Appendix No. 1 to the Directive “Rules of the Restart Project and Principles of the Return Grant Competition at UCT Prague”
Evaluation Criteria for the Return Grant
Name of the applicant:
Title of the return grant:
1. Professional Level of the Return Grant
The potential of the return grant, professional background and quality of the research plan, relevance and contribution to the institution, expected results and outputs, timeline of the return grant.
(0–10 points)
10 points: Very high-quality and logical introduction to the topic, demonstrating the applicant’s expertise and clearly showing the need for the research and its benefits for the institution.
5 points: The applicant demonstrates knowledge of the topic, but the text is mainly a list of existing findings; the relevance and contribution to the institution are not entirely clear.
0 points: The knowledge of the topic, the professional level, relevance, and contribution to the institution are unconvincing.
Points awarded:
Comments:
2. Formulation of Objectives and Feasibility of Their Achievement (solution approach and its originality)
(0–10 points)
10 points: The objectives are perfectly defined—ambitious, original, and achievable. The applicant has a clear vision of what they want to accomplish.
5 points: The objectives are understandable, but the formulation leaves room for doubt about whether the applicant knows what they specifically intend to achieve, or the objectives are too ambitious or not very original.
0 points: The objectives are general, the applicant’s research intent is unclear, or the objectives are unrealistic, or merely repeat previously published experiments.
Points awarded:
Comments:
3. Methodology of the Return Grant
(0–10 points)
10 points: The procedures to achieve the objectives are perfectly and thoroughly described. The applicant has a clear idea of how to achieve the goals, including analytical procedures.
7 points: The procedures are clear and well described, with only occasional general statements.
5 points: The procedures are understandable, but the description contains many general statements.
3 points: The methodology is not entirely convincing, but it is evident that the applicant has considered it and can further develop it.
0 points: The methodology is only general, and the applicant does not yet have a clear idea of the specific procedures.
Points awarded:
Comments:
4. Complexity of the Return Grant and Adequacy of Financial Requirements
3E of the budget, its specificity, justification, and link to the activities of the return grant, including consistency with the information in the file Calculator Activity 3_Application for Return Grant.
(0–10 points)
10 points: The size of the research team matches the described complexity of the return grant; financial resources are used efficiently and in accordance with the rules of the return grant.
5 points: The size of the research team does not correspond to the described complexity or financial resources are not used efficiently and in accordance with the rules.
0 points: The size of the team does not correspond to the complexity and financial resources are not used efficiently.
Points awarded:
Comments:
5. Qualification of the Applicant, Their Team, and Clarity of Task Distribution in the Research Team
Motivation and qualification of the applicant (including potential for leading a team, if relevant);
Potential for the applicant’s career development and continuation in the field;
Relevance of team composition, realistic and adequate workload of team members.
(0–10 points)
10 points: The applicant has strong qualifications and potential for team leadership and career development. The research team has clearly defined roles.
5 points: The applicant has sufficient qualifications and leadership potential, but career development potential is unclear. Roles within the team are not entirely well defined.
0 points: The applicant lacks demonstrable qualifications or leadership potential, or lacks potential for career development. The involvement of individual team members is unclear.
Points awarded:
Comments:

6. Overall Verbal Evaluation of the Return Grant Proposal
Strengths of the return grant:
Weaknesses of the return grant:
Additional evaluative comments:


