                                                                                          Form approved by
                                                                                          the Order No … of the Chairman of 
                                                                                          the Research Council of Lithuania
                                                                                          of …

(Expert evaluation form template)
EXPERT EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSAL FOR THE EXTENSION OF LITHUANIA-TAIWAN RESEARCH PROJECT
Registration number of proposal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Project title/Acronym. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Principal investigators:
Lithuania. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Taiwan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

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

	   YES
	   NO
	   NOT APPLICABLE



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

II. Evaluation according to other criteria:
	Evaluation criterion1
	Maximum possible score2
	Score given 
	Threshold score
	Explanation of evaluation (mandatory)

	1. Excellence 
(a)	 Relevance and significance of the achieved scientific results, and their potential for technological application.
(b)	 Relevance of the proposed fields of proposal and the significance of the planned development activities.
	5
	
	3
	

	2. Impact
(a) Commercial (translational) potential of the planned project and market demand for the expected outcomes of the proposed development activities.
	5
	
	3
	 

	3. Implementation 
(a) Clarity and feasibility of the plan for the proposed activities.
(b) Alignment of the project’s scientific team composition with the project’s objectives.
(c)	 Suitability and adequacy of the project partner(s) (if applicable); the partner’s contribution to the project activities.
(d) Quality and completeness of the project’s risk assessment.
(e)	 Existence and adequacy of agreements on Intellectual Property Rights, and compliance with bioethical requirements (if applicable).
	5
	
	3
	

	The total score
	15
	
	114


___________________________
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 criterion 1 is higher, 2) score according to the sum of criteria 1 and 2 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 all criteria (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 advantages 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 advantages and disadvantages 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 advantages and disadvantages 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.
4 The threshold score is 2 points higher than the sum of all threshold scores for each criterion.
III. Is the project cost estimate well planned for the achievement of the project aims, are the project funds intended to be used efficiently and reasonably?
	   YES
	   NO
	


[bookmark: _Hlk138701752]If NO, please explain and specify which activities costs are proposed to be changed, by how much and what specific costs are proposed to be excluded: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
IV. Other remarks
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
V. 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 under at least one of the other criteria, 3) the total score under all criteria is less than 11):
   PROJECT IS RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING
   PROJECT IS NOT RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING
   I, the undersigned expert, certify that I will have no direct or indirect tangible or intangible benefits in the event of the success or failure of this project.
	Expert
(In case of individual evaluation)
	
	. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
(Name, surname)

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

	Expert assigned for consensus report by the chair of the Joint Scientific Evaluation Committee
(In case of panel consensus evaluation)
	
	


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