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Purpose and methodology of the survey

This report is based on an anonymous on-line survey addressed to al experts who have
participated in the evaluation of proposals during the first year of the Seventh Framework
Programme. The purpose of the survey was to receive the experts opinions on the quality of
the evaluation process and procedures applied. The survey is based on 2281 responses which
were recorded between 30 July and 30 November 2007.

The results were presented and discussed at the meeting of independent observers that took
place on 25 January 2008.

The survey is very similar to the survey that was used in FP6 in order to allow for
comparisons between the results in FP6 and the various series of calls of FP7!. It was
structured along the various eval uation 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. Logigtics

6. Comments and recommendations

The questions were formulated with multiple choice questions with possible answers ranging
from"1" to "5". (1 =poor/ very low/ strongly disagree/ not in favour; 5 = excellent/ very high/
strongly agree/ strongly in favour). 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.

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.

Summary charts showing the responses to all questions are given in annex. This
synthesis presents some of the more salient results.

11t should be noted that the data requested in relation to the two ICT calls have been collected in another survey.
That survey is practically identical to the current one and the results point in the same direction.



General conclusions

The data collected from the first year of FP7 give a positive picture of the quality of the
evaluation process. Across the calls 96% of the respondents found the quality of the
evaluation overall 'satisfactory’ to 'excellent’ (same percentage as in the last year of FP6).

Haowy weould wou rate the quality of the evaluation overall? -single cheice reply-

4 = good) I 13
5 [= excellent] [ [

3 i= zatisfactory) [ [

2 |= poar) | e

Don't knowe (i wou have no opinion) |13

ki if 8 question iz not applicable) lE

1 {= wery poaor] Iz

Of the evaluators that had previoudy evaluated research proposals for national or
international research funding schemes 91% found the EU evaluation process similar or better
(also same percentage asin the last year of FP6).

— "By far the best evaluation process relative to what we see at a national level."

—" Generally, | amvery impressed with the whole evaluation procedures | know fromthe
Commission, definitely better than what | know from my own National Science Foundation for
example. "

—"This evaluation process has been excellent; better than my previous experience evaluating
EU proposals. In all aspects of the evaluation it was very significantly better, transparent,
and impartial than my experience evaluating National and local proposalsin my country."

If you have evaluated research proposals before for national or international research funding schemes, how do you rate the overall quality of the EU process
COMParison? -single cheice reply- [compulsary)

4 (= better) [ =i
3 (= similar in quality) |

5 I= wvery much better] [k

M (if 2 question is not applicable) | k=

2 = warse) | Rli]

Con't know (if you have no opinion) |

1 {= wvery much warse] I7

In all respects covered by the survey, evaluators were generally very satisfied with the way in
which the eval uations were conducted, both with respect to efficiency and fairness. Some of
the results that neverthel ess point towards issues for attention are reported below.



» Like in FP6 there is a clear preference among evaluators for remote individual
evaluation. Remote consensus enjoys practically no support at all.

Do you prefer remote evaluation? -single choice reply-

Yes, but remote individual only e,
Mo, not under any circumstances _31}r

Yes, but remote individual only for certain specific calls | ke

‘ez, remote individual and remote conzensus -164

Dan't know (if wou have no opinian) -120

» A large majority (>80%) believes there is sufficient time for the reading and the
individual evaluation of proposals. However, a minority of the experts (390
evaluators, or around17%) thought they had too little or totally insufficient time for
this part of the evaluation, which is similar to the figure recorded in FP6 (~15,5%).
Many evaluators would also like to see more time for consensus discussions.

Salected critical comments

—"The evaluators should be given more time to individually evaluate the proposals.”

—"The lack of time, both for the remote individual evaluation and for the consensus
sessions was the single factor that had the most negative impact on the evaluation.”

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

4 [= sufficient time] e 1123
3 [= average) 0

2 [= too little time) |k

% (= more than enough time) -132

1 [= tatally inzufficient time) |39

Mid (if a question iz not applicable) IE

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

» Asked whether they thought that the evaluation criteria were appropriate and
consistently applied 90% believed they were. Less than 9% thought only part of the
evaluation criteria were appropriate. The ‘impact’ criterion was found most difficult to

apply.

