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1. PURPOSE AND METHOD

This report is based on an anonymous on-line survey’ addressed to all experts who have
participated in the evaluation of proposals during the second year of the Seventh Framework
Programme. The purpose of the survey is to receive the experts opinions on the quality of
the evaluation process and procedures applied.

This synthesis will be distributed to the participants in the meeting of independent observers
that will take place on 30 January 2009 and to concerned Commission services.

The survey was sent to 3492 experts, that participated in the evaluations of proposal between
October 2007 and November 2008 (some of them evaluated more than one call).The results
are based on 1682 responses which were recorded between 15 April and 2 December 2008
and represented a response rate of 48%.

All charts are included in this report.

To enable comparisons, the survey is nearly identical® to the survey used in the first year of
FP7 which in turn was very similar to the survey used in FP6. It was structured along the
various evaluation steps as follows:

1. Questions about the expert

2. Questions about the evaluation process (Information; Individual evaluation and consensus,
Hearings, Panel review)

3. Evaluation criteria

4. Opinion on the evaluation task and on the other evaluators

5. Logistics

6. Comments and recommendations

The questions were formulated with multiple choice questions with possible answers ranging
from "1" to "5" (1 = very poor/ very low/ strongly disagree/ not in favour/ very unfair; 5 =
excellent/ very high/ strongly agree/ strongly in favour/ very fair). The experts were asked to
choose "N/A" if a question was not applicable and "Don't know" if the evaluator had no
opinion. Evaluators were asked to comment if a particularly low mark was given.

As last year we start summarising the main findings of the survey. A comparison between the
2007 and 2008 results will follow. Moreover taking into account last year's recommendations
we have retained a sample of "free-style” comments expressed by experts in their surveys.

! The survey was developed via the IPM ('Interactive Policy Making') tool on EUROPA. The collected data will
only be kept until they have been statistically evaluated, and in any case not more than up to 5 years of the end
of FP7. Final summary tables of the survey will be published on Cordis.

% The only change between 2007 and 2008 was a requirement to indicate the relevant call. This enables the
extraction of useful information for management in the operational directorates.
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2. MAIN FINDINGS

2.1 GENERAL COMMENTS

The data collected from the second year of FP7 give, as was the case in the first year, a
positive picture of the quality of the evaluation process. Across the calls 97,6% of the
respondents found the quality of the evaluation overall 'satisfactory' to 'excellent’ (96%
last year).

We can see an improvement with respect to last year results: 26,5% (22,1% 2007) rated
the quality 'excellent'.

Howe weould wou rate the quality of the evaluation overall? single choice reply- [compulsory]

4 [= good) I, 1003
b = excellent) | EE3

3 [= satisfactory) [ R

2 [= poor) |31

M (if a question iz not applicable) |6

1 = wery poor) Iz

Dan't know [if you have no opinion) |2

The percentage of experts that had previously evaluated research proposals for national or
international research programmes, who found the EU evaluation process similar, better
and very much better in quality, has increased since last year from 90,9%% to 93,5%%.

If wou have evaluated research proposals before for national or international research funding schemes, how do you rate the
overall quality of the EU process in comparison? -single choice reply- (compulsory]

4 [= better) . B4
A (= wery much better) [ EE

3 (= similar in quality) | H

M (if 3 question i not applicable) 240

2 (= worse) | [

Don't know (if wou have no opinion) l43

1 = very much waorse) Iz

"l serve as an expert for many international evaluations (in US and Europe). My personal opinion is that
the EC evaluations are fair and well done"

"In comparison with other evaluation processes in which | have been involved (both national and
international) this one was outstanding and | think fully guarantees both impartiality and a high quality
evaluation"”

Evauators were very satisfied with the way in which the evaluations were conducted,
with respect to impartiality, confidentiality and fairness.

In particular the level of efficiency of the evaluation task has been rated
good/satisfactory/excellent (96,5%).
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2.2REMOTE EVALUATION

Like last year there was a clear preference among evauators for remote individual
evaluation (68% prefer the remote individual evaluation).

"Two steps evaluation process in 7FP based on remote individual and consensus centrally evaluations was
very effective and time spending. | recommend to use it as often as possible”

"Remote individual evaluation would certainly allow a more in depth analysis and cross-check according to

the personal reading and processing speed”

Do wou prefer remote evaluation? -single choice reply-

fez, but remote individual anby

ez, but remote individual anlby for certain specific
calls

Mo, not under any circumstances
“fez, remote individual and remote consensus

Don't know (if vou have no opinion)

23TIME FOR EVALUATION

| 1143
I 5=

. ze
. 2z
s

A large majority (80,5%) believed there was sufficient time for the reading and the
individual evaluation of proposals. However, a significant minority of the experts
(16,7%) thought they had too little or totally insufficient time for this part of the
evaluation, which is the same figure that was recorded in 2007 and remains a very
frequent and recurrent complain in the free comments.

