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(Sample form of the expert evaluation of the Proposal for the implementation of the impact-driven programme "Information technologies for the development of science and knowledge society" project)
EXPERT EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSAL FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE IMPACT-DRIVEN PROGRAMME "INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF SCIENCE AND KNOWLEDGE SOCIETY" PROJECT
Registration number of proposal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Project title. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Principal investigator . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 


I. Does the planned research correspond to the chosen Programme task? 
Assess whether the project proposal aligns with the Programme’s chosen activity and topics.

	   YES
	NO
	



If "NO", please explain: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


II. Have the project implementers planned due solutions for ethical issues related to project activities?
It is assessed whether the proposal provides a justified explanation as to whether the project implementation will or will not involve ethical issues (Subsection 3.2.7 of the proposal). If the project involve such issues, it is assessed whether the questions in the proposal related to these issues have been answered appropriately.
If the project implementation involves ethical issues, the proposal must explain how these issues will be addressed. Please note that the statement indicating that the institutions or a professional ethics committee will be consulted is considered insufficient.
If evaluation of this criterion is NO – the proposal becomes ineligible for funding. Even though the assessment is NO, the expert must still provide a thorough evaluation according to all other evaluation criteria, because: the individual evaluation for this criterion may change after expert discussions during the panel evaluation of the proposal, or if the principal investigator indicates a possible mistake made by the expert commission.
More information on research ethics is provided in the Guidelines for Ethical Review.
	   YES
	   NO
	   NOT APPLICABLE



If NO, please explain: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

III. Evaluation according to the criteria:
	Evaluation criterium1
	Maximum possible score2
	Weighting factor3
	Threshold score 
	Score given
	Evaluation guidance for experts
Indicate strengths and weaknesses (mandatory for every evaluation criterium). Comments must meet the evaluation criteria and assigned scores2 

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1. Excellence: scientific background, research concept, aims  

	1.1.The novelty of the project proposal in the context of the Programme 
This criterion evaluates the originality, ambition, and transformative potential of the proposed research within the Programme’s scope, with particular attention to information and/or quantum technologies.
	 5
	2
	 3 
	
	Assess whether:
· the research area addressed by the project is rapidly developing internationally and demonstrates strong potential to generate new scientific knowledge, technologies, or innovative solutions in IT and/or quantum technologies;
· the proposal demonstrates clear novelty in relation to:
· the current state of the art, and
· the specific activities and topics of the Programme;
· the core research idea is original and feasible, and has a realistic potential to:
· advance science or technology beyond existing approaches,
· overcome identified scientific or technological limitations;
· the proposal convincingly articulates the expected progress beyond the current state of research, including conceptual, methodological, or technological advances;
· the problem addressed is important for the state, society, or strategic technological development, and the project’s contribution to addressing current or emerging challenges is clearly justified;
· the expected results have the potential to enable transformative innovations or applications, such as new IT architectures, quantum-enabled methods, systems, platforms, or services.
Evaluate the viability of the research idea, considering both scientific ambition and technological realism.

	Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2. Clarity and rationality of the objectives of the project

This criterion evaluates how clearly, logically, and coherently the project is structured, focusing on the formulation of its aim(s) and objectives.



	 5
	2
	 3
	
	Evaluate whether:
•	the overall aim of the project is:
o	clearly stated,
o	scientifically sound,
o	aligned with the Programme’s scope and the project’s core research idea;
•	the specific objectives are:
o	clearly formulated (preferably as concise, single-sentence statements),
o	logically derived from the research concept,
o	realistic and achievable within the proposed timeframe and resources;
•	the objectives are beyond the current state of the art and not merely descriptive or incremental;

•	there is a clear internal consistency between:
o	the project concept and hypothesis,
o	the stated objectives,
o	the expected outcomes described elsewhere in the proposal;
•	the objectives provide a sound basis for evaluating progress and success of the project.

Assess whether the project’s concept and hypothesis correspond to the given aims and objectives.

	Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Quality and efficiency of implementation

	2.1. Feasibility and methodology

This criterion evaluates whether the proposed methodological approach is scientifically and technically sound, feasible, and appropriate for achieving the project’s objectives within the planned timeframe and resources.

	 5
	1,2
	 3
	
	Assess whether:
•	the overall methodological approach is clearly described and logically aligned with the project’s objectives and research concept;
•	the proposed methodology demonstrates technical and scientific feasibility, considering:
o	the current state of IT and/or quantum technologies,
o	the maturity level of the proposed solutions (e.g. conceptual, algorithmic, experimental, prototype-level);
•	the key research methods and approaches are appropriate and up to date, including (where relevant):
o	algorithmic or computational methods,
o	modelling and simulation frameworks,
o	experimental or hardware-based approaches,
o	hybrid hardware–software or classical–quantum integration strategies;
•	the methodology includes clear validation or verification strategies, such as benchmarking, testing, comparison with existing approaches, or defined performance indicators;
•	the main equipment, facilities, datasets, software tools, or digital infrastructures required for implementation are:
o	clearly identified,
o	accessible to the project team,
o	adequate for the proposed research tasks;
•	potential methodological bottlenecks or technical limitations are realistically acknowledged and addressed.
The evaluation should focus on how and why the methodology enables progress, not on the novelty of the idea itself (which is assessed under Criterion 1).

	Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2. Work plan including allocation of tasks; management of risks

This criterion evaluates whether the organization, planning, and risk management of the project are adequate to ensure its successful and timely implementation.


 
	 5
	1
	 2
	
	Assess whether:
•	the work plan is coherent, well structured, and logically sequenced, with:
o	clearly defined activities or work packages,
o	a realistic timeline,
o	clear links between activities and project objectives;
•	tasks and responsibilities are appropriately allocated among project implementers, taking into account:
o	their expertise and roles,
o	the scale and complexity of planned activities,
o	the adequacy of human resources;
•	the project demonstrates awareness of potential risks, including:
o	scientific or technological risks (e.g. performance limits, integration challenges),
o	organizational or managerial risks (e.g. coordination, dependencies, delays),
o	data-related risks, where applicable;
•	risk management measures are clearly defined, realistic, and proportionate, including alternative strategies to achieve aims if key assumptions fail;
•	data management practices (if relevant) support reliable implementation, reproducibility, and continuity of research activities.

Assessment should focus on practical implementability and robustness, not on the originality of the research concept.

	Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3. Composition of group of implementers

This criterion evaluates whether the project team has the necessary competences, structure, and commitment to successfully implement the proposed research, considering the scientific, technological, and organizational complexity of the project.



	 5
	1,5
	 2
	
	Assess whether:
•	the overall composition of the research group is appropriate to achieve the project’s aims, considering:
o	the required scientific, technical, and methodological expertise,
o	the balance between conceptual, methodological, and implementation-oriented competences;
•	the principal investigator and other primary implementers demonstrate competences that are clearly relevant to the core challenges of the project and sufficient to lead and implement the planned activities;
•	the distribution of tasks and work packages corresponds well to the competences and experience of individual implementers, ensuring that:
o	 critical tasks are assigned to appropriately qualified team members,
o	 no essential project component relies on insufficient or marginal expertise;
•	the intensity of commitment of team members is adequate and proportional to their roles and responsibilities within the project;
•	where applicable, the involvement of foreign researchers provides clear added value, such as:
o access to complementary expertise or infrastructure,
o strengthening international collaboration,
o enhancing the scientific or technological quality of the project;
•	if project partners are involved, the interaction and collaboration between implementing institutions are necessary, clearly justified, and well coordinated;
•	the overall team structure (including leadership, roles, and collaboration mechanisms) is suitable to ensure efficient communication, coordination, and successful project implementation.

When evaluating the team composition, experts should identify major competence gaps, if any, that could jeopardize the achievement of the project objectives.

	Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4. Expected outcomes and deliverables of the project and dissemination

This criterion evaluates whether the expected outcomes and deliverables of the project are coherent, feasible, and well aligned with its aims and objectives, and whether the dissemination strategy is appropriate for maximizing scientific, technological, and societal impact.



	 5
	1,2
	 2

	
	Assess whether:
•	the expected outcomes of the project (e.g. new methods, models, algorithms, technologies, datasets, prototypes, or other scientific or technological results) are:
o	clearly defined and distinguishable from deliverables,
o	logically derived from the project objectives and methodology,
o	realistic in scope and maturity given the project duration and resources;
•	the proposed outcomes have a clear potential to advance research or technological development, at national and/or international level, and their added value beyond the current state of the art is convincingly justified;
•	appropriate criteria or indicators are described for assessing or validating the outcomes (e.g. performance metrics, benchmarks, functionality, applicability), where relevant;
•	the planned deliverables (such as publications, presentations, reports, datasets, software, or organized events):
o	are clearly linked to specific objectives and outcomes,
o	are appropriate means for documenting or disseminating the project results,
o	are feasible within the project timeline;
•	the dissemination strategy is:
o	well targeted to relevant audiences (e.g. the scientific and R&D community, industry, policymakers, educators, or the general public),
o	appropriate to the nature and maturity of the outcomes,
o	clearly designed to ensure visibility, uptake, or reuse of the most significant project results.

When evaluating this criterion, experts should focus on the quality, relevance, and coherence of outcomes and dissemination, rather than on quantitative indicators (such as the number of publications or events, or promises about publication citation factors and journal names, which should be ignored). It is important to emphasize that in impact-driven IT and quantum technology projects, particular attention should be paid to whether the most significant outcomes are clearly identified and appropriately disseminated, rather than to the total number of planned outputs.

	Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	

	3. Expected impact 

	This chapter must answer the question:  If the project succeeds, why does it matter beyond the project itself?

This criterion evaluates the expected contribution of the project beyond its immediate scientific results, including its potential impact on science, technology and/or innovation, society, and human capital, as well as the long-term value and sustainability of the project outcomes.

	 5
	1,5
	2
	
	Assess whether or not project is capable of delivering one or several of the following:
a) Impact on science, technology, and innovation:
•	the project is expected to make a meaningful contribution to the advancement of science, technology, or innovation within its specific research field(s) and, where relevant, within IT and/or quantum technologies more broadly;
•	the anticipated impact is clearly linked to the project’s outcomes, demonstrating how new knowledge, methods, models, technologies, or datasets could:
o	enable further research,
o	influence future technological development,
o	strengthen national or international research capacity;
•	both tangible impacts (e.g. new methods, tools, systems, datasets) and intangible impacts (e.g. enhanced expertise, new collaborations, increased visibility of the field) are appropriately identified.
b) Societal impact (where relevant):
•	the proposal credibly identifies potential benefits to society, such as contributions to:
o	public welfare,
o	sustainable development,
o	digital transformation,
o	evidence-based decision-making,
o	or other societal challenges relevant to the project scope;
•	the described societal impact is proportionate to the nature and maturity of the project, and does not rely on speculative or unsupported claims.
Societal impact is not mandatory for all projects but should be assessed where relevant.
c) Impact on human capital and professional development:
•	the project is expected to contribute to the professional development of early-career researchers and students, through:
o	acquisition of advanced scientific or technical skills,
o	participation in high-level research activities,
o	exposure to interdisciplinary or international collaboration;
•	these opportunities are meaningfully integrated into the project and aligned with its objectives.
d) Long-term value and sustainability:
•	the project demonstrates potential for lasting value beyond its duration, such as:
o	enabling follow-up research or innovation activities,
o	supporting future collaborations or infrastructures,
o	contributing to strategic research directions at institutional, national, or international level;
•	the anticipated long-term impact is realistic and well grounded in the project’s scope and results.

