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Basis und Ziel der Auswertung #

Basis

« Evaluation Summary Reports (ESR) der
osterreichischen Koordinatorinnen aus der 1.
Ausschreibung (beide Einreichfristen)

« 37 Antrage mit 6sterreichischen Koordinatorlnnen

« 6 Antrage gefordert (oder derzeit
Vertragverhandlungen)

« 19 positiv evaluiert (12 unter dem Schwellenwert)
Ziel
« Erfahrungen aus der Evaluierung = Do’s and Dont’s far
die eigene Antragstellung
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Kriterien der Evaluierung 30
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1. Scientific and/or technological excellence, relevant to the topics/activities
addressed by the call

1.1 Concept and objectives
1.2 Progress beyond the state-of-the-art
1.3 S/T methodology and associated work plan
2. Implementation
2.1 Management structure and procedures
2.2 Individual participants
2.3 Consortium as a whole
2.4 Resources to be committed
3. Impact. The potential impact through the development, dissemination and
use of project results
3.1 Expected impacts listed in the work programme

3.2 Dissemination and/or exploitation of project results, and management of
intellectual properties
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Hintergrundinformation zur Evaluierung

s

L1

Gewichtung der Evaluierungskriterien

- Evaluation criteria Epﬁlic_a@.'e_to_ -
Research for the benefit of specific groups

Proposals
S/T QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION IMPACT
- “Scientific and/or “Quality and efficiency of the “Potential impact through
technological excellence implementation and  the | the develop ment,
‘frelevant to the topics/activities management”
\addressed by the call)”

dissemination

and use of
project results”

Threshold: 10/15
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Evaluierungskriterium: Scientific and/or technological "
excellence 51’25
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Kriterien: Concept and objective, Progress, Methodology and
workplan

_ Concept unclearfincomrehensible (6

Mot a research project 4]
Too ambitious €@ | OBJECTIVES A

_ Not inovative @

Too narrow focus € | il
® _ /L_SIT Quality (+ Relevance) ~
_RELEVANCE @A | —_ =

i /

_Research questions unclearfinappropriate (7]

_ _ ~ HYPOTHESES/RESEARCH QUESTIONS & _.'II
_Lacking research questions/hypotheses o '

 State-of-the-art not completely reviewed © n
\ STATE-OF-THE-ART A |
_No progress BEYOND @ :
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Evaluierungskriterium: Scientific and/or technological

excellence #
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© clearly focused objectives

Py

| ciearly forused on obtaining Lsabie reswits for the Commission

VT OBJECTNES | pa ciesarintion of the need for such a profect,
' oLtline of the concepiual premizes and case
[ | selection for the study s of high guality and comincing
| O Tre objectives are perfectly in line with the call
| | The perspective that the project offers o the
I |V RELEWANCE |

topic addressed by ihe call is original and ambitious
( SIT Quality (+ Relevance) | and the strategy of the scholarship represents
T — theoretical innovation af the highest level

I

research design described in detall
. ahd Justified an the basis of high

| ¥ HYPOTHESES/RESEARCH QUESTIONS  SOMPetent lerature review

| | The research questions and fypotheses
. | are formuiated in a clear and feasible manner

offers an ariging! aporoach

\ W STATE-OF-THE-ART -
8 it will constitute a significant acvance to the state of the art
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Evaluierungskriterium: Scientific and/or technological #
excellence .2

_ Terminology unclear/unspecified (3]

_ Theoreticalimethodological framework not clear/explicit 0
_ Muﬂudlsclpllnarlwﬂ

. - =election of case studies unjustified B

' | METHODOLOGY /)

_mample size insufficient o

Methodological aspects S
(Mot detailed enougn, 7 I 'J:*il_S:'T Quality (+ Helevancejl_::-
_ shortcomings, not coherent) f.-', .I

_ Methodology not detailed enough @/ |

E:-qternal experts' invalvement unclear o

Workplan structure unsansfactuwﬂ' WDRI«{F'I_AN A,

_Work packages vague or not linked to each ather @
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Evaluierungskriterium: Scientific and/or technological #
excellence
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© well configured / detailed

| the research methods and procedures follow
| the best practices in the field

) ¥ METHODOLOGY | pMethodoingy s adequate to the nature and
-' | scope of the proposed research

T T | The selection of cases (o be studied is well elaborated
( SIT Quality (+ Re|EvannE;|: H | and clearly provides a comparative and comprehensive perspective

' © overall strategy of workplan systematic )

very well structured and appropriate for the realisation
of the project ohjectives

| WOWORKPLAN |-

1 WPs are clearly related and foliow iogically the canceniual
| outiine of the project

the deliverabie list s very extensiie and Includes several fypes of outputs
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Evaluierungskriterium Implementation

2. Implementation

2.1 Management structure and procedures
2.2 Individual participants

2.3 Consortium as a whole

2.4 Resources to be committed

Seite 9



Evaluierungskriterium: Implementation X
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__not all partners experienced 'ﬂ'

INDIVIDUAL PARTNERS /A

.\.

