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I. The roles and responsibilities of evaluators
Evaluators perform evaluation 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. 

II. Proposal marking

Evaluators examine the individual issues encompassed by each block of the 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 being under examination:

0 - the proposal fails to address the issue under examination or can be judged against the criterion due to missing or incomplete information

1 - poor

2 - fair

3 - good

4 - very good

5 - excellent
Half marks cannot be given.

Thresholds and weightings

For all criteria a threshold score is applied, as well as threshold on the overall score to be achieved. Proposals which fail to achieve one or more of the threshold scores of the overall score will not be considered for further support for developing a full proposal for FP7.

Horizontal issues to be addressed

In addition to the evaluation criteria, the following issues also need to be addressed during the evaluation, and recommendations made when appropriate:

· Gender issues: are there any gender issues associated with the subject and the implementation 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 society as a whole, to spread awareness and knowledge and to explore the wider societal implications of the work.

III. Evaluation criteria
In general, while evaluating proposals, evaluators should bear in mind the extent of the participation of the various actors in the consortium (e.g. research organisations, universities, NGOs, SMEs and public organisations/list participants types as relevant), as well as the balance of participation in the consortium. 
Proposals which have fallen below one or more of the evaluation thresholds or below the overall threshold will no longer continue in the evaluation. For each of these pairs criteria/threshold the panel will generate an Evaluation Summary Report (ESR), which will be subsequently send to the proposal co-ordinator, giving the outcome of the evaluators’ assessment of the proposal.

For proposals which failed to reach the threshold on one or more of the evaluation criteria, the ESR will contain scores and comments for all criteria, 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. 

Proposals which have passed all evaluation thresholds will continue through the subsequent evaluation steps for further support.
IV. Evaluation Summary Reports (ESR)

The Evaluation Summary Report is the document which is returned to the proposal co-ordinator at the end of the evaluation process to give an account of the outcome of the evaluators’ assessment of the proposal. This represents the advice of the evaluators – Expert Panel.

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 Experts Panel informing them of the reasons for exclusion on eligibility grounds, rather than an ESR. 

The ESR is based on the scores and conclusions discussed by the whole experts’ panel. Thus, the scores and conclusions expressed on the ESR represent the consensus of all evaluators. 

For proposals which failed to reach the threshold on one or more of the evaluation criteria, the ESR will nevertheless contain scores and comments for all of the criteria, 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 contain an overall score and the overall comment will consist only of a remark identifying the evaluation criterion/criteria on which the proposal failed to reach the threshold.

For proposals which passed the thresholds on the evaluation criteria, but failed the threshold on the overall score (if one was applied), the ESR will contain scores and comments for all of the criteria, and an overall score. The overall comment will consist only of a remark indicating that the proposal failed to reach the required threshold on overall score.

For proposals which have passed all evaluation thresholds, all sections of the ESR will be completed.

V. Practical guidelines for writing an Evaluation Summary Report 

Assure the highest possible quality of your reporting reflecting fully the seriousness and rigour of the evaluation work to the external research world, more particularly the proposers. The ESRs are the visible output of the evaluation process and as such reflect on its credibility. 

· Provide brief but explicit justifications of the scores. Your comments should be concise but understandable for third persons. 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 serve for resubmitting a proposal.

· The feedback to the proposers via the ESR is the result of an intensive consensus process based on the individual assessments of the proposal. 

· An ESR should have a reasonable length and address all relevant criteria. 

· ESR for proposals which failed to reach the threshold on one or more of the evaluation criteria:   ESR will contain scores and comments for all of the criteria, 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 contain an overall score and the overall comment will consist only of a remark identifying the evaluation criterion/criteria on which the proposal failed to reach the threshold. 

The content of the reporting should focus on an assessment of what is being proposed and not on what the proposal could have looked like. An ESR should not go into recommendations to improve the proposal in view of resubmission, but should be a clear and full assessment of the proposal as it stands. No encouragement should be given for resubmission, only an extended feedback on weaknesses and strengths of the proposal and a justification of the assessment.

· For proposals which have passed the evaluation thresholds, all sections of the ESR will be completed. Evaluators should ensure that the comments do not contain any recommendations which they wish to have taken into account during any possible future proposal writing. As a matter of fact, it should be assured that each proposal is marked on its own merits (as the proposal has been written) and not based on the assumption that the modifications are being taken into account.
· In reference to recommendations regarding the total requested budget or budget for individual Work packages, the ESR should not express recommendations because the purpose of this pre-call is to generate ideas. However, the most progressive proposals, in particular the respected winners of the pre-call, will receive assistance by the partners for financial issues, when applying for FP7 calls.  
· Plan extra time to check the quality of ESRs. A specific time slot for the quality control of the ESRs should be planned at the end of each evaluation session. 
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