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EN

RESEARCH FUND FOR COAL AND STEEL

Research Programme Information Package

Part 4 — Guide and Manual

Part 4.1 — Manual for Evaluation and Selection of the proposals

DISCLAIMER

This draft has not been adopted or endorsed by the European Commission. Any views
expressed are the preliminary views of the Commission services and may not in any
circumstances be regarded as stating an official position of the Commission. The information
transmitted is intended only for the Member State or entity to which it is addressed for
discussions and may contain confidential and/or privileged material.

Part 4 - Page 1 of 35




RFCS — Research Programme Information Package — Part 4

Table of Contents

1

1.1
1.2
1.3

PREPARING A PROPOSAL

HOW TO ADDRESS THE OBJECTIVES OF THE RFCS
HOW TO ADDRESS THE ANNUAL PRIORITIES
ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES

1.3.1  Research Projects
1.3.2  Pilot and Demonstration Projects

1.3.3  Accompanying Measures
1.34 Prize

1.4
1.5
1.6

2.1
2.2
2.3
24

3.1
3.2
33

4.1
4.2
4.3

5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6
5.7

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4

7.1
7.2

PROJECT DURATION
RECOMMENDED START DATE
PROJECT BUDGET

RULES FOR SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS

SCOPE OF THE TECHNICAL GROUPS

EXPLANATION OF THE TOPICS STRUCTURE OF THE ANNUAL CALLS

EXPLANATION OF THE RFCS APPLICATION FORMS (EXPECTED CONTENT OF PROPOSAL)
RELEVANT PROCEDURES AFTER PROPOSAL SUBMISSION AND BEFORE EVALUATION

INFORMATION AND ASSISTANCE

HELPDESKS
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
CONFIDENTIALITY AND PERSONAL DATA PROTECTION

GENERAL PRINCIPLES

INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL EXPERTS ACTING AS EVALUATORS
INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL EXPERTS ACTING AS OBSERVERS
CODE OF CONDUCT

THE EVALUATION PROCESS

BRIEFING OF EVALUATORS

CHECK OF PROPOSALS ADMISSIBILITY AND ELIGIBILITY
INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION

CONSENSUS MEETINGS

CONSENSUS REPORT

PANEL REVIEW MEETING

QuALITY CONTROL

SELECTION OF PROPOSALS TO BE FUNDED

ADVISORY GROUP PLENARY MEETINGS
COSCO COMMITEE

RANKING LISTS

ComMiIssION DECISION

ANNEXES

ANNEX | : SCOPE OF THE TECHNICAL GROUPS
ANNEX || : EVALUATION FORMS

Part 4 - Page 2 of 35

N N0 AR DNWww

10
19

20

20
20
20

22

22
23
23

23

24
24
24
25
25
26
26

26

26
27
27
27

28

28
31



RFCS — Research Programme Information Package — Part 4

1 Preparing a proposal

1.1 How to address the Objectives of the RFCS

Proposals submitted to the RFCS Research Programme on coal and steel research must address the
objectives listed in the Information Package Part 1 — Introduction and Policy Objectives.

The RFCS provides for a bottom-up approach, leaving applicants free to submit a proposal in any
relevant area, according to the terms set down in this Information Package.

Each proposal shall include an assessment of anticipated industrial, economic, social and
environmental benefits, as is required by Article 26 of the Decision 2008/376/EC “Content of
proposals”.

1.2 How to address the Annual Priorities

Some RFCS Calls include annual priorities. It is not mandatory for a proposal to address them.
However, bonus points will be granted to proposals that address the annual priority relevant in a sector
(coal or steel) as described in Information Package Part 2 — Calls for Proposals. Proposals should
indicate clearly if and how they addresses the annual priorities.

1.3  Eligible Activities

Applications can be submitted for the following types of Activities: Research Projects, Pilot Projects,
Demonstration Projects, Accompanying Measures, Prize.

These types of Activities are explained in the Part 3 — General Conditions. Please refer to Part 3 and to
the legal basis for formal definitions. A summary of RFCS co-funding, recommended duration and
budget and eligibility criteria is provided below per type of activity for guidance only:

.. .. RFCS co- . .
Type of Activity Description : Duration Consortium
funding
. No specific Minimum three
No specific . .
Investigative or requirement requirement independent legal
Research projects SHE <60% | redu . (recommended total entities established in
experimental work (indicative duration ) .
is 36 or 42 ths) budget is between at least two different
is 36 or 42 months
1.5 and 2.5 M€) EU Member States
i No specific
Constructl.o " 'p No specific Minimum two
Pilot & and/or operation of requirement . .
1o . . s . requirement independent legal
. an installation at (indicative duration . ) .
Demonstration ot or <50% is 36 or 42 months) (recommended total entities established in
projects de HI: onstration budget is between 3 at least two different
scale and 4 M€) EU Member States
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. No specific Minimum two

. L No specific . .
Accompanying Dissemination or requirement requirement independent legal

promotion of <100 % (indicative duration (recommended total entities established in
IHEASHIES knowledge gained is 18 months) budget is between at least two different

0.2 and 0.6 M€) EU Member States
Pri The conditions for prizes will be indicated in the relevant RFCS Call for proposals contributing to the European
rize Partnerships

1.3.1 Research Projects

Research projects proposals should demonstrate the ability to solve specific scientific or technical
problems, as well as demonstrate the economic and/or scientific technological impact of the results.

The preliminary investigation on the state-of-the-art and literature review should not be part of the
project, but should be completed prior to submission and described in the proposal.

1.3.2 Pilot and Demonstration Projects

Pilot and Demonstration projects are aiming to bridge the gap between Research and Innovation,
considered as activities directly aiming to produce plans and arrangements or designs for new, altered
or improved products, processes or services, possibly including prototyping, testing, demonstrating,
piloting, large-scale product validation and market replication.

No significant research efforts should be included in Pilot and Demonstration projects, as they should
focus on the construction and validation of a ready-designed unit. The preliminary investigation on the
state-of-the-art and literature review should not be part of the project, but should be completed prior to
submission and described in the proposal.

Alongside being evaluated for ‘Innovation’, according to the definition above, Pilot and
Demonstration projects will be also evaluated for their potential to provide a step forward in the
technology readiness level (TRL) of the proposed application. To this purpose, the definitions of TRL
in the Information Package Part 3 — General conditions apply.

1.3.3 Accompanying Measures

Accompanying measures may include dissemination, standardisation, awareness-raising and
communication, networking, coordination or support services, policy dialogues and mutual learning
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exercises and studies. It also includes the valorisation of research results having a direct impact in one
of the following areas and excluding any kind of research activity:

e valorisation of results that have a direct and immediate potential application at industrial level;

e the improvement of environmental, product quality and safety standards in and around the
workplace are of particular importance;

e contribution to the assessment or enhancement of European or international technical
regulations and standards';

e exploitation of new or alternative market possibilities of products and processes related to the
coal or steel sector.

1.3.4 Prize

Certain types of EU funding can be granted as a prize in order to promote innovation or to reward
achievements and excellence. Prizes are awarded in accordance with the principles of transparency
and equal treatment. They cannot be awarded directly without a contest. Prizes are given directly by
the REA. The winner of a contest will receive cash, publicity coverage or promotion as a reward.

