematic way, with the involvement of appropriate manpower, organisation of consensus building, and co-operation with the standardisation bodies?

· Will the standardisation activities (in the broad sense described above) described in the proposal start early enough to make it possible for the standardisation process to make an impact on the project when it is needed?

· If ISS standards issues are addressed, or should be, does the proposal intend to treat the question of IPRs from the research results in such a way that they can be used in standards?

II. Ethical issues

For all work supported within the Fifth Framework Programme, it is required that all relevant ethical issues and safeguards have been adequately taken into account, and ethical principles are respected. In the IST programme, the form C.2, completed by the evaluators, contains the eligibility criterion 3:

Have relevant ethical issues been adequately taken into account in the proposal; is the proposed research compliant with fundamental ethical principles, if relevant?

Among others, the following points should be considered.

1. Observance of confidentiality of personally identifiable data

Following a Commission directive
, all Member states are required to have implemented personal data protection legislation. All research involving any form of personally identifiable data must conform to national regulations in this matter. Research involving personal medical and genetic data is particularly sensitive, and the highest standards of confidentiality must be applied.

2. Protection of human dignity, protection of minors

Experts should be mindful of the potential use of the research output, for example concerning harmful or illegal content on the Internet, particularly related to the protection of minors and human dignity.

3. Respect for ownership of personal and intellectual property

Research using personal or intellectual property of research subjects should respect the ethical and legal interests of the subjects
. As well as protecting the confidentiality of data, the research design should respect the fact that such data may the property of another.

4. Respect for equality and justice in research design

EU funded research must respect sexual equality and fundamental freedoms and human rights.

As indicated in the supporting notes for form C.2., a proposal should fail on this eligibility criterion if evaluators are aware and have a strong opinion that the research might lead to applications or include demonstrations that run counter to these or other generally accepted ethical principles.

Appendix 6 - Glossary

Accompanying measures
A type of RTD action, defined as such in Annex IV of the decision on FP5, contributing to the implementation of a programme or the preparation of future activities

Action line
The detailed elements of an individual Key Action

Area (Research Area)
A well-defined and coherent group of Action Lines or parts of Action Lines, to which a group of proposals are directed, and where they are subsequently evaluated and ranked in order of merit

Area Co-ordinator
Senior Commission official who supervises a Research Area, managing the allocation of proposals, the evaluation process and the panel discussion for the Area

Assistant contractor
A partner associated with a principal contractor in a Community action. An assistant contractor will sign the Contract, but works in a limited part of the RTD action and will have limited rights and liabilities

Associated States
Non-EU countries, which contribute to the funding of the framework programme, thereby entitling project partners from those countries to receive funding from the EU on the same basis as Member States

Cluster
A group of RTD actions working on a common theme or working towards common objectives in an area of interest

Concerted actions
Actions that co-ordinate RTD projects already funded

Consensus group
The readers/evaluators of a particular proposal, who meet together under Commission moderation to assess and score that proposal

Continuous submission proposals 
Proposals for actions where the Commission accepts submission at any time over a long period of time

Co-ordinator (Co-ordinating contractor)
Lead contractor in a Community action, delegated by the consortium for the role of co-ordination with the Commission

CRAFT
Co-operative Research Action for Technology. A special measure designed to encourage the participation of SMEs in European research projects. It enables at least three mutually independent SMEs from at least two Member States to jointly commission research carried out by a third party

Deliverables
Reports or other practical outcomes of a project’s work

Demonstration projects
Projects designed to prove the viability of new technologies which offer a potential economic advantage but which cannot be commercialised directly

Direct RTD actions
Actions carried out for the Commission by its own Joint Research Centre. A “JRC” component may also be included in work carried out by external contractors

Eligibility criteria
A number of criteria which a proposal must satisfy before it can be allowed to proceed to technical evaluation

ESP (Evaluation Service Provider)
An external contractor hired by the Commission to carry out a number of administrative and logistical support tasks during evaluations

Evaluation criteria
Five specific criteria fixed by Commission decision for the evaluation of proposals within the Fifth Framework Programme

FET
Future and Emerging Technologies, a component of the research carried out within the IST Programme

Fixed deadline proposals
Proposals received for actions where the Commission imposed a fixed deadline for receipt of proposals

Framework Programme (FP)
The multi-annual (normally five-year) programme of EC RTD Policy defining broad priorities and the overall sums of money to be allocated. It is implemented through specific programmes making up the four activities mandated by the Maastricht Treaty

Horizontal Programme
A specific programme of the framework programme covering an aspect of research applicable to all research domains, such as international co-operation, innovation, and training. The Framework Programme’s first activity is comprised of several thematic programmes, whereas its second, third, and fourth activities are horizontal programmes

INCO
A specific programme within the Fifth Framework Programme “Confirming the international role of community research”, which offers bursaries to young researchers from developing countries

Indirect RTD actions
Actions carried out for the Commission by external contractors following evaluation and negotiation of their proposals

IST Programme
User-friendly Information Society specific programme – Information Society Technologies Programme