Salected critical comments

—"There was too much emphasis on the policy relevance and impact and not sufficient
attention on the ST excellence of the proposals.”

—"Morerelative weight should be given to scientific criteria (ST score)"

— "The scale of 0-5 does not have sufficient dynamic range to discriminate between
proposals at the decision boundary, or to highlight an outstanding proposal among
othersthat are excellent.”



Requested records
4 [=yez, mostly)
5 [wes, entirely)

Do you think the evaluation criteria were appropriate? -single choice reply- (optional)

3 [= average) -
2 [= no, only part of them) -193

1 (= no, not at all) |5

M & (if guestion iz not applicable) |2

Don't knowe (if wou have no apinian) |2

2181

[ 112
k&

D,I;j Collaborative projects: which criteria did wou find most difficult to apply? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 1518
Impact I 7
Mo difficulty [
Implementation [ i3
S/T Quality [ RAK

» As many as 25% of the evaluators answered 'Y ES when asked if they were aware of

any possible conflicts of interest. However, an overwhelming majority believed that
these possible conflicts of interest were thought to be handled correctly. The
comments of the experts who thought otherwise have been examined, and there is no
evidence that the rules on conflict of interest have been breached. Nevertheless, the
Commission of course takes such reports seriously and will continue to follow this
Issue closely.

Were you aware of any instances of possible conflict of interest? singls cheice reply- (optional)

Requested records
KO
2 vES

1281

N 157
[

) pid wou think these were handled correctly? single choice raply- (optional)
Requested records

YES
e o

590

N 15
[

» Most comments have probably been made in relation to the late reimbursement of

experts expenses.

— "The reimbursement procedures take so much time that | hesitate to participate
again. | have just recently received the last payment.”

— "Payment and reimbursement of travel and subsistence expenses were made four
months after the end of the evaluation process. This seems excessive according to any
standard."



— "Pay me faster. | am still waiting to get paid for work in early July, and project
progress report | completed in May. Sow reimbursement makes me less likely to want
to do the evaluations again, if asked."

L ogistical aspects of the evaluation

An overwhelming majority of the experts (~95%) rates the overal organisation of the
evaluation 'satisfactory’ to 'excellent'.

How do wou rate the overall organisation of the evaluation? -single choice rephy-

4 = good) I <<
§i= excellent] | [

3 [= satisfactory) [ A

2 |= poor) B:o

RS (if a question iz not applicable) |16

Daon't knowe [if wou have no opinion) IE

1 [= wery poor] | K

Nevertheless many comments and recommendations have been made with respect to the
logistics of the evaluation, such as access to Internet, the working of the RIVET system and
other supporting infrastructure. The quality of the coffee has also been of concern to many.

> "Internet access is absolutely necessary during the evaluation to check references and
links provided in the proposals. It is unfair to proposers not to do so because they can
rightfully assume that evaluators have internet access.”

» "Problems with RIVET that have been pointed out already last year after similar
evaluation processed last within the FP6 program and were not corrected (in spite of
promises to do so). For example: 1) Lack of "spell check" within RIVET 2) Small and
fading fonts when printing from RIVET 3) No Automatic "save" after a certain time to
avoid loss of material 4) The scoring had to be recorded in increments of 0.5, while an
increment of 0.1 would have been much more appropriate.”

> Morefruit and better food and coffeel

— "During the many hours of evaluation we did not even get to eat fruits, and the
coffee was bad. Basic courtesy is that the host tries to make life easy for the evaluator,
asheputsinalot of histimeinto it."

> Severa experts (13%) have complained that they received the invitation too late
leading to problems with booking of hotel, flight, etc.

— "I found that the letter arrived too close to the Brussels meeting. Consequently, it
was very difficult to reserve reasonably priced accommodations. The other members
of my panel also experienced this difficulty and wasted a lot of time contacting hotels
looking for a room. If the letter of offer process can't be done earlier, would it be
possible for the EU to reserve a block of rooms at 2-3 reasonably priced nearby hotels
to facilitate this?"
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Response charts for 'FP7 - Survey among evaluators of
FP7 calls’

Current search:

Query definition
All data requested

Result pages

There are 2283 responses matching your criteria of a total of 2283 records in the current set of
data.

