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Introduction

In the 2nd Call of the IST Programme, published on 1st October 1999
, notice was given that the Programme could offer partial financial support for conferences, workshops, seminars and exhibitions, addressing any part of the Programme. Such applications, which must arrive at least five months in advance of the event, may be made at any time up to 14th June 2002.

Grant applications, as any other proposal to the IST Programme, are evaluated by a team of external evaluators, using the standard five criteria applied to all proposals, namely:

1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation 

2. Community added value and contribution to EC policies

3. Contribution to Community social objectives

4. Economic development and S&T prospects

5. Resources, partnership and management

To the scores given in each of these criteria are applied the threshold scores and weighting factors which have been determined for the evaluation of Accompanying Measures within the IST Programme, as defined in Annex I of the 5th Framework Programme Evaluation Manual.

Grant evaluation procedure

1. Evaluation and Implementation Overview

All grant applications are completed following the instruction given in Part 2F of the IST Programme Guide for Proposers, and are allotted for evaluation by Commission services to the part of the Programme (Key Action or Action Line) most closely identified with the objectives of the planned event.

A Project Officer from the responsible Key Action will supervise the evaluation the application as described below. He/she may call in specifically appointed evaluators to carry out the evaluation, take advantage of suitably-qualified evaluators who are present for another evaluation action taking place at the same time, or may use remote evaluation, according to circumstances. A minimum of two independent experts will be used, in the event of a broad disagreement over the merits of the proposed event, further experts may be brought in by the Commission Project Officer in order to resolve the issues.

All eligible, above-threshold applications will then be considered by the Director of the Key Action for recommendation to the Director-General for funding. It is within the discretion of the Director to propose funding all, some or none of the eligible above-threshold applications. He/she may also offer an applicant a sum lower than the one requested, or to attach explicit conditions to the offer of the grant. In these matters the Director will take into account the advice of the evaluators. The Director-General in turn makes a final recommendation to the members of the European Commission for a formal Commission Decision.

In the event of a favourable decision a contract for funding will be established with the applicant. This will be based on an examination of the finances of the proposed event and discussion with the applicant, such that only eligible costs are taken into consideration in the calculation of the Commission funding, and no unnecessary or excessive expenses are funded The contract discussion will also formalise any other conditions on which the offer of Commission funding is based.

2. Initial screening of applications

Commission services will first screen all received applications:

· Applications on issues not relevant to the Information Society
 will be offered for transfer to a more appropriate Specific Programme within the 5th Framework Programme. If no suitable alternative can be found, the application will be declared ineligible and will not be evaluated.

· Applications for funding an activity other than the staging of a conference, workshop, seminar or exhibition are out-of-scope of the Call (which defines funding only for these specific types of event). The application will be declared ineligible and will not be evaluated.

· Applications on issues relevant to the Programme, for the funding of events of the type specified in the Call, will be allotted for evaluation to an appropriate Key Action or Action Line.

3. Eligibility check

Using a standard form “Grant E4 Form-Individual” (see Annex 1), the responsible Commission Project Officer within the Key Action or Action Line will first complete the first four eligibility conditions given on the form: (presence of parts 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 of the application, and receipt at least five months in advance of the planned event). These eligibility conditions are detailed in the IST Programme Guide for Proposers Part 2F.

If these conditions are fulfilled, a copy of this form along with a copy of the application is given (or sent, if remote evaluation is being used) to the participating evaluators.

If these conditions are not fulfilled, the application will be declared ineligible and will not be evaluated. If the planned event also clearly lacks a trans-national dimension, the Commission Project Officer may similarly terminate the evaluation
, otherwise the judgement on this matter is left to the evaluators (see next step).

4. Evaluation

After reading the application the evaluators will complete their copy of the E4 Individual form independently and without consultation with each other, confirming or otherwise the last eligibility condition “trans-national objective” and scoring on each of the evaluation criteria; then signing and dating the form and returning it to the PO.

The responsible PO will receive the forms and from these will prepare a draft “E4 Form-Consensus” (see Annex 2), or if convenient the evaluators will do this jointly. In the case where the differences in the opinions of the 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 evaluators to reach a consensus, further evaluators may be brought in, to establish either a consensus or a majority view on the points at issue. The final version of the E4 Consensus form will reflect the final agreed consensus or clear majority view of the participating evaluators.

· If, in the opinion of the evaluators, the planned event lacks an adequate international dimension, the E4 Consensus form will show only the “No” score on this eligibility condition, with a brief explanatory comment.

· If the application fails on one or more of the threshold scores applied to the evaluation criteria, scores and comments on each of the five evaluation criteria will be shown, but no weighted or overall score will be provided.

· If the application reaches the threshold scores applied on each criterion, then a calculated weighted score (calculated by the PO using the weighting scheme of Accompanying Measures in the IST Programme) and an appropriate overall score (decided by the evaluators) will also be shown on the E4 Consensus form.

The evaluators will sign or otherwise signify their agreement to the E4 Consensus form.

The PO will prepare an Evaluation Summary Report (ESR) using the data from the E4 Consensus form
. A copy of the ESR will be sent to the grant applicant. The copy of the ESR sent to the applicant will not be signed nor in any way indicate the identity of the experts who carried out the evaluation, who give their opinion to Commission services on the basis of a guarantee of anonymity.

5. Issues to be considered in the evaluation

Scoring system

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 it

    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 recommendations for modifications or conditions attached to the grant should be clearly explained. 

Eligibility – Completeness of application:

The responsible PO will certify the presence of the three parts of the application 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3.

There are four compulsory elements in application part 1.3; Annual accounts, Description and detailed timetable, Detailed forward budget, CV of main persons involved. It may be acceptable if one or more of these items are not included in part 1.3 if they are adequately covered elsewhere in the application.

The level of detail given in the application should be commensurate with the complexity of the planned operation and how far ahead the operation is. If detail is weak, it is within the discretion of the evaluators to recommend further negotiation or more specific information to be supplied to the Commission prior to a final decision on implementation.

Eligibility - Trans national objective:

The event for which the grant is requested should further cooperation between actors from different Member States
, or even more broadly. It should address issues of more than merely national relevance.

Criterion 1. Scientific/technological quality and innovation

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? Has the event attracted other prestigious sponsors?

Threshold - Only applications which achieve a score of 3 or more on this criterion will be considered for implementation
Criterion 2. Community added-value and contribution to EU policies

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 international standardisation and regulation?

Threshold - Only applications which achieve a score of 4 or more on this criterion will be considered for implementation

Criterion 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?

Criterion 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? 

Criterion 5. Resources, partnership and management

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?

Threshold - Only applications which achieve a score of 2 or more on this criterion will be considered for implementation

Overall

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

Annex 1
Form E4 - INDIVIDUAL

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:

Annex 2
Form E4 - CONSENSUS

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:

� Official Journal 1.10.99 ref 1999/C 278/09


� Relevant issues are those identified as Action Lines within the current IST Workprogramme


� Evaluation criterion 2. “Community added-value and contribution to EU policies” implies that the event must have a more-than-national dimension, and a high threshold score of 4 is applied on this criterion. It is therefore an unjustifiable use of resources to fund the evaluation of an application which is plainly defective in this key respect.


� If the ESR differs significantly from the E4 Consensus form, the evaluators must signify their agreement to the contents of the ESR by signing it or by another appropriate means


� Associated States are treated exactly as Member States