.o publication list supporting expertise E

_ Geographical representation 0

duupta about consortium as a whole 0 '.

_lack nfmmplementanwﬂ |l

_gender imbalances €@ | CONSORTIUM A | / Implementation & Management )
' (incl. Consortium) '

_inappropriate/unclear management structures 6 |

_lack of an Advisory Board Ei .

. cn:ummumcatu:un structures/plan missing E |
_project management office rmssmgﬂ MANAGEMENT /&

_ stakenolder/policy maker involvement [acking (2] (

_toncerns regarding capacity of coordinator to manage nroject @ J

_ Excessive preeminence to Coordinatar €
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Evaluierungskriterium: Implementation
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Many of them have outstanding research
v INDIWVIDUAL PARTNERS records Ih the field ar have published
| important contrioutions fo the schoiarly debafe _

, © Good geographical balance

b

I | € Gender issues considered _
| -~ )

I__.,--’Implementatiun & Managementx“-.l |V CONSORTIUM € Goaod mix of disciplines and organisation types 5

(incl. Consortium) A |_© consortium members have worked tagether befare

L

]

-\._\_\..-

— _ \ € strong expertise / experience
. .

0 management procedures/structure clear _

J

-

\ W MANAGEMENT | € Experienced coordinator

3

e Decision-making & guality control .
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Evaluierungskriterium: Implementation g
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__skewed to the advantage of project coordinatar €
_imbalance betwenn effort and resources alocated 4] | distribution of resources /A

_imbalances between EU and ACC/ACPC partners (2] _

_overall budget is high €

' |BUDGET A~
., Budget not fully justified L5, o .— / Implementation & Management
__management costs overestimated (1] \ overall budget A\ ) (incl. Consortium)
_use of subcontractors not entirely justified € ; | -
averall effart mayhe too low for achieving goals @ / l

to rely on ethical considerations Is definiely notf enolgh ETHICAL ISSUES /& /|

__potential risks are not sufficiently anticipated/discussed €  RISKS & CONTIGENCY PLAN A /
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Evaluierungskriterium: Implementation
%

e ¥ BUDGET

Resourees are giiocated aocording to the
role ahd funstions of the patticioants

© Aliocation of resources transparent | the aliocation, inciuding that for subcontractors,

Is well elgbarated in the project, and the
aliocation refiects the fasks weill

/ Implementation & Management | .

{incl. Consortium) © Budget costs justified

|
ethical and gender Issues have recelved due
atfention and the treatment Is entirely appropriate

\ W ETHICAL ISSUES
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Evaluierungskriterium: Impact #

3. Impact

3.1 Expected impacts listed in the work programme

3.2 Dissemination and/or exploitation of project results, and management of
intellectual properties
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Evaluierungskriterium: Impact X

_Impactvague or not explicit enough Q

Impact limited due to project design 7Y
(monodisciplinarity, narrow focus, .. '

_ Expected impact for EU of scientifc research minor @ | MPACT A
_ Doupts on how impact will be actually reached @

_ Target audience for generated knowledge unclear @ l .
' |

real impacts.. not (o be expected )|

apiiying far public money to be spent in a private commercial project |

,Zh:.::i:mpact & Disseminatinr':l:: )

the lssue of I is nof really addressed INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY /b
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Evaluierungskriterium: Impact e
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{ ::':mpat:t & Disseminatinr_l__::h-

Seite 16

v IMPACT |

.':. Several EU policies can get benefiis from the research resuits

) © impact on several policies fields The research findings are expected to impact

. areas of policy formulation, education, public andd
. | private media, opinion leaders, decision makers, efc.

. © Impact on regional, national and EU levels has a great potential relevance to policy in a range

\ of areas &f regional hational and european levels

profect has the pofential fo further boost

€ Project has potential to be world-leading  the competitiveness of european research
\in fres.area] vis-a-vis the US




Evaluierungskriterium: Impact
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__Dissemination plan vague / undeveloped [ 7]

\\'.
~ Dissemination plan not convincing ﬂ |

_ Dissemination geared towards acacemic community ONLY € | DISSEMINATION STRATEGY /A

T

_ No stakeholder involvement in project € ] " - o

Impact & Dissemination )

dissemination policy adequate but not innovative |

) Effectiveness of mesures guestioned E‘ |

Mo outreach mechanisms @ | DISSEMINATION TOOLS /A /

_ Measures too ambitious @/
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Evaluierungskriterium: Impact :

)]
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© Iinks to stakeholders well organised

[ € dissemination activities clearly defined and multidimensional
¥ DISSEMINATION STRATEGY |- :

) Dissemination tools described explicitty and suited to achiewve full sUCcess
© Dissemination strategy is well designed

(Impact & Dissemination

| _ the proposed instruments are aporonhiaie for the task

| W DISSEMINATION TOOLS | measures for spreaciing excelience,
' | expioiting resulfs and disseminatinig

. Knowledoe are apmropriate and quife Innovative
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A ErG

... und wie wir Sie noch unterstiitzen
konnen?
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Das Service - Ihr GPS durch das 7. RP!