INSTRUCTIONS

For most of the questions you will have to choose an item in a select box from "1" to "5". (1 =poor/
very low/ strongly disagree/ not in favour; 5 = excellent/ very high/ strongly agree/ strongly in
favour). Please choose "N/A" if a question is not applicable and "Don't know" if you have no opinion.
Please comment if there is a particularly low mark. For some questions, further explanation can be
obtained by clicking on the ? symbol.

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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PRIVACY STATEMENT

1. The Specific e-Service

"Survey among evaluators of FP7 calls"

2. Purpose of the survey

The objective of this process, operated by the Directorate-General for Research (Unit A.1), is to ask
experts who have participated in the evaluation of proposals for FP7 calls for their views on the
evaluation process and procedures applied. Final summary tables of the survey will be published on
Cordis.

3. Do we collect personal information?
No personal data are collected.

The survey is anonymous. Each reply is being assigned a random processing number. No technical
identification data is being collected.

Certain questions will help us better understand the profile of respondents: organization type
(mandatory); gender (optional); country of origin (mandatory); age (mandatory); kind of call you have
participated in (mandatory); call you have participated in (optional).

The data controller certifies that the above information is correct and guarantees that the results will
be used in an aggregated form that will not allow the identification of individuals within a response
category.

Accordingly, this data processing operation has not been notified to the Data Protection Officer (DPO)
in accordance with recital No 8 of Regulation (EC) No 45/2001.

4. Technical information

The system is based on XML web forms and uses session cookies in order to ensure communication
between the client and the server. Therefore, your browser must be configured to accept these
cookies.

5. How long do we keep data?

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. The survey will be open until 30 November 2007.

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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SECTION 1: QUESTIONS ABOUT YOURSELF

Before starting the survey we would like to ask you some details about yourself in order to classify
the results of the survey.

What is your current or most recent organization type? -single choice reply- (compulsory)
Requested records 2283

Higher Education Establishments I 05
Public Research Centres, among which I 206
International Research Centres, among

which Joint Research Centres

Non-research commercial sector - including [ 342

SME's, among which Consultancy firms

Private / Commercial Research Centres [ 165

Non-research Public Sector W5

Private Non-profit Research Centres B0
5] Other organisation type (please specify) . 104

Non-research Private Non-profit |24

Non-research International Organisations |21
(Association of States)

What is your gender? -single choice reply- (compulsory)
Requested records 2283

Male I, 1583
Female I 695

Country of origin -single choice reply- (compulsory)

Requested records 2283
{33 EU Member States [ 1055
5] Associated Countries (or accession 167

formalities in process)
5 Others 61

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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DE EU Member States -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 1955
Germany 54
Italy I 150
United Kingdom s
France [ FkY
Spain [ Fkiyg
Greece [ K
Belgium Bes
Netherlands | B3
Sweden 50
Poland B46
Austria B2
Finland B0
Portugal | k¥4
Denmark |27
Ireland lo7
Romania l2a
Hungary 22
Bulgaria lis
Czech Republic l17
Slovenia l17
Slovakia |1
Lithuania 12
Estonia o
Malta 3
Cyprus I5
Latvia |3
Luxembourg I2

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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Requested records
Switzerland
Turkey

Israel

Norway

Croatia

Iceland

Serbia

FYR of Macedonia
Liechtenstein
Montenegro

DE Associated Countries (or accession formalities in process) -single choice reply- (optional)

167

. -
. -
. 2;
B 20

(compulsory)
Requested records
NO
YES

Was it your first time as an evaluator in an EU Research programme? -single choice reply-

2283
I, 1320
I, 063

What is your age group? -single choice reply- (compulsory)

Requested records 2283

36-49 I 056
50-59 I 550

over 60 I 350

under 35 B 158

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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Requested records
5] Health
5| PEOPLE
5 Environment (including Climate Change)

