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DECISION OF THE GOVERNING BOARD

approving the list of actions selected for funding under the Shift2Rail JU calls for

proposals H2020-S2RJU-2015-01 and H2020-S2RJU-2016-01

N° 14/2016

THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE SHIFT2RAIL JOINT UNDERTAKING,

Having regard to:

1y

2)

Council Regulation (EU) No 642/2014 of 16 June 2014 establishing the Shift2Rail
Joint Undertaking' (S2R JU) and in particular Article 8(p) of the S2R JU Statutes;

Decision N° 21/2015 of 11 December 2015 of the S2ZR JU Governing Board
establishing the Financial Rules of the S2R JU and, in particular, Article 35
thereof;,

Whereas:

1

2)

3)

4)

3)

On 11 December 2015, the Governing Board of the S2R JU adopted the S2R JU
Annual Work Plans for 2015 and for 2016 (Decisions N°16/2015 and 17/2015
respectively, subsequently amended by Governing Board Decisions N° 2/2016 and
3/2016 of 29 February 2016).These Annual Work Plans were the bases for the
launch of the calls for proposals H2020-S2RJU-2015-01 and H2020-S2RJU-2016-
01, both of which were launched on 17 December 2015 with deadline of 17 March
2016;

The call for proposals H2020-S2RJU-2015-01 comprised a total of 19 topics, and
the call for proposals H2020-S2RJU-2016-01 comprised a total of 9 topics;

In both of the above-mentioned calls for proposals, each of the topics had its own
dedicated budget line and therefore topics were not competing against each other
for the same budget;

The proposals submitted within both calls for proposals were evaluated by
independent experts, as foreseen by Article 17.2 of the S2R JU Statutes and in
accordance with the criteria defined in the S2R JU Annual Work Plans for 2015
and for 2016. On the basis of this evaluation, the experts established a ranking list
per topic, providing a recommended priority order of proposals having equalled or
passed all the thresholds, as well as a list of proposals not marked for possible
funding as they did not meet the overall thresholds and/or one or more of the
individual thresholds;

The report of the independent observer finds that evaluation was conducted in a
fair, transparent and open way and that each proposal received adequate and equal
treatment, according to the defined rules and procedures;
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6) In accordance with Article 8(p) of the S2R JU Statutes, the S2R JU Governing
Board should approve the list of actions selected for funding, on the basis of a
proposal from the S2R JU Executive Director, in accordance with Article 10(4)(g)
of the S2R JU Statutes.

HAS DECIDED AS FOLLOWS:
Article 1

The call ranked lists pertaining to the calls for proposals H2020-S2RJU-2015-01 and
H2020-S2RJU-2016-01, including the lists of actions selected for funding (Annex 1 to
this decision) are hereby approved.

Article 2

This decision shall enter into force on the date of its adoption. The Executive Director
shall inform the applicants of the results of the evaluation. The date of the individual
notification letter by the Executive Director constitutes the official invitation to start the
preparation of the grant.

Enclosures:

e Annex 1 — Call ranked lists pertaining to the calls for proposals H2020-S2RJU-
2015-01 and H2020-S2RJU-2016-01, including the lists of actions selected for
funding

* Annex 2 — List of below threshold proposals pertaining to the calls for proposals
H2020-52RJU-2015-01 and H2020-S2RJU-2016-01

* Annex 3 - List of inadmissible proposals pertaining to the calls for proposals
H2020-S2RJU-2015-01 and H2020-S2RJU-2016-01

* Annex 4 — List of ineligible proposals pertaining to the calls for proposals H2020-
S2RJU-2015-01 and H2020-S2RJU-2016-01

¢ Annex 5 — Independent Observers Report
Done at Brussels, on 9 June 2016.