Many evaluators would also like to see more time for consensus discussions.

0id you have sufficient time for the reading and the individual evaluation of the proposals? single choice reply-

4 [= zufficient time)

3 [= awerage)

2 [= too little time)

5 [= more than enouzh time)

1 (= totally insufficient time)

B4 (if & questiaon i= not applicable)

Don't know (if wvou have no opinion)

I, =50
I 25

I -

b

24

115

0

"More time allocated for |ER and Consensus mesetings"

"Time reserved for reading the proposals was very short"

"Quite tight schedule for individual evaluations®

"More time for decision making (thinking, referring, discussing etc.) would give much more quality to the

final product”

"It isimportant to give evaluators at least three weeks to perform remote evaluation”
"Time to consensus sessions (30 minutes minus time for changing rooms; introduction for all points) is

extremely short"
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24EVALUATION CRITERIA

Asked whether they thought that the evaluation criteria were appropriate and
consistently applied 93,7% (90% 2007) believed they were.

Nevertheless a few experts consider that different weight should be given to the SIT
quality criterion compared to the other ones. Some expert suggests changing the
respective weights, giving higher weight for this criterion. In particular the ‘impact'
criterion is still found the most difficult to apply and is considered "less’ relevant or "less’
assessable by the experts.

B colaborative projects: which criteria did wou find most difficult to apply? -single choice reply-

Impact [, =015
Mo difficulty | RES
Implementation I 0E

54T Quoality | EH

2.5 CONFLICT OF INTEREST

21,5% of the evaluators answered 'YES' when asked if they were aware of any possible
conflicts of interest. However, an overwhelming majority of these, 92,1% (70,3% 2007)
believed that these possible conflicts of interest were thought to be handled correctly.

& pig vou think these were handled correctly? -single choice repiy-

(3 vEs . [=y
3 no | R

"Excellent systemin place to avoid conflict of interest”

"From my side the conflict of interest was only of theoretical nature. Though, | have informed the moderator
and | think, the situation was absolutely correctly handled”

26 LOGISTICS

An overwhelming majority of the experts (95,3%) still rates the overall organisation of the
evaluation very positively. A significant part of these respondents (43,9%) evaluates it
‘excellent’ (29,9% 2007).

Clearly the logistical aspects seem to have been improved during this year. This is
probably due to the improved operability of the Covent Garden site and the dedicated
support team.

"The working conditions in Covent garden facilities are very good"
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How do wou rate the averall organisation of the evaluation? -single choice reply-

5 (= excellent) | k=
4 = 2ood] I 717
3 [= satisfactory) | 3

2 (= paor) J24

M (if a question iz not applicable) |11

Don't know (if wou have no opinion) |9

1 = very poor) [E

Most of the evaluators (95,5%) found the registration efficient and welcoming and rated it
from 'satisfactory' to 'excellent’ (55,2%)

Nevertheless a number of comments and recommendations have been made with respect
to the IT related aspects of the evaluation, such as access to Internet (too slow
connections) and the working of the RIVET system (font size, save utility, spelling check
facility, user-friendliness) and other supporting infrastructure.

Several experts (11,6%) complained that they received the invitation too late leading to
problems with booking of hotel, flight, etc.

Was the invitation tirmely? -single choice reply-

Received in sufficient time I 1<
Late I 4

Wery late | Ell

MSE (if a question is not applicable) I2

"Invitation was very late and it is not always easy to be able to arrange the travel, particularly if you need
to stay in Brussels for more than one day"

"The exact dates of the meetings in Brussels should be known well in advance. The evaluators should be
notified immediately, when possible. It is difficult to leave large spaces empty in calendars’

Moreover we find a few comments relating to the late reimbursement of experts
expenses. However, since the experts replied to the survey soon after the evauation
session, it is understood that these comments relate to problems encountered in 2007.

Among the free comments we can aso find general suggestions to improve the proposal
evaluation process.
"There is still room for improving the logistics and for a more streamlined approach. It seems that there is

currently little learning between the different evaluation approaches at Unit and DG level. However a more
uniform (across DGs and Units) best practices set-up would be beneficial to the process’
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3. FULL RESULTS AND COMPARISON 2007-2008

This year we have the opportunity to compare the general results of the first two years
although the total numbers of the surveys are different (2007: 2281 responses; 2008: 1682
responses).

It is interesting to note that the pattern of replies in the 2007 and 2008 surveys are very
similar. Where there are variations, we see generally a slight improvement. We will
highlight with comments where there are remarkabl e differences.