5 Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials
and new Production Technologies

5] Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, and
Biotechnology

5 Transport (including Aeronautics)

5] Energy

£5) Socio-economic sciences and Humanities

5 Research for the benefit of SMEs

5] Security

5 Information and Communication
Technologies

5 Research Infrastructures

5] Space

£ Science in Society

5 Regions of Knowledge

5] Research Potential

5] Coordination of Research Activities

5] Activities of International Cooperation
3] Nuclear Fission and Radiation Protection

5] Fusion Energy

In which kind of call have you participated? -multiple choices reply- (compulsory)

2283
I /75
s
B 251

| Pyl

B 209

[ BB
|
37
Wi
| P&
B

| |
Bes
| [
| B
| PI
I30
l22
I23

=5 Coherent development of research policies |5

I2

Requested records

TS other:

DE Coherent development of research policies -multiple choices reply- (optional)

5

I

Requested records

FP7-INCO-2007-2

FP7-INCO-2007-1

FP7-INCO-2007-3
TS other:

FP7-INCO-2007-4

DE Activities of International Cooperation -multiple choices reply- (optional)

24

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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DE Fusion Energy -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 2
FP7-Fusion-2007 I
TS other: 0
DE Nuclear Fission and Radiation Protection -multiple choices reply- (optional)
Requested records 23
FP7-FISSION-2007 R
5 other: B
DE Research Infrastructures -multiple choices reply- (optional)
Requested records 72
FP7-INFRASTRUCTURES-2007-1 o
FP7-INFRASTRUCTURES-2007-2 [
TS other: 0
DE Health -multiple choices reply- (optional)
Requested records 475
FP7-Health-2007-A D
FP7-HEALTH-2007-B [ ES
£ other: [ [
FP7-ERANET-2007-RTD I3

DE Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, and Biotechnology -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 209
FP7-KBBE-2007-1 | B
FP7-KBBE-2007-2A I 7
£ other: Is
FP7-ERANET-2007-RTD I3

DE Information and Communication Technologies -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 75
FP7-2007-ICT-2 I 5
FP7-2007-ICT-1 I
S5 other: [ M
FP7-ICT-SEC-2007-1 [
FP7-2007-ICT-C | Kl

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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reply- (optional)

DE Nanosciences, Nanotechnologies, Materials and new Production Technologies -multiple choices

FP7-ERANET-2007-RTD

Requested records 221
FP7-NMP-2007-SMALL-1 [ EE
FP7-NMP-2007-LARGE-1 I 35
FP7-NMP-2007-CSA-1 I 20
FP7-NMP-2007-SME-1 M s

£ other: Is
FP7-ERANET-2007-RTD |2

DE Energy -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 175
FP7-ENERGY-2007-1-RTD s
FP7-ENERGY-2007-2-TREN .

TS other: I

|1

DE Environment (including Climate Change) -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 251
FP7-ENV-2007-1 I, 171
FP7-ERANET-2007-RTD |3

5 other: I2

DE Transport (including Aeronautics) -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 195
FP7-AAT-2007-RTD-1 [ EE
FP7-SST-2007-RTD-1 B <0
FP7-SST-2007-TREN-1 |

£ other: Is
FP7-TPT-2007-RTD-1 I3
FP7-AAT-2007-TREN-1 I1
FP7-ERANET-2007-RTD I1

DE Socio-economic sciences and Humanities -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 137

FP7-SSH-2007-1 I,
5 other: I2

FP7-ERANET-2007-RTD I 1

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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DE Space -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 68

FP7-SPACE-2007-1 D
TS other: 0

DE Security -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 123

FP7-SEC-2007-1 - B
£ other: | K

FP7-ICT-SEC-2007-1 I2

DE Coordination of Research Activities -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 30

FP7-ERANET-2007-RTD [ K
£ other: | B

FP7-ERARESORG-2007-1-RTD 0

DE PEOPLE -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 275
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-1-1-ITN i
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-2-1-IEF | P
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-4-2-IIF | Pl
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-3-1-IAPP M 20
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-4-1-I0F I 20
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-4-3-IRG [
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-2-2-ERG M
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-5-2-AWARDS Bu