For the Governing Board

Q"
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Henrik HOLOLEI

The Chairperson
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OBSERVER REPORT

Programme: Horizon 2020 Framework Programme
Call for propesals: H2020-52RJU-2015-01 & H2020-S2RJU-2016-01
Call deadline: ! 7 March 2016

Date of evaluation: between 01April 2016 and 27 May 2016

Observer

HORIZON 2020

Name

Joseph Prieur

Number of pages in this report (title page included): 14 pages



1. Background

This report describes the observer’s assessment of the evaluation of the following call:

Calls for proposals: H2020-S2RJU-2015-01 & H2020-S2RJU-2016-01

Published: 17 December 2015
Deadline: 17 March 2016
Budget: EUR 90 millions (EC contribution)

Both calls were published on the same day and had the same deadline, They will be referred
as one single call in the rest of this report. This call covers the following topic(s)/type(s) of

action:
Topic code PANEL Type(s) of Number of eligible |Budget (estimated
action proposals received  |[EU contribution)

S2R-CFM-IP2-01-2015 AUTO RIA 1 € 20 000 000
S2R-CFM-IP4-01-2015 INTEL-IA IA 1 €3 750000
82R-CFM-1P4-02-2015 INTEL-IA 1A 1 €2 250000
S2R-CFM-IP5-01-2015 AUTO RIA 1 € 3 500 000
S2R-CFM-IP5-02-2015 AUTO RIA 1 € 1600000
S2R-CFM-IP5-03-2015 RSTOCK RIA 1 €1 500000
S2R-CFM-CCA-01-2015 SMART RIA 1 € 300000
S2R-CFM-CCA-02-2015 INFRA RIA I €1 350 000
S2R-CFM-CCA-03-2015 SMART RIA I € 350 000

3 € 1500 000
S2R-OC-IP2-01-2015 — .
S2R-0C-1P2-02-2015 INTEL-RIA RIA 2 €1 000 000
S2R-0OC-1P2-03-2015 AUTO RIA 1 € 500 000
S2R-0OC-1P5-01-2015 AUTO RIA 3 €1 000 000
S2R-0C-1P5-02-2015 RSTOCK RIA 3 € 1000 000
S2R-OC-1P5-03-2015 RSTOCK RIA 7 € 1 500 000
S2R-0C-CCA-01-2015 SMART RIA 3 € 400 000
S2R-0C-CCA-02-2015 INFRA RIA 3 € 800 000
S2R-0OC-CCA-03-2015 INFRA RIA 4 €1 000000
S2R-0OC-CCA-04-2015 SMART RIA 4 €1 300 000
S2R-CFM-IP1-01-2016 RSTOCK RIA 1 € 13 000 000
S2R-CFM-IP1-02-2016 SMART RIA 1 € 6 000 000
S2R-CFM-IP3-01-2016 INFRA RIA 1 € 2 800 000
S2R-CFM-1P3-02-2016 SMART RIA 1 € 7 300 000
S2R-OC-IP1-01-2016 RIA 0 €1 100000
S2R-OC-IP1-02-2016 SMART RIA 3 € 7 000 000
S2R-OC-IP3-01-2016 INFRA RIA 4 €5 000 000
S2R-0OC-IP4-01-2016 INTEL-CSA CSA 2 €2 000 000
S2R-OC-1P4-02-2016 INTEL - RIA RIA 1 €1 000 000

The topic code in the above table refers also to the I[P (Innovation Programme) to which it

belongs:




IP 1: Cost-efficient and reliable trains

IP 2: Advanced traffic management and control systems

IP 3: Cost efficient and Reliable High Capacity Infrastructure

IP 4: IT Solutions for Attractive Railway Services

IP5: Technologies for sustainable and attractive European rail freight
CCA: Cross Cutting Activities

The topic code also refers to the topic category. There are 2 categories of topics:
¢ Those identified as CFM (call for members) are restricted to S2R JU members only
and the work programme clearly specifies that only one proposal per topic will be
funded within this category
* Those identified as OC (Open Call) are open to non S2R JU members only and
depending on budget availability more than one project may be funded

It is noted that each of the 28 topics has its own dedicated EU budget line and therefore topics
are not competing against each other for the same budget. However, proposals submitted in
response to open calls (OC) for any specific topic may compete against each other within that
topic budget line.