SECTION 1: QUESTIONSABOUT YOURSELF

what is ywour current or most recent organization type? -single choice reply- (Compulsory]

Higher Education Establishments I
Public Research Centres, amaong which International | =50
Rezearch Centres, among which Joint Research

Centres
Mon-research commercial sector - including SAME's, | E:n
among which Caonzultancy firms
Private f Commercial Research Centres [ e
Private Mon-profit Research Centres -?5
Mon-rezearch Public Sector | ks

3 Other arzanization twpe (pleaze specify) .61
Mon-research Private Mon-profit |14

Mon-rezearch International Organizations (Association l?
of States)

More female participation. Female: 34,2% (last year 30,44%)

Wihat is wour gender? -single choice reply-

Mhale I 1050
Female B

Country of origin -single cheoice reply- ([compulsory]

(3 EU Member States I 1 477
[C3 Assaciated Countries [or accession formalities in -1‘15

process)
3 Others | E
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DB EU termber States -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 147F7F
France | REE
Italy | k]
Germany [ REE
United Kingdom -129
Spain . 122
Greesce | EH
Belzium | &
Paoland | E]
Metherlands |
Romania |
fustria [ EEl
Czech Republic | X
Finland | Xt
Portuzal .34
Swweden | fex]
Denmark | [l
Hungary | Xl
Ireland B
Bulzaria I22
Slowenia Jz0
Cwprus I1=
Lithuania | i3
Slowakia 114
Latvia 1=
Malta Iz
Luxembourg I6
Estonia [ El

DB Associated Countries [or accession formalities in process) -single choice reply- foptional)
Requested records 115
Morway I
Turkew | k=
Izrael I -
Switzerland . - 1
Croatia [ 3
Serbia | H
lzeland | E}
Montenegrao 1
Albania u]
FrR of Macedonia u}
Liechtenstein u]

Fewer new experts. First time evaluator: 30,7% (last year 42,18%)

Wias it your first time as an evaluator in an EU Research programmme? single choice rephy- [compulsory]
Requested records 1682
NO L Ji¥
YES I T

This percentage would seem to assure a good balance between experienced and non
experienced experts. Many experts have highlighted the need to involve every year new
experts (carrying new and different experiences) but have also suggested, in order to make the
evaluation process more efficient, to limit the percentage of the newcomers in the evaluation
groups. New experts need specific training and briefing indeed.

wWhat is your age group? -single choice reply- (Compulsory]
Requested records 1682
35-49 [, =07
50-59 I 156
ower &l I
under 35 - 104
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In which kind of call have you participated? - Please refer to the therme shown in the subject line of the email you received -
single choice reply- [Compulzory]
Requested records 1682
2 PECIPLE I -
A Ervironment lincluding Climate Change) -18?
[ Transport (including &eronautics) -154
3 Research for the benefit of SAEs [ EE]
1 Manosciences, Manotechnologies, Materials and new [ RES
Production Technalogies
CA Energy | EE]
ca Food, #grculture and Fizheres, and Biotechnology .?2
3 Research Infrastructures | &
3 Health [ 23
1 Research Potential | Exd
ca Regions of Knowledze .35
[ Science in Society | [
3 Information and Communication Technologies |28
3 socio-zconomic sciences and Humanities 113
3 Coordination of Research Activities [
1 Muclear Fission and Radiation Protection 11z
3 Coherent development of research policies |6
3 #ctivities of Internatianal Cooperation |5
ca Space |2
3 Fusion Energy I2
[ Security I

B pECPLE - The call identifier relewant to wour evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email vou received -multiple

choices reply- [Compulzory]
Requested records 555
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-2-1-IEF I - 1
FPY-PECOPLE-2007-4-2-1IF I 11
FP7-PECPLE-2007-4-1-10F [ EsE
FPY-PECOPLE-2008-1TH [ hEH
FP7-PECFLE-IAPP-2003 1
FR7-PECQPLE-Z00E-IIF [ EM
FP7-PECOPLE-2008- OIF | EE
FR7-PECQPLE-Z00E-EIF | Enl
FP¥-PECOPLE-IRG-200E | e
FR7-PEQOPLE-ERG-2008 | ES
FP¥-PECOPLE-2007-2-3-COF LMD | [
FP7-PECQOPLE-IRSES-2008 | [
FP¥-PECQPLE-MIGHT-2005 [ RE
unspecified |5
FP?-PECOPLE-COFURD-2007-1 I=

B Environment [including Climate Change) - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject line of
the email wou received -multiple choices reply- [compulsory)
187

I — 7

Requested records
FP7-EMY-2008-1

unspecified . 1
FP7-ERW=-Man P-2008-2 [ E!
FP7-ERAMET-200E-RTD u]

B17S) Transport [including Aeronautics] - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email
wou received .multiple choices reply- [Compulsore]

