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Priorities 4, 6.1 and 6.2

Guidance Notes for Evaluators

Call  FP6-2002-TREN-1, December 2002

THE SIXTH FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME

The Sixth Framework Programme covers Community

activities in the field of research, technological development

and demonstration (RTD) for the period 2002 to 2006

Integrating and Strengthening the European Research Area

Priority 4

Aeronautics and Space

Priority 6.1

Sustainable Energy Systems

Research activities having an impact 

in the short and medium term

Priority 6.2

Sustainable Surface Transport

Research to support the European Transport Policy 

GUIDANCE NOTES FOR EVALUATORS

Independent experts participating in the evaluation of proposals for the first Call for Proposals with fixed deadline

Call identifier(s): FP6-2002-TREN-1
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1 Evaluation documentation

The evaluation of proposals in these Priorities is based entirely on the “Guidelines on proposal evaluation and selection procedures”, that describe the general principles and the procedures which will be used in the evaluation of proposals.

These guidance notes do not supersede the rules and conditions laid out, in particular, in Council and Parliament Decisions relevant to the Sixth Framework Programme, the Call for proposals or the Guidelines on proposal evaluation and selection procedures.

These guidance notes are prepared on the basis of the above Guidelines and describe the evaluation process in practical detail. 

For the evaluation, you will also need to consult the current Work Programme for the research area to which you are invited for the evaluation, i.e. the related research topics in Priority 4 Aeronautics and Space, 6.1 Sustainable Energy Systems or 6.2 Sustainable Surface transport. The Work Programme provides a detailed description of the content of the research topics, and indicates which types of instruments may be used for each. The Work Programme also contains details on the eligibility and evaluation criteria which will be applied to proposals. 

Additionally, it may be necessary to refer to the  Guides for Proposers for these research areas. These Guides – there is one for each of the instruments used in Priorities 4, 6.1 and 6.2
 – are used by the proposers in preparing their proposals. They describe in detail the contents which are required in proposals for the first Call for Proposals in these priorities, and tell proposers how their proposals should be prepared and submitted.

These documents may be found on the specific call page for these priorities : 

http://fp6.cordis.lu/fp6/call_details.cfm?CALL_ID=9. 

 Four different types of instruments are available to fund activities in therelated research areas:

· Integrated Projects (IP)

· Specific targeted Research Projects (STREP)

· Co-ordination Actions (CA)

· Specific Support Actions (SSA)

Complete details of these instruments’ characteristics, and their application within FP6 can be found at: http://www.cordis.lu/fp6/instruments.htm.

Evaluation criteria and evaluation forms  differ according to the type of instrument. For each proposal which is evaluated, ONLY THE CRITERIA, FORMS AND PROCEDURES APPROPRIATE TO THE TYPE OF INSTRUMENT MUST BE USED.

The roles and responsibilities of the participants in the evaluation by independent experts

1.1  Independent experts acting as evaluators

The evaluation and selection of proposals is carried out by the Commission with the assistance of independent experts acting as evaluators. .

Independent experts perform evaluations on a personal basis, not as representatives of their employer, their country or any other entity. They are expected to be independent, impartial and objective, and to behave throughout in a professional manner. They conform to the “Code of Conduct for independent experts” which is appended to the “Guidelines on proposal evaluation and selection procedures” and must sign a confidentiality and conflict of interest declaration prior to beginning their work. These must be adhered to at all times, before, during and after the evaluation.

Experts may also be invited by the Commission to perform the roles of rapporteur of consensus discussions. 

1.2  Commission officials

Commission staff will organise a confidential, fair and equitable evaluation of each proposal according to the criteria applicable for this specific call, in full respect of the relevant procedures, rules and regulations. They will 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.

In consensus and panel meetings Commission staff may act as moderators, seeking consensus between the independent experts, without any prejudice for or against particular proposals or the organisations involved.
The work of an evaluator is under the supervision of the Commission officials organising the evaluation.

Commission staff will not attempt to influence the opinion of the independent experts. Even if asked, they may not express any opinion to the experts on the merits or otherwise of any proposal. They may however provide additional information or assistance on request.
In organising the evaluation, the Commission is assisted by contracted support staff from the Evaluation Service Provider (ESP). They play no formal part in the evaluation process, but provide logistical support.

