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Call identifier]

Self-evaluation form

This form is made available to applicants who may themselves wish to arrange an evaluation of their proposal (e.g. by an impartial colleague) prior to final editing, submission and deadline. The aim is to help applicants identify ways to improve their proposals. The forms used by the experts during the Commission evaluation will be broadly similar, although the detail and layout may differ. A self-evaluation, if carried out, has no bearing whatsoever on the conduct or outcome of the evaluation by the Commission. 
Co-ordination and support action 
(Co-ordinating)

	SCORING

Scores must be in the range 0-5. Half marks may be given.

Interpretation of the scores:

0 –The proposal fails to address the criterion under examination or cannot be judged due to missing or incomplete information

1 – Poor. The criterion is addressed in an inadequate manner or there are serious inherent weaknesses.
2 – Fair. While the proposal broadly addresses the criterion, there are significant weaknesses. 

3 – Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, although improvements would be necessary.

4 – Very Good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, although certain improvements are still possible.

5 – Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion in question. Any

shortcomings are minor.



	1. Scientific and/or technological excellence (relevant to the topics addressed by the call)

Note: when a proposal only partially addresses the topics, this condition will be reflected in the scoring of this criterion.

· Soundness of concept, and quality of objectives 

· Contribution to the co-ordination of high quality research

· Quality and effectiveness of the co-ordination mechanisms, and associated work plan 
[Sufficient space for comments will be provided in the electronic system]


	Score 1:

Threshold 3/5

	
	


	2. Quality and efficiency of the implementation and the management

· Appropriateness of the management structure and procedures

· Quality and relevant experience of the individual participants

· Quality of the consortium as a whole (including complementarity, balance) 

· Appropriateness of the allocation and justification of the resources to be committed (staff, equipment …)
[Sufficient space for comments will be provided in the electronic system]


	Score 2:

Threshold 3/5

	
	


	3. Potential impact through the development, dissemination and use of project results

· Contribution, at the European [and/or international] level, to the expected impacts listed in the work programme under  the relevant topic/activity

Note: Refer to the applicable list of impacts specified in the work programme.
· Appropriateness of measures for spreading excellence, exploiting results, and disseminating knowledge, through engagement with stakeholders, and the public at large.
[Sufficient space for comments will be provided in the electronic system]


	Score 3:

Threshold 3/5

	
	

	
	Total score (1+2+3)

Threshold 10/15

	
	


	Any other remarks

e.g. recommendations for negotiation, only if the proposal is above threshold
[Sufficient space for comments will be provided in the electronic system]




	Does this proposal raise ethical issues? 

(If so please complete an ethical issues report form (EIR)
	YES (    NO (
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