Methodology for the Evaluation of the Mid-Term Scientific Report of the Project

The Methodology for the Evaluation of the Mid-Term Scientific Report of the Project (‘Methodology’) is a tool for independent foreign scientific experts who are performing mid-term progress evaluation of the projects funded under the ERDF. The Measure supports positively evaluated but unfunded Horizon Europe proposals within the European Research Council (‘ERC’) Starting Grants.
This Methodology is in line with regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers No. 810 (21.12.2023) for the first and second project application selection rounds, under the following framework:
Program: European Union Cohesion Policy program 2021–2027
Specific Support Objective 1.1.1: “Strengthening research and innovation capacity and the adoption of advanced technologies in the overall R&D system”
Measure 1.1.1.5: “Full participation of Latvia in the Horizon Europe program, including ensuring a comprehensive set of support instruments and linkage with the development of RIS3 specialization areas”
Fundamental Evaluation Principle
The scientific evaluation of the project's mid-term progress is based on the sole criterion of Scientific Excellence. This criterion is applied by consistently comparing the ambitions and objectives defined in the original project proposal with the actual progress and achievements reflected in the Periodic (Mid-Term) Report.
In accordance to ERC Work Programme 2021, the evaluation is structured into two main components: the assessment of The Research Project and the assessment of The Principal Investigator (PI).
Evaluation Criteria and Structure
The total score is derived by assessing two main criteria, which have different weights. Each criterion is divided into sub-criteria, and each sub-criterion is scored individually on a scale of 0 to 5 (with 0.5 point increments).

Criterion 1: The Research Project (Weight: 60%)
The expert evaluates the scientific progress, implementation approach, and ambition level of the project itself.
· Sub-criterion 1.1: Ground-breaking nature and potential impact of the research project. The expert analyzes whether the project remains ambitious and retains its original "high risk-high gain" potential. The assessment covers:
· Progress towards the ambitious objectives and whether the project remains beyond the state of the art.
· Whether the "high risk-high gain" nature is being maintained, or if there has been a shift towards safer, less ambitious goals.
· Whether the results so far still indicate an ability to address "important challenges" and maintain high potential impact.
· Sub-criterion 1.2: Scientific Approach and Feasibility. The expert analyzes whether the chosen methodology and work plan have proven effective in achieving the goals. The assessment covers:
· Whether the outlined scientific approach is proving to be feasible and effective.
· Whether the methodology and working arrangements are appropriate for achieving the project's goals.
· Whether the progress (against Work Packages, deliverables, milestones) and resource expenditure are adequate and properly justified.
Criterion 2: The Principal Investigator (PI) (Weight: 40%)
The expert evaluates the PI's contribution and ability to manage a high-level frontier research project.
· Sub-criterion 2.1: Intellectual capacity and creativity. The PI's ability to think creatively and independently in solving research challenges is assessed. The assessment covers:
· The extent to which the PI demonstrates "creative, independent thinking" in the project's execution.
· How effectively the PI demonstrates the ability to conduct "ground-breaking research" and overcome scientific or technical challenges encountered.

Final Summary and Recommendations
After assigning scores, the expert provides a qualitative summary, which includes:
· An approximate estimate of the project's implementation progress in percent (%).
· The project's main strengths.
· The main challenges and weaknesses.
· Recommendations for the PI and the Host Institution.
· A final recommendation (Continue as planned; Continue implementation of the project with suggestions for improving research progress; Recommend termination).
Quality requirements for the written assessment 
In writing the evaluation report, the expert should observe the following: 
· the text of expert’s assessment for each criterion should be at least 1000 characters in each comment section (if applicable) and no more than 4000 characters long including spaces. 
· each sub-criterion of a given criterion must be addressed.
· experts’ comments should bring clarity to beneficiary on what should be improved for successful project implementation.
· the statements for each criterion should be structured in strengths, weaknesses, and overall comments.
· the comments should not summarize the content of the mid-term report. Instead, each statement must convey expert’s judgement about a specific sub-criterion.
· the comments must be precise and formulated in full sentences (e.g., extended with words such as “because”, “for example”, “specifically”) to unambiguously and explicitly explain the remark.
· for each criterion for which the project mid-term report has not been awarded the maximum score, the reasons for the reduction in the deficiency must be indicated 
· the comments should not express the expert’s assumptions, intuition, or guesses (the usage of words such as “assuming”, “presumably”, “seems”, “perhaps” should be avoided).
· the adjectives used to comment on the strengths must be coherent with the provided score. For example, with the score 3.0 or 3.5 (meaning “Good”), adjectives such as “good”, “appropriate”, “suitable”, “sound” can be used. The scores 4.0 or 4.5 (meaning “Very good”) would be coherent with “very good”, “very strong”, “innovative”, “convincing”, “comprehensive”, etc. The use of adjectives such as “excellent”, “outstanding”, “highly relevant”, “highly innovative”, “profound”, etc., would be characteristic to score 5.0 (meaning “Excellent”). 
· the full range of scores 0-5 should be used in rating as relevant. For example, if a criterion is assessed as “fair”, the score should be 2.0 or 2.5.
· the mid-term report should not be marked down for one and the same weakness observed in relevance to two different criteria.
· the assessment text should be written in respectful language towards the applicant and/or any participants of the project; no remarks of political nature should be included.
· the assessment text should not contain any information that may, directly or indirectly, reveal the expert’s identity.
· the consolidated evaluation contains the correct title of the project submission, the evaluation has an appropriate score not less than or more than the individual scores, the consolidated evaluation covers the assessments of both experts, including the assessment of research category, and has been validated by both experts.
· only the information available in the project application form and annexes should be taken into account. The evaluation cannot be based on assumptions or other information, which cannot be checked or proved, or which is not applicable to the specific project application. However, if the expert has access to any information which can affect the evaluation of the project, specific facts and sources of information should be indicated, which support and prove the information provided by the expert.
· In addition to the assessment text, each sub-criterion must be given a numerical score even if in the consensus report both experts evaluate one or several of the criteria below threshold and the mid-term report is deemed “Insufficient”. 
Scores
The numerical scores applied in the evaluation are:
0 points – The Project mid-term report fails to address the criterion or cannot be assessed due to missing or incomplete information (unless there was an ‘evident transcription error’); 
1 point – Poor. The criterion is inadequately addressed, or there are serious inherent weaknesses; 2 points – Fair. The proposal broadly addresses the criterion, but there are significant weaknesses; 
3 points – Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but a number of shortcomings are present; 
4 points – Very good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, but a small number of shortcomings are present; 
5 points – Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion. Any shortcomings are minor. 
The scores shall be applied in increments of 0.5. 
Based on the expert evaluation form, the expert justifies the number of points awarded.
Total Score Calculation Formula
To calculate the total score for the project's mid-term report, a weighted average formula is used, based on the scores of the two main criteria. The score for each main criterion is first calculated as the arithmetic mean of its sub-criteria.
Step 1: Definitions
S1.1: Score (0-5) for sub-criterion 1.1 (Ground-breaking nature)
S1.2: Score (0-5) for sub-criterion 1.2 (Scientific Approach)
S2.1: Score (0-5) for sub-criterion 2.1 (Intellectual capacity and creativity)
Step 2: Calculate average score for main criteria
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Step 3: Calculate final weighted total score