1.3  Independent experts acting as observers

Independent experts may be appointed as observers to examine the evaluation process from the point of view of its working and execution. The role of the observers is to give independent advice to the Commission on the conduct, fairness and equity of the evaluation sessions, ways in which the procedures could be improved, the evaluation criteria used in the sessions and the way in which the evaluators apply these criteria. They do not express views on the proposals under examination or the evaluators’ opinions on the proposals.

They conform to the “Code of Conduct for independent observers of the evaluation process” which is appended to the “Guidelines on proposal evaluation and selection procedures”.

2 The evaluation process (for single-stage submission)

 The evaluation of proposals for all instruments in these Priorities is carried out using the single-stage procedure described below.

Each evaluation session consists of a number of steps, as described in the “Guidelines on proposal evaluation and selection procedures” (with an accompanying flow chart). Briefly, the steps are as follows:

· Step 1: Briefing of the independent experts
All evaluators are briefed orally or in writing before the evaluation by representatives of the Commission’s service in charge of the call, in order to inform them of the general evaluation guidelines and the objectives of the research area under consideration.

· Step 2: Individual evaluation of proposals
Each proposal is evaluated against the applicable criteria independently by several evaluators who fill in individual evaluation forms giving marks and providing comments.

· Step 3: Consensus
For each proposal a consensus report is prepared. The report faithfully reflects the views of the evaluators referred to in Step 2.

· Step 4: Panel evaluation
A panel discussion may be convened, if necessary, to examine and compare the consensus reports and marks in a given area, to review the proposals with respect to each other and, as appropriate,to make recommendations on a priority order and/or on possible clustering or combination of proposals. 

After the evaluation of proposals by independent experts, the Commission services review the results of the evaluation by independent experts, make their assessment of the proposals based on the advice from these experts and prepare the final evaluation results. These include (a) final list(s) ranked, if appropriate, in priority order of all the proposals evaluated and which pass the required thresholds, (a) reserve list(s), and (a) list(s) of proposals to be rejected.

2.1  Before the evaluation by independent experts

On receipt by the Commission, proposals are opened, registered and acknowledged and their contents entered into a database to support the evaluation process.

Basic eligibility criteria for each proposal are also checked by Commission staff before the evaluation begins and proposals which do not fulfil these criteria are excluded.

Depending upon the number of proposals received, the evaluation may be carried out by a single group of evaluators or in different groups or sub-groups, split according to subject and/ or instrument type. Evaluators will be informed about the precise breakdown of any groups during the briefing session.

In organising the evaluation, Commission staff assign the proposals to research areas, as appropriate, taking into account the number of proposals received. The assignment of evaluators to  research areas and the allocation of proposals to evaluators will also have been carried out, taking account of the fields of expertise of the experts. If the subject matter of a particular proposal covers more than one   research topic, appropriate means to evaluate it fairly will be established. This may involve, for example, inviting evaluators from other groups to participate in the evaluation of the proposal or forming an ad-hoc cross-cutting group of evaluators.

2.2  Briefing of the independent experts

Independent experts will be provided with briefings by Commission staff before the evaluation begins, covering the evaluation procedure, technical issues involved in the research area and the horizontal issues to be taken into consideration in the evaluation.

2.3  Individual evaluation of proposals

Each proposal will first be assessed by a minimum of three (for Strategic Targeted Research projects, co-ordination actions, specific support measures) or  five (for Integrated Projects) evaluators chosen from among the pool of independent experts taking part in this evaluation. Key aspects of the assessment are described below.

Evaluation criteria and forms

The proposal will be evaluated in terms of pre-determined blocks of evaluation criteria
, as described in the Work Programme. The Work Programme and Calls for proposals also give any threshold marks which will be applied to each of the criteria.

The blocks of evaluation criteria list a number of detailed issues (sub-criteria or prompting questions) which the evaluator should consider during the assessment of that block.

When examining proposals, evaluators may only apply the evaluation criteria which are set out in the Work Programme and shown on the evaluation forms.

At this stage the evaluators are acting individually and independently; they do not discuss the proposal with each other, nor any third party. The independent experts record their individual opinions on special forms, the Individual Assessment Report (IAR) form, giving scores and comments on the evaluation criteria, and addressing the horizontal issues as described in the Work Programme/ Call (see below). These forms detail the criteria to be used.

As the evaluation criteria differ according to the type of instrument proposed, there are therefore different versions of the Form IAR for each instrument. Evaluators should ensure they are using the correct version of the Form IAR for the proposal which they are evaluating.