1.4 Project Duration

Most Research, Pilot and Demonstration projects are expected to run for 36 or 42 months, while
Accompanying Measures should have a duration of 18 or 24 months. When deciding about project
duration, applicants should consider the following.

The proposed scheduling must be credible and should be in line with the work to be carried out;
unrealistic project duration is considered as a weakness at proposal evaluation.

Possible delays occurring during the execution of the work should be taken into account; a too tight
project scheduling may compromise the ability of the consortium to effectively recover from difficult
situations.

Once the Grant Agreement is signed, project extensions will be granted only in very exceptional and
well-motivated circumstances.

If duly justified, a consortium can apply for a temporary suspension of the project, until the negative
events affecting the execution of the project have been fully overcome.

Therefore, when planning project duration, applicants are encouraged to make themselves familiar
with the rules concerning extension and suspension of projects. Please refer to the General Provisions
of the General Model Grant Agreement for the RFCS - Multi & Mono 2021 (MGA) and the Annotated

! To know more about European Standardisation and the standards making process please visit the
website of the CEN (European Committee for Standardisation) and CENELEC (European Committee
for Electrotechnical Standardisation) bodies at http://www.cencenelec.eu/Pages/default.aspx
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Model Grant Agreement of Horizon Europe applicable by analogy where provisions are the same.

These documents can be accessed from the Funding & Tenders Portal:

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/Portal/screen/how-to-participate/reference-documents
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1.5 Recommended start date

Grant agreements with applicants are signed after a maximum period of nine months from the final
date for submission of complete proposals. The starting date shall be agreed during the Grant
Agreement preparation and in any case shall be set no earlier than the signature of the Grant
Agreement.

For the RFCS Annual Call specifically (see Part 2), recommended start date of the projects is on 1 July
of the calendar year following the year of the submission of the proposal.
This allows a best match between the reporting periods given in the Grant Agreement and the RFCS

project monitoring scheme.

A different start date can be proposed and discussed with the REA on a case-by-case basis; however,
in principle proposals should not propose a starting date preceding the date of signature of the Grant
Agreement.

It is highly recommended that proposals foresee sufficient time for the preparation of the final report at
the end of the project (including a readable, understandable and concise publishable summary).

1.6 Project Budget

Recommended budgets for different eligible activities are specified in Part 2 — Calls for Proposals.
Nonetheless, this does not exclude submission and selection of proposals foreseeing different amounts.
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2 Rules for submission of proposals

The project proposals for the RFCS programme have to be prepared and submitted electronically on
the Funding & Tenders Portal, which is the common platform centralising the funding opportunities
offered by the European Commission, Executive Agencies and other EU bodies:

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/home

No paper submissions will be accepted, nor by e-mail or in any other form.

The Funding & Tenders Portal offers to applicants the possibility to create and edit a proposal for any
open call, to monitor the status of their submitted proposals and to enrol as an expert for the evaluation
of proposals.

Proposals submitted after the cut-off date will not be retained by the electronic submission system.

Please do not delay submission until the final deadline to reduce the risks leaving insufficient
time to solve a potential IT incompatibility issue.

Before starting the submission, applicants should become familiar with all documents, guidelines and
forms made available on the page of the Funding & Tenders Portal for RFCS Research Programme
Calls. EC user manuals on the submission of proposals are available at the following links:

Online Manual - Online Manual - Funding Tenders Opportunities (europa.cu)

Submission Tool User Manual.pdf (europa.eu)

These documents provide an exhaustive overview and a step-by-step guide of the submission process,
which applies for the most part also to the submission of proposals to the RFCS programme.

PLEASE NOTE: Proposals submitted to the RFCS Annual Call (see Part 2 — Calls for Proposals)
should indicate the Technical Group which will be monitoring the project in case of successful
signature of the Grant Agreement with the REA. The Technical Group should be in line with the
subject of the proposal; if this is not the case, the REA will re-assign proposals to a Technical Group

different from the one indicated by applicants. Only successful applicants will be informed about this
re-assignment.
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2.1 Scope of the Technical Groups®

Coal Technical Groups

TGK1 Post-mining issues, safe and productive coal mining operations

TGK2 Environmental, technical and economic issues related to coal treatment and use
Steel technical groups

TGA1 Iron- and steelmaking

TGA2 Downstream steel processing

TGA3 Conception of steel products

TGA4 Steel applications and solutions for existing and new markets

TGAS5 Steel factories - smart and human

2.2 Explanation of the Topics structure of the annual calls

The dedicated pages of the calls for the RFCS programme can be found from the panel of the "Search
Funding & Tenders " on the Funding & Tenders Opportunities Portal.

The annual active call of the RFCS for year XXXX can be found under the name "RFCS-XXXX".

When accessing the page of the RFCS-XXXX call, the relevant Topic (combination of sector, coal or
steel, and type of eligible activity) has to be selected.

For instance, in the case of the Annual Calls, the topics will look as following:

RFCS-01-XXXX Coal Accompanying Measures
RFCS-01-XXXX Coal Research Projects
RFCS-01-XXXX Coal Pilot and Demonstration Projects
RFCS-02-XXXX Steel Accompanying Measures
RFCS-02-XXXX Steel Research Projects
RFCS-02-XXXX Steel Pilot and Demonstration Projects

In the Topics pages, on the Submission Service panel, the user will have direct access to the Funding
& Tenders Portal Submission Service (referred to in this Information Package as Funding & Tenders
Portal and available under the tab Submission Service in the topics pages at the opening of the call),
which is the electronic environment that allows editing and submitting the proposals.

2 Should you ned more information on the areas converted by the TGs, please consult Annex I
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2.3 Explanation of the RFCS Application Forms (expected content of Proposal)

The table below gives a summary of all RFCS application forms, followed by an explanation of the

individual forms.

Form Parts

Forms details

Applies to

Format

Responsible

Part
A
(Administra-
tive Forms)

General information

Administrative data of
participating organisations

One set of administrative data per
participant

Budget for the proposal

all proposals

Single on-line form

Project
Coordinator

Each participant
for his/her own
organisation or the
Project
Coordinator on
behalf of
participants

Part B and
Annexes

B1

Proposal Description

To be uploaded as single pdf file
(max. 16 pages, max. 10 MB)

Template available in Funding &
Tenders Portal

B1.1

Participants Description

To be uploaded as single pdf file
(maximum 1 page per participant
and affiliated entity, justification

of subcontracting, max 10 MB)

Template available in Funding &
Tenders Portal

B2

Technical Annex

. Project Objectives

. Work packages
description

. Bar chart

To be uploaded as single pdf file
(maximum 35 pages, max. 20MB)
Template available in Funding &
Tenders Portal

B3

Budget Breakdown

Bar chart

Template available in Funding &
Tenders Portal
To be uploaded as single pdf file
including all B3 forms for the
proposal
(no page limit, max 10MB)

B4

Resubmission details

only re-
submitted

Template available in Funding &
Tenders Portal
To be uploaded as single pdf file
(max. 2 pages, max. 10MB)

ESR

Copy of the Previous ESR

proposals

Upload as single pdf file
(max 10 MB)

Project
Coordinator
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Part A (Administrative Forms)

The Administrative Forms (referred to in the following as Part A) appear as a single online pdf file
with editable fields automatically created by the submission system. These forms can be accessed by
clicking on the “edit forms” button and are composed of three different sections:

The first section of Part A (General Information) provides an overview of the proposal and is initially
partly filled by the system with the information given by the Project Coordinator at Steps 3 and 4. The
Project Coordinator must enter at this stage the full title of the proposal, its duration (in months),
starting date, abstract, research objective (refer to the order of objectives in the RFCS legal basis for
codes used in the dropdown list), technical group (refer to Annex I to this Part 4 of the Information
Package for details on the scopes of the different technical groups of the RFCS programme) and
identification of resubmitted proposals. This part is complemented by specific declarations to be made
by the Project Coordinator.

