PROJECT PROPOSAL SCIENTIFIC EVALUATION FORM 
The scientific evaluation should be carried out according to the following criteria:

(1) Scientific/Technological Excellence
(2) Methodology
(3) Project Management
(4) Importance of International Collaboration  
(5) Impact
Descriptive/explanatory questions to measure each criterion are added to the relevant sections in order to provide assistance for evaluation.

Reviewers have to select only one score for each section from 1 to 6 and justify the reasons of given scores. If the text box allocated for explanations is not sufficient, it can be extended as needed. 

It is essential to treat with complete confidentiality during the evaluation process, and the documents related to project proposal must be protected carefully. The principle and ethical rules which must be followed during evaluation are detailed on the following page.

(*) This form contains the individual comments of a reviewer based on the scientific evaluation of project proposal. The final evaluation report for each project proposal is prepared by HCIE based on the comments of all reviewers.

ETHICAL RULES FOR REVIEWERS

1. Projects must be evaluated objectively within the framework of scientific rules and criteria; equality of opportunity, personal / institutional relations and interpretations should not be taken into consideration. 

2. Evaluation must not be done if there is a conflict of interest / overlap with a person on the project team. In such cases, the relevant Research Support Group should be informed promptly and the reviewer shouldn’t take place in the evaluation of said projects. Situations that can be interpreted as conflict of interest / overlap are as follows:

· Being the thesis advisor / student,
· Having collaborated together in the past three years, i.e. writing an article / paper / project / book together or planning to do so in the near future, 

· Being employed in the same institution or to be employed in the same institution in the near future, 

· Having made an opinion regarding the project and / or having contributed to the preparation of the project in any way, 

· To be the parties (adversaries) of disputes that have been submitted to the judiciary before, 

· Being relatives; even in the case of divorced relatives, having a blood relation in the third degree or being second degree relatives by marriage, 

· Having positive / negative thoughts or prejudices that prevent impartial action. 

3. Panelists are expected to review and have knowledge about all projects to be discussed in the panel prior to the panel meeting.
4. Reviewers should be aware that all information related to the project proposal (names of the moderator, panelists, reviewers, evaluations or opinions of panelists/reviewers, content of panel meetings, and contents of Panel Joint Report etc.) and all correspondence between them and TÜBİTAK are confidential, and should act accordingly. 

5. The content of the project proposal and panel information must not be shared with third parties and used by others. 

6. The contents of the project proposal should not be used for personal purposes; Information in electronic form, written information, information notes, evaluations, and study and review notes must be destroyed upon the completion of the task. 

7. Information regarding the evaluation of the project proposal must never be shared with the principle investigator or anyone from the research team (researcher, consultant, scholarship student). 

8. Positive and negative reviews must be justified in the project proposal evaluations and these reviews must be prepared in such a way that the Research Support Group can notify the principle investigators in written form. 

9. If the projects with the same or similar content belonging to the project team are also submitted to another national / international organization / institution, or have been supported/ are to be supported by another national / international organization / institution; or if another situation such as the violation of ethical rules has been notified the relevant Research Support Group must be informed by written notice and must be stated in the "Other" section of the form.

I acknowledge that I have read and agree to the above mentioned terms and conditions. I declare and undertake that there is nothing preventing me from evaluating the project proposal, the number and title of which are indicated on the first page. I also declare and undertake to be in compliance with the rules and regulations of HCIE in this form and in all other tasks for which I will provide reviews and evaluations as Reviewer/Panelist. I hereby agree and acknowledge that the matter will be the subject of an examination to be conducted by HCIE Ethics Committee for Research Publications (AYEK) in case I behave contrary to the above mentioned matters.

	Name and Surname :

	T.R. Identity Number : 

	Address :

	Phone : 

	GSM :

	E-Mail:

	
	

	Date:
	Sign :


REVIEWER REPORT
	PROJECT NO 
	

	LEADING PRINCIPLE INVESTIGATORS      
	

	PROJECT TITLE  
	


POSITIONING OF THE PROJECT 
Comment on whether the positioning of the project specified in the project proposal is appropriate. 
	


ACCORDANCE WITH THE CALL OBJECTIVES 

State whether the project proposal fits the scope and related specific thematic area(s) of the call.
	