Requested records 154

FP7-#AT-2008-RTD-1 I

FP7-55T-2008-RTC-1 I

FP7-55T-2008-TREN-1 -

FRP7-GALILEO-2007-G54-1 | R

FR7-TPT-2008-RTD-1 | H

FRP7-ERAMET-2005-RTD 11

unspecified u)

10
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B Research for the benefit of SMEs - The call identifier relevant to wour evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email
wou received -multiple choices reply- [compulsory]

Requested records 149

FP7-SAE-2005- 1 I 1 3
FP7-5SaE-2008-2 I 1

unzpecified a

517 Manosciences, Manotechnologies, saterials and new Production Technologies - The call identifier relevant to wour
evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email wou received -multiple choices rephy- [compulsary]

Requested records 146
FP7-ranP-2008-LARGE-2 - =
FPT- A P-2008- 50 4L -2 I
FP7-MALP-2008-C54-2 [ H
FP7-ranP-2008-SanE-2 | }H
FPT-EMERGY-MALP-2005-1 |

FP7-E MW= P-2008-2 | H
FRT-rAP-2008-EL-1ndia-2 [ E
FP7-ERAMNET-2008-RTL | E!

unspecified | B

B17) Energy - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject line of the ermail wou received -muitiple choices
reply- [compulzory]

Requested records o0

FR7-EMERGY-2008-1 [ E=
FP7-EMERGY-Maf P-2008-1 .
FP7-EMERGY-2005-FET I -
FP7-EMERGY-2005-RUS51A | E

unspecified I 1

FP7-ERAMET-2008-RTD u]

B17 Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, and Biotechnology - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject
line of the email you received -multiple choices reply- [compulsary)

Requested records 72

FP7-KBBE-2007-24 N -
FP7-KBBE-2008-2E I

unzpecified -4

FRT-ERAMET-Z00E-RTD u]

B Recearch Infrastructures - The call identifier ralevant to wour evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email wou
received -multiple choices rephy- [compulsorye]

Requested records a0

FR7-IMFRASTRUCTURES-2008-1 - ____E=
FP7-IMFRASTRUCTURES-2005-2 N - =

unspecified u]

B8 Health - The call identifier relevant to wour evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email wvou received -muitiple choices
reply- ([compulsory]

Requested records L1

FPT-HEALTH-2007-B I 5
unszpecified _9

FP7-ERAMNET-2008-RTL I

O Recearch Potential - The call identifier relevant to wour evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email you received -

multiple choices reply- [compulsory]

Requested records 37

FP7-REGPOT 2008-1 I 2>
FP7-REGPOT-2008-2 I

unspecified . 1

11
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(17| Regions of Knowledge - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email vou
received -multiple choices reply- ([compulsory]

Requested records 35

FP7-REGIONS-2008-1 I - 5
FP7-REGIOMS-2008-2 I 1

unzpecified u]

B science in Society - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email vou received -
multiple choices reply- [compulsory]

Requested records 32

FPT-SCIEMCE-IM-SOCIETY-2008-1 I - -
unspecified [ H

FP7-SCIEMCE-IM-5OCIETY-2008-2 [ E

B |nformation and Communication Technologies - The call identifier relevant to wour evaluation is shown in the subject line
of the email you received -multiple choices reply- [compulsory)

Requested records 8

FP7-2007-ICT-C I '
FP7-2007-1CT-3 I

unspecified I

DB Socio-economic sciences and Humanities - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject line of
the email you received -multiple choices reply- [compulsors]

Requested records 13
FP7-ERANET-2008-RTD I
unspecified I

[ coordination of Research Activities - The call identifier relevant to vour evaluation is shown in the subject line of the
email wou received -multiple choices reply- [compulsary]

Requested records 12
FP7-ERANET 2008-RTD I 1
unzpecified _2

[ nuclear Fission and Radiation Protection - The call identifier relewant to wour evaluation is shown in the subject line of
the email you received -multiple choices reply- [compulsorys)

Requested records 12
FP7-FISSION-2008 I 12
unzpecified u]

DB Coherent development of research policies - The call identifier relevant to vour evaluation is shown in the subject line of
the email you received -multiple choices reply- (compulsory)

Requested records [}
FPT-COH-2007-2,2- OMC-NET I ©
unspecified u]

DB Activities of International Cooperation - The call identifier relevant to wvour evaluation is shown in the subject line of the
email wou received -multiple choices reply- [compulsary]

Requested records 5
FP7-INCO-2007-3 I -
unspecified I

1] Space - The call identifier relevant to wvour evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email vou received -multiple choices
rephy- [Compulsory]

Requested records 2
FP7-5PACE-2008-1 N -
unspecified I

DB Fusion Energy - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email you received -
multiple choices reply- [Compulsom)

Requested records 2
FPT-Fusion-2007 1
unspecified u]

12
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817 Security - The call identifier relevant to your evaluation is shown in the subject line of the email wvou received -muitiple

choices reply- [compulsory]

Requested records 1
FP7-SEC 2008 1 1
FP7-ERAMET-2008-RTD u]
unspecified a

SECTION 2: QUESTIONSABOUT THE EVALUATION PROCESS

A.INFORMATION

Was the invitation timely? -zingle choice reply- foptionzl)
Requested records 1682
Received in sufficient time I 1<k
Late I 154
Wery late | El]
KSA (if a question iz not applicable) I2

Howe useful did wou find the documentation EEFORE the evaluation? -single choice reply- foptional)
Requested records 1682
Useful I —— 157
Mot useful | EEI
Oid not use it | [l

How useful did wou find the documentation DURING the evaluation? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 1682
Useful I 5013
Oid not use it | EDl
Mot useful | E:]

General briefing was evaluated clear or very clear

wiere the general briefing sessions clear? -single choice reply- (optisnal)
Requested records 1682
4 (= clear) I, 725
b [= wery clear) - [
3 I= average) -141
S (if a guestion iz not applicable) -?‘9
Don't know (if vou have no opinion] 115
2 [= unclear) |14
1 I= totally unclear] |6

A very positive percentage (39,8%) consider the specific briefing very clear .

were the specific briefing sessions clear? [If applicable] -single chaice reply- (optional)

Requested records 1682

5 = wery clear) B
4 (= clear] I
3 I= average) -1DD

Don't know (if wou have no opinion) .56

2 I= unclear) |15

1 I= totally unclear) |5

13
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B. INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION AND CONSENSUS

The percentage of the evaluation sessions organised in two steps (Individual evaluation step
carried out remotely, consensus step centrally) isincreasing: 75% (last year 61,54%).

Howe weas the evaluation session organised in wour call? -single choice rephy- (compulsoryd
1682

I — 251

Requested records

Individual ewaluation step carried out remotely;
consensus step centrally

Both individual and consensus steps carred out | EkH
centrally [eg. Bruszels)
Both individual and conzsensus step carrded out [ |
remotely
3 Other Iplease specify) |18

As aready mentioned above in the main findings the Remote evaluation is still more
appreciated 68% (last year 61,%) and there is a genera positive feeling about the time for the
reading and the individual evaluation of the proposals.

Do wou prefer rermote evaluation? -single choice reply- (optionsl)
Requested records 1682
Wes, but remote individual onby I 1143
es, but remote individual anly for certain specific [ 153
calls
Mo, not under any circumstances -126
“es, remote individual and remote consensus | =
Don't know (if wou have no opinion) -?5

Were wou involved in a the evaluation of a two-stage proposal procedure? single choice reply- foptionzl)
Requested records 1682
Ma, | evaluated single stage proposals - juas
Wes, | evaluated second stage proposals [ N
ez, | ewaluated first stage propozals _230

Did wou have sufficient time for the reading and the individual evaluation of the proposals? -single choice rephy- (optional)

Requested records 1682

4 = sufficient time) I B
3 = average) I -

2 [= too little time) [ EE

A [= more than enough time) -?9

1 i= totally inzufficient time) 124

& (if a question i= not applicable) |15

Don't know (if wou have no opinion) a

Did wou have sufficient time for reaching consensus? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 1682

4 = sufficient time) | NhEH
3 = average) [ Exl

2 [= too little time) -‘102

A [= more than enough time) -?6

MA® [if a question is not applicable) |25

1 = totally insufficient time) |13

Don't know (if vou have no opinion) I3

14
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Requested records

4 I= zufficient time]

3 I= averaze)

2 [= too little time)

b [= more than enouzh time)

M8 [if a question iz not applicable)
1 (= totally insufficient time)

Don't knowe (if wou hawe no opinion)

Did you have sufficient time to prepare the Consensus Reports? single choice reply- joptional)

1682
I, =
I

4

W7

[ H3

[ El

1=

Requested records

4 [= good)

3 [= zatizfactory]

b [= excellent]

2 I= poor)

BA& [if a question iz not applicable)
Don't know [if wou hawe no opinion)

1 [= Wery poar)

How do wou rate the quality of the Consensus Reports? single choice reply- foptional)

1687
7 T4
I c-5

I -4

[ S

Iz0

[ E3

12

Requested records

4 (= goad]

3 I= =zatisfactory]

b [= excellent]

2 (= poor)

M8 [if a question iz not applicable)
1 [= wery poar]

Don't knowe (if wou hawe no apinian)

How do wou rate the process of reaching consensus? -single choice reply- (optionzl)

1687
I e
[ E

| k=y

[ =

1=

[0

E

As last year, the role of MODERATOR is considered from 'satisfactory' to 'excellent':

(87,4%).

