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	PROGRAMME BLANC INTERNATIONAL
Edition 2010
	



Guidance for proposal evaluation 

Dear Expert, 

You have accepted to evaluate a proposal submitted in the programme “Blanc International” of the French National Research Agency (ANR). 
Before starting your evaluation, please read the text of the call and the following guidelines.
The evaluation form has to be completed online, via the internet address you received. Please while completing the form do not forget to save your inputs frequently. In particular they might be lost if you change the current page. If you want to work offline you can download an evaluation form from the evaluation website in Word format. However it is not possible to later upload the Word file directly on the evaluation site:  you will have to cut and paste your inputs from your Word document in the different sections online.
1) Marks and comments: 

Please fill in the heading of the report with the proposal acronym and the name of the coordinator (PI)
You are kindly asked to grade and comment on each of the 6 criteria. Your comments can be listed as bullet points as long as they provide sufficient information to clearly justify your score. For each criterion, the scores are between 0 and 5 (no decimals). The scores scale is as follows: 
5=Excellent, 
4=Very Good, 
3=Fair to Good,
2=Borderline, 
1=Poor, 
0=Not addressed or Out of scope. 

It is important that your comments clearly state the strengths and weaknesses of the proposal, and state the difference between recommended and mandatory improvements.

As guidance, you will find a list of questions covering each criterion. These questions do not necessarily apply to the same extent to each proposal.

The scores for each criterion will help you to rank the proposal into one of 3 categories (A, B or C). 

The overall mark should reflect your overall impression of the proposal:

	Group (Letter)
	Meaning
	Approximate ranking of the proposal comparing to the proposals you evaluate usually

	A
	Excellent proposal. Should be proposed for funding. No weaknesses. Advice can be provided for strengthening the proposal.
	Best projects

	B
	Good proposal with some minor weaknesses that can be corrected. Minor improvements are required. These issues need to be discussed.
	Good projects

	C
	Not ready or not pertinent for funding. Major weaknesses that cannot be corrected without rewriting the proposal.
	Lower quality  projects 


2) Consolidated report 

The consolidated report should reflect the overall mark (i.e. an excellent proposal should not have more weaknesses than strengths). The comments drafted in the evaluation report will be used in the consolidated report. It is therefore advised to write sentences making robust assessments with clear justifications, and state the difference between recommended and mandatory improvements. 

Structure of the consolidated report:

- Brief description of the proposal;

- Critical analysis of its aims;

- A few lines of summary on how the evaluation criteria were met by the proposal;

- Detailed description of the strengths and weaknesses with a clear priority, dealing with what is important before what is secondary.

- Recommendations and advice for improvement. This is particularly important for proposals marked “C” for submission in the future.

In the case where a proposal is considered out of scope, it is necessary to strongly justify why.

NB: For proposals submitted in the framework of international cooperation, evaluation reports in English are mandatory

Guidance for the marks and comments on the evaluation report 

The following questions are to be used as guidance and all need not necessarily to be answered. However, for highly ambitious and expensive proposals, most of these questions should be addressed.

Criterion 1: Relevance of the proposal to the call 
Criterion 2: Technical and scientific quality of the proposal 

To what extent:

· Does the proposal contribute to scientific excellence and significant progress towards the state of the art?
· Are the objectives of the proposal appropriate?



· Are the technological bottlenecks addressed?
·  Is the proposal innovative and ambitious?
Criterion 3: Project management, methodology, work plan, milestones, etc. 

To what extent:
· Is the proposal positioning well described with respect to the state of the art?
· Is the project scientifically and technologically feasible? Are the methods proposed sound?

· Is the proposal structured with clearly identified and adequate milestones and deliverables? 
· Is the coordination plan adequate? (experience, financial and legal management) Is the coordinator sufficiently involved? 
· Is there a strategy for the valorisation of the project results? 

Criterion 4: Global impact of the proposal 
· What is the impact with regards to the potential of knowledge increase or to the importance of the targeted results?
· To what extent will the project results be used or integrated by the scientific or industrial community, or by society? What is the impact in terms of acquisition of know-how?

· Regarding databases (if relevant):  what is the level of storage durability and of data accessibility to the whole scientific community?

Criterion 5: Quality of the consortium 

· Is the scientific level or the expertise of the team excellent?
· Are the partners able to complete the projects? (experience, technical skills, environment)
· Is the  partnership appropriate with regards to the scientific and technical objectives?

· Are there synergies and complementarities between the partners?

· Is the coordinator able to lead the project?
· Are the environment and the resources (especially the manpower) implemented by each partner adequate with regards to the specific needs of the project?
· When you take into account each partner’s career,  how do you rate the quality of the scientific outcomes?

· Is the project bringing new collaborations?

· Do(es)  the company(ies) involved play an active role in the project?

Criterion 6: Mobilisation of resources (see annex)

· Is the schedule realistic?

· Are the resources adequate to the project?

· Is the requested funding well justified and adequate?

· Are the coordination costs adequate?

· Are the manpower resources well justified?

· Are the non permanent manpower resources (trainees, PhD students, post-docs) well justified?

· Are the requested investments and equipment purchases well justified and relevant?

· Is the financial part (travel budget, subcontracting, consumables…) well justified and adequate?

Criterion 7: Specific questions 
· What is the added value of the international cooperation?
· Are the scientific and financial contributions of the partners from each country well-balanced?
Programme Blanc International – ANNEX

French Budget rules 

	
	Public teams (universities, research institutes)
	Private Teams (Companies, associations, …)

	Full cost scheme
	· Permanent staff cost

· Additional costs scheme

a) Temporary staff cost

b) Equipment cost

c) Consumables and running costs
	· Permanent staff cost

· Temporary staff cost

· Provision for depreciation of the equipment on the proposal duration

· Consumables and running costs



	Eligible cost for subvention
	Additional costs scheme (a+b+c)
	Full cost scheme

	Subvention rate
	100%
	30% for companies others than SMEs
45% for SMEs


NB: gross salaries 
For junior staff:

· Post-doc scientist: ~ 45 000 €/year 

· PhD Student: ~ 30 000€/year 

· Engineer: ~ 40 000€/year 

· Technician: ~ 30 000€/year 

For senior staff:
The cost may be more than twice the indicative costs stated above.
NB: temporary staff must be limited. Except in particular cases, the overall temporary personnel contribution as measured in person-months should not exceed 50% of the total work force effort (permanent and temporary) represented by the project.
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