The second section of Part A (Administrative data of participating organisations) has to be filled in
with additional information and contact details of each participant, including information on
dependencies with other participants (to this goal, please refer to the definition of "independent legal
entities" given in the footnote).’

This part can be filled in either by each participant for his/her own organisation or by the Project
Coordinator on behalf of the participants.

The third section of Part A (Budget for the proposal) has to be filled in by the Project Coordinator and
should give an overview of the costs foreseen by each participant and its affiliated entities per cost
category.

Such costs should correspond exactly to the amounts reported in Forms B3 (the budget breakdown in
Part B) by each participant under the different cost categories.

The following commands appear at the top of each page of Part A.

Table of contents. This link brings back to the Table of Contents on the first page of the proposal;
additionally a 'Go To' drop down menu is available to quickly jump to any section of the Part A form.

3 Two legal entities shall be regarded as independent of each other where neither is under the direct or indirect control of the
other or under the same direct or indirect control as the other. For this purpose, control may, in particular, take either of the
following forms:

(a) the direct or indirect holding of more than 50 % of the nominal value of the issued share capital in the legal entity
concerned, or of a majority of the voting rights of the shareholders or associates of that entity;

(b) the direct or indirect holding, in fact or in law, of decision- making powers in the legal entity concerned.
The following relationships between legal entities shall not in themselves be deemed to constitute controlling relationships:

(a) the same public investment corporation, institutional investor or venture-capital company has a direct or indirect holding
of more than 50 % of the nominal value of the issued share capital or a majority of voting rights of the shareholders or
associates;

(b) the legal entities concerned are owned or supervised by the same public body.
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Validate Form. At any stage of the proposal preparation process, the "Validate form" feature checks if
mandatory information is still missing. The check will be carried out on all forms in Part A regardless
of the page from which the validation has been launched, and will redirect the user to a page with a list
of warnings (validation results).

The presence of some of the warnings will not block the submission of the proposal, but may affect
the eligibility of the proposal and/or the outcome of the evaluation due to missing information.

Save and Close: every time the forms in Part A are modified, the modifications must be saved by
clicking on “Save and close” otherwise they will be lost. This will also close the editable pdf interface.
The action saves the entire Part A regardless of the page from which the “Save and close” has been
launched.

Part B

Part B is the core part of the proposal as it includes the description of the state-of-the-art, the work
plan, the operational capacity of the consortium, the budgetary aspects, and any other element that the
applicants may consider useful in view of the evaluation of their proposal.

Applicants are recommended to give the highest consideration to this part. In case the proposal is
successful at the evaluation and the consortium will be invited to enter in the Grant Agreement
preparation phase in view to sign a Grant Agreement with the REA, most of the information provided
in Part B will become contractual obligations. No possibility will be given during the preparation of
the Grant Agreement to modify substantial elements of the proposal, such as the planned work, the
deliverables, the composition of the consortium®, the nature and extent of the claimed costs etc.,
except for obvious clerical errors.’

Therefore the proposal will be evaluated as submitted and, if important information is missing or not
convincing, or shortcomings are found, this will result in a low scoring of the proposal. Applicants are
advised to become familiar already at this stage with the RFCS award criteria.

Part B consists of a set of pdf files (the so-called Forms B) that will have to be uploaded by the Project
Coordinator and should follow the given format. The templates of these forms are available for
download from the Funding & Tenders Portal submission platform (under "download templates").

These templates are MS Word and Excel documents and must be converted to pdf before uploading
(the Funding & Tenders Portal will not accept files with extension different from pdf).

* A change in the consortium may be exceptionally accepted in duly justified cases, provided the content and the
quality of the proposal does not change, or in case of a partner failing in regard to legal and financial viability. In
this case the consortium has to propose a solution, either to attribute the tasks to other members of the
consortium or to replace the participant with a new organisation, after approval by the REA on a case by case
analysis.

3> E.g. omission to submit evidence or information on a non-substantial element of the proposal, see Art 151 of
the Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2018/1046 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 July 2018 on the
financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union and repealing Regulation (EU, Euratom) N°
66/2012.
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The forms in Part B should be filled in preferably in English as this will be the working language
during the evaluation. If these forms are written in a language other than English, please include an
English version of the proposal's abstract in the Technical Annex (Form B2). Note that, in any case,
the online submission forms for Part A and the templates for Part B are only available in English.

Required forms

e For every proposal, a minimum of 4 PDF files must be uploaded: Forms B1, B1.1, B2 and B3.
When submitting the proposal, an error message is displayed if any of these files is missing
and the submission will not be allowed.

e [f the proposal is re-submitted this year after it has not been retained for funding by the RFCS
in a previous evaluation, two additional pdf files must be uploaded: Forms B4 and the most
recent ESR.

Also note that there are page limitations for Form B1 (max. 16 pages), Form B1.1 (max. 1 page per
participant, affiliated entity and justification of subcontracting), Form B2 (max. 35 pages) and B4
(max 2 pages). When validating the proposal, the submission system will generate an automatic
warning when the page count exceeds the maximum, but this will not prevent the submission. Excess
pages will be automatically made invisible, and will not be taken into consideration by the
evaluators. It is therefore the responsibility of the applicants to ensure that the said limits are
respected.

Form B1
Form B1 (Proposal Description) should contain:
e A proposal summary (maximum 100 words)

e A list of ongoing and closed projects (RFCS, ECSC, FP, etc.), international literature, patents
etc. of major relevance to the objectives of the proposal, and a clear indication of the
proposal's added value to what has been already achieved to date at both European and
worldwide level. Any mention of information that is not yet part of the public domain (i.e.
reference to projects whose final report is not yet public) should allow the reader to reach an
exhaustive understanding of the relevant findings.

e A description of the project, with indication of its main aspects, the global approach of the
research and a brief overview of the work plan, as well as any other element that the
applicants consider useful for a proper evaluation of the proposal. The description should be
concise and structured in order to facilitate an easy understanding of all the main aspects and
issues at stake.

Required format for Form B1:

e the given template should be used

e (file B1 Proposal Description.docx available in Funding & Tenders Portal under "download
templates);

e it has to be uploaded to Funding & Tenders Portal as single pdf file, max file size is 10 MB;

e the document must not exceed 16 pages in total; the minimum font size allowed is 11 points.
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e In order for the proposal to be admissible, it is the responsibility of the applicants to ensure
that the said page limit is respected.

Form B1.1 (Participants Description)
Form B1.1 should contain:

e A description of the individual partners of the consortium, highlighting their operational
capacity (in terms of e.g., experience, skills, facilities, staff, resources) to carry out the
proposed action.

o The affiliated entities and the actions of subcontractors should also be described and justified
here.