1t is noted also that no proposal was submitted in response to the topic S2R-OC-IP1-01-2016

The total estimated EU budget for the call is about 90 million euros. In addition, the S2R JU
members (other than the Commission) have committed themselves to provide in kind
contributions up to about 80 million euros (for proposals in response to CFM) thus resulting
in an overall estimated budget 2015-2016 for the call of about 170 million euros

A total of 57 proposals were received of which one was considered inadmissible as it was a
case of abuse and one was declared ineligible. The 55 remaining eligible proposals were
distributed over 5 evaluation panels:

s  AUTO (10 eligible proposals, all RIAs, of which 3 were in response to CFM and 7 in
response to OC),

¢ INFRA (13 eligible proposals, all RIAs, of which 2 were in response to CFM and 11
in response to OC),

o INTEL (7 eligible proposals of which 2 CSAs in response to OC, 2 [As in response to
CFM, and 3 RIAs in response to OC),

e RSTOCK (11 eligible proposals, all RIAs, of which 2 are in response do CFM and 9
in response to OC),

¢ SMART (14 eligible proposals, all RIAs, of which 4 are in response to CFM and 10 in
response to OC)

The report analyses the efficiency of the procedures, usability of the instruments (including IT
tools), conduct and fairness of the evaluation sessions, and compliance with the applicable

rules. The objective is to give independent advice for improving the evaluation processes for
the S2R JU

The independent observer Joseph Prieur has been retired from ONERA, the French national
aerospace lab, since June 2011. He has had no involvement at all with the calls under
evaluation. He has a wide experience of European Commission research proposal evaluations,

first as END in DG RTD and DG ENTR and, from 2006, as an independent expert (evaluator,
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rapporteur and observer) on various occasions and on several themes (Aeronautics, Surface
Transport, Security, Space, JTI Clean Sky, NMP) for both FP7 and Horizon 2020

programmes
2. Methodology

The approach followed by the observer was in line with the requirements of the Shift 2 Rail
(S2R) evaluation team when the observer was first approached, and with the subsequent
observer contract. All relevant information was made available to the observer in a timely
manner: access to the SEP system, briefings, some exchange of mails between the S2R team
and the experts, and the observer report template,

The observer was involved in the evaluation process immediately after the signature of his
contract CT-EX2002B070194-130 on March 17, 2016. The observer work consisted basically
in the following activities:

o Review general and specific Horizon 2020 documents and relevant evaluation rules
(http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/wp/2016-
2017/annexes/h2020-wpl617-annex-ga_en.pdf) and H2020 Grants Manual - Section
on: Proposal submission and evaluation

http://ec.europa.ew/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants manual/pse/h2020-

guide-pse_en pdf

o Review and become familiar with strategic S2R documents, namely:

e The S2R Master Plan: providing a high-level strategic vision to achieve the S2R
objectives and identifies key priority research areas
(http://ec.europa.ew/transport/modes/rail/doc/2015-03-3 1 -decisionn4-2015-

adoption-s2r-masterplan.pdf)

e The S2R Multiannual Action Plan (MAAP) providing a long-term investment
plan, identifying projects, milestones and deliverables to achieve the Master Plan
objectives. It is a useful document to understand the programmatic/global view on

the Innovation Programme (http.//www.shift2rail.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/07/S2R-JU-GB_Decision-N-15-2015-MAAP.pdf)

¢ The annual work plans 2015 and 2016 containing the specific topic scope and links
across projects (complementary grants between members and respectively non-
members topics)

o Review briefings and other relevant information provided by mail by the call
coordinator to the experts

o During the remote evaluation phase follow the progress of the evaluation on the SEP
tool

o During the local evaluation phase in Brussels, attend consensus meetings in such a
way as to cover as many different moderators and as many topics as possible

o Throughout the local evaluation week (23 to 27 May 2016) have informal discussions
with various S2R staff (call coordinator, staff and S2R director), and some experts and
recorders (dedicated rapporteurs)



o Prepare the present report

3. Assessment
Scale of complexity of the evaluation task:

In terms of number of proposals to be evaluated the task was not extremely complex, as only
55 eligible proposals were received. In general, each proposal was evaluated by 3 to 5 experts
and an additional expert was selected during the individual evaluation phase to act as a
recorder (rapporteur) to prepare the consensus report. He (she) was a dedicated rapporteur not
involved in the evaluation itself. This is believed to be a good practice contributing to the
efficiency and quality of the evaluation process. The dedicated rapporteurs had prepared a
draft of the consensus reports before the local evaluation phase in Brussels. All initial drafts
were not prepared to the same degree of elaboration: some were a compilation of individual
evaluation comments, whereas some others were already well edited. But in any case, the
observer found that it is more efficient to start the consensus discussion on the basis of an
existing draft rather than starting from a blank sheet.