1. SCIENTIFIC/TECHNOLOGICAL EXCELLENCE 
	SCORE 1
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6  FORMCHECKBOX 

	5  FORMCHECKBOX 

	    4  FORMCHECKBOX 

	   3  FORMCHECKBOX 

	       2  FORMCHECKBOX 

	      1  FORMCHECKBOX 



- Comment on whether the aims and scientific/technical objectives of the project are well-described, and the objectives are measurable, realistic and achievable within the duration of project. (1.1)

- Comment on whether the current national and international state of the art in the domain addressed by the project is clearly defined by conducting literature review/patent/utility model/market surveys. (1.2)
- Comment on the scientific quality, innovation potential and scientific and technological contribution of the project, highlighting the advances beyond the state of the art claimed. Comment on the extent to which these advances are convincing/realistic/significant. (1.3) 
	


2. METHODOLOGY

	SCORE 2

	6  FORMCHECKBOX 

	5  FORMCHECKBOX 

	    4  FORMCHECKBOX 

	   3  FORMCHECKBOX 

	       2  FORMCHECKBOX 

	      1  FORMCHECKBOX 



- Comment on the credibility and feasibility of the methods and techniques to achieve the objectives of the project (including data collection tools and analysis methods) (2)
	


3. PROJECT MANAGEMENT

	SCORE 3

	6  FORMCHECKBOX 

	5  FORMCHECKBOX 

	    4  FORMCHECKBOX 

	   3  FORMCHECKBOX 

	       2  FORMCHECKBOX 

	      1  FORMCHECKBOX 



- Are the work plan and management structure for carrying out the proposed activities well-reasoned, well-organized, and based on a sound rationale? (3.1)
- State on the extent to which the work packages are in line with the objectives and deliverables. (3.2)
- Comment on the appropriateness of milestones, success criteria and risk analysis. (3.3)
	

	


4.  IMPORTANCE OF INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION
	SCORE 4

	6  FORMCHECKBOX 

	5  FORMCHECKBOX 

	    4  FORMCHECKBOX 

	   3  FORMCHECKBOX 

	       2  FORMCHECKBOX 

	      1  FORMCHECKBOX 



- Comment on the balance of distribution of roles, allocated tasks and responsibilities between the partners and whether the project team has the right skills and experience to deliver the project successfully. (4.1)
- Comment on the added value of collaboration. (4.2) 

- Explain whether each partner has sufficient facilities and infrastructure to carry out its activities and fulfill its role successfully. (4.3)
- State on the extent to which the financial plan is in line with the objectives and deliverables. (Annex: Budget Request Form)
- Comment on the quality of management of intellectual property. (4.5)
	


5. IMPACT

	SCORE 5

	6  FORMCHECKBOX 

	5  FORMCHECKBOX 

	    4  FORMCHECKBOX 

	   3  FORMCHECKBOX 

	       2  FORMCHECKBOX 

	      1  FORMCHECKBOX 



- How complete and realistic are the impacts identified? Are there any outputs/impacts that would enhance innovation capacity, create new market opportunities, replace an imported product, strengthen competitiveness of the partners or bring other benefits for society/environment? (5.1)
- Comment on quality and ambition of dissemination and exploitation plan for the project results all along the project duration by the consortium as a whole and for individual partners. (5.2)

	


REQUESTED BUDGET  

Please evaluate if the requested budget is appropriate to support the proposed project and if it is realistic and well-justified based on the following criteria. You are expected to recommend that the budget remains as requested or recommend a reduction. If you suggest an adjustment to the budget, you are required to provide comments in this section to justify your recommendation.
1. The appropriateness of personnel expenses, taking into account the competence of the project personnel and their current workload:
	


2. Travel Expenses (those directly related to R&D activities should be indicated): 
	


3. Device / Equipment / Software / Publication Purchases (Specify the instrument / equipment / software / publication to be used in production or in the routine analysis of production):
	


4. Consultancy Services and Other Service Procurements (Content of project consultancy and service procurement and their contributions to the project should be examined.): 
	


5. Appropriateness of material purchases and quantities for the R&D work:
	


PROPOSED DURATION OF THE PROJECT

Please indicate your feedback on the appropriateness of the proposed duration of the project.
	 


OTHER
Please share your suggestions to improve the quality and effectiveness of the project. 
	


EXPLANATIONS ON ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

The following table provides the definitions of evaluation scores.

	Score 
	Definition

	6
	The project proposal meets the relevant criteria in all dimensions. There are scarcely no shortcomings in the proposal. 

	5
	The project proposal meets the relevant criteria well. There are acceptable shortcomings in the proposal.

	4
	The project proposal meets the relevant criteria in general, however; there are still some points that are open to improvement in the proposal.

	3
	The project proposal meets the relevant criteria at a moderate level, however; there are still important points that need to be improved in the proposal.

	2
	The project proposal does not adequately meet the relevant criteria. There are important shortcomings in the proposal. 

	1
	The proposal does not meet the relevant criteria.

There are significant weaknesses or shortcomings in the proposal.


� The numbers in parentheses indicates the relevant section of project proposal.
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