Required format for Form B1.1:

the given template should be used

e (file B1.1 Partners Description.docx available in Funding & Tenders Portal under
"download templates", );

e it has to be uploaded to Funding & Tenders Portal as single pdf file, max file size is 10 MB;

e the document should contain maximum 1 page per participant, affiliated entity and
justification of subcontracting; the minimum font size allowed is 11 points.

Form B2 (Technical Annex)

Form B2 describes the work plan for the execution of the proposed action. If the proposal is retained
for funding, it will become an Annex to the Grant Agreement and will define the contractual technical
obligations of the participants. It includes the following sub-forms:

. Should be explained the objectives of the whole project, in max 1 page;

. An objective is a specific result that a person or system aims to accomplish within a time
frame and with the available resources. Objectives, however, need to be embedded into a
broader strategic context, linked to the problem perceived and the logic of intervention that
defines how to overcome the problems identified. The more specific the objectives® are, the
easier it is to evaluate the extent to which the action has generated its intended effects.
Objectives are no activities; suitable activities lead to the achievement of the objectives of
the action. Objectives are identifiable goals towards which all project activities should be

6 SMART objectives are:
SPECIFIC - states exactly what you need to achieve, what needs to be done
MEASURABLE - includes a quality or quantity measure
ATTAINABLE/ACHIEVABLE — feasible with the available resources
REALISTIC - can be challenging but realistic in delivering on the overall, strategic goals of the initiative, and
TIME BOUND - with a clear end date or timescale (TIMELY — what will happen by when).
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directed. Objectives are the specific targets against which project performance can be
measured.

. For each work package, it should explain the objectives, the activities to be carried out in
order to achieve these objectives, as well as the responsibilities and overall commitment (in
terms of Person-Months) of the participants. The responsibility for each deliverable should
be also clearly identified, as well as the interdependencies of tasks and work packages.
Contributions from subcontractors and affiliated entities should be described.

e Deliverables are defined as additional outputs (e.g. information, special report, a technical
diagram, a brochure, list, a software milestone of other building block of the action) that
must be produced at a given moment during the action (normally not at the same time as
the periodic/final reports) reflecting results of work of technical nature. Should be avoided
such contents of deliverables as meeting minutes or a list of other deliverables. Public
deliverables should use an understandable language and should be comprehensive but
concise.

. The following reports, which are mandatory and have to be submitted via the Funding &
Tenders Portal (reporting module), should not be classified as deliverables, as they
constitute contractual obligations:

— Periodic Reports (one per Reporting Period);
— Publishable summary.

These reports are related to payments.

Annual Reports (reports corresponding to the calendar years in which the Periodic reports are not due)
are not requested, contrary to past practice.

The comprehensive overview of the project (State of the Art, problem, proposed approach and
outcome) should constitute a separate mandatory deliverable with an indicative delivery date not
later than Month 6 from the project starting date.

The comprehensive overview will form the reference basis for the project monitoring in the first
months from its start.

A Publishable Report should constitute a separate mandatory public deliverable for the end of the
project.

The publishable report should be used for dissemination and exploitation.

The entire publishable report should typically not exceed 70 pages in total (including appendices),
with a lean core report ideally of maximum 50 pages.

The structure and the content of a publishable report are recommended as described below:

a) Cover page
b) Table of contents

c) An executive summary of maximum 2 pages, highlighting the main subjects, project
objectives, results obtained and their usefulness and conclusions, possible applications and
patents in a comprehensive albeit concise manner

d) Challenges and solutions.

This section covers the research approach, a description of the experimental work performed
on a task per task basis, highlighting the main results achieved
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A simple compilation of individual reports produced by partners shall not be accepted.

The section shall contain the following:
1) Objectives of the project
2) Description of the problems addressed
3) Description of activities and discussion, highlighting any innovation made

4) Results, conclusions, lessons learnt and (policy) recommendations indicating the
achievements made.

5) Exploitation and impact of the research results
This section should address issues related to the exploitation of the results, notably:

v Actual applications;

Technical and economic potential for the use of the results;

Any possible patent filing;

Publications / conference presentations resulting from the project;

RS

Any other aspects concerning the dissemination of results.
e) List of figures

f) List of tables
g) List of acronyms and abbreviations
h) Full list of references

1) Appendices (where suitable)

Bar chart: should indicate the scheduling for each task in each work package and the commitment (in
terms of Person-Months) of each participant, subcontractor and affiliated entity.

Required format for B2:

. the given template should be used (file B2 Technical Annex.docx available in Funding &
Tenders Portal under "download templates". The information provided should strictly
follow the format given, without attaching any additional documents in whatever form (e.g.
additional annexes, appendices, supporting letters etc.).

. All the sections (objectives, work packages, bar chart) should be bundled consecutively
into one single pdf file to be uploaded to Funding & Tenders Portal as Form B2; max file
size is 20 MB.

e Form B2 has a formal page limit of at most 35 pages; the minimum font size allowed is 11
points.

Form B3

Budget breakdown for each direct participant in the proposal. The form allows participants to
claim costs classified in the categories explained in Part 3 — Budget categories and cost eligibility
rules. Footnotes are given in the form to guide applicants.
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Costs incurred by affiliated entities have to be claimed by indicating the name of the linked
third party in the last column on the right (while, for costs incurred directly by the
participant, the cells in this column should be left empty).

Direct costs for subcontracting can be claimed by the participants or by its affiliated
entities, as relevant.

The template provided on the Funding & Tenders Portal is a MS Excel file with an empty
sample of the form. Applicants will need to generate additional copies of this form in order
to cover all participants in the proposal.

In order to allow for a full compatibility with the central IT systems, the following settings
are used in the Excel template for rounding numbers with decimal places: the totals A
(direct personnel costs), B (direct costs of subcontracting), C1 (equipment) and C2
(operating costs or “other goods, works and services™); the totals D (indirect costs), E (total
estimated eligible costs) and the total revenue are calculated with a precision of 2 decimal
places.

When converting the Excel file in pdf format, make sure that this operation is extended to all Forms
B3 that you have created (i.e., to all participants) and check that the resulting pdf file is readable and
clearly conveys the intended information. In particular check that the text inserted in the cells is

always well visible; hidden text will be lost in the conversion to pdf and will not be taken into account
for the evaluation. For an optimal conversion into pdf, do not modify the width and the number of the

columns in Form B3 (whereas it is always possible to add new rows, if more space is needed, and
extend the length of each Form B3 even beyond the 2 pages of the template).

Required format for Forms B3:

the given template should be used (file B3 Budget Breakdown2021.xlsx available in
Funding & Tenders Portal under "download templates").

One form B3 is requested for each direct participant in the proposal.

It has to be uploaded to Funding & Tenders Portal as a single pdf file, which includes all
forms B3 for the proposal. The same order of participants should be used as they appear in
Part A.

maximum file size is 10 MB.

there is no page limit for this form.

Form B4 Resubmission details

Form B4 applies only to resubmitted proposals. If it is declared in Form Al that the proposal
has been already submitted to the RFCS programme for evaluation in previous years, the
proposal will be classified as "resubmitted" and the following two additional documents are
requested: Forms B4 and the most recent ESR.