In terms of procedure, the evaluation exercise was quite conventional and similar to most of
the other evaluation sessions that the observer had attended over the last 2 years.

The observer found that the S2R team involved in the evaluation was well prepared to meet
the scale and complexity of the tasks. The main phases of the evaluation process (individual
evaluation, consensus meetings, panel meetings and proposal ranking) and the roles of each of
the participants (moderators, evaluators, rapporteurs and observer) were clearly defined.
Planning of the evaluation i.e. team composition, room allocation and schedule of meetings
was also sound and clearly communicated to all participants.

Transparency of the procedures:

The procedures for the evaluation and selection of proposals were transparent to proposers
and to all evaluators and to the observer, including the structure of the evaluation process into
individual and consensus phases. The modalities of the evaluation of the call were clearly
explained in comprehensive briefings specifically developed for this call and provided to the
experts at the start of the individual evaluations and at the start of the local evaluation phase in
Brussels.

The procedures are in line with the rules described in Annex H of the Work Programme and
they comply with the principles established by the Commission and reminded to experts
during briefings (independence, impartiality, absence of conflicts of interest, objectivity,
consistency, accuracy). Each aspect of the evaluation process is described in detail in the
“Grants Manual: Section on proposal submission and evaluation” referred to in the S2R
Annual Work Plans.

hitp://ec europa.ew/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants manual/pse/h2020-guide-

pse_en.pdf available to all experts and the observer

The evaluation criteria, scoring system and thresholds applied were well understood by all
experts. Score interpretation tables were clearly displayed in every consensus meeting room



and very often the moderators invited experts to refer to this table to ensure that scores were
in line with agreed comments

Further the experts are reminded about the transparency requirements during briefings
(remote briefing at the start of the remote evaluation phase, as well as briefing during the local
evaluation phase) and also, as needed, during consensus meetings.

The observer is fully convinced that the evaluation was conducted with high standards of
transparency, fairness and diligence at all stages.

Throughput time of the evaluation and the efficiency of the procedures:

The number of proposals for each panel of evaluators ranged from 7 (INTEL panel) to 14
(SMART panel) covering 5-6 topics on average. This is considered as a reasonable number of
proposals for each of the evaluators in the panels, considering that experts could spread their
work over a period of about one month for their individual evaluations (April 1 to May 2,
2016). Contrary to other calls when experts consider as too high a workload when they have
to evaluate about 10 proposals within 2 weeks, for this S2R call no specific complaint was
heard by the observer from experts in relation to the individual evaluation workload. Indeed,
most of the proposals were evaluated by 5 experts, others by 4 experts and only a few by 3
experts. The total number of individual readings was 240, performed by 43 experts, thus
resulting in an average of about 6 individual evaluations per expert, which is a relatively small
workload over the 1-month period allocated for individual evaluations

The observer believes that the practice of having a dedicated rapporteur (or recorder) as
opposed to one of the evaluators acting as a rapporteur, may be a good practice in terms of
efficiency of the evaluation process. Indeed, the dedicated rapporteur can start drafting the
initial version of the consensus report before coming to Brussels whereas the evaluators can
concentrate on their individual evaluation tasks.

During the central consensus phase of the evaluation, the dedicated rapporteur approach
allows all experts to take fully part into the consensus debate without having one of them
having to concentrate on collating the opinions of his(her) co-evaluators with the risk of not
being in a good position to express/defend his (her) own views.

The involvement of the recorder contributes significantly to keeping as closely as possible to
the planned schedule and avoiding large delays

The dedicated recorder approach is however not an easy route. Dedicated rapporteurs clearly
need to have good writing skills and to enjoy writing, but also to have some general
knowledge about the topics/subjects they are dealing with, with then the inherent risk of being
frustrated from refraining from participating in technical discussions. The observer believes
that rapporteurs should be allowed to read at least the executive summary/abstract of the
proposals being discussed. Also the dedicated rapporteur approach requires that the respective
roles of the moderator and the rapporteur should not overlap and be well balanced and clear
for all participants.

