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Excellence

Impact

Quality and efficiency of
the implementation

e Clarity of targeted
breakthrough and its
specific science and
technology
contributions towards a
long-term vision.

e Novelty. level of
ambition and
foundational character.

FETOPEN 1 | e Range and added value

e Appropriatness of the
research methods.

from interdisciplinarity.

e Importance of the new
technological outcome
with regards to its
transformational impact
on technology and/or
society.

e Quality of measures for
achieving impact on
science, technology
and/or society.

e TImpact from
empowerment of new
and high potential
actors towards future

technological
leadership.

e Quality of the workplan
and clarity of
intermediate targets.

e Relevant expertise in
the consortinm.

e Appropriate allocation
and justification of
resources (person-

months, equipment,
budget).

Threshold: 4/5
Weight: 60%

Threshold: 3.5/5
Weight: 20%0

Threshold: 3/5
Weight: 20%
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Bareme de notation

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

Poor. The criterion is addressed in an inadequate manner, or there are serious inherent
weaknesses.

Fair.  While the proposal broadly addresses the criterion, there are significant
weaknesses.

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

Very good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, although certain
Improvements are still possible.

Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion in
question. Any shortcomings are minor.




Excellence

Impact

Quality and efficiency of
the implementation

e Clarity of targeted
breakthrough and its
specific science and
technology
contributions towards a
long-term vision.

e Novelty. level of
ambition and
foundational character.

FETOPEN 1 | e Range and added value

e Appropriatness of the
research methods.

from interdisciplinarity.

e Importance of the new
technological outcome
with regards to its
transformational impact
on technology and/or
society.

e Quality of measures for
achieving impact on
science, technology
and/or society.

e TImpact from
empowerment of new
and high potential
actors towards future

technological
leadership.

e Quality of the workplan
and clarity of
intermediate targets.

e Relevant expertise in
the consortinm.

e Appropriate allocation
and justification of
resources (person-

months, equipment,
budget).

Threshold: 4/5
Weight: 60%

Threshold: 3.5/5
Weight: 20%0

Threshold: 3/5
Weight: 20%
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FETOPEN 2
FETOPEN 3

e Clarity of objectives.

e Confribution to the co-
ordination and/or
support of high-risk
and high-impact
research, for new or
emerging areas or
horizontally.

e Appropriatness of the
coordination and/or
support activities.

¢ Transformational

impact on the
communities and/or
practices for high-risk
and high-impact
research.

e Appropriateness of
measures for spreading
excellence, use of
results, and
dissemination of
knowledge. including
engagement with
stakeholders.

e Quality of workplan
and management.

¢ Relevant expertise in
the consortinm.

e Appropriate allocation
and justification of
resources (person-
months equipment,
budget).

Threshold: 3/5
Weight: 40%p

Threshold: 3/5
Weight: 40%0

Threshold: 3/5
Weight: 20%
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Excellence Impact Quality and efficiency of
the implementation
e Clanty of targeted o Importance of the new | » Cuahty of the workplan
breakthrough and its technelogical outcome and clarity of
specific science and with regards fo its mtermediate targets.
technology transformational impact | « Relevant expertise in
contributions towards a on technology and/or the consortim
long-term vision. society. ¢ Approprate allocation
FETPROACT | ® Novelty, level of o  Quality of measures for and justification of
1 ?nbiﬂnp gil;_ld e achieving ﬁalct on TESOUITES (Person-
oundati c ter. science, technology months, equipment,
I;ETPRDAET ¢ FRange and added value and/or society. budget)
_ from s« Impact from
IE:'ETPRDACT interdi 51:1p11.1:|;—11:11'_l,r empowerment of new
* Appropriatness of the and high potential
research methods. actors towards foture
technological
leadership.

Threshold: 4/5
Weight: 60%

Threshold: 3.5/5
Weight: 20%

Threshold: 3/5
Weight: 20%
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FET Flagship (FETFLAG1)

PANTHEON - SORBONNE —
IVERSITE PARIS

Criterion 1 Scientific and technological quality of the individual participants and of the
consortinm as a whole in view of the objectrves and the roadmap of the

Excellence Flagzhip
Quality and relevant expenence of the mdividual participants and the
consortinm as a whole with regards to non-scienfific aspects (e.g., ethics,
dissermnation, societal engagement and gender 1ssues)

Criterion 2 Contribution to the expected impacts listed in the work programme

: Extent to which the consortinm enables access to resources required to

Impac achieve the complete flagship roadmap
Extent to which the consortinm enables fostening complementanties,
explotting synergies, and enhancing the overall outcome of regional
national European and international research programmes

Criterion 3 Cuality of the proposed governance and management structure

ity and Openness and flexibility of the consortium
efficiency of
the
K implementation
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FET Flagship (FETFLAG2 & FETFLAG3)

Criterion 1 s Degree of adherence to the programme of activities as envisioned in the
framework partnership agreement
* Soundness of scientific concept, quality of objectives and progress bevyond
Excellence the state-of-the-art

s  Quality and effectiveness of the workplan (inchiding milestones, flexibality
and metrics to momtor progress)

s  Quality of measures for the coordination of activities across the Flagship
Initiative, m particular to ensure overall continnity and coherence of the

mitiative.
Criterion 2 s Contnibution to the expected impacts listed in the work programme
s [Extent to which the proposal makes use of complementanties, exploits
[mpact synergies. and enhances the overall outcome of related regional, national,

Eunropean and mternational research programmes

s [Effectiveness of measures for use of results, management of mtellectual
property and dissemination of lmowledge

s [Effectiveness of measures relating to human capital, education and training
at Enropean level

s Approach to address societal benefit and potential ethical and legal
implications, including engagement with authonities and end-users

Cnterion 3 e Cmalify of the governance, inchuding management procedures and nsk

_ management
Qualityand | o ouatity and relevant experience of the individual participants, and their
efficiency of contribution to the commeon goal
FhE _ s Quality of the consortium as a whole (including complementarity, balance,
implementation mvolvement of key actors)

s Openness and flexibility of the consortinm

s Appropriateness of the allocation and justification of the resources to be
S SA comnitted (e g in-land contnbufions, infrastruchares, person-months,

-P:mnééw-sor:éo = qul.lpmﬂl:lt and b'lldg'Et::

NIVERSITE PARIS