The final score is calculated using the defined weights (60% for the Project, 40% for the PI).

Total Score = (ScoreProject x 0.60) + (ScorePI x 0.40)
The resulting Total Score will be on a scale of 0 to 5.

	Score
	Action

	0-1,9
	Recommendation to terminate project

	2-3,9
	Continue with suggestions for improving research progress

	4-5
	Continue as planned



Individual/Consolidated evaluation of the mid-term report

	Project No.
	



	1
	Scientific Assessment (Sole Criterion: Scientific Excellence)
Weight 60%
(Please substantiate your score with specific examples, assessing progress against the original proposal)

	1.1
	Sub-criterion: Ground-breaking nature and potential impact of the research project 
· To what extent is the project progressing on its ambitious objectives and remaining beyond the state of the art? 
· Is the project maintaining its "high risk-high gain" nature, or has it shifted to safer, less ambitious goals?
· Based on progress so far, does the research still address important challenges and maintain its high potential impact?
	Expert Score:
Choose an item.

Range: 0-5;
(evaluation unit: 0.5 points)

	(Please, enter the assessment text for sub-criterion here. Minimum 1000 characters, maximum 4000 characters) 


	1.2.
	Sub-criterion: Scientific Approach and Feasibility
· To what extent is the outlined scientific approach proving to be feasible and effective?
· Are the methodology and working arrangements appropriate for achieving the project's goals? 
· Is the project's progress (WPs, deliverables, milestones) and resource expenditure adequate and properly justified?
	Expert Score:
Choose an item.

Range: 0-5;
(evaluation unit: 0.5 points)

	(Please, enter the assessment text for sub-criterion here. Minimum 1000 characters, maximum 4000 characters) 


	2
	Criterion: Principal Investigator (PI)
Weight: 40%
(Please substantiate your score, focusing on the PI's performance and leadership)

	2.1
	Sub-criterion: Intellectual capacity and creativity
· To what extent is the PI demonstrating creative, independent thinking in the project's execution? 
· How effectively is the PI demonstrating the ability to conduct ground-breaking research and overcome scientific or technical challenges encountered?
Note to Expert: 'Ground-breaking' implies a high-risk/high-gain profile. A high risk of not achieving all objectives is acceptable, provided the potential payoff is significant. Do not penalize the project for ambition-related risks, but assess if the risk is managed by a sound scientific approach.
	Expert Score:
Choose an item.

Range: 0-5;
(evaluation unit: 0.5 points)

	(Please, enter the assessment text for sub-criterion here. Minimum 1000 characters, maximum 4000 characters) 


	3
	Summary and recommendations

	3.1
	Project implementation progress (Percentage):
(Please estimate how far the project has progressed in its overall implementation (considering time elapsed and objectives achieved).
	Approximate Progress:Choose an item. %

	3.2
	Project strengths:
(Please list 3-5 main strengths)

	(Please, list 3-5 project strengths here.) 


	3.3
	Main challenges and weaknesses:
(Please list 3-5 main challenges or weaknesses)

	(Please, list 3-5 project challenges and weaknesses here.) 


	3.4
	Recommendations for the PI and Host Institution:
(Please provide constructive suggestions for the remaining project period)

	(Please, list recommendations for PI and Host Institution here.) 


	3.5
	Final Recommendation (select one):
☐ Continue project as planned (4-5 points): The project demonstrates excellent progress and is on track.
☐ Continue implementation of the project with suggestions for improving research progress (2-3,9 points). Please address suggestions in section 3.4. 
☐ Recommend project termination (0-1,9 points): The project objectives are not being met, and there is no indication the situation will improve.

	3.6
	Additional comments on the final recommendation (if necessary):

	(Please, write general comments (if there are any additional) here.) 




image2.png
Scorepr = Sa.1




image1.png
Sii+ Si2
SCOICijecL =0

S21 + S22
Scorepy = ————