FP7-PEOPLE-2007-5-1-1-NIGHT
FP7-PEOPLE-2007-5-3-ERA-MORE
FP7-PEOPLE-2008-5-1-1-NIGHT
PEOPLE-2007-5-4-NCP

TS other:

FP7-PEOPLE-COFUND-2007-1

DE Research for the benefit of SMEs -multiple choices reply- (optional)
Requested records 126
FP7-SME-2007-1 I s
FP7-SME-2007-2 [ ¥
FP7-SME-2007-3 K

5 other: I1

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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DE Regions of Knowledge -multiple choices reply- (optional)
Requested records
FP7-REGIONS-2007-1
FP7-REGIONS-2007-2
FP7-REGIONS-2007-3

TS other:

DE Research Potential -multiple choices reply- (optional)
Requested records
FP7-REGPOT-2007-1
FP7-REGPOT-2007-3
FP7-REGPOT-2007-2
FP7-REGPOT-2007-4

TS5 other:

DE Science in Society -multiple choices reply- (optional)

Requested records 62
FP7-SCIENCE-IN-SOCIETY-2007-1 I o
FP7-SCIENCE-IN-SOCIETY-2007-2 s

TS other: [P

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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SECTION 2 : QUESTIONS ABOUT THE EVALUATION PROCESS
A. INFORMATION

Page 11 of 29

Was the invitation timely? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records
Received in sufficient time
Late
Very late
N/A (if a question is not applicable)

Requested records 2283

Useful I 108
Not useful | K

Did not use it fs0

How useful did you find the documentation BEFORE the evaluation? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 2283

Useful . 2059

How useful did you find the documentation DURING the evaluation? -single choice reply- (optional)

Did not use it W10
Not useful | [
Were the general briefing sessions clear? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 2283
4 (= clear) I (072

5 (= very clear)

3 (= average)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)
2 (= unclear)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= totally unclear)

I 72
B 225
[ 2
22
l1s
Is

Were the specific briefing sessions clear? (If applicable) -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 2283
4 (= clear) I 520
5 (= very clear) R 6
3 (= average) M5
Don't know (if you have no opinion) Ba
2 (= unclear) |22
1 (= totally unclear) l4

B. INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION AND CONSENSUS

|H0w was the evaluation session organised in your call? -single choice reply- (compulsory)
Requested records 2283

Individual evaluation step carried out I 1 205

remotely; consensus step centrally

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select...

10/01/2008
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Both individual and consensus steps I 55

carried out centrally (eg. Brussels)
Both individual and consensus step carried [J71
out remotely

5] Other (please specify) l42

Do you prefer remote evaluation? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 2283
Yes, but remote individual only [ FRES
No, not under any circumstances -317
Yes, but remote individual only for certain [Jjill 225

specific calls

Yes, remote individual and remote B 164
consensus

Don't know (if you have no opinion) 120

Were you involved in a the evaluation of a two-stage proposal procedure? -single choice reply-
(optional)

Requested records 2283

No, | evaluated single stage proposals D s

Yes, | evaluated first stage proposals I 501

Yes, | evaluated second stage proposals  [JJJl275

Did you have sufficient time for the reading and the individual evaluation of the proposals? -single
choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 2283
4 (= sufficient time) D 1183
3 (= average) I /0
2 (= too little time) [ kS
5 (= more than enough time) M2
1 (= totally insufficient time) I39
N/A (if a question is not applicable) Is
Don't know (if you have no opinion) |1

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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Requested records

4 (= sufficient time)

3 (= average)

2 (= too little time)

5 (= more than enough time)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)
1 (= totally insufficient time)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)

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

2283
I, 1461
I <20

| I
B2
| [
Is

I2

Requested records

4 (= sufficient time)

3 (= average)

2 (= too little time)

5 (= more than enough time)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)
1 (= totally insufficient time)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)

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

2283

I 270
| BUu

0
B 120
Bos
11

Is

Requested records

4 (= good)

3 (= satisfactory)

5 (= excellent)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)
2 (= poor)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= Very poor)

