                                                                                          Form approved by
                                                                                          the Order No … of the Chairman of 
                                                                                          the Research Council of Lithuania
                                                                                          of …… 2026

(Expert evaluation form template)

FIRST STAGE OF EXPERT EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSAL FOR DAINA CALL
Registration number of proposal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Project title/Acronym. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Principal investigators:
Lithuania. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Poland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 


I. Evaluation according to criteria:
	Evaluation criterion1
	Maximum possible score3
	Weight
	Score given 
	Threshold score
	Explanation of evaluation (mandatory)

	1. Scientific excellence
The following aspects will be taken into account:
the intellectual merit, originality, and conceptual robustness of the proposed research in an international scientific context. The evaluation should explicitly address three components: scientific idea, goal and expected contribution; concept and research approach, and methodological orientation.
The proposal shall include an important and clearly defined research problem, demonstrate originality and novelty, and show an ambitious or potentially pioneering character beyond incremental advances. It should clearly identify a gap in existing knowledge and convincingly explain how the project could advance the research field and contribute conceptually to fundamental understanding. 
The anticipated outcomes should be relevant to the stated objectives. Scientific quality must be assessed in an international context. The research design must demonstrate conceptual soundness, including logical coherence, internal consistency between objectives and approach, and a clearly structured sequence of research phases. 
The methodology should be appropriate and aligned with the research questions, scientifically plausible in achieving the objectives, and show awareness of key scientific uncertainties at the conceptual level.
	5
	50%
	
	3
	

	2. Qualifications of principal investigator(s)
The following aspects will be taken into account:
whether the Principal Investigators possess the scientific expertise, experience and leadership capacity necessary to successfully implement the proposed project. Emphasis should be placed on their scientific achievements relevant to the proposal and their demonstrated experience in the research field and the quality, originality, and relevance of their publications, assessed qualitatively rather than through quantitative metrics, avoiding the use of journal impact factors or bibliometric indices as indicators of quality. 
	5
	30%
	
	3
	 

	3. Bilateral cooperation added value
The following aspects will be taken into account:
the proposal should include the scientific justification and tangible benefits of the proposed Lithuanian-Polish collaboration, clearly demonstrate the necessity of cooperation and explain why the research objectives cannot be achieved to the same extent without the Lithuanian–Polish partnership. 
The complementarity of expertise between the two PIs and the two teams and the extent to which their combined competencies create genuine synergy should be explicitly assessed. The level of integration of research activities, favoring joint and interdependent work over parallel or loosely connected tasks needs to be taken into consideration. A balanced and meaningful contribution from both partners should be evident. 
At this stage, the assessment should focus on the conceptual coherence and plausibility of the cooperation framework rather than detailed coordination mechanisms.
	5
	20%
	
	3
	

	The total score (normalized to 100; Criteria Score=Score*Weight*100/5)
	100
	100%
	
	70


___________________________
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 criteria 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 Who is within a time span of up to 7 years from the date he/she obtained PhD/doctorate; this period can be extended for following career break(s): parental leave, long term illness, clinical qualification, or national service 
3 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.

II. 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: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

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 receives less than the threshold score (before multiplying by weighting factor) under at least one of the other criteria, 2) the total score under all criteria is less than 3):
   PROJECT IS RECOMMENDED FOR SECOND STAGE
   PROJECT IS NOT RECOMMENDED FOR SECOND STAGE
   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 . . . . . . . . . . .
_________________