Efficiency, reliability and usability of the procedures, including the IT-tools:

The IT evaluation tool SEP was employed in the evaluation process. The tool is fully
operational and all experts have become familiar with the system. Experienced evaluators
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consider it, rather unanimously, as superior to the previous RIVET system of FP7. Some
improvements, compared to the initial version, have now been incorporated into the SEP
system (such as the automatic calculation of the EC budget going to SMEs which is a useful
feature when it comes to rank ex-aequo proposals).

The observer believes the system could be further improved by being associated with video
conferencing capabilities allowing experts to have real face to face discussions with the
rapporteur towards the end of the remote individual evaluation phase in order to better prepare
the initial draft of the consensus report. This may save time and improve the efficiency of the
local consensus phase in Brussels. This may be an appropriate feature when there is a large
number of proposals to be evaluated and may pave the way towards generalized remote
consensus phases (as is already the case for some calls)

The observer believes the procedures used are reliable and robust. The implementation of the
evaluation procedures was on the whole very good. Although there were small variations in
the way different moderators and recorders operate in their meetings, the observer believes
that this has no impact on the outcome of the evaluation.

Impartiality, faimess and confidentiality of the evaluation;

From his participation to the evaluation process, the observer is of the opinion that the
evaluation was impartial, fair and conducted in full compliance with the participation rules set
by the Commission, in line with the steps indicated in the “Grants Manual: Section on
proposal submission and evaluation”. These rules and procedures were reminded to the
experts as part of their general and specific briefings, and as needed during all the steps of the
evaluation.

The overall evaluation process is compliant with the principles established by the
Commission: independence, impartiality, objectivity, accuracy and consistency.

The confidentiality requirements, which are annexed to the contracts of the experts and the
observer, were reminded to the experts at all stages by the S2R staff involved in the
evaluation

The following factors are believed to contribute significantly to achieve impartial and fair
evaluations

. the relative large number (4 or 5, in a few cases 3) of independent experts involved in
the evaluation of each proposal, plus the moderator and the dedicated rapporteur acting as
quality controllers during consensus phases

. The variety of the expert backgrounds, ensuring that all aspects of each proposal are
considered and that each proposal is looked at under different angles, which is an important
aspect for the multidisciplinary aspects of the proposals

. the early detection and treatment of potential conflicts of interests. All experts, and the
observer, sign a declaration of absence of conflict of interest as part of their contract. The
importance of avoiding conflict of interest is also reminded to experts in each briefing.
Experts with a conflict of interest with one proposal are excluded from participating to the
discussion of the proposal in question



Conformity of the evaluation with the applicable rules (including guidance documents)

The “H2020 Vademecum section on proposal submission and evaluation”
(http://www.h2020.cz/files/pracna/H2020-Vademecum-Section-on-Proposal-Submission-and-
Evaluation) is a document meant to assist all staff in implementing proposal evaluation (from
the Commission, the Executive Agencies or JUs). It provides a common basis for all
personnel involved in the evaluation to have a similar approach in conducting the evaluation.
The document is consistent with the rules and procedures given in the Grants Manual -
Section on: Proposal submission and evaluation
(http://ec.europa.ew/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/grants_manual/pse/h2020-guide-
pse_en.pdf), and with general and specific briefings provided to the experts.

In addition, the S2Revaluation team had provided the experts with a SEP User guide
https://ec europa.eu/research/participants/data/support/expert/expert_evaluation_user_manual,
pdf and a separate document SEP for Experts, as well as very comprehensive briefings (one
at the start of the remote evaluation phase, the other one on the first day of the consensus
phase in Brussels)

All these documents were in full conformity with existing applicable rules and the general
annexes to the Work Programme

(http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/wp/2016-2017/annexes/h2020-
wpl617-annex-ga_en.pdf), especially Annex H which describes the evaluation rules

The observer is convinced that all phases of the S2R proposal evaluation were conducted in
full compliance with the rules and guides contained in the above mentioned documents.

Quality of the evaluation process in comparison with similar national/intermational evaluation

procedures:

The observer has not been involved in evaluation processes other than EU research ones. It is
believed that the EU evaluation process is robust and of high quality and, from discussions
with some experienced evaluators over different calls, can be considered better than or as
good as other national and/or other international research funding schemes. And it is known
that several countries are looking to the EU process, or even transposing it, to improve their
national process.

