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Assessment form for peer review 
Call TEAM projects and South Initiatives 2017 – only for TEAM
18 January 2016
Dear reviewer,

We would like to ask you to fill out the peer review assessment form included as of page 5 of this annex. This is a standard form for assessment of a proposal for a TEAM project. For South Initiatives no peer review assessment is requested. 

General Information on peer review
Whether or not peer review applies is determined by the nature of the intervention type. It will be determined in the respective calls but an overview can be found below: 
For TEAM project proposals, the selection by an independent selection commission is combined with an advisory role for peer reviewers, who will focus on the criterion ‘scientific quality’. 
[bookmark: _Toc415674388]Modalities
· VLIR-UOS requests up to 2 peer reviews per proposal, depending on the intervention type. 
· VLIR-UOS will provide a template for the peer review. 
· It is the applicant who is responsible to contact potential reviewers for his or her proposal. 
· Peer reviewers should submit their report directly to the VLIR-UOS secretariat and not via the applicant or the ICOS (institutional coordinators for development cooperation, i.e. the VLIR-UOS focal points at the Flemish universities and university colleges). 
· Peer reviewers only give advice to the selection commission, the latter being completely independent in its decision-making. This implies that peer reviewers do not score the (criteria of the) proposal, but only comment the proposals in terms of strengths and weaknesses, with a focus on the criterion ‘scientific quality’.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Bureau UOS, 6 March 2015] 

· The deadline for submission of the peer review is at least 1 week and maximum 10 days after the deadline for the submission of the proposal by the ICOS to VLIR-UOS. 
· Late submission of the peer review will not automatically imply non-eligibility of the proposal, but can negatively affect the appraisal by the selection commission.

[bookmark: _Toc415674389]Eligibility
Reviewers must be affiliated to a university or university college, research institute or any other higher education institution, and must be active at least at a postdoctoral level or dispose of equivalent expertise in case a postdoctoral degree is not pertinent for the subject matter of the proposal concerned, e.g. for proposals that do not have a research focus. The latter is to be motivated by the applicant but will be assessed by the selection commission concerned.
The following persons are not eligible as reviewer:
· members of the Bureau UOS;
· members of a VLIR-UOS selection commission;
· persons appointed to a Belgian university or university college, research institute or any other higher education institution organization or, in the case of calls for proposals with foreign partners, persons appointed to higher education and (international) research institutions in the country where the foreign project partner is professionally active; 
· persons with a professional appointment to a foreign institute where the applicant(s) had been enrolled as a student or professional after January 1st of the year n-3 (n=year of application);
· any partners of the applicant(s) in a research/education project that has been applied for or has been running after January 1st of the year n-3 (n=year of application);
· any co-authors with the applicants of a publication that was submitted or published after January 1st of the year n-3 (n=year of application).

‘Co-authorship’ is to be understood as follows:
Co-authorship of a monograph of which the applicant is co-author as well;
Co-authorship of an article or another type of contribution to a collection (book, journal issue, report, congress proceedings, abstract …) of which the applicant is co-author as well;
Editors are not regarded as co-authors insofar as they have not also acted as what is understood under ‘co-author’ as described above. Co-editors of the applicant are not accepted as an external referee.
The applicants are responsible for 
· the eligibility of the proposed reviewers. If the proposed reviewers do not comply with the eligibility criteria, the peer review assessment will be declared ineligible;
· the availability and the timely submission of review reports by the external peer reviewers. If the proposed reviewers do not submit their reports on time, the peer review assessment will also be declared ineligible.

Selection criteria
All proposals that are to be assessed by the regional and North commissions, will be selected on the basis of the same set of six selection criteria. 
	SCIENTIFIC QUALITY 
The extent to which a proposal has a ground-breaking nature and ambition (excellence). 

	RELEVANCE
The extent to which the objectives of a proposal are consistent with beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners’ and donors’ policies.

	EFFECTIVENESS 
The extent to which the proposals’ objectives are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance.

	EFFICIENCY 
A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted to results.

	IMPACT
Potential positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by the proposal, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

	SUSTAINABILITY
The continuation of benefits after the activities have been completed.



These six criteria are further defined, and translated into a non-exhaustive list of descriptors, that are illustrative but provide an objective interpretation of the criteria, both for the applicant as well as for the selection commissions.[footnoteRef:2] The descriptors differ according to the intervention type and will therefore be specified under the sections 1.7 and 2.7.  [2: 	Based on the ERC (European Research Council) and OECD-DAC (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development-Development Assistance Committee) definitions. ] 

The weighting of each of the six criteria can differ, in order to meet the diversity of different intervention types. Whereas the selection commission members will score against the different (and each) criterion, we emphasize that the peer reviewers are not supposed to (=cannot) score. Only a qualitative assessment of strengths and weaknesses is required.
More details on the selection criteria, peer review, track record and scoring and decision making is to be found in the new Selection System document of VLIR-UOS (available on our website).

Language
The assessment form is only provided in English. However, francophone reviewers can formulate their assessment in French, using the format in English.

Eligibility

Please be aware that your assessment is an essential component of the project proposal. The absence of peer review (by time of the related deadline) will have an impact on the appraisal of the project proposal.

The completed peer review assessment form should reach us by email at the latest on 25 April 2016 accompanied by your short CV including your 5 most important publications in the research area of the project proposal.

	Address: 
	

	VLIR-UOS
To : Mrs. Dominique De Bondt
Administrative Assistant
Phone: (32) (2) 289 05 50
E-mail: dominique.debondt@vliruos.be
(please include in cc : info@vliruos.be )



No payment
No fee will be paid to reviewers.



Thank you for your constructive cooperation.
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Assessment form for Peer review

	Title of the project proposal:
	

	Name and university of the Flemish promoter of the project proposal:
	

	Country of the project:
	


Peer reviewers are only required to assess the criterion 1 ‘Scientific Quality’:
	Criterion 1: Assess the scientific quality of the project proposal (please motivate with solid argumentation)

	Describe the strong and weak points of the project proposal in terms of
	Strong points
(+)
	Weak points
(-)

	Level of innovation, creativity (excellence)
	
	

	Strategic research/education needs and opportunities
	
	

	Research/education strategies of partners
	
	

	Appropriate methodology
	
	

	The partner(s) has(ve) sufficient technical expertise and experience (knowledge of the issues to be addressed) to successfully deliver all expected results of the project
	
	



Optional: please feel free to share your assessment on the other selection criteria:
	Criterion 2: Assess the development relevance of the project proposal.

	Needs analysis
	

	Contribution to national/ country strategic and partner priorities
	






	Criterion 3: Assess the effectiveness of the project proposal.

	Strong points (feasibility)
	

	Weak points
	



	Criterion 4: Assess the efficiency of the project proposal.

	Strong points
	

	Weak points
	



	Criterion 5: Assess the impact of the project proposal.

	Strong points
	

	Weak points
	



	Criterion 6: Assess the sustainability of the project proposal.

	Strong points
	

	Weak points
	






	Final assessment (motivation supporting the general assessment as described above, no scoring) :

	



	Date:
	

	Postal address of the reviewer:
	[bookmark: _GoBack]

	E-mail address of the reviewer:
	




	Herewith I declare under oath that I meet all criteria set for referees, as defined by VLIR-UOS, and that my peer review assessment is neutral.

	Signature:
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