JRC
Joint Research Centre of the European Commission

Key Action (KA)
Key actions, an innovation of the Fifth Framework Programme, are clusters of research projects, both small and large, which bring together activities - ranging from basic research, through applied and generic research, to development and demonstration - in a coherent whole, in order to target them strategically on a common European challenge or problem

Member 
A type of participant in a Concerted action/thematic network

Model contracts
Standard forms of contract offered by the Commission

Moderating PO
Commission project officer who moderates a consensus group meeting (and also provides general support to the Area Co-ordinator)

Panel
A group of evaluators who have collectively read all the proposals in a particular Area (or sub-area), and after discussion rank them in order of merit for the Area (sub-area)

Panel rapporteur
An evaluator selected to prepare the panel report for his Area (with the support of other panel members)

Panel report
A summary report for a research Area, indicating the recommended ranking of proposals in the Area and the reasons for reaching these conclusions

PIM
Programme Integration and Management – a post evaluation strategic review

Principal contractor 
Participant in a Community action with whom a contract is signed

Programme Committee
Committee of representatives from Member States and Associated States assisting in the management of a specific programme

Proposal rapporteur
The reader of a proposal who is nominated to complete the evaluation forms for it, and present the conclusions to the Area panel

Reader
An external expert (evaluator) assigned to study a particular proposal in detail

Research Area
See Area

RN
Research Networking, a component of the research carried out within the IST Programme

RTD Actions
Any action admissible under one of the Community RTD programmes in FP5 (see Annex IV of FP5 decision and IST Workprogramme)

RTD (or R&D) projects
Shared cost projects in FP5 for research, technological development and demonstrations whose goal is to obtain new knowledge in order to develop or improve products, process or services and/or meet the needs of Community policies. 

SME
Small and Medium-sized Enterprises. For the Fifth Framework Programme, the common definition used throughout the Commission is being applied. This means a maximum of 250 employees, a turnover of less than €40 million or a balance sheet of less than €27 million, and less than 25% owned by one, or more, non-SMEs - except an investment or venture capital company not exercising control

SME Co-operative research projects 
See CRAFT

SME Exploratory awards
Support, lasting no longer than 12 months, for preparation and exploration of an RTD proposal in one of the Specific programmes of FP5

Specific programmes
Detailed RTD programmes that implement FP5. They set out objectives for action in RTD areas or horizontal activities to be supported and the sums of money available for such support 

Support measures
Activities in IST which run in parallel with RTD projects and are employed to prepare, support and facilitate the rapid take-up and transfer of technologies, experiences and know-how gained in the execution of RTD. This category includes Take-up measures, Concerted Actions and Thematic Networks, Accompanying Measures, SME support and training fellowships.

Technology Implementation Plan (TIP)
Report associated with an action indicating how the knowledge gained will be used

Thematic Programme
A specific programme in FP5 covering a particular, though broad, research area such as the life sciences or information society. The Fifth Framework Programme’s first activity is comprised of several thematic programmes, whereas its second, third, and fourth activities are horizontal programmes

Third country
A country other than an EU state or Associated State

Threshold
A minimum score which must be achieved for a proposal to remain in evaluation. These are given in the IST Annex to the FP5 Manual of Evaluation Operations

Weighting
A process whereby individual evaluation criteria are assigned more or less significance, according to the nature of the action concerned. Weightings are dependent of the type of action considered and defined in the IST Annex to the FP5 manual of evaluation procedures

Work programme
A detailed description of the Action Lines and themes required to achieve the objectives of a Thematic Programme







� Whenever a masculine form (e.g. “he”) is used, the feminine form (e.g. “she”) is meant as well. For easy reading however he/she is not used throughout





� For very wide-ranging areas, several panels may be involved. These would meet individually, and then their results may be consolidated in integration meetings under Commission moderation (see below) if their results are to be reported jointly.


( Note that the thresholds and weightings for the specific type of actions need to be looked up in the IST Specific Evaluation Manual Annex (Appendix 3 of this Guide)


� See later sections of this Appendix  for specific issues concerning Take-up Measures accompanying the Programme


� Evidently, a day or two short is not significant; a month short would be. The PO must make a reasonable judgement of whether or not the applicants have tried to respect the notice period.


� or, if convenient, the evaluators may do this jointly


� These comments should include any issues on how to handle proposals addressing similar research in the ranking, for example clearly identify priorities between such proposals. 


� Directive 95/46/EC


� cf Recommendation R(97)5. Experts may wish to consult the various Opinions published by the European Group on Ethics in Science and the New Technologies (the EGE). Opinion no. 6 involves ethical aspects of prenatal diagnosis, Opinion no. 11 involves ethical aspects of human tissue banking; a forthcoming Opinion will deal with ethical issues of information technologies in health care.


� cf Communication on harmful and illegal content on Internet: Green Paper on the protection of minors and human dignity in audiovisual and information services


� cf Directive 96/9/EC Legal protection of databases:  Directive 93/98/EEC Harmonising protection of copyright:  Directive 91/250/EEC Legal protection of computer programmes
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