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Abstract

The paper presents a training software platform which can be used by the
evaluators for learning how to perform the research project evaluation and how to
document the whole process, writing consistent comments. For the moment, the
platform is ready for use on the proposals evaluation phase, but it can be easier
extended in order to also cover the interim and the final evaluations of the research
projects.
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Introduction

Evaluation of the research projects is a data intensive endeavor and for this
reason the reliable and comparable of data are crucial (OECD, 2002). But the
evaluation is relying not only on the quality and availability of data, but also on the
expertise of the individuals carrying out the evaluation. Expert evaluators are at the
heart of the research system and significant founding decisions are made based on
the evaluator’s recommendations (Bodea, 2008).

During the assessment process, the expert evaluators are locking for the
answers to the following questions:

® Are objectives sufficiently focused, well-specified, realistic, appropriate
to topic, and achievable?

e Are work-packages and deliverables all necessary, and are they
sufficient to achieve project objectives?

o Are deliverables concrete, sensible and achievable with the methods
and in the time proposed?

® Are methods described in sufficient detail to assess:

= whether they are appropriate and likely to be effective
= if they will deliver enough data for the aims of the work
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= how much effort is involved

e Does proposal adequately either describe protocols for data collection,
quality assurance, data comparison between teams, or how they will be developed?

e Are the criteria used to select field sites, determine sampling intensity,
etc., appropriate and relevant to objectives?

® How do stakeholders influence the work? Is this appropriate for the
objectives?

® |s management work package sufficiently well described, and if so, is it
appropriate and sufficient to achieve the objectives?

® \What mechanism ensures correct interaction between work packages?

e |s the effort proposed necessary and sufficient to achieve project
objectives?

e Does the plan allow adequate time for start-up and wind-down
activities?

e Does the proposal include an adequate communication strategy or
propose ways to ensure the maintenance of databases, decision support etc after
end of funding?

Based on these answers, the experts should set the scores and formulate
comments justifying the scores. In order to perform the research project
evaluations, the experts should understand and agree on the evaluation principles
and rules, and they have to know all the reference documents, as well. Experts can
do it by her / himself, or can attend informative workshops or specific trainings.
The authors of the paper designed a training software platform which can be used
by the expert evaluators in order to learn how to perform the evaluation of the
research project and to write consistent comments, to document the evaluation
process. For the moment, the platform is ready to be used by the evaluators
engaged on the assessment of the research project proposals, but it could be easier
extended in order to cover the interim and the final research project evaluations.

1. Relevant European Evaluation Practices

We will shortly present recommandations of the European Commision, DG
RTD for FP7 research project proposal evaluation process (http://cordis.europa.eu/
fp7/home_en.html).

1.1 The evaluation principles

The basic principles for proposals evalution are:

» Excellence. Projects selected for funding must demonstrate a high
quality in the context of the topics and criteria set out in the calls.

» Transparency. Funding decisions must be based on clearly described
rules and procedures, and applicants should receive adequate feedback on the
outcome of the evaluation of their proposals.
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» Fairness and impartiality. All proposals submitted to a call are
treated equally. They are evaluated impartially on their merits, irrespective of their
origin or the identity of the applicants.

» Confidentiality. All proposals and related data, knowledge and
documents communicated to the Commission are treated in confidence.

» Efficiency and speed. Evaluation, award and grant preparation should
be as rapid as possible, commensurate with maintaining the quality of the
evaluation, and respecting the legal framework.

» Ethical and security considerations: Any proposal which
contravenes fundamental ethical principles, or which fails to comply with the
relevant security procedures may be excluded at any time from the process of
evaluation, selection and award,

1.2 The evaluation process

The evaluation phases are shown in the figure 1
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Figure 1 Overview of the evaluation process

Individual reading

The experts evaluate the proposal individually without discussing with the
other evaluators. They check whether the proposal is ‘in scope’ and complete an
Individual Evaluation Report (IER) form giving comments on all sub-criteria and
scores on all criteria. IERs will be checked by the Moderator and, if necessary,
returned with a request to further justify the score given. Scores must be in line
with comments.

Consensus

The aim of the consensus is agreement on scores and comments. It is built
on the basis of the individual evaluations and it is moderated by a Commission
staff-member. Usually, it involves a discussion then the“outlying” opinions need to
be explored. The consensus is not just a simple averaging exercise.
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The Panel Review

The Review Panel will be composed by appointing one expert from each
topic panel or by appointing new experts who did not participate in Consensus
meetings
Key function is to ensure consistency. The Panel will recommend for a sub-activity
a priority order including final marks and comments for each proposal. The results
of this phase is the Evaluation Summary Reports (ESR). The proposals with
identical consensus scores is ranked and clear guidance for contract negotiation is
done.