There are as many IAR forms as there are evaluators of the proposal. Each evaluator will sign his/ her own form. Signature on the IAR form closes this step of the evaluation. In signing the IAR, the evaluator also declares that he/she has no conflict of interest in evaluating the proposal.

Scope of the call

If, prior to the evaluation, the Commission services suspect that a proposal may be out of the scope of the Call, the supervising Commission official will inform all the evaluators of that proposal and seek their views before proceeding with the evaluation. 

It is also possible that, after reading by theindependent experts, a proposal is found to be only partially, or indeed not at all, within the scope of the Call. It may in reality not address the research topics which it claims to address, or it may not actually be constructed appropriately for the type of instrument it claims to be.

If, during the reading of a proposal, an individual evaluator suspects that a proposal may be out of the scope of the Call, he must alert the supervising Commission official. The Commission official will inform all the evaluators of that proposal and seek their views before continuing with the evaluation.

If there is a consensus that at least some parts of the proposal are within the scope of the call, then the evaluation of the proposal will continue. 

If, however, the consensus is that the whole proposal is out of scope (and hence “not relevant”), the evaluators will assign a zero score to the evaluation criterion “Relevance”. 

In the case of proposals where parts are in scope for one  research topic/area, and parts are in scope for another, then a co-ordinated evaluation may be arranged, as appropriate.

Proposal marking

Evaluators examine the individual issues comprising each block of evaluation criteria and mark the blocks on a six-point scale from 0 to 5. In this scheme, the scores indicate the following with respect to the block under examination:

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

   1 -
poor

   2 -
fair

   3 -
good

   4 -
very good

   5 -
excellent

Half marks may not be given at the Individual Assessment stage; they may be given at the consensus stage, but only in case the moderator has explicitely allowed the use of  half marks.

Evaluators may give a mark to each of the individual issues (sub-criteria) comprising the blocks of criteria. They are to help him support his eventual judgement on what score to assign to the criterion concerned when he has finished his reading, and also to remind him of issues he may wish to raise later during the discussions of the proposal. Only the marks for the blocks of criteria are taken into account  for the overall score for the proposal.

By only taking the marks for the blocks of criteria into consideration in the final evaluation of the proposals, evaluators are encouraged to “look at the larger picture” and score the proposal against these important blocks of criteria as a whole, rather than applying a “mechanical” process of adding any marks given on individual issues.

Thresholds and weightings

For all criteria a threshold score is applied, as well as a threshold on the overall score to be achieved. Proposals which fail to achieve one or more of the threshold scores will not be considered for support.

An overall score is calculated for each proposal. For proposals in  Priorities 4, 6.1 and 6.2 all criteria will carry an equal weight, so the overall score is calculated by simple addition.

Horizontal issues to be addressed

In addition to the blocks of evaluation criteria to be evaluated, the following issues also need to be addressed during the evaluation, and recommendations made if appropriate:

· Gender – are there any gender issues associated with the subject of the proposal and, if so, have they been adequately taken into account?

· Ethical and/ or safety aspects – have they been identified and taken into account?

· Readiness to engage with actors beyond the research community and the public as a whole, to spread awareness and knowledge and to explore the wider societal implications of the work.

· The synergies with education at all levels.

·  The justification and integration of any third country participation in the proposal.

The individual assessment forms include space for the evaluators’ comments on these issues.

If during their reading of a proposal independent experts have noted that there are ethical issues touched on by the proposal, they must flag this by using the tick box provided on the Form IAR. The issue will then be further discussed at the consensus step and, if necessary, Form EIR will be completed (see below)
.

In general, while evaluating proposals, evaluators should bear in mind the extent of the participation in the consortium of the various actors (e.g. industry, public/private research organisations (universities), service providers, SMEs, user representatives) and the balance of participation in the consortium. It should be noted that the Framework Programme particularly encourages participation by small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).

Practical guidelines for form completion

Assess and mark the proposal exactly as it is described and presented. Do not make any assumptions or interpretations about the project in addition to what the proposers themselves have written in their proposal.

· Make sure to use the correct form for the type of instrument involved.

· Keep to the evaluation criteria as stated in the forms.

· Give all required scores.

· Try to maintain consistency in your scoring throughout your work.

· Provide a brief but explicit justification of your scores. Be honest but correct, in particular when scores are low – you should use polite and correct language but do not hide the facts as your remarks may be used in the report which is sent to inform the proposers of your conclusions. It may be useful to quote short extracts from the proposal text.