At international level, the main evaluation principles are: objectivity and impartiality,
independence of evaluators, participation of all parties concerned in the entire process,
transparency and focus, reliability, completeness and clarity of reports, fairness and protection
of the interests of the parties involved. The observer is convinced that all the above mentioned
international principles are well embedded and efficiently implemented in the EU evaluation
process.

Overall quality of the evaluation:

The observer is of the opinion that the evaluation was conducted in a fair, transparent and
open way and that each proposal received adequate and equal treatment, according to the



defined rules and procedures. The overall quality of the evaluation process was excellent,
thanks to the contribution of all involved parties (experts and S2R staff)

The evaluators were selected primarily on the basis of their expertise and have now become
familiar with the Horizon 2020 programme and were extensively and repeatedly briefed about
the specificities of the S2R JU cali.

The observer participated in the central phase of the evaluation process, was welcomed to
attend any consensus meetings he wished to attend, and free to discuss with any evaluator and
S2R staff at any time during local evaluations.

The S2R staff involved in the evaluation, showed full compliance with the established rules
and procedures, and demonstrated their commitment for continuous improvement of the
evaluation process. Their permanent support, guidance, professionalism, transparency, and
availability contributed greatly to the successful, smooth and efficient running of the
evaluation process.

The observer believes that the use of dedicated recorders is also a contributing factor to the
quality of the evaluation process. They provide valuable support to the consensus panel
moderators and to the experts in terms of efficiency and report quality checks.

In conclusion, the whole evaluation process was conducted by expert evaluators, and S2R
staff with the highest professional and quality standards and in accordance with the applicable
rules and guidelines. The observer is of the opinion that the evaluation was conducted in a
fair, transparent and open way and that each proposal received adequate and equal treatment.

Other remarks

e quality of the documentation provided to experts beforehand

The experts were provided with high quality documentation covering all aspects of the
evaluation process. The observer had access to the web-briefings, power point briefing
presentations, guides, and additional information which was provided by mail to the experts
and is satisfied that the documentation provided was of high quality, explaining in detail all
the aspects and critical points of the evaluation process.

Although the briefing material contains some guiding information on how to write (or what to
write and what not to write) in IERs the observer would like to suggest that it would be
beneficial, especially for the benefit of first-time evaluators, to have a more comprehensive
guide "useful tips for drafting reports” in order to have a better uniformity in the format,
content and length of both IERs and CRs.

e quality of the on-site briefing session

A comprehensive briefing was delivered to the experts on the moming of the first day of the
local evaluation session in Brussels, explaining in detail the purpose, sequence, rules and
content of the consensus and panel meetings, with the actors involved and the roles of each
participant. This is an important and very useful moment, especially for first-time evaluators.



The briefing explained in detail the purpose and conduct of the remaining phases of the
process (consensus and panel phases). During this general briefing all important and practical
issues of the evaluation procedure were addressed, as well as logistical aspects such as access
to the building, security measures (the alert level was yellow at the time of the local
evaluation and specific security measures were in force for accessing the building). This
briefing session was well organized and the information provided was clear and
comprehensive.

The general briefing provides also an opportunity for experts to raise questions and seek
clarifications,

e the understanding by experts of the call (context, topics), of the evaluation process and
their role and of the award criteria and scoring scheme

The observer believes all experts are perfectly aware of and understanding the award criteria.
They extensively refer to the score interpretation tables displayed in every meeting room.
They all seem to know very well the call and the topics they are discussing.

All experts were clearly briefed about the evaluation methodology beforehand and they all
had a good understanding of what was expected from them.

The need to avoid recommending any substantial change to the proposal in the context of the
"no negotiation” principle, which is a real novelty compared to the previous programme FP7,
was well understood by evaluators. This was clearly addressed in the briefings and also by the
moderators during consensus meetings, if needed, and the word “Improvement” has now been
banned from the score interpretation table displayed in every consensus room.

Other important aspects well understood by evaluators were the need to avoid penalizing
twice (or rewarding twice) a proposal for the same reason under two different criteria, to pay
attention to the wording of the consensus report in order to avoid encouraging claims for
redress, and the required consistency of the comments with the scores.

e  the allocation of experts to proposals: balance (gender, geographic, sector),
relevance and balance of expertise, ...