Evaluation should focus on the credibility, relevance, and coherence of the expected impact, rather than on speculative scale or quantitative projections.

	Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Scientific competences and leadership of the principal investigator (PI).

This criterion evaluates the principal investigator’s suitability to lead the proposed project, considering their scientific competences, leadership abilities, and experience relevant to the project’s objectives, scope, and complexity.

	 5
	1,2
	 3
	
	Assess PI in the following aspects:
a) Scientific competence and relevance to the project:
•	the PI demonstrates strong scientific or technological competences that are directly relevant to the core challenges of the proposed project;
•	the PI’s previous contributions show the ability to:
o	generate and advance innovative research ideas,
o	develop or apply appropriate methods, tools, models, or technologies,
o	address complex scientific or technological problems;
•	the PI’s expertise provides a credible foundation for achieving the project’s objectives, particularly in IT and/or quantum technology domains, where applicable.
b) Leadership and ability to manage the project:
•	the PI demonstrates capacity to lead and coordinate research activities, including:
o	planning and overseeing complex work packages,
o	guiding interdisciplinary or technically diverse teams,
o	making informed scientific or strategic decisions;
•	previous experience indicates the ability to:
o	manage research projects or research teams,
o	ensure progress, quality, and coherence of research activities;
•	the PI shows awareness of responsible research practices, including research integrity, inclusivity, and good scientific conduct.
c) Mentoring, team development, and knowledge transfer:
•	the PI has demonstrated commitment to mentoring and developing students and early-career researchers, through supervision, training, or collaborative research;
•	the PI’s leadership contributes to creating a supportive, productive, and inclusive research environment;
•	the PI actively contributes to knowledge exchange, communication, or collaboration within the research community or across disciplines.
d) Engagement with the R&D community and broader society:
•	the PI demonstrates engagement with the scientific and innovation community, such as through:
o	participation in collaborative networks,
o	contribution to scientific events, evaluation activities, or advisory roles;
•	where relevant, the PI shows ability to communicate research to non-academic audiences, stakeholders, or the public, supporting broader impact and visibility of research.

Evaluation should be qualitative and contextual, focusing on the PI’s ability to lead this project successfully, rather than on quantitative performance indicators or cumulative achievements.

	[bookmark: _Hlk215155487]Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Involvement of students in project implementation

This criterion evaluates whether the involvement of students in the project is substantive, well planned, and aligned with the Programme’s objectives, contributing meaningfully both to the successful implementation of the project and to the development of students’ scientific and professional competences.
	5
	1,2
	–
	
	Assess whether:
•	the involvement of students is:
o	clearly justified in relation to the project objectives and activities,
o	appropriate to the Programme task under which the proposal is submitted;
•	the roles and tasks assigned to students are:
o	clearly defined,
o	integrated into the core project activities (rather than peripheral or administrative),
o	appropriate to the students’ level of study (Bachelor, Master, PhD);
•	student tasks are meaningful and non-substitutive, ensuring that:
o	students are not assigned responsibilities requiring senior-level expertise without adequate supervision,
o	students’ contributions genuinely support the scientific or technological goals of the project;
•	the project provides structured supervision and mentoring, ensuring that students:
o	receive guidance from qualified project implementers,
o	are effectively integrated into the research team;
•	the planned student involvement supports educational and professional development, for example through:
o	acquisition of advanced scientific, technical, or digital skills,
o	participation in research dissemination activities (e.g. conferences, workshops),
o	opportunities for research visits, internships, or interdisciplinary collaboration;
•	for doctoral students, where applicable:
o	their planned or ongoing dissertations are clearly aligned with the project’s research activities,
o	the project contributes constructively to their doctoral training and timely completion;
•	the scale and intensity of student involvement (e.g. number of students, workload) are realistic, feasible, and proportionate to the project’s scope and resources.