· Give recommendations for modifications, if needed, particularly in the case of relatively high scoring proposals.

· Please write your forms clearly, so that they are readable by the Commission staff, or use the IT application provided via a PC.

· Remember to sign (and date) your forms.

At the start of the evaluation, it may be recommended that evaluators examine a number of proposals before “signing off” their first individual assessment forms. This will help to calibrate your marking. Also, an example evaluation may be carried out at the start of the evaluation process to ensure that all evaluators are applying the same standards.

Conflicts of interest and confidentiality

If during the evaluation itself an evaluator discovers 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 immediately to the Commission official(s) supervising the evaluation, who will then take any measure judged necessary to remove the conflict of interest.

Nothing may be photocopied by an evaluator without specific permission from a Commission official. No documents or electronic data in any form may be taken off the evaluation premises. Phone calls to/from evaluators during the working day are in principle  not allowed in the evaluation building and not allowed at all in the reading and meeting rooms.

Laptops should not be brought onto the evaluation premises. 

Under no circumstance may an evaluator attempt to contact a proposer on his own account, either during the evaluation session or afterwards.

It may be necessary, in exceptional cases, to seek some clarification from a proposer concerning the proposal received. Any evaluator requiring some clarification of a proposal should contact the Commission official supervising the evaluation of the proposal, who will then take the necessary action.
2.4  Consensus

When all the evaluators of a particular proposal have completed their individual report forms, they may come together under the moderation of a Commission official as a “consensus group” to discuss and agree scores for the proposal. A rapporteur will be allocated to each proposal. He/ she will be responsible for recording the outcome of this discussion using the appropriate form(s).

There may be independent experts whose only task it is to act as rapporteurs. 

If the IAR forms filled in by the evaluators of a proposal during the individual reading step indicate their opinions already strongly converge, the Commission official supervising the evaluation of that proposal may prepare or ask the rapporteur to prepare the form(s) and obtain approval of them from the others without the need for a formal meeting.

The discussion of the proposal will continue until a consensus is achieved i.e. a conclusion with which all agree regarding the marks for each criterion and the accompanying comments. In the event of persistent disagreement, the Commission official supervising the evaluation of that proposal may bring in up to 3 additional evaluators to examine the proposal.

A Consensus Report (Form CR) will be agreed together by the evaluators of each proposal as a result of their consensus discussions. If consensus has not been reached, the report sets out the majority view of the evaluators, but also records any dissenting views.

As the evaluation criteria differ according to the type of instrument proposed, there are therefore different versions of the Form CR. Rapporteurs should ensure they are using the correct version of the Form CR for the proposal that is being evaluated.

From the consensus scores for each criterion given on the form CR, an overall score for the proposal will be calculated by Commission services.

As no hearing is foreseen  the related section of the form is left blank.

There is one CR form per proposal. It will be signed by all the evaluators of the proposal in the consensus group, or, as a minimum, by the moderator and rapporteur or another independent expert.

On the CR form, there is space for taking fuller notes of the consensus meeting, i.e. Consensus meeting minutes. While for the criteria the CR form reports only the conclusions of the meeting,  the Consensus meeting minutes will show how this conclusion developed, and on what considerations it was finally based. If full consensus was not achieved, it will give an account of the minority view(s). If the Consensus meeting minutes are recorded on a separate form, this needs to be signed by all the evaluators of the proposal in the consensus group or, as a minimum, by the rapporteur and the moderator.

If one or more evaluators have noted that there are ethical issues touched on by the proposal, this will be discussed by the group to decide whether or not the issues require further attention. The relevant box on Form CR will be ticked and an Ethical Issues Form (Form EIR) completed, stating the nature of the ethical issues. The Commission will decide whether to conduct an ethical review of the proposal by a specialist panel at a later date, as described in the “Guidelines on proposal evaluation and selection procedures”.

If the EIR form is used, it will be signed by all the evaluators of the proposal in the consensus group, or, as a minimum, by the moderator and rapporteur or another independent expert.

Signature of the CR (including Consensus meeting minutes), and, if needed, the EIR form(s) closes this step of the evaluation.

2.5  Panel meeting 

The independent experts will carry out their final examination of all the proposals submitted and evaluated by them at the same time as they prepare the consensus reports. Their advice to the Commission will be completed at this step. Further panel meetings will not be convened.