1.3 The evaluation criteria

Criteria are adapted to each funding scheme and each thematic area and
they are specified in the work programme (Gheorgiou et al., 2002). Three main
criteria are applied in all evaluation processes (figure 2):

v’ S&T Quality (concept, objective, work-plan)

v Implementation (individual participants and consortium as a whole and
the allocation of resources)

v' Impact (contribution to expected impacts listed in work programme and
the plans for dissemination/exploitation)

S/T quality Implementation Impact
(relevantto the topics addressed
by the call)
1. Innovative character in 1. Quality oftheconsortiumasa 1. Appropriateness of measures
relation to the state-of-the-art whole (including ability to tackle for the dissemination and/or
2. Contributionto the f!'agmentatlon ofthe research exploitation of projects
advancement of knowledge/ field, and commlt_men_t to_wardsa _results, and management of
deep and durable institutional intellectual property.

technological progress

3. Quality and effectiveness of
the S/T methodology and
associated workplan

integration)

2. Adequateresources for
successfully carrying out the joint
programme of activities

Figure 2 Evaluation criteria for all funding schemes
1.4 The research project proposal scoring

Each criterion is scored 0-5. Marks can go from 0 — 5 in steps of 0.5.
Scores must pass thresholds if a proposal is to be considered for funding. To
receive a mark of 5, a proposal does not have to be perfect. An excellent proposal
can have minor shortcomings. When writing comments in the IERs and Consensus
Report, the severity of any weakness should be clearly stated, i.e. are they minor,
moderate or significant. The figure 3 presents the interpretation of scores.
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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.

Figure 3 Interpretation of scores
2 Relevant national evaluation practices

The national practices are similar with the European ones, the same
principles and process structure. The main differences are related to the evaluation
criteria and scoring procedure.

Considering the project completion organized in 2009 by CNCSIS
(www.cncsis.ro), the criteria applied for the evaluation of PD proposals are:

» Importance and relevance of scientific content (15 points)

» Quality of the Proposed contributions (15 points)

» Project Plan (20 points)

» Scientific and managerial competence of the project manager (35

points)

» Quality / capacity of the host institution (5 points)

» Project Budget (10 points)

The allocated points for a criterion show the importance of that criterion. A
very important criterion is the scientific and managerial competence of the project
manager (35 points), followed by the project plan (20 points).

The scoring scale is 0-100, so the evaluation process is more difficult to be
achieved (Bodea et al., 2009).

3. The evaluation dificulties

The applicants are often complaining about the evaluation consistency and
quality. They point out the inconsistency of comments between evaluators;
difficulties in relating comments to the evaluation criteria; and vague comments.
For evaluators themselves, there is the problem that writing comments is a high
time-consuming task. Some evaluators wrote detailed comments, others offered a
brief feedback; some experts gave advice on how to improve on future proposals,
while others adhered to summative feedback. (Biggam, 2010).

It was not only that different experts could approach feedback in
inconsistent ways, it was also recognized that there was the danger that the same
evaluator could unwittingly be inconsistent in dealing with different proposals or
get wrong calculation.
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A solution for this kind of problems is the usage of an evaluation platform.
For exaample, the European Commisision has RIVET platform in place. CNCSIS
uses a proprietary platform. The figure 4 ptesents the platform used in the
Academy of Economic Studies, the PhD School to evaluate the research projects

(www.doctorat.ase.ro).

Q

cadrul interviului.

Aceasta evaluare este considerata inchisa. Sunt permise doar modificarile
observatiilor fiecarui criteriu de evaluare. Diferentele de punctaj, mai mari de
10 puncte, inregistrate intre membrii comisiei de evaluare sunt rezolvate in

EVALUARE RAPORT CERCETARE

Nume doctorand::

Documentatie proiect:1021 pdf

Pentru a facilita

OICA C AURELIA (PATR
Denumire proiect:Tehnologii Informationale
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975-0-9821489-2-1.

lcurs de publicare).

[1] Rurelia PATRASCU, T&nadsescu A., Bucur C., Using Web -
Technologies in Document Management, The 13th IBIMA Conference,
9-10 November, Marrakech, Morocco, 2009, pg. 1040-1047, ISEN
[2] Rurelia PATRASCU, Tindsescu A., Use Case Scenarios
Developing for Document Management, The l4th ISIMA Conference,
23-24 June, Istanbul, Turkey, 2010, ISBN 978-0-9821483-3-8 (in

[3] Aurelia PATRASCU, T#n&sescu A., Document management static =l

Citari pentru lucrarile doctorandului:

[1] Téndsescu, %., Metode gi tennici de inceligentd in =]
managementul mediului, Teza de doctorat, ASE Bucuresti, 2009.
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b) The criterion page

¢) The final page

Figure 4 The evaluation platform of the Academy of Economic Studies, Ph.D. School
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4. The proposed training software platform

The authors developed an
The main page, with the evaluator autentification is presented in figure 5.

Parola:

lesire
Bine ai venit, evaluator Popescu lon!

Intrain cont

Nr. contract: PCE_ID_873
\ Nr. etapei avizate: 3/ 2010

Adresa web a proiectului:  Www.evalind.ase.ro

Director proiect: Constanta Bodea

Nume expert evaluator: Popescu Ton

Incepe evaluarea

Figure 5 Start-up screen for project evaluation

The evaluator has to complete the criteria form: for each predefined
criteria, the evaluator has to choose whether the criteria was fulfilled, not fulfilled
or it isn’t applicabile for the current project; in the case it isn’t applicable, the entire
row for that criterion from the grid in Figure 6 will be disabled.