Requested records

4 = good]

b [= excellent]

3 I= =zatisfactory]

M8 [if a question iz not applicable)
2 [= poor)

Don't knowe (if wou hawve no opinion)

1 [= Wery poor)

Howe do wou consider the contribution of the moderator in the consensus meetings? -single choice reply- foptional)

1682
I
[ et
[ ey

[ [

[ Exs

117

&

Requested records

4 [= good)

3 [= zatisfactory)

b [= excellent]

2 I= poor)

M8 [if a question iz not applicable)
Don't knowe (if wou hawve no opinion)

1 [= Wery poor)

How do wou rate the contribution of the evaluators in the consensus discussion? -single choice reply- (optionsl)

1682
[ ==
I =5

I 10

B

|3‘1

|13

I

15
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C. HEARINGS

Quality and added value of hearings were rated more positively.

"I would add, finally, that | was very happy with the organization of the hearings and with the support | received
from the commission officials"

"I suggest that the selection of the proposals for the hearingsis revised to be more fair on the proposals that
don't stand a chance of being funded even if they are above the threshold"

Did wou participate in hearings? -single choice reply- ioptional)

Requested records 1682
Mo I A1)
=5 YES . s

B How do wou rate the quality and usefulness of the questions to applicants at the hearings? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 50

4 1= good) [, =
A= excellent) I

3 (= satisfactory) I

Dor't know (if wou hawve no opinion) -2

1 (= Yery poar] I

2 (= poor) I

MfE (i a guestion i= not applicable) u}

DB Howw do wou rate the quality of the hearing process? single choice reply- (optionzl)

Requested records 50

4 (= zood) . [
A= excellent) I 1 5

3 [= zatisfactory] -

2 I= poor) -2

Dor't know (if wou hawve no opinion) -2

1 (= "ery poar] a

rf& (i a question iz not applicable) a

DE How do wou rate the added walue of the hearings? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 509

4 [= high walue added) - EH
f (= werw high value added) D =

2 (= awerage) .

Don't know (if vwou have no opinion) -2

1 = Wery low value added) u}

2 (= loww value added)

S & [(if a question i= not applicable) [}

D. PANEL REVIEW

Did wou participate in panel meetings? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 1682
HO [, =21
3 ES I, 7

A clear positive opinion is notable in this section of the survey. All the replies show an
improved opinion on the panel review stage.

The time for the panel meeting is evaluated 'Sufficient' by 65,6% of the respondents. (last year
41%)
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Dv@ Did you hawve sufficient time for the panel meeting? -single choice reply-

4 (= sufficient time] I v 115
3 (= awerage] | RES

2 (= too little time) -61

b [= more than enough time) -46

1 (= totally insufficient time) B

M4 (if a question is not applicable] Is

Con't know (if wou have no opinion) I1

The majority of experts thinks that the overall or ganisation of the panel meeting is ‘good'
to 'excellent’: 73% (last year 48%)

B How do wou rate the overall organisation of the panel meeting? -single choice reply-

4 1= good) I 2T
2 = zatizsfactory) I 1

5 (= excellent) I 10

2 = poor) -36

1 = Wery poor) Is

S8 (if a question is not applicable) | E

Don't know {if vwou have no opinion) I2

The very positive evaluation of the " Contribution of the panel chairperson/moderator” -
95% from 'satisfactory to excellent”: (last year 63%) — confirms on one hand the extended
good opinion on the overall organisation of the panel meeting, on the other hand the central
role of the moderator during the evaluation process.

"Moderators helped a lot to get the impression how to evaluate the proposal for the first time"
"The moderatorsin general helped enormously"

"I was very impressed by the skill and professionalism of the moderator™

Nevertheless ....

"Moderators must have uniform standardized approach to the consensus process. Currently, the procedure
differs from moderator to moderator"

"During the evaluation in Brussels, | have made the experience that the moderators of the consensus meetings
acted very differently. Some did not interfere at all, some did explain and structure the discussion very well,
otherswere in between. | think that it is absolutely crucial for a fair evaluation of the proposal that the
moderation task isrealized in a more standardized way."