Form B4 should explicitly summarise any changes made against the previous submission.

e Required format for B4:

e the given template should be used (file B4 Resubmission Details.docx available in
Funding & Tenders Portal under "download templates™).

e it has to be uploaded to Funding & Tenders Portal as a single pdf file; max file size is
10 MB.

e it must not exceed 2 pages; the minimum font size allowed is 11 points. In order for
the proposal to be admissible, it is the responsibility of the applicants to ensure that
the said page limit is respected.
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Note that a resubmitted proposal is subject to a new independent evaluation exercise that does
not necessarily imply that it will receive equal or higher score than the previous submission.

Previous ESR Previous Evaluation Summary Report - ESR

Previous ESR applies only to resubmitted proposals. This corresponds to ESR that the
applicants have received from the European Commission or the REA following the most
recent evaluation of the proposal submitted to the RFCS programme. The Project Coordinator
is requested to upload the PDF file received from the European Commission.

There is no page limit for this form.

It has to be uploaded to Funding & Tenders Portal as a single PDF file; max file size is 10
MB.
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2.4 Relevant procedures after proposal submission and before evaluation

Proposals will be evaluated as submitted. Changes in the proposal are no longer possible after the cut-
off date and any additional documentation provided by the applicants after this date will be
disregarded. Exception make cases when the REA expressly asks the applicants to provide information
to clarify any obvious clerical errors on their part. The authorising officer responsible may correct
obvious clerical errors in application documents after confirmation of the intended correction by the
participant. Where a participant fails to submit evidence or to make statements, the evaluation
committee or, where appropriate, the authorising officer responsible shall, except in duly justified
cases, ask the participant to provide the missing information or to clarify supporting documents. Such
information, clarification or confirmation shall not substantially change application documents.7

In addition, the REA may re-allocate a proposal to a different topic, if the choice made by the
applicants does not appear in accordance with the definitions of the topic. In this case, the applicant
will be informed and asked to expressly agree with the proposed re-allocation.

If the coordinator wants to withdraw a proposal after the closure of the call, they should inform the
REA through the RFCS functional mailbox indicated in Section 3.1. If an applicant has submitted the
same proposal more than once, the REA may ask them to withdraw the duplicates.

7 Article 151 “Clarification and correction of application documents” of the Financial Regulation (EU, Euratom)
2018/1046
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3 Information and assistance

3.1 Helpdesks

All necessary documents, templates, links and informative material for proposals submission and
evaluation are available on the pages of the RFCS calls hosted on the Funding & Tenders Portal:

https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/opportunities/topic-search

For additional information concerning the RFCS program check our new webpage:

Research Fund for Coal and Steel (RFCS) | European Commission (europa.cu)

You may also wish to contact the Funding & Tenders Portal’s IT Helpdesk for general IT issues and
questions such as forgotten passwords, access rights and roles, guidance on the steps for submission of
proposals, etc.:

Helpdesk & Support Services (europa.cu)

If this does not resolve your query, please contact the REA RFCS helpdesk:

rea-rfcs@ec.europa.eu

3.2 Supporting Documents

When preparing the proposals, applicants may also wish to refer to the following supporting
documents:

- the full list of projects (completed and on-going) funded by the RFCS programme (2003-2019):

RFCS funded projects | European Commission (europa.eu)

(For completed projects, the link to the final report published on EU Bookshop is also given.)
- a selection of RFCS success stories:

Coal & steel | Research and Innovation (europa.eu)

The published reports of finalised RFCS projects are available from the EU bookshop, which is the
portal of the Publications Office of the European Union:

http://bookshop.europa.eu

3.3 Confidentiality and Personal Data Protection

Proposals and any related information, data, and documents will be treated confidentially by the
Commission, Research Executive Agency and by the independent experts acting as evaluators and
observers. All proposals will be archived under secure conditions.

Personal data will be processed in accordance to Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 of 23 October 2018 on
the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data by the Union
institutions, bodies, offices and agencies and on the free movement of such data, and repealing
Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 and Decision No 1247/2002/EC and according to the ‘notifications of the
processing operations’ to the Data Protection Officer (DPO) of the Commission (publicly accessible in
the DPO register).
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EN

RESEARCH FUND FOR COAL AND STEEL

Research Programme Information Package

Part 4 — Guide and Manual

Part 4.1 — Manual for the evaluation and selection of proposals

DISCLAIMER

This draft has not been adopted or endorsed by the European Commission. Any views
expressed are the preliminary views of the Commission services and may not in any
circumstances be regarded as stating an official position of the Commission. The information
transmitted is intended only for the Member State or entity to which it is addressed for
discussions and may contain confidential and/or privileged material.
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This Manual explains the procedures applicable to the evaluation and selection of proposals submitted
to the RFCS programme.

4 General principles

The evaluation of proposals will be carried out in steps under the responsibility of the European
Research Executive Agency (REA). The REA ensures the confidential, fair and equitable evaluation as
well as a proper planning, coordination and monitoring of the overall evaluation exercise.

The evaluation of proposals is carried out with the assistance of independent external experts acting as
evaluators and as observers.

4.1 Independent external experts acting as evaluators

For the appointment of evaluators, the REA works with the database of independent experts
established to provide experts to research and innovation EC programmes (registration in this database
is possible via the Funding & Tenders Portal of the European Commission, in the section dedicated to
"Work as an Expert”). In order to populate this database, the REA publishes specific Calls for
expressions of interest periodically.

Evaluators are appointed in their personal capacity and do not represent any specific organisation or
interest.

Appointed evaluators should have appropriate skills and knowledge to the technical field for which
they are selected

Evaluators must also have a high level of professional experience in the public and/or in the private
sector related to: research in relevant scientific and technological fields; administration, management
or evaluation of projects; dissemination and use of the results of research and technological
development projects, technology transfer and innovation; international cooperation in science and
technology; development of human capital. Evaluators must have appropriate language and
communication skills.

In addition, the pool of evaluators is selected considering the following criteria:

e Appropriate balance between academic and industrial expertise
e Appropriate gender balance

¢ Balanced distribution of geographical origin

e A minimum of 25% of new experts®

While there is no overall limit to the participation of individual experts as evaluators, experts are
allowed a maximum of three consecutive evaluations.

8 A "new expert" is defined here as an expert who has not participated in the previous three RFCS evaluations.
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Taking into account the number of proposals to be evaluated, the REA establishes and publishes the
yearly list of evaluators and a reserve list based on the criteria described above. However, the names of
the experts assigned to each specific proposal are not made public.

4.2 Independent external experts acting as observers

A maximum of two observers are appointed to give advice on the conduct and fairness of all steps of
the evaluation, on the ways in which evaluators apply the evaluation criteria, and on the ways in which
the evaluation process could be improved.

The observer also verifies that the procedures set out in the RFCS Research Programme Information
Package and in this Manual are correctly applied. During the execution of their tasks, observers must
not express any views on the proposals under evaluation or on the experts’ opinions on the proposals.

Observers are appointed in their personal capacity and do not represent any specific organisation or
interest. They apply their professional skills, knowledge and ethics to the best of their abilities, in
accordance with the guidelines and time schedule provided by the REA.