How do you rate the quality of the Consensus Reports? -single choice reply- (optional)

2283
I 1 235
[ BE

B 203

| [

B46

Is
£

Requested records

4 (= good)

3 (= satisfactory)

5 (= excellent)

2 (= poor)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)
Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= very poor)

How do you rate the process of reaching consensus? -single choice reply- (optional)

2283
I 1098
I 535
. 21

M 107
| 5]

Is

I5

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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How do you consider the contribution of the moderator in the consensus meetings? -single choice
reply- (optional)
Requested records 2283

4 (= good) I 220
5 (= excellent) I o5

3 (= satisfactory) | kil

N/A (if a question is not applicable) Bos
2 (= poor) | i
Don't know (if you have no opinion) 11
1 (= Very poor) |5

How do you rate the contribution of the evaluators in the consensus discussion? -single choice
reply- (optional)
Requested records 2283

4 (= good) I, (015
5 (= excellent) I 456

3 (= satisfactory) [ PIE

N/A (if a question is not applicable) | e
2 (= poor) | 5
Don't know (if you have no opinion) 12
1 (= Very poor) |3

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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C. HEARINGS
Did you participate in hearings? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 2283
NO I, 1974
£ YES 37

single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 137

4 (= good) [
5 (= excellent) |

3 (= satisfactory) [

2 (= poor) I3

Don't know (if you have no opinion) I1

1 (= Very poor) 0

N/A (if a question is not applicable) 0

DE How do you rate the quality and usefulness of the questions to applicants at the hearings? -

DB How do you rate the quality of the hearing process? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 137

4 (= good) B
3 (= satisfactory) [

5 (= excellent) |

2 (= poor) l5

Don't know (if you have no opinion) I1

1 (= Very poor) 0

N/A (if a question is not applicable) 0

DE How do you rate the added value of the hearings? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records
4 (= high value added)
3 (= average) B 2:
5 (= very high value added)
2 (= low value added)
1 (= Very low value added)
Don't know (if you have no opinion)
N/A (if a question is not applicable) 0

D. PANEL REVIEW

(held after the consensus discussions to establish the recommended final ranking of proposals)

Did you participate in panel meetings? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 2283
NO I 256
3YES I 026

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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Requested records

4 (= sufficient time)

3 (= average)

2 (= too little time)

5 (= more than enough time)
1 (= totally insufficient time)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)

DE Did you have sufficient time for the panel meeting? -single choice reply- (optional)

926

I 350

[ K
| Ko
Bss
l13

Is

0

Requested records
4 (= good)

3 (= satisfactory)

5 (= excellent)

2 (= poor)

1 (= Very poor)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)

DE How do you rate the overall organisation of the panel meeting? -single choice reply- (optional)

926
I 277
I 152
[ K

B
o
I3

0

reply- (optional)

DE How do you consider the contribution of the panel chairperson/moderator? -single choice

Requested records 926

4 (= good) I 251
5 (= excellent) I
3 (= satisfactory) B 104

2 (= poor) | Pi3

N/A (if a question is not applicable) Is

1 (= Very poor) |5

Don't know (if you have no opinion) |1

Requested records

4 (= fair)

5 (= very fair)

3 (= average)

2 (= unfair)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)
1 (= very unfair)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)

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

926
I 255
. 177

[ [N

| ES
12
I5

0
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I}I%j Do panel meetings add value to the evaluation process? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 926

4 (= high value added) [

3 (= average) B 6

5 (= very high value added) B ss

2 (= low value added) |

1 (= no value added) B

N/A (if a question is not applicable) |7

Don't know (if you have no opinion) |7
http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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Do you think the evaluation criteria were appropriate? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 2283

4 (=yes, mostly) I, 1 414
5 (yes, entirely) I 354

3 (= average) 3

2 (= no, only part of them) o3

1 (= no, not at all) Is

N/A (if question is not applicable) I2

Don't know (if you have no opinion) I2

Do you think the evaluation criteria were clearly explained? -single choice reply- (compulsory)

