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SECOND STAGE OF EXPERT EVALUATION OF THE APPLICATION 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 ambition, originality, and overall intellectual strength of the proposed research in an international context. The project should address an important and relevant research problem, clearly identify a scientific gap, and demonstrate novelty and a pioneering character that advances beyond the current state of the art. Attention should be given to the advance of understanding at the level of ideas, theories, models, or frameworks, rather than only producing data, tools, or applications. 
The methodology must be appropriate, scientifically rigorous, and fully aligned with the research questions and objectives. The robustness of analytical approaches, validation strategies, and the overall plausibility of achieving the intended outcomes are addressed explicitly. Consideration should also be given to reproducibility and the transparency of the proposed research design.
	5
	40%
	
	3
	

	2. Implementation
The following aspects will be taken into account:
the feasibility, organizational quality, and practical capacity to successfully deliver the proposed project. The work plan should present a logical sequence of tasks and milestones, a realistic timeline, and a clear link between objectives and planned activities, together with appropriate identification and management of key risks. 
The research team is to be appropriately composed, complementary in expertise, and supported by a clear allocation of roles, adequate institutional capacity, and suitable infrastructure, as well as meaningful involvement and development opportunities for young researchers. 
Attention should be given to the scientific necessity of bilateral cooperation, the complementarity of Lithuanian and Polish partners, the degree of integration through genuinely joint execution of tasks, and the balanced contribution of both sides. The assessment also examines whether the requested resources are proportional to the objectives and whether major cost items are convincingly justified. A balanced and transparent financial distribution between partners is expected to support effective collaboration and project delivery.
	5
	20%
	
	3
	

	3. Qualifications of principal investigator(s)
The following aspects will be taken into account:
whether the Principal Investigator(s) possess the scientific expertise, leadership capacity, and experience necessary to successfully carry out the proposed project. Emphasis should be placed on scientific achievements relevant to the project, demonstrated leadership and project management experience, and the applicant’s substantive contribution to the development of the research field. 
Consideration is also given to evidence of international recognition and visibility within the discipline.
	5
	25%
	
	3
	 

	4. Impact and Dissemination
The following aspects will be taken into account:
the expected scientific and broader effects of the proposed project in proportion to its scope as fundamental research. The potential of the project to significantly advance the field, as well as the credibility and coherence of the planned publication and dissemination activities need to be assessed. Emphasis should be placed on the alignment between the stated objectives and the anticipated scientific outputs. The potential for broader societal relevance, including possible contributions to evidence-based decision-making need to be assessed where appropriate. A realistic and well-structured communication strategy, with clearly identified and suitable target audiences, is expected. The anticipated impact must be credible, well-justified, and proportionate to the nature and scale of the proposed research.
	5
	15%
	
	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 3 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.
[bookmark: _Hlk138701752]II. Have the project implementers adequately identified and addressed ethical considerations relevant to the proposed activities, and have they outlined appropriate and proportionate measures to manage these aspects responsibly throughout the project?

	   YES
	   NO
	   NOT APPLICABLE



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

III. Have the project implementers provided a clear and adequate data management plan?

	   YES
	   NO
	   NOT APPLICABLE



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

IV. Have the project implementers adequately identified and addressed intellectual property issues relevant to the proposed activities, and have they outlined appropriate and proportionate measures to manage, protect, and, where appropriate, exploit the resulting intellectual property responsibly throughout the project?

	   YES
	   NO
	   NOT APPLICABLE



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

V. Other remarks
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
VI. Final conclusion (the project is declared to be not eligible for funding if at least one of the following is true: 1) the II-IV parts (Ethics, Data Management Plan and IP) are evaluated negatively, 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 is less than 3):
   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 . . . . . . . . . . .
_________________
