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International Research Staff Exchange 
Scheme, (IRSES), «Marie Curie Actions»
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/page/people?callIdentifier=FP7-PEOPLE-2012-IRSES



Call References, Main Documents

Call Fiche Work Programme Guide for Applicants

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/page/people;





Proposal

Eligibility

Individual Evaluation

Consensus

Thresholds

Ranking by Commission

Panel Review
with Hearings (optional)

Commission Rejection

Decision

Consultation of Programme 

Committee (if require)

Negotiation Results

Negotiation

Commission Funding 

Decision and/or

Rejection Decision

Negotiation

Ethical

Issues

Steps in Proposal Proceedings

X

X



Basic Principles of Evaluation 

Efficiency &  

Speed
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Excellence

Fairness & 

Impartiality

Confidentiality Ethical & Security 

Considerations

Guide for 

Applicants

(annex 2)

“Evaluation 

Rules”

Adopted from Richard Burger’s presentation





Three Guiding Principles:

�Objectivity

� Each proposal is evaluated as it is written

�Accuracy 

� Experts make their judgment against the official 

evaluation criteria, and nothing else

�Consistency

� Experts apply the same standard of judgment  to 

each proposal

Evaluating a proposal



Evaluation of each proposal

Proposal X

copy 1

Proposal X

copy 2

Proposal X

copy 3

IER
expert 1

IER
expert 2

IER
expert 3

Consensus 
meeting

CR 
3 experts

Note: There may be more than 3 evaluators

IER = Individual Evaluation Report
CR = Consensus Report

Adopted from Richard Burger’s presentation



Consensus

� Built on the basis of the 

individual evaluations

� The aim is agreement 

on scores and comments

� Usually involves a discussion

� “Outlying” opinions need to be explored 
� Not just a simple averaging exercise

� It is quite normal for individual views to change

�Moderated by a Commission staff-member
� helps the group reach a conclusion

� provides information if necessary

� does not contribute opinions



� Each criterion is scored 0 - 5
� Partial -scores allowed

� whole range should be considered

� Scores must pass thresholds if a proposal is to be  considered 

for funding

� Thresholds apply to individual criteriaF
� Default threshold is 3

�Fand to the total score
� higher than the sum of the individual thresholds

� Default threshold is 10

� (Can vary from call-to-call!)

Proposal scoring



� Disqualifying Conflicts of Interest
� Involved in preparation of proposal

� Stands to benefit directly

� Close family relationship

� Director/trustee/partner

� Employee (but, possible exception�)

� Member of Advisory Group

� Any other situation that compromises impartiality

� Potential Conflicts of Interest 
� Involved in research collaboration in previous 3 years

� Any other situation that casts doubt*or that could 
reasonably appear to do so*

Conflicts of interest



Confidentiality
� No  discussion of  the content of proposals, or the 
evaluation results, with anyone.

� The sole exception: in a consensus group or final panel

� No disclosure of the names of the evaluating experts

� The Commission publishes names annually

� But as a group – no link between expert and proposal

� Security measures at the evaluation building

� Mobile phones are not allowed in the evaluation rooms!

� Laptops should not be brought in the evaluation premises!

� All paper work should remain in the evaluation room all the 
time

� All proposal & evaluation materials are strictly obliterated



International Research 
Staff Exchange Scheme

IRSES Funding scheme:

International Research 
Staff Exchange Scheme

IRSES Funding scheme:
IRSES Funding scheme: “International Research Staff Exchange Scheme”

Quality of the Exchange 

Programme

Weighting:25%

Transfer of Knowledge

Weighting: 30%

Threshold 3

Implementation

Weighting: 15%

Impact

Weighting: 30%

Threshold 3
Objective and relevance of the joint

exchange programme

Quality and mutual benefit of the

transfer of knowledge

Capacities (expertise/human

resources/facilities/infrastruct

ure) to achieve the

objectives of the planned

cooperation

Relevance of the proposed

partnership to the area of

collaboration and for the ERA

Scientific quality of the partners Adequacy and role of staff

exchanged with respect to the

transfer of knowledge

Appropriateness of the plans

for the overall management

of the exchange programme

Potential to develop lasting

collaboration with eligible Third

country partners.

Complementarities/synergies

between the partners

Countries eligible for the International Research Staff Exchange Scheme (IRSES)
Countries with EC International agreements on Science and Technology:

•Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, Chile, Egypt, India, Japan, Rep. of Korea, Mexico, Morocco, New Zealand,Russia, South
Africa, Tunisia, Ukraine, United States

Countries of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP):

- Eastern Europe & Central Asia (EECA)

•Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine

- Mediterranean Partner Countries (MCP)

•Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Palestinian-administrated areas, Syrian Arab Rep., Tunisia



The evaluation criteria for IRSES Proposals

Criteria adapted to each funding scheme and each
thematic area

� specified in the Work Programme

� Five main criteria:
� B1 - Quality of the Exchange Programme

(relevant to the topic of the call)

� Objective and relevance of the joint exchange programme
� Scientific quality of the partners
� Complementarities/synergies between the partners

� B2 - Transfer of Knowledge
� Quality and mutual benefit of the transfer of knowledge
� Adequacy and role of staff exchanged with respect to the 
transfer of knowledge



� B3 - Implementation
� Capacities (expertise/human resources/facilities/ 
infrastructure) to achieve the objectives of the planned 
cooperation

� Appropriateness of the plans for the overall management of 
the exchange programme

� B4 - Impact
� Relevance of the proposed partnership to the area of 
collaboration and for the ERA

� Potential to develop lasting collaboration with eligible Third 
country partners

� B5 - Ethical Issues
� Annex (if applicable)
� Annex 1 Justification for Community contribution towards 
Third country partner costs

The evaluation criteria for IRSES Proposals



Proposal structure

Part A :
- Administrative information about the proposal and 

proposers

- Costs and funding requested



Proposal structure

Part B :
- Description of the main activity content of the 

proposal (or scientific and technical content)



Proposal structure

Part B :



Proposal structure

Part B :



Proposal structure



Proposal structure

Part B : Ethical Issues



Novelty: Structure your offer so as to make your research

potential clearly emerge

�Have a clear project outline

�Time scheduling

�Select the right instrument

�Get the practicalities done as soon as possible

�Find the right partner for the right activity

�Make it easy for the evaluator to select you
� Do not expect the evaluator are top experts in your field

� Do not write too much

� Do not write too less - have concluding remarks at the end of each 

section

�Be precise and clear in you plan of activities

�Balance your budget

�Find the right acronym

�FP7 and mobility actions

Useful Tips & Remarks
When you are writing your proposalF



Useful Tips & Remarks
When you writing your proposalF

Make it easy for evaluators to give you high 

marks. Don’t make it hard for them!

Make sure you submit the latest, complete version  of 

your proposal

Don’t write too little; cover what is requested

Don’t write to much
Don’t leave them to figure out why it’s good,

tell them why it’s good

Leave nothing to imagination



Divide your effort over the evaluation criteria
• Many proposers concentrate on the scientific element,

but lose marks on 

project implementation or 

Impact description

Think of the finishing touches which signal quality 
work:

• clear language

• well-organised contents, following the Part B structure

• useful and understandable diagrams

• no typos, no inconsistencies, no obvious paste-ins,

• no numbers which don’t add up, 

• no missing pages *

Useful Tips & Remarks
When you are writing your proposalF



Central or Remote Evaluation  

� Central evaluation take place in Brussels

� Remote evaluations at place of evaluator (using PESS)

� Panels of 3 experts and more may be used

� Evaluators do not communicate with each other 

until their IER has been submitted on PESS 

� Once IERs are submitted on-line, they can not altered   

The evaluator is normally allocated 

2 to 4 hours
to fully evaluate each proposal

PESS – Proposals Evaluation Software System

IER – Individual Evaluation Report



List of FP7 Evaluators
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/experts_en.html



ContactsContacts

Vladimir ERYOMIN, MD, Ph.D.
Department for multilateral scientific cooperation with European 

countries 

Presidium of the Russian Academy of Sciences, 

Moscow, Russia 

Institute of Developmental Biology, RAS

Vavilov str. 26, Moscow, 119334, Russia (room 221)

Tel. +7 (499) 135-62-24; 
E-mail:  eryomin@presidium.ras.ru ; v_eryomin@yahoo.com ;  

Thanks for your attention