Requested records 2283

4 (= yes, mostly) I 1086
5 (= yes, entirely) I 51

3 (= average) I ;00

2 (= no, only part of them) [ Bkl

Don't know (if you have no opinion) le

1 (= no, not at all) Is

N/A (if a question is not applicable) l4

Do you think the evaluation criteria were consistently applied? -single choice reply- (compulsory)

Requested records 2283

4 (= yes, mostly) I, 1222
3 (= average) I 435

5 (= yes, entirely) I 202

2 (= no, only part of them) 152

N/A (if a question is not applicable) 27

Don't know (if you have no opinion) |22

1 (= no, not at all) l20

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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Please tick the types of funding schemes you evaluated in the current call -multiple choices reply-
(compulsory)

Requested records 2283
=3 Collaborative projects I 510
{23 Coordination and Support Action - 47

Coordinating (CSACA/CA)
{23 Coordination and Support Action - s

Supporting (CSASA/SA)
£5 Marie Curie - Initial Training Networks B 108

(MCITN)

{3 Research for the benefit of specific groups [JJj184
- for SMEs

5] Networks of Excellence (NOE) M 00

-y Marie Curie - Intra-European Fellowships ~ [J43
for Career Development (MCIEF)

5] Marie Curie - European Reintegration l42
Grants (MCERG/MCIRG)
5 Marie Curie - International Incoming 41

Fellowships (MCIIF)
£ Marie Curie - Industry-Academia (MCIAPP) |39

5 Marie Curie - International Outgoing I37
Fellowships for Career Development
(MCIOF)

3 Research for the benefit of specific groups |23
- for Civil Society Organisations
3 Marie Curie Awards li6

DE Marie Curie - International Incoming Fellowships (MCIIF): which criteria did you find most
difficult to apply? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records
Impact
Transfer of knowledge
Implementation
No difficulty
S/T Quality
Researcher

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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DE Marie Curie - International Outgoing Fellowships for Career Development (MCIOF) -single choice
reply- (optional)

Requested records 37

Impact I 0
Implementation | B

No difficulty [ P
Training -3

S/T Quality 0

Researcher 0

DE Marie Curie Awards: which criteria did you find most difficult to apply? -single choice reply-

(optional)
Requested records 16
No difficulty Kk
Impact | P
Researcher B

DE Marie Curie - Intra-European Fellowships for Career Development (MCIEF): which criteria did
you find most difficult to apply? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records
Impact
Training
No difficulty
Implementation
S/T Quality
Researcher

11

DE Marie Curie - European Reintegration Grants (MCERG/MCIRG): which criteria did you find most
difficult to apply? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 42

Impact I
No difficulty | B

S/T Quality | P

Researcher | P
Implementation | B

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008
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DE Marie Curie - Industry-Academia (MCIAPP): which criteria did you find most difficult to apply? -
single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records

Impact

S/T Quality
Transfer-of-knowledge
No difficulty
Implementation

DE Marie Curie - Initial Training Networks (MCITN): which criteria did you find most difficult to
apply? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 198

No difficulty I -0

Training . ;7
Impact B 25
Implementation [

S/T Quality 5

DE Research for the benefit of specific groups - for SMEs: which criteria did you find most
difficult to apply? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 184

Impact B /0
No difficulty [ kY
Implementation | B

S/T Quality | [P

DE Research for the benefit of specific groups - for Civil Society Organisations: which criteria did
you find most difficult to apply? -single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records
S/T Quality
Implementation
No difficulty
Impact

DE Collaborative projects: which criteria did you find most difficult to apply? -single choice reply-

(optional)
Requested records 1519
Impact I 20
No difficulty [ PEN
Implementation I 205
S/T Quality [ KK

http://ec.europa.eu/yourvoice/ipm/forms/dispatch?userstate=charts& print=true& select... 10/01/2008



Europa - IPM - Consultation

Page 22 of 29

DE Coordination and Support Action - Coordinating (CSACA/CA): which criteria did you find most
difficult to apply? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 447

No difficulty I 103
Impact I s
S/T Quality | &
Implementation [ K8

Requested records
No difficulty

Impact

S/T Quality
Implementation

DE Coordination and Support Action - Supporting (CSASA/SA): which criteria did you find most
difficult to apply? -single choice reply- (optional)

