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(Sample form for the expert evaluation of a proposal for the implementation of a Postdoctoral Fellowship project)
EXPERT EVALUATION FORM 
Registration number of proposal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Project title. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Implementing institution. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . 
Postdoctoral Fellow. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Fellowship Supervisor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


I. Have the project implementer planned due solutions for ethical issues related to project activities?

	   YES
	   NO
	   NOT APPLICABLE



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


It is assessed whether the proposal provides a justified explanation as to whether the project implementation will or will not involve ethical aspects (Subsection 4.4. of the proposal). If the project involves such aspects, it is assessed whether the questions in the proposal related to these aspects have been answered appropriately.
· If the project implementation involves ethical aspects, the proposal must explain how these aspects will be addressed. 
· Please note: 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 is considered 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 score for this criterion may change after expert discussions during the group evaluation of the proposal, or if the applicant indicates a possible mistake made by the expert committee.
More information on research ethics is provided in the Guidelines for Ethical Review.

II. Evaluation according to the criteria:
	Evaluation criteria1
	Maximum possible score2
	Weighting factor3
	Score given
	Threshold score
	Expert Comments
Explanation of evaluation:
· Experts shall provide clear and well-reasoned evaluation comments.
· Evaluations shall be based on factual evidence and, where applicable, refer to relevant existing work.
· Evaluations shall be balanced and reflecting both the strengths and the weaknesses of the proposal as a whole and of its individual sections, where applicable.
· Evaluations shall be constructive and sufficiently clear to allow the applicant to understand the reasoning underlying the score awarded.
· Scores awarded shall be fully aligned with the evaluation comments and applied consistently across all proposals reviewed within the same evaluation panel or group.

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1. Excellence: scientific background, research concept, objectives  

	1.1. Novelty and ambition of the idea                                       

Evaluate to what extent the proposed research addresses important scientific and/or artistic challenges; to what extent the idea raised in the project is new and ambitious in terms of scientific and/or artistic development
	 5
	 2
	

	 3 
	

	1.2. Clarity and rationality of the aims and objectives of the project

Evaluate whether the aims and objectives of the project are scientifically sound, go beyond the state of the art and rational. 
	 5
	 2
	
	 3
	

	2. Quality and efficiency of implementation

	2.1. Feasibility and methodology

Evaluate to what extent the proposed scientific and/or artistic approach is feasible. Is the proposed research methodology up-to-date and appropriate to achieve the aims of the project?
	 5
	 1,2
	
	 3
	

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

Evaluate to what extent the work plan and research activities are rational and appropriate to achieve the objectives of the project. To what extent are the proposed resources (main equipment and/or data resources available) as well as the project planning adequate and properly justified? 

Evaluate whether potential scientific and organizational risks are foreseen and their management is appropriately discussed to ensure the timely and proper implementation of the project.
	 5
	 1
	
	2
	




	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3. Expected scientific and/or artistic outcomes and deliverables of the project and dissemination

Evaluate the justification and appropriateness of the expected outcomes, deliverables of the project and dissemination, taking into account: 
1) whether the expected outcomes are logical, feasible and appropriately planned in relation to the aim and objectives; 
2) whether the planned deliverables and their dissemination are appropriate for achieving the project objectives and ensuring scientific advancement;
 3) whether diversity and feasibility of dissemination measures are ensured.

Please note:
When evaluating, it is essential to consider  the entirety of the project’s results and their dissemination. Quantitative indicators – including the number of planned project outcomes, the number of dissemination activities or scientific outputs, and the quartile ranking of journals according to the Journal Impact Factor – shall not be assessed as separate evaluation criteria.
	 5
	 1,5 
	
	 2

	 

	3. Expected impact 

	Expected contribution to the development of science, humanities, arts and/or technology and/or innovation, and to society 

Evaluate to what extent the project will contribute to solving scientific, technological and/or artistic challenges, innovation problems and issues; evaluate what tangible and intangible outcomes and impact will the project have, and in what way the identified research gap will be reduced.

Evaluate whether the project has potential positive impact, also long-term value, on the social, economic, or cultural development, and supports sustainable development (if relevant) 
	 5
	  1,2
	
	2
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Scientific and/or artistic competences and experience of the Fellowship Supervisor (FS) 

Evaluate FS’s ability to generate new ideas and methodologies, including the key skills utilized for idea development. 

Evaluate the effectiveness of FS’s communication in conveying research findings both in written and verbal formats.

Consider the significance of recent funding, awards, and key deliverables (e.g., datasets, software, publications, policy contributions, or industry applications, etc.) in relation to the project. 

Avoid using the quantitative metrics such as the number of published papers or citations, h-index, the quartile of the journal, etc. to evaluate FS competences.

Evaluate FS’s competencies relevant to the project's topic.            

Evaluate FS’s role in developing others, whether they are early-career researchers, senior or peer colleagues.

Evaluate FS’s contributions to successful collaborations (interdisciplinary, national, or international), teaching, workshops, and mentorship of students or colleagues. 

Consider FS’s strategic leadership, including shaping team or institutional direction (if applicable). 

Evaluate FS’s engagement in activities that advance the research community, such as peer reviewing, committee work, and contributions to research integrity, innovation culture, and inclusivity. 

Assess FS’s leadership roles within institutions, corporate responsibilities, and involvement in policy advisory roles. 

Consider FS’s societal engagement, knowledge exchange, and impact on policy, and public outreach, including media, NGOs, cultural organizations, industry and/or the private sector.
	 5
	  1
	
	 2
	


	5. Scientific and/or artistic competences and experience of the Postdoctoral Fellow (PF) 

Evaluate PF’s competencies relevant to the project's topic. 
           
Evaluate PF’s ability to generate new ideas and methodologies, including the key skills utilized for idea development (if applicable). 

Evaluate the effectiveness of PF’s communication in conveying research findings both in written and verbal formats.

Consider the key deliverables (e.g., datasets, software, publications, policy contributions, or industry applications, etc.) in relation to the project. 

Avoid using the quantitative metrics such as the number of published papers or citations, h-index, the quartile of the journal, etc. to evaluate the competences of PF.

Consider the recent and relevant funding and awards (if applicable). 

Consider PF’s engagement in activities that advance the research community, such as peer reviewing, committee work, and contributions to research integrity, innovation culture, and inclusivity. 

Consider PF’s societal engagement, knowledge exchange, and impact on policy, and public outreach, including media, NGOs, cultural organizations, industry and/or the private sector.
	5
	2
	
	2
	



	The total score4
	59,5

	
	 295 
	


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 sum of criteria 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 is higher, 3) score according to the criterion 3 is higher, 4) score according to the sum of criteria 4 and 5 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 in criteria 1.1–5 (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*2)=59,5.
5 The threshold score is 10 points higher than the sum of all threshold scores of each criterion. 
III. Other remarks
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
[bookmark: _Int_ycotI3lk]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, 
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 29).

   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 hereby confirm that no artificial intelligence (AI) tools, such as Generative AI or AI-assisted technologies (e.g. ChatGPT or similar services), were used in the preparation of this evaluation report, except of using them for language editing. 
 I hereby confirm that this evaluation responsibly prepared by myself and I accept full responsibility for the content of this report.

	Expert
(In case of individual evaluation)
	
	. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
(Name, surname)

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

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



  Date . . . . . . . . . . .




_________________