Clearly experts were selected primarily on the basis of their expertise.

It was noted that there were 28 experts of which just over 21 % were women. Around 33%
had not been involved in earlier evaluations pertaining to the Horizon 2020 Programme.
Experts were of 14 different nationalities, the largest number (about 1/3) coming from UK
and Italy.

Experts were from a wide range of organisations, half of them coming from consultancy firms
or high education organisations and 16% coming from the non-research commercial sector
(including SMEs)

» the process of the individual evaluations and the actors involved

From following at 2 to 3 days’ intervals the progress of the individual evaluations, the
observer noted (as it was already the case in earlier evaluations in which the observer was
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involved) a relatively slow start and an acceleration of the IER production towards the end of
the allocated period, which is probably an indication that experts do not submit their IERs
until they have had the chance to check their own assessment over several proposals, a good
practice in principle but which gives the (false) impression of a slow start and a rush towards
the end of the period.

¢ the process of the consensus meetings and the actors involved

Consensus meetings were performed locally in Brussels. There is a large commonality in
conducting consensus meetings with however some differences in behaviour depending on the
human aspects of the moderator and/or the experts and/or the recorder. Some moderators are
really managing actively the consensus meetings where as other are less pro-active and have a
tendency to either let the discussion between experts continue for too long. The observer
believes it is the responsibility of the moderator to act as a time keeper. The observer believes
that these small differences in conducting the consensus meetings are within the flexibility
margins allowed by the rules and do not have any impact on the outcome of the evaluation.

The observer would like to suggest that it is also the responsibility of the moderator to avoid
situations where 2 experts are having aparté bilateral discussions on side issues while the
consensus debate is progressing between all other experts. These apartés create sometimes a
background noise which can be very disturbing (irritating!) for the recorder and the other
experts and may generate delays in the planning

¢  criteria and scoring scheme: appropriateness, completeness, relevance, clarity,
consistency in application, ...

The 3 main criteria are basically the same as they were in FP7, with however new set of sub
criteria (specific to the action type: IA, RIA or CSA) to reflect policy priorities of Horizon
2020. The current criteria are believed to be a simple and robust set which all stakeholders
familiar with FP7 are used to work with. The 3 criteria are rather independent from each
other, they do not overlap and therefore the number of situations where comments could apply
to 2 different criteria is thus minimized, and hence it makes it easier for evaluators not to
penalize (or reward) twice a proposal for the same negative (or positive) comment.

There were no specific difficulties expressed by evaluators in understanding the scoring
system, the significance of thresholds, the need of “commenting before scoring”, or the need
to have scores matching the comments. The score interpretation table was displayed in every
panel meeting room and extensively looked at by evaluators when it comes to grading a
proposal against a set of comments.

It might be worth however to clarify the interpretation of the words “shortcomings” and
“weaknesses” in order to have a uniform understanding of these words. Also experts should
be more strongly encouraged to utilize the full range of scores: this may reduce the occurrence
of equal score situations

e final panel meeting and the actors involved

Each topic had its own budget and all proposals pertaining to any given topic (1 proposal for
each CFM topic and from 1 to 7 proposals for OC topics) were evaluated within the same
panel. As a result of this particular situation there was no need for formal final panel meetings
to rank proposals and separate equal score proposals. All these activities could be covered
within each consensus panel, and there was no need for cross reading and calibrating
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proposals between panels. There was no situation of minority views to be resolved which was
brought to the attention of the observer.

e hearings (if any) and the actors involved
Not applicable
e occurrence and handling of specific issues (if any) such as conflicts of interest

Conflicts of interest situations observed by the observer were very rare. Most of them were
detected at an early stage in the evaluation process. The remaining ones were properly
handled by excluding the concerned expert from discussing the proposal in question.

e quality of evaluation summary reports

All participants are made aware from the start of the process of the importance of producing
high quality ESR in order to ensure a fair and useful return to the applicants and avoid
opening the door for filing complaints.

The evaluation summary report quality is generally very high. At the consensus stage the use
of dedicated rapporteur with good writing skills ensures a good quality level of the reports.
The moderators act also as quality checkers to improve, if needed, the quality of the final
version of the report which will become the ESR.