B How do wou consider the contribution of the panel chairpersonsmoderator? -single choice reply-

4 = gand) [, = 121
5 (= excellent) [ EeE

3 [= zatisfactory] I 107

2 = poor) .22

MS& [(if a guestion i= not applicable) |5

1 (= "Yery poar] 12

Dor't know (if wou hawve no opinion) I2

Also the process of ranking proposalsis evaluated fair and equitable from ‘average' to ‘very
fair': 94,6% (last year:62%)
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Requested records

4 [= fair]

5 [= wery fairl

3 [= awerage)

2 (= unfairl

Mo (if & question is not applicable)
Con't know ([if wou have no opinion]

1 (= wery unfair)

DE’j How fair and eguitable was the process of ranking proposals? single choice reply- (optional)

786
I
I, =0
I 7

His

1=

[

E

The added value of the panel meeting was evaluated very positively this year: 83,6% (28,5%

last year)

Requested records

4 [= high walue added)

2 [= awerage)]

5 [= wery hizh walue added)
2 = low value added)

1 i= no walue added]

rf& (i a question iz not applicable)

Don't know (if wou have no opindon)

DB Do panel meetings add value to the evaluation process? -single choice reply- (optional)

786
[ =y
I o T
I 10

5

[ B

I=

Is

SECTION 3: EVALUATION CRITERIA

The Evaluation Criteria were assessed ‘appropriate and clearly explained'.

Requested records

4 [=wes, moastly]

b [wes, entirely)

3 [= averaze)

2 (= no, only part of them)

k8 [if question is not applicable)

1 (= no, not at all)

Don't knowe (if wou have no opinian)

Do wou think the evaluation criteria were appropriate? single choice reply- [compulsory)

1682
[, 043
I 0

I s

| EN

17

1z

I

Requested records

4 (= wes, mostly]

b [= wes, entirely)

3 [= averaze)

2 (= no, only part of them)

1 (= no, not at all)

M8 [if a gquestion is not applicable)

Don't knowe (if wou have no opinian)

Do wou think the evaluation criteria were clearly explained? -single choice reply- [compulsary)

1682

I =
| |lxd

| kxS

WG

I

I

I

Requested records

4 [= wes, mostly]

b [= wes, entirely)

3 [= average)

2 = no, anby part of them)

1 (= no, not at all)

kS8 [if a question iz not applicable)

Don't know (if wou have no apinian)

Do wou think the evaluation criteria were consistently applied? -single choice reply- [compulsory)

1682
I 7 4
I 15

R

| Rlird

I1s

[E

I7
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Please tick the types of funding schermes vou evaluated in the current call -multiple choices reply- [compulsoryd

Requested records 1682
[C3 Collaborative projects _7‘15
[C3 Marie Curie - International Incoming Fellowships I

MCHF)

3 mare Curie - Intra-European Fellowships for Career _266
Development (AMCIEF)

1 Marie Curie - International Outgoing Fellowships for [ 254
Career Development [(ACIOF)

£ Mare Cure - Initial Training Metworks [AWCITH) | =l

[Cd Coordination and Support #ction - Supparting [ =i
[CSASASSA)

3 Coordination and Support Action - Coordinating I 125
[CSACANCA)

[C1 Research for the benefit of specific groups - for SWMEs I 157

[C3 Mare Curie - Industry-fcademia (WCTAPP) .69

[C3 Marie Curie - European Reintegration Grants |
WVCERGAACIRG)

[C3 Metwoarks of Excellence [MoE) |31

£ marie Cure fwards 123

3 Research for the benefit of specific groups - far Ciwil I3

Society Organisationsz

wwere the scoring thresholds appropriate? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 1682
4 [= yes, mostly] [ 01
5 (= wes, entirely] _468
3 [= average) -182
2 = no, anby part of them) .54
Don't know [if wou have no opinion) I15
1 = no, not at all) I1D
RF& [if @ question iz not applicable) I?

Wwere the weightings appropriate (if applied)? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 1682
4 (= wes, mostly] I -
M8 [if a gquestion is not applicable) I 7
b [= wes, entirely) _281
3 [= averaze) -1?9
2 (= no, only part of them) .69
Don't knowe (if wou have no opinian) .46
1 (= no, not at all) |11

SECTION 4: OPINION ON THE EVALUATION TASK AND EVALUATORS

Did all the proposals you read fall within your area of expertise? single choice reply- [compulsory)
Requested records 1682
Ves, all [, 702
More than 803 I - 1
More than half | Emd
Less than half .54

Did wou think that there was a difference between the levels of marking applied to the first proposal and the last proposal wou
evaluated? -zingle choice rephy- (optionzl)

Requested records 1682
MO I, 355
3 vES [ =
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evaluated? single choice rephe (optional)

Did wou think that there was a difference between the levels of marking applied to the first proposal and the last proposal wou

Requested records 1682
Mo I 1255
=3 YES I

DE Do wou think that the efforts to calibrate [(e.z. re-briefing, cross reading, etc.] are sufficient? -single choice replhy- (optional)

Requested records 236
VES I, 151
Mo I 2

How wwould wou rate the level of complexity of the evaluation task? -single choice reply- (compulsary]

Requested records 1682

2 (= complex) I -
3 (= averaze] _660
4 (= easy) | HEE

1 [= wery complex) -94

b [= wery easy) |21

rS & (if a question is not applicable) |6

Dan't knowe (if wou have no opinion) I1

How weould you rate the level of efficiency of the evaluation task? -single choice reply- (compulzors]

Requested records 1682

4 = good) I — 10T
3 (= zatizfactory) | E=l

5 [= excellent) | REE

2 [= poor) .37

Don't know (if vou have no opinian) [ [yl

1 = wery poor] Is

MSE (if @ question is not applicable) I4

How wiould wou rate the level of impartiality/ confidentialitys fairness of the evaluation? -single choice reply- [compulsory)

Requested records 1682

4 (= good) I, 742
5 (= excellent) I -
3 (= zatizfactory) | EH

2 = poor) .33

R4 (if a3 question iz not applicable) I8

1 (= wery poor] Is

Don't know (if vou have no opinian) Is

Compared with national or international resear ch evaluation processes the EC evaluation
process seems to be 'better' to 'very much better' (61,3%) (last year: 52,64%)

If vou have evaluated research proposals before for national or international research funding schemes, how do you rate the
overall quality of the EU process in comparison? -single choice rephy- (compulsory]

Requested records 1682

4 (= better) _65‘1

5 (= wery much better) [ k=

3 (= zimilar in quality) I -7

M8 [if a gquestion is not applicable) _240

2 [= warse] .48

Don't knowe (i vou have no opinion) .43

1 (= very much waorse] I3

The evaluation of the relevance and quality of the expertise of the other evaluatorsisin line
with the last year opinion. 95,7 % of experts rated the relevance of the expertise of the other
experts 'satisfactory' to ‘excellent'.
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How wiould wou rate the relevance of the expertise of the other evaluators? -single choice reply- ([compulsory]
Requested records 1682
4 (= good) [ 14
3 (= satisfactory) I
5 (= excellent) | ek
2 [= poar] .4‘1
Don't know (if vou hawe no apinion) |15
FS& [if a question is not applicable) |14
1 [= wery poor) |3

96 % of expertsrated the quality of the expertise of the other experts 'satisfactory’ to
‘excellent'.

Howe weould wou rate the quality of the expertise of the other evaluators? single choice reply- [compulsary]
Requested records 1682
4 [= good) I 7
5 (= excellent) [ R
3 (= zatisfactary) _30?Ir
2 [= poor) [ ekl
RS & (if a question iz not applicable) |15
Don't know [if wou have no opinian) |14
1 [= wery poor] [ El

Balance of experts backgrounds: this is a recurrent issue arising aso in the experts "free
comments".

"The experts balance is essential to deal with the broad scope of topic included in the proposal”

Do wou think that the balance of experts' backgrounds in the evaluation group(s) [industry, higher education, small firms, ete.)
was appropriate? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 1682

4 [= agree] [ =

5 (= stronghy agree) [ E3

3 (= average) I

Don't knowe (if wou have no opinian) -85

2 [= disagree]) .71

M8 [if a gquestion is not applicable) .35

1 [= strongly dizagrees) |12

Conflict of Interest

Respect to last year the experts were less aware of instances of possible Conflict of Interest:
73% replied 'No' (69% in 2007).

Another positive aspect is related to their opinion about how the eventual Conflict of Interest
was handled: 92,1% answered YES: "correctly handled" (last year 70,3%).

were you aware of any instances of possible conflict of interest? single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 1682
MO I, 123}
= I 5

DB Did wou think these were handled correctly? -single choice reply- foptional)

Requested records 356
3 vEs I — =2
[ Tl [ R
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Requested records

4 (= good]

A [= excellent)

3 [= satizfactory)

2 (= poorl

M8 [if a gquestion is not applicable)
1 [= wery poor)

Dan't knowe (if wou have no opinion)

Howe wwould wou rate the guality of the evaluation overall? single choice reply- [compulsory)

1682
I 100
I

.

121

Is

Iz

Iz

SECTION 5: LOGISTICS

Requested records

b= excellent]

4 [= goods high)

3 [= zatisfactory)

2 = poor)

M&4 [if a question is not applicable)
1 [= wery poor)

Don't know (if vou have no opinian)

Was the registration efficient and welcoming? -single choice reply- (optionzl)

1682
I, 2
I -5

[ REN

[RE:

I1s

Iz

Iz

Requested records

b= excellent]

4 [= good)

3 I= satizfactory]

2 I= poorl

M&4 [if a question is not applicable)

Don't know (if vou have no opinian)

1 [= wery poor)

How do wou rate the overall organisation of the evaluation? -single choice reply- (optional)

1682
I 7=
I 1
I e

Iz4

11

Is

14
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