In the case of several expert groups evaluating proposals in the same research task; after consensus discussions have taken place for all of the proposals in each of the groups and for proposals which have passed the threshold, the Commission may convene a general panel meeting. 

The panel’s discussions will be moderated by a Commission official assisted by a Rapporteur. Additional Commission officials involved in the evaluation process may be invited to participate.

The panel will first make an overall review of the scores and opinions on each proposal given by the consensus groups. This serves both to bring the weight of the whole panel’s experience and expertise to the review of each proposal, and also to ensure that the same standard of scoring is applied to each. The panel may propose to revise scores or comments given. Any proposed changes in scoring or additional or revised comments from those originally given in the CR forms by the consensus groups will be discussed. 

The Commission services will prepare (a) list(s) for each task in order of the overall score of each proposal. There will be a separate list per instrument type. 

The panel will then prepare the ESRs for these above-threshold proposals, which the Commission services will send out to each proposal co-ordinator, giving the outcome of the evaluators’ assessment of the proposal. The ESR should not contain dissenting views – the panel should resolve those cases where full consensus was not achieved at the previous step.

2.6  Evaluation Summary Reports (ESR)

The Evaluation Summary Report is the document which is returned to the proposal co-ordinator to give an account of the outcome of the independent experts’ assessment of the proposal. This represents the advice of the independent experts to the Commission, which the Commission will take into account in the final selection of projects for negotiation.

An ESR is sent for all proposals evaluated. Co-ordinators of proposals which failed one or more eligibility criteria, and which were therefore not evaluated, receive a letter from the Commission informing them of the reasons for exclusion on eligibility grounds, rather than an ESR. 

As the evaluation criteria differ according to the type of instrument proposed, there are therefore different versions of the ESR. It should be ensured  that for each proposal the correct version of the ESR is used.

The ESR is based on the scores and conclusions initially reached in the consensus report (Form CR), supported by any relevant information from the Consensus meeting minutes and Forms EIR and HR, if used.  In those cases where a consensus group in fact failed to reach a consensus and ended only with a majority view, every effort will be made to come to a clear conclusion without contradictory majority/minority views, which can be conveyed to the proposers in the ESR.
 For proposals which failed to reach the threshold on one or more of the evaluation criteria, the ESR will contain scores and comments only for those criteria fully evaluated, to clarify for the proposers the reason or reasons for the proposal’s failure, so that if possible in a later call they may submit an improved proposal. It will only contain an overall score and overall comment if the evaluation was not stopped due to a threshold failure.

 For proposals which passed the thresholds on the evaluation criteria, but failed the threshold on the overall score , the ESR will contain scores and comments for all of the criteria, as well as an overall score and overall comment.

For proposals which have passed the evaluation thresholds, all sections of the ESR will be completed. Evaluators should ensure that the comments contain any recommendations which they wish to have taken into account during any possible contract negotiations. These recommendations should be as clear and specific as possible.

There is one ESR per proposal. They form part of the Panel Report and are signed off at the same time as that document.

2.7  The Panel report

Each panel will conclude its work by preparing a panel report, written to a pre-determined structure, which will summarise their activities and conclusions. An indicative panel report format is shown as an annex to this document. The precise format of the report to be drafted for this Call will be notified to the experts at the appropriate time. The report will be signed, as a minimum, by three persons, which may be the Panel rapporteur, the Panel chairperson or other panel members. The ESRs for all of the proposals considered by the panel will be appended to the report.

If there are sub-panels within a single  research topic, the sub-panels will make individual reports in the standard format, which will then be grouped together with an introductory overview section. The overview section is written by members of the sub-panels who are delegated to the task by the Commission official. This overview section will be signed, as a minimum, by three persons, which may be the sub-panel rapporteur, the sub-panel chairperson or other sub-panel members. 

2.8  Finalisation of the evaluation and project selection

The Commission services review the results from the independent experts, make their assessment of the proposals based on the advice from the evaluators and prepare the final evaluation results according to the provisions described in the “Guidelines on proposal evaluation and selection procedures”.

In this context they examine the evaluation results regarding above threshold proposals and on this basis decide on the final ranking for each of the tasks, taking into account further elements such as budget limitations, workprogramme coverage and prioritisation between tasks (e.g. where the need arises).   

� Related to Call FP6-2002-TREN-1.


� “Block of criteria” refers to the main numbered headings in the work programme annex under which several evaluation issues are grouped.


� Note that, according to the Guides for Proposers, every proposal should include a declaration on ethical issues.
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