Trainings zu effektiver F&E
Projektabwicklung

Wir erhéhen lhre Chancen auf
positive Projektevaluation

Wir suchen die geeigneten
Partner fir Ihr EU Projekt

Kofinanzierung von Projekt-
vorbereitungs-Kosten!

Soll Zeit und Geld in eine Aus-
schreibung investiert werden?

1) Email Service

Themenspezifische Calls frist- m:—h--ﬂ____ : ,
gerecht auf lhrem Schreibtisch # I ‘AVM'




Unterstiitzungsmoglichkeiten der FFG - %%
Anbahnungsfinanzierung |

AF WISSENSCHAFT
e Universitaten, Fachhochschulen

e Aufderuniversitdare
Forschungseinrichtung

e Sonstige wissenschaftlich
orientierte Organisationen

e Offentliche Einrichtungen
e Einzelforscherlnnen

AF WIRTSCHAFT
e Unternehmen

e Berater eines Unternehmens
e Kompetenzzentrum
e Aufleruniversitdare wirtschaftsorientierte Forschungseinrichtung



Unterstiitzungsmoglichkeiten der FFG - %%

Anbahnungsfinanzierung Il ’
Forderh6hen/grenzen:
Forderbare Richtwert der
Vorhaben Fﬁrderhﬁhe
Projektkoordination €15.000.-
Projektpartnerschaft €7.000.-

Forderintensitat:

max. /5% der anerkennbaren Anbahnungskosten

(auBer NUR Reisekosten bei AF Wiss: 100%,
GroBunternehmen u. AuBeruni >250 MA max. 65%)




Unterstiitzungsmoéglichkeiten der FFG - ,g:‘b
Anbahnungsfinanzierung Il 227 FFG

AF Antrag muss bis 3 Wochen vor der Deadline
bei FFG/EIP eingelangt sein!

Unterschiede beziigl. Forderzeitraum:

e Wirtschaft: ab Einlangen des AF-Antrages

e \Wissenschaft: bis 3 Monate riickwirkend ab Einlang
des AF-Antrages

Forderbare Kosten:

e Reise- und Aufenthaltskosten

e Personalkosten

e Ubersetzungstatigkeiten

e Beratungsleistungen Dritter

e Arbeitsunterlagen und Workshopkosten



Nutzen Sie ein zweitagiges

Intensivtraining <27 FFG

e FFG-Akademie
http://rp7.ffg.at/ffg_eip_akademie

o EU-RP fiir Newcomer:
4./5. Dezember 08

J Projektentwicklung und Antragstellung:
15/16. Oktober 08

o Projektmanagement in 7. RP:
1./2. Oktober 08



Beratungseffektivitat SSH
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18,00%
16,00%
14,00%
12,00%
10,00%
8,00%
6,00%
4,00%
2,00%
0,00%

Beratung

Bewilligungsquote

Kein Kontakt

Proviso EU Gesamt
Bewilligungsquote
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Niitzliche Links

e Informationen zum Rahmenprogramm
http://rp7.ffg.at - lhre FFG Webseite zum 7.
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7

www.ipr-helpdesk.org

e Anbahnungsfinanzierung

http://rp7.ffg.at/anbahnungsfinanzierung

e Regionale Ansprechpartner

APS: http://www.aps.tugraz.at/
BEP: http://www.bep.at/
CATT: http://www.catt.at/

ITG: http://www.itg-salzburg.at/

e Melden Sie sich als Evaluatorin fiir das 7. EU-

https://cordis.europa.eu/emmfp7

RP

RP an:



Referat flir Umwelt, Sicherheit und
Sozial-, Wirtschafts- und Geisteswissenschaften ;’E’

Mag. Andrea Hoglinger - Referatsleiterin und stv. Bereichsleiterin

Nationale Kontaktstelle fiir Wirtschafts-, Sozial- und
Geisteswissenschaften

+43 (0)5 7755 - 4002, andrea.hoeglinger@ffg.at
« Dr. Michalis Tzatzanis

Nationale Kontaktstelle fur Wissenschaft in der Gesellschaft und Experte
fir Wirtschafts-, Sozial- und Geisteswissenschaften sowie Umwelt

+43 (0)5 7755 - 4405, michalis.tzatzanis@ffg.at
« DI Andrea Hoffmann
Nationale Kontaktstelle fur Umwelt (einschl. Klimaanderung),
Nationale Kontaktstelle flr Sicherheit
+43 (0)5 7755 - 4401, andrea.hoffmann@ffg.at
« DI Susanne Meissner-Dragosits
Nationale Kontaktstelle fur KMU, Expertin Umwelt und Sicherheit
+43 (0)5 7755 - 4408, susanne.dragosits@ffg.at
« Solveig Gutzelnig - Assistentin
+43 (0)5 7755 - 4411, solveig.quizelnig@ffg.at
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