376
I s
I s
| P

I 30

reply- (optional)
Requested records

DE Networks of Excellence (NoE): which criteria did you find most difficult to apply? -single choice

No difficulty B s
Impact [
Implementation B 5

S/T Quality | K

100

Requested records

4 (= yes, mostly)

5 (= yes, entirely)

3 (= average)

2 (= no, only part of them)

1 (= no, not at all)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)
N/A (if a question is not applicable)

Were the scoring thresholds appropriate? -single choice reply- (optional)

2283

I 1256
[ BB

B 240
136
l13
12

|4
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Were the weightings appropriate (if applied)? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 2283

4 (= yes, mostly) I 300
N/A (if a question is not applicable) [ PR

5 (= yes, entirely) I 206

3 (= average) B 250
2 (= no, only part of them) M i3s
Don't know (if you have no opinion) Bs3

1 (= no, not at all) |39
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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 2283

Yes, all I o
More than 80% [ EN
More than half [ k&N

Less than half B

Did you think that there was a difference between the levels of marking applied to the first
proposal and the last proposal you evaluated? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 2283
NO I, 1757
I YES I 335

DE Do you think that the efforts to calibrate (e.g. re-briefing, cross reading, etc.) are sufficient?
-single choice reply- (optional)
Requested records 385

YES I, 177

NO L
How would you rate the level of complexity of the evaluation task? -single choice reply- (compulsory)
Requested records 2283

I o7
[ ESB
I 296

2 (= complex)
3 (= average)
4 (= easy)

1 (= very complex) Wi
5 (= very easy) 22
Don't know (if you have no opinion) |6

N/A (if a question is not applicable) I2

How would you rate the level of efficiency of the evaluation task? -single choice reply- (compulsory)

Requested records 2283

4 (= good) L JE
3 (= satisfactory) I 530

5 (= excellent) | Kl

2 (= poor)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= very poor)
N/A (if a question is not applicable)
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choice reply- (compulsory)
Requested records
4 (= good)
5 (= excellent)
3 (= satisfactory)
2 (= poor)
Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= very poor)
N/A (if a question is not applicable)

How would you rate the level of impartiality/confidentiality/fairness of the evaluation? -single

2283

I 999
I 001
I 308

50
l13
I7
I5

(compulsory)
Requested records
4 (= better)
3 (= similar in quality)
5 (= very much better)
N/A (if a question is not applicable)
2 (= worse)
Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= very much worse)

If you 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-

2283
N s3>
I -7
I 370

| kX

M103
Be7
I7

(compulsory)
Requested records
4 (= good)
5 (= excellent)
3 (= satisfactory)
2 (= poor)
N/A (if a question is not applicable)
Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= very poor)

How would you rate the relevance of the expertise of the other evaluators? -single choice reply-

2283
I 057
I /55

I 30

56

| |7

I30

I1
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(compulsory)
Requested records
4 (= good)
5 (= excellent)
3 (= satisfactory)
N/A (if a question is not applicable)
2 (= poor)
Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= very poor)

How would you rate the quality of the expertise of the other evaluators? -single choice reply-

2283
I 1202
I 525

. 11

| 2

| B
|31

I5

Requested records

4 (= agree)

5 (= strongly agree)

3 (= average)

2 (= disagree)

N/A (if a question is not applicable)
Don't know (if you have no opinion)
1 (= strongly disagree)

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

2283
I 1 139
I 41
I 304
Bos
B
B

J11

Requested records
NO

TS YES

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

2283

I, 1573
I 5o

DE Did you think these were handled correctly? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records 591
YES I, 416
3 NO | P2

Requested records

4 (= good)

5 (= excellent)

3 (= satisfactory)

2 (= poor)

Don't know (if you have no opinion)
N/A (if a question is not applicable)
1 (= very poor)

How would you rate the quality of the evaluation overall? -single choice reply- (optional)

2283
I 1387
I 04

I 304

l42
l13
Is

I2
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Was the registration efficient and welcoming? -single choic