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FUNDAÇÃO DE AMPARO À PESQUISA DO ESTADO DE SÃO PAULO

Scientific Merit Review Form

Available at: http://www.fapesp.br/cepid/forms 
	Proposal Number:
	Principal Investigator:


	RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND DISSEMINATION CENTERS (RIDC)
PHASE 1

Please answer the 13 multiple choice questions and add your comments at the end of this form.


1) Scientific merit of the research project: 
(  ) Excellent. The research proposal is internationally competitive, and may substantially elevate the global impact of the knowledge produced by the proponents.
(  ) Very good