The ESR is finally quality checked again within the S2R team before being sent to the
applicants.

Reports, are therefore of high quality.

¢ overall conduct of staff: responsiveness, hospitality, competence, ...

Throughout the whole evaluation period the professionalism and friendly support of all S2R
staff, and all personnel directly involved in the evaluation was outstanding. The support from
the secretariat facilitated substantially the smooth implementation of all evaluation phases. All
personnel involved in the evaluation were very helpful for the experts and the observer. They
responded to all requests in an efficient and cordial manner. The observer was free to attend
any meeting, to talk to any expert. Whenever there were questions from the observer, there
was no reluctance from the personnel nor from experts to respond.

¢ infrastructure and working conditions for evaluators

The infrastructure and working conditions for the experts (and the observer) were excellent
from the arrival of experts at the reception desk of Covent Garden until their departure at the
end of the local evaluation week. All reception and registration procedures of experts were
organised in the usual very professional and friendly way and in line with the EC security
measures prevailing on that week (Yellow alert level)

The observer was given an office and a schedule of all meetings. Panel secretaries were

placed near the experts. The secretaries were always ready to help the experts and the
observer
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e  workload and time given to evaluators for their work, (remotely, and/or.on-site. as
applicabie)

The observer is of the opinion that the allocated 1-month period was sufficient to perform
individual remote evaluation for all experts and all proposals (about 6 proposals per expert, on
average).

The same applies for the onsite consensus phase: the number of proposals per panel ranged
from 7 (for INTEL panel) to 14 (for SMART panel). One week was sufficient although it is
recognised that 14 CRs within a week may possibly be an upper limit. No complaint was
heard by the observer about the workload.

¢ remuneration of evaluators (in relation to workload)

There was no specific comment made by experts related to the remuneration in relation to the
workload for this particular call, although it is a relatively frequent remark from experts that
the daily remuneration has not been updated for years and that they would like to be allocated
more time per proposal at the individual evaluation stage.

4. Recommendations

On the basis of the observations made primarily during the local evaluation in Brussels, the
observer would like to submit the following ideas

o the concept of a dedicated rapporteur (or recorder) is to be continued as it contributes
to the quality and the efficiency of the evaluation. The selection of these rapporteurs
should be carefully made on the basis of their writing skills, their general knowledge
of the subjects covered by the topics, and their ability to capture the agreed opinion of
the experts without becoming unduly invoived in the debate (as an additional
evaluator)

» some effort should be put into harmonizing the language between all parts of Horizon
2020: for example, it should be decided once and for all to use the word “rapporteur”
or “recorder” but not both. The same goes with “subtopics™ and “work streams”

® Moderators should be briefed about being good time keepers during consensus
meetings and avoiding also that separate bilateral aparté on side issues are taking place
during these meetings

¢ Consideration should be given to preparing guidelines on “writing tips for report
drafting” in order to further harmonize the reports in terms of content, length and

style.

e Consideration should be given also to involve dedicated “quality checkers” for
ensuring quality, homogeneity and coherence in the reports. This practice has been
introduced by other bodies involved in Horizon 2020 (such as INEA as an example)
and as long as quality checkers do not become a bottleneck in the evaluation process
and are clearly briefed about their specific role (compared to the role of moderators,
rapporteurs and evaluators) this concept may contribute significantly to the quality of
the CRs and ESRs
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In closing the observer would like to express his view that the evaluation process was
conducted thoroughly and very professionally by all participants throughout the complete
sequence and all phases of the process. Judging only from the procedural aspects (which is the
remit of his mandate) the observer is convinced that all proposals received adequate, fair and
equal treatment. The outcome of the exercise is a set of ranked lists of projects where the very
best ones have been identified and will be funded within the budget limits.

The observer would also like to express his thanks and gratitude to all staff of the S2R team
involved in the evaluation agency, especially the call coordinator Alexandra Gurau, and all
her colleagues involved in the evaluation for making his observer work possible without any
restriction and for their permanent support throughout all stages of the work. This support and
the secretarial assistance were outstanding and contributed greatly to making the evaluation
not only a smooth but also a very enjoyable exercise.

Jo Prieur

Observer
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