Evaluation should focus on the quality, integration, and developmental value of student involvement, not solely on numerical indicators or formal compliance with minimum requirements.

	Strengths:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaknesses:
	
	
	
	
	

	The total score4
	64
	
	325
	
	


1 Projects will be ranked by the total score in descending order.  If multiple proposals are awarded the same total score, proposals are ranked higher according to the following conditions in this particular order: 1) score according to the sum of criteria 1.1 and 1.2 is higher, 2) score according to the criterion 5 is higher, 3) score according to the sum of criteria 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 is higher, 4) score according to the criterion 3 is higher, 5) score according to the criterion 4 is higher. If these conditions are insufficient proposals are ranked higher according to the following conditions in this particular order: 6)  score according to the criterion 1.1 is higher, 7) score according to the criterion 1.2 is higher, 8) score according to the criterion 2.1 is higher. These conditions shall be applied until all proposals are ranked in order of priority. If these conditions are insufficient, the expert commission must collegially determine the ranking of the proposal after an additional analysis of such proposals. 
2 Score meanings (on a five-point scale, with an accuracy of 0.5 point): 
5 – ‘excellent According to the relevant criterion, a proposal is evaluated as ‘excellent’ if, taking into account all aspects of its evaluation, there are no shortcomings, or they are insignificant. According to the evaluation aspects of the criterion, the strengths of the proposal are indicated (mandatory).  
4 – ‘good. According to the relevant criterion, a proposal is evaluated as ‘good’ if, taking into account all aspects of its evaluation, there are only minor shortcomings. According to the evaluation aspects of the criterion, the strengths and weaknesses of the proposal are indicated (mandatory).    
3 – ‘acceptable. According to the relevant criterion, a proposal is evaluated as ‘acceptable’ if not all aspects of its evaluation can be assessed well, but the existing shortcomings do not jeopardize the implementation of the project and/or do not significantly reduce the quality of the project. According to the evaluation aspects of the criterion, the strengths and weaknesses of the proposal are indicated (mandatory).   
2 – ‘ weak. According to the relevant criterion, a proposal is evaluated as ‘weak’ if it has significant shortcomings. According to the evaluation aspects of the criterion, the advantages and disadvantages of the proposal are indicated (mandatory).  
1 – ‘poor. According to the relevant criterion, a proposal is evaluated negatively. Essential shortcomings are identified in a reasoned manner, including lack of information (arguments) to support specific aspects of the criterion (mandatory).  
0 – the proposal cannot be evaluated by the relevant criterion due to insufficient information.
3The weighting factor is only intended to determine the final sum of scores (total score) given for all criteria and is not used to determine how the given scores meet the threshold scores.
4 The total score is calculated by summing the scores for all criteria after multiplying them by their weighting factors: (5*2)+(5*2)+(5*1.2)+(5*1)+(5*1.5)+(5*1.2)+(5*1.5)+(5*1.2)+(5*1.2)=64
5 The threshold score is 12 points higher than the sum of all threshold scores of each criterion.
III. Other remarks
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
IV. Final conclusion (the project is declared to be not eligible for funding if at least one of the following is true: 1) the proposal is evaluated negatively under the evaluation criterion I and (or) II, 2) the proposal receives less than the threshold score (before multiplying by weighting factor) under at least one of the other criteria, 3) the total score under all criteria (before multiplying by weighting factor) is less than 32):
   PROJECT IS ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDING
   PROJECT IS NOT ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDING
   I, the undersigned expert, confirm that I will have no direct or indirect tangible or intangible benefits in the event of the success or failure of this project.
   I, the undersigned expert, confirm that no artificial intelligence tools were used in the evaluation of the proposal or the formulation of the conclusion (AI may be used solely for language editing).
	Expert
(In case of individual evaluation)
	
	. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
(Name, surname)

	
	
	. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
(Name, surname)

	Head of the expert commission
(In case of summary evaluation)
	
	



Date . . . . . . . . . . .
_________________