Observers report their findings in writing to the REA, which summarises them in a report which is
then presented to the relevant Advisory Groups and to the COSCO, at the respective annual plenary
meetings (see later).

4.3 Code of conduct

Upon signature of the contract of appointment, evaluators and observers alike commit to comply with
the Code of Conduct for Evaluators’, which binds them to perform their duties without any conflict
of interest and to the necessary confidentiality of the information handled during the evaluation.

Accordingly, evaluators must not disclose to third parties details on the proposals, on the experts
assigned to examine proposals, or on the discussions which take place within the evaluation panels.

Moreover, they cannot act as evaluators for a given proposal if they have a conflict of interest with this
proposal, according to the definition of conflict of interest given in the Code of Conduct.

Specifically, evaluators cannot be members of the RFCS advisory groups assisting the
Commission in the implementation of the RFCS programme.

5 The evaluation process

Proposals are submitted according to the modalities described in the Guide to Applicants.

° The Code of Conduct is part of the general model contract for independent experts assisting the Commission,
available on the Funding & Tenders Portal at the link:
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/experts_manual/h2020-experts-mono-contract_en.pdf
Experts are recommended to regularly check this link for updates of the model contract and the annexed code of
conduct.
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5.1 Briefing of evaluators

Evaluators receive all information required to carry out their duties.

At the beginning of the remote evaluation phase, experts receive a briefing document which includes
the necessary information on the evaluation exercise as well as guidelines and recommendations for
the smooth and effective execution of their tasks. In addition, they receive other fundamental
documents such as the RFCS Information Package, the Synopsis of RFCS projects, the guidelines on
the use of the on-line evaluation platform (SEP). Evaluators asked by the REA to act as rapporteurs
will receive additional specific guidance on how to best carry out this task.

Then, an oral briefing is organised by the REA to explain how work will be organized, how consensus
meetings will be carried out, to remind experts of their duties and obligations, to give practical
information on the evaluation premises and its surroundings, and any other information deemed
necessary to guarantee a transparent, effective and high-quality central evaluation session.

5.2 Check of Proposals admissibility and eligibility

After the call deadline, the REA verifies that proposals meet the admissibility and eligibility criteria
given in the relevant Call. If a proposal is inadmissible or ineligible, it will not be evaluated. In this
case, the REA informs the applicants, explaining the reasons for the decision and how to appeal.

A proposal may be declared ineligible/inadmissible also at a later stage of the evaluation process,
should evidence arise of non-compliance with the eligibility and admissibility criteria. The fact that a
proposal is evaluated in such circumstances does not constitute proof of its admissibility or eligibility.

The project coordinator may be asked to provide missing information if obvious clerical errors are
found (e.g. omission to submit evidence or information on a non-substantial element of the proposal).

If the additional information provided by the coordinator on behalf of the applicants would
substantially change the proposal (for example affecting its admissibility and eligibility or the
evaluation outcome), it will not be taken into account.

5.3 Individual Evaluation

Each proposal is evaluated by at least three evaluators. This number can be increased in particular
cases, for example if additional expertise appears necessary for specific topics.

Evaluators receive access to the SEP online system, where they can access the proposals that they are
asked to evaluate. If evaluators find that they have a conflict of interest with a given proposal, or do
not feel fully knowledgeable on the topic, they can decline the task and report this to the REA, which
will assign a different evaluator to the proposal.

During the remote evaluation, an expert must not have any contact with other experts evaluating the
same proposals and must not know their names.

For each proposal, evaluators fill in the Individual Evaluation Report (IER) with comments for each
evaluation criterion (see Part 3 — General provisions), using a standard evaluation form. A copy of the
evaluation forms is provided in Annex 7.2 to this document, which are identical to the templates
available on the Participant Portal.

Evaluators assess proposals as they were submitted, without giving recommendations on how to
improve them and without evaluating their potential should certain changes be made. If important
information is missing and/or specific claims are not supported, or shortcomings/weaknesses are
found, evaluators shall score the proposal lower accordingly to the severity of the shortcomings.

Based on the written comments, experts score the proposal on each evaluation criterion on a scale
from 0 to 5 points (with increments of 0.25 points), according to the following definitions:

0 The proposal fails to address the criterion or cannot be assessed due to missing or
incomplete information (unless the result of an ‘obvious clerical error’).
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1 Poor. The criterion is inadequately addressed, or there are serious inherent weaknesses.
2 Average. The proposal broadly addresses the criterion, but there are significant weaknesses.
3 Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but a number of shortcomings are present.

4 Very Good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, but a small number of
shortcomings are present.

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

Annual priorities: evaluators can grant a bonus expressed in decimals of points to proposals that
address the annual priority in the relevant topic, if this is stated in the specific conditions of a Call (see
Part 2 - Calls).

Resubmitted proposals: proposals that are eligible for resubmission are re-evaluated independently
from the scoring obtained in the previous evaluation/s. However, resubmitted proposals must include a
copy of the previous Evaluation Summary Report and an explanation (Form B4) on how the applicant
has addressed the shortcomings identified therein in the revised proposal.

Thresholds: for every evaluation criterion of all types of activity, there is a minimum threshold per
criterion and an overall threshold under which a proposal will not be eligible for funding. These are
clearly indicated in Part 3 — General Provisions, unless it is otherwise stated in the specific conditions
of a Call (see Part 2 — Calls for Proposals).

5.4 Consensus meetings

Evaluators are convened at consensus meetings to discuss the quality of the proposal of their
competence, and to address any open issues and divergences as identified in the draft consensus
report.

REA officials chair the consensus meetings and act as moderators, ensuring that the consensus report
faithfully reflects the evaluators' views and the consensus reached. If necessary, he/she assists the
rapporteur to summarise the comments of the evaluators in the consensus report.

The independent observer may also be present.

The objective of the consensus meetings is to reach a fair consensus and generate a full and consistent
final evaluation, represented by a comprehensive, concise and clear final consensus report.

If the evaluators cannot reach a consensus, the REA services may ask one or more additional
evaluators to examine the proposal. In this case, the REA official suspends the meeting to give
sufficient time to the new expert(s) to read the proposal and form their own view. A new consensus
meeting is then convened at a suitable time and the new expert is invited to participate and contribute
to the discussion.

5.5 Consensus Report

The REA selects one of the evaluators to act as Rapporteur for each proposal, tasked to summarize
into a Consensus Report the comments made by all evaluators at the consensus meeting. The
rapporteur-selected can decline this task, explaining to the REA the reason for the refusal.

The Consensus Report uses the same template as the Individual Evaluation Reports, with comments
and grades by criterion. The report should reflect the views of all experts and highlight possible
divergence, to serve as a basis for discussion at the central evaluation session.
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Once all evaluators agree with the text and scores of the consensus report, they give formal approval
individually.

5.6 Panel review meeting

After the consensus phase a panel of experts:

e reach an agreement on the scores and comments for all proposals within a sector, checking
consistency across the evaluations;

e if necessary, propose a new set of marks or revise comments, and resolve cases where
evaluators were unable to agree;

e rank the proposals having a qualifying score and give a priority order for proposals with the
same score.

The panel may comprise experts from consensus groups, new experts, or a combination of the two.
There may be one panel covering the whole call or several panels covering different parts of the call.
Each panel will be responsible for one or more ranked lists, as defined by the indicative budget and
call conditions set out in the Research Programme for RFCS.

5.7  Quality Control

A REA official verifies the quality of the report, including the consistency between the comments and
the scores for each criterion and the quality and clarity of the text.

In case of problems (for example inconsistencies between scores and comments, ambiguous
comments, etc.), the consensus report is rejected and the rapporteur is asked to revise it alongside the
comments of the REA’s official. This task can be carried out by rapporteurs either in Brussels or
remotely. The revised consensus report is submitted to other evaluators for their approval and then
once again submitted to Quality Control, for approval.

6  Selection of proposals to be funded

6.1  Advisory Group Plenary meetings

The Coal and Steel Advisory Groups are two independent technical advisory groups established by
Decision 2008/376/EC which regulates the RFCS. Their role is to advise the Commission on specific
coal- and steel-related RTD aspects.

The European Commission organises a plenary meeting of each Advisory Group where REA, in
charge of the evaluation, presents the ranking lists and the evaluation exercise. The findings and
recommendations of the observer(s) to the central evaluation session are also presented and discussed.

Members of the Advisory Groups shall inform the Commission of any potential conflicts of interests
which could be considered prejudicial to their independence Advisory Group members shall not
disclose information received during the fulfilment of their tasks. Advisory Group members are
required to sign, at the time of their appointment, a declaration regarding conflict of interest and a
confidentiality declaration valid throughout their appointment. The Commission may adopt
supplementary measures to ensure confidentiality, as necessary.
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6.2 COSCO Commitee

After the presentation of the evaluation results to Advisory Groups, the European Commission
organises a plenary meeting with the COSCO programme committee, composed of Member States
representatives. At the meeting, COSCO approves by qualified majority (in accordance with Article
5(1) of Regulation (EU) No 182/2011) the draft Commission Implementing Decision on the granting
of financial aid to successful proposals and the rejection of unsuccessful proposals.

At the beginning of each meeting, COSCO attendants shall inform the Commission of any conflict of
interest with regard to one or more items on the agenda. In the event of such a conflict of interest, the
person concerned shall, at the request of the chair, withdraw from the meeting whilst the relevant
items are being dealt with. In addition, attendants are requested to respect confidentiality obligations
concerning the discussion at the meeting and the documents received.

6.3 Ranking lists
After the evaluation, the proposals will be ranked in final lists. The lists will be prepared as follows:

e proposals over all evaluation thresholds will be ranked according to the total score;

e in case of equal total score, a cascade mechanism applies (see Part 3 — General Provisions).
Starting from the top of the list, funding will be allocated according to the requested EU contribution,
until the budget of the RFCS call is fully assigned (see the Information Pack Part 2 — Call for
Proposals for the relevant amounts).

Each final list will therefore comprise:

e the main list of proposals for which there is sufficient funding;

e the reserve list of proposals that can be funded only in case proposals in the main list are
withdrawn, excluded or if extra funding becomes available;

o the list of proposals that didn’t pass one or more evaluation thresholds;

o the list of inadmissible and/or ineligible proposals.

Within six months of the deadline for submission of proposals, the REA will inform applicants about
the evaluation outcome and give indications on how to appeal if the proposal has not been selected for
funding.

6.4 Commission Decision

Following the approval by the COSCO Committee of the draft implementing act (Commission
Decision) setting out the proposals that will be funded, both successful and unsuccessful applicants are
notified of the result of their proposal.

At this point, starts the Grant Agreement preparation phase for the successful applicants. Signature of
the Grant Agreement normally takes place within 3 months from the notification of the evaluation
results to the applicants.

The European Commission shall adopt the implementing act (Commission Decision) setting out the
proposals that will be funded.
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7  Annexes

7.1

Annex I : Scope of the Technical Groups

Coal Technical Groups - TGK

TGK1 POST-MINING ISSUES. SAFE AND PRODUCTIVE COAL MINING OPERATIONS

Highly efficient, largely automated excavation and mining technologies

Health and safety in coal mining operations

Upgrading coal deposits; (enhanced) coal bed methane, underground coal gasification
Support technologies and services, transport systems and monitoring & process control
systems

Reduction of the environmental impact of mining

Post-mining environmental issues and land rehabilitation, including energy projects
Waste management

TGK2 ENVIRONMENTAL, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC ISSUES RELATED TO COAL
TREATMENT AND USE

Clean and efficient coal technologies

Zero-emission and high-efficiency power generation

Coal gasification and conversion

Integration of the coal chain from mining to the final products (electricity, heat, hydrogen,
coke, synfuels)

Co-combustion of coal with solid waste or biomass

Reduction of the environmental impact of installations using coal and lignite

CO2 capture and storage (CCS)

Other energy and non-energy uses of coal

Chemical processing of CO2 captured from combustion or gasification processes and used to
produce fuels, petrochemicals and plastics (CCU)
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Steel Technical Groups — TGA

TGA1 IRON- AND STEELMAKING

e Ore agglomeration, sintering and pelletising processes

e Physico-chemical metallurgy of liquid steel related to primary/secondary steelmaking and to
slag formation

e Optimised sustainable iron- and steelmaking processes and operations (BF, EAF, DRI ...),

e New and improved processes for sustainable iron and steel production (hydrogen,
electrolysis...)

e New and improved technologies for scrap classification, preparation and recycling for
integration in iron- and steelmaking

e Recovery and valorisation of by-products (solids, liquids, gases)
Instrumentation, modelling, control and optimisation of iron and steelmaking processes

e Reduction of emissions (including CO2), energy consumption and improvement of the
environmental impact in iron- and steelmaking processes

o Energy, water and material flow management in iron and steelmaking processes, including
recovery of waste heat

o Restoration of steelworks sites

TGA2 DOWNSTREAM STEEL PROCESSING

e Chemistry and physics of solidification & precipitation related to casting processes

Continuous casting, ingot casting and near net shape casting techniques with or without direct

rolling for flat and long products

Heat treatment technology, including reheating furnaces, and thermal treatments

Hot and cold rolling

Reliability of production processes and maintenance of production lines

Surface engineering, chemical treatments, finishing and coating technologies

Instrumentation, modelling, control and optimisation of downstream steel production

processes

e Reduction of emissions, energy consumption and improvement of the environmental impact in
downstream processes

e Energy, water and material flow management in downstream processing

TGA3 CONCEPTION OF STEEL PRODUCTS

e Phase transformation, precipitation, re-crystallisation, microstructure & texture and ageing

e Predictive simulation models on microstructures & mechanical properties

e Development of steel with improved properties at low and high temperatures such as strength
and toughness, corrosion, fatigue, wear, creep and resistance against fracture

e Steel products with improved physical properties including electro-magnetic behaviour

e Innovative steel grades for demanding applications

e Coating development and coated steel products with appropriate surface characteristics
(corrosion protection, damage control, other aspects)

e Standardisation of testing and evaluation methods
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TGA4 STEEL APPLICATIONS AND SOLUTIONS FOR EXISTING AND NEW MARKETS

Technologies relating to the transformation of steel products: cutting, forming, welding and
other assembling technologies of steel products (and other materials)

Structural safety and design methods, in particular with regard to resistance to fire and
earthquakes

Design of assembled structures to facilitate the easy recovery of steel scrap and its re-
conversion into usable steels and techniques for recycling

Steel-containing composites and sandwich structures

Prolonging service life of steel based assemblies

Innovative steel applications for emerging markets

Innovative steel solutions for automobiles, packaging and home appliances

Innovative steel solutions for building, construction, energy production and industry
Life cycle assessment of sustainable steel applications

TGAS STEEL FACTORIES - SMART AND HUMAN

Analytical and measurement techniques related to steelmaking/steel processing (quality
control), work place (human impact) and to environment (external impact)
Instrumentation, control and automation with focus on artificial intelligence and information
technologies

Decision support systems (Big Data, data analytics, interpretation and use)

Knowledge management systems and knowledge handling

Cyber security of steel production processes

Social aspects of new automation or IT systems

Working conditions and quality of life at the work place, ergonomic methods, reduction of
occupational exposure (emissions, noise, ...)

Control and protection of the environment in and around the workplace
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7.2  Annex II : Evaluation forms

Research Projects

1. Excellence

» Extent to which they match the themes, priorities and objectives of the Call and of the Research
Programme;

1.1 Does the proposal address at least one of the research objectives of the RFCS programme,
related to the European Green Deal Communication’s elements listed in the Introduction
chapter of the RFCS Information Package, and includes an assessment of anticipated industrial,
economic, social and environmental benefits, as per article 26 of Decision 2008/376/EC (Y/N)?
Please justify.

* Clarity and pertinence of the project’s objectives, and the extent to which the proposed work is
ambitious and goes beyond the state of the art.

1.2 To what extent do the applicants demonstrate their knowledge of the international state-of-
the-art?

1.3 Does the proposal have an appropriate level of innovative value?

* Soundness of the proposed methodology, including the underlying concepts, models,
assumptions, inter-disciplinary approaches.

1.4 Are the proposed methods and techniques clearly described?

1.5 Is the scientific and technical feasibility of the proposed work convincingly addressed?

2. Impact

* Credibility of the pathways to achieve the expected outcomes and impacts specified in the work
programme, and the likely scale and significance of the contributions from the project.

2.1 Are there relevant and substantial expected benefits for the related European sector?
2.2 Are there relevant and substantial industrial Coal/Steel sector participation?

2.3 Do the expected results offer the perspective of a wider and general use in the European
Union beyond a specific application, product and/or company?

* Suitability and quality of the measures to maximise expected outcomes and impacts, as set out
in the dissemination and exploitation plan, including communication activities.

2.4 Do the expected results address climate change or environment-related challenges and/or
bring other important benefits for society?

2.5 Are aspects of dissemination and (if applicable) standardisation convincingly addressed?

3. Quality

* Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, assessment of risks, and appropriateness of the
effort assigned to work packages, and the resources overall.

3.1 Are the Work Packages and claimed financial resources clearly described, well defined and
appropriate?
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3.2 Is the overall scheduling suitable for achieving the project objectives?
3.3 Is the interaction of the partners and tasks clearly defined and appropriate?

* Capacity and role of each participant, and the extent to which the consortium as a whole brings
together the necessary expertise.

3.4 Do the individual partners have the necessary operational capacity to carry out the

proposed action
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Pilot and Demonstration Projects

1. Excellence

» Extent to which they match the themes, priorities and objectives of the Call and of the Research
Programme.

1.1 Does the proposal address at least one of the research objectives of the RFCS programme, relate
to the European Green Deal Communication’s elements listed in the Introduction chapter of the
RECS Information Package, and includes an assessment of anticipated industrial, economic, social
and environmental benefits, as per Art. 26 of Decision 2008/376/EC (Y/N)? Please justify.

 Clarity and pertinence of the project’s objectives, and the extent to which the proposed work is
ambitious and goes beyond the state of the art.

1.2 Does the proposal rely on well-established scientific and technical results obtained in former
research projects or by any other means?

1.3 Does the proposal have an appropriate level of innovative value?

» Soundness of the proposed methodology, including the underlying concepts, models, assumptions,
inter-disciplinary approaches.

1.4 Are the proposed methods and techniques clearly described?

1.5 Is the scientific and technical feasibility of the proposed work convincingly addressed and risks
well mitigated?

2. Impact

* Credibility of the pathways to achieve the expected outcomes and impacts specified in the work
programme, and the likely scale and significance of the contributions from the project.

2.1 Are there relevant and substantial expected benefits for the related European sector?
2.2 Are there relevant and substantial industrial Coal/Steel sector participation?

2.3 Do the expected results offer the perspective of a wider and general use in the European Union
beyond a specific application, product and/or company?

* Suitability and quality of the measures to maximise expected outcomes and impacts, as set out in the
dissemination and exploitation plan, including communication activities.

2.4 Do the expected results address climate change or environment-related challenges and/or bring
other important benefits for society?

2.5 Will the project provide a step forward in the Technology Readiness Level (TRL) beyond TRL 6 of
the proposed application?

2.6 Are economic issues adequately addressed and is the further demonstration or deployment of the
proposed technology credible?
3. Quality

* Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, assessment of risks, and appropriateness of the effort
assigned to work packages, and the resources overall.

3.1 Are the Work Packages and claimed financial resources clearly described, well defined and
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Accompanying Measures

1. Excellence

» Extent to which they match the themes, priorities and objectives of the Call and of the Research
Programme.

1.1 Does the proposal address at least one of the research objectives of the RECS programme, related to
the European Green Deal Communication’s elements listed in the Introduction chapter of the RFCS
Information Package, and includes an assessment of anticipated industrial, economic, social and
environmental benefits, as per article 26 of Decision 2008/376/EC (Y/N)? Please justify.

» Clarity and pertinence of the project’s objectives, and the extent to which the proposed work is
ambitious and goes beyond the state of the art.

1.2 Is the proposal in line with the role of accompanying measures and does it disseminate new
information?

* Soundness of the proposed methodology, including the underlying concepts, models, assumptions,
inter-disciplinary approaches.

1.3 Does it effectively address the appropriate audience in the field concerned?

2. Impact

* Credibility of the pathways to achieve the expected outcomes and impacts specified in the work
programme, and the likely scale and significance of the contributions from the project.

2.1 Does the proposal demonstrate a strategic importance for the European coal/steel industry?
2.2. Do the applicants indicate clear and quantitative objectives? Are they credible?

* Suitability and quality of the measures to maximise expected outcomes and impacts, as set out in the
dissemination and exploitation plan, including communication activities.

2.3 Does the proposal indicate how the intended accompanying measure could have a direct impact e.g.
on EU regulations and standards, on potential application at industrial level, on exploitation of new
market opportunities, on climate change or environment-related challenges and/or bring other important
benefits for society?

3. Quality

* Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, assessment of risks, and appropriateness of the effort
assigned to work packages, and the resources overall.

3.1 Are the Work Packages and claimed financial resources clearly described, well defined and
appropriate?

3.2 Is the overall scheduling suitable for achieving the project objectives?

* Capacity and role of each participant, and the extent to which the consortium as a whole brings together
the necessary expertise.

3.3 Is the consortium well balanced?

3.4 Do the individual partners have the necessary operational capacity to carry out the proposed action?
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