Criteriu

Rapartul de cercetare este structurat logic si contine obiectivele, activitatile si indicatorii de E LI 4
performanta planificati pentru etapa avizata, precum si articolele publicate in anexa? ;

Rapartul de cercetare contine datele de identificare ale etapei si perioada de executie, precum si

membrii echipei de proiect implicati? Da ’ Comentari
Sursele de date si bibliografia sunt mentionale in raportul de cercetare? N6k il + Comentarii
Activitatile desfasurate sunt conform obiectivelor si planului de realizare a proiectului? o ™ # Comentari
Metodologia de cercetare a fost respectata si rezultatele obtinute sunt clar prezentate in ; "

raportul de activitate? [Nu j Aidauga comentariu
123

Figure 6 Criteria form

A comment can be added, for each criteria by pressing the plus button;
once the button is pressed, a list of predefined comments is shown; the evaluator
can add one or more comments from that list (figure 7); the comments are specially
created for each criterion and stored in an Access database; by these automated
comments, the unified evaluation is ensured; the evaluators receive suggestions for
correctly evaluating the projects; the researchers in the project feel they are treated
equaly, the chance of receiving a too severe/ kind assessor is reduced;

Review of International Comparative Management Volume 11, Issue 3, July 2010 431



Resursele bibliografice nu sunt incluse in +
proiect,

Resursele hibliografice sunt insuficiente: +
trebuie imbunatatite pe viitor.

Resursele biblioragice trebuie actualizate:

trebuie incluse resurse cat mai apropiate de ¥

perioada curenta.

Se recomanda includerea in resursele

hibliorafice a mai multor referinte de autori +

romani. Adauga comentariu

Figure 7 List of available comments

By the end of the session, the evaluator can change his mind regarding the
comments he alreay added; in this case, he has to click on the link “Comentarii”
(Comments) from the criterion row and delete the comments he has previously
added (figure 8);

Se vor mentiona in clar metodele de analiza si T
proiectare utilizate. -
Propunerea imbunatatirii metodelor de calcul; 5
propunerea unei noi formule de calcul.

S-au respectat regulile de dimensionare a 0}
esantionelor pe tipuri de domeniu, ‘
Conform practicii universitare, [sterge comentariu] i

Figure 8 Comments which have been added for the criterion ""Has the research

methodology been respected and are the research results clearly presented?"

After completing the criteria form, the evaluator continues with the
performance indicator form (figure 9); for each performance indicator, the
following details have to be filled in:

e predicted value and realized value; these two values can be added with
the aid two user controls developed in .NET; the user controls have one input field
and one add button; the value inserted in the input field is validated: it has to be a
numerical value, from a certain range; the total score for the realized values is
displayed at the end, in the final evaluation sheet, for avoiding certain adjustments
of the score;

e the proof of achievement: check boxes are used; they are check, in the
case the proof exists and unchecked otherwise;

e check boxes to show whether the achievement was total or partial;

e the possibility to add a new comment, from the available list of
predefined comments, like in the criteria form;

e the possibility to check the already added comments;
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Realizarea
Denumire indicator a fost

totala

Au fost realizate activitatile planificate pentru

activitatea curenta. | 2 [ + I ¥ # Comentarii
Metodologia de cercetare a fost respectata. ] * | + O 0 #: Comentarii
Concluziile cercetarii au fost validate. ] *. | * i v + Comentarii
Sursele de date si bibliografia au fost mentionate & I + O r » Comatitarii
in raport. I

4 fost asigurata calitatea metodelor/modelelor si ] "
calitatea 3ate|gr‘ I [ 100 + [o8 * r 7] + Comentarii

Figure 9 Performance indicators form

In the end, the evaluator has to make some recommendations (figure 10):
he can choose from the list of predefined available comments (by pressing the
corresponding button) or he can add a personalized comment, by pressing the plus
sign; these personalized comments are used by evaluation experts to improve the
existing database of predefined comments;

Recomandarile comisiei de evaluare:

A se adauga...

Comentariu

(Zonsulta comentariile predefinité,l
4

Figure 10 Recommendation form

The workflow of the application is resumed in figure 11. Predefined
feedback comments are “read” from the comments database in three different
modules: criteria module, performance indicator module and recommendations
module. Also, the last one communicates via a web-service with the application
used to insert predefined comments in the database. The application “announces”
some human experts, who keep or not the new comments. These experts are
practically the ones who insert comments in the database.
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Figure 11 Workflow in the evaluation process

Conclusions

The system allows simulations of real evaluation process. These
simulations are quick and simple evaluation exercises, in order to learn to give
consistent, and relevant, comments to the applicants. For further improvements, we
intend to offer the possibility of using the application in other languages (English,
for example). In this way, the automated feedback application will ease the work of
other international research teams, too.

After the completion of the development process, a survey will be done in
order to assess the platform efficiency in the improvement of the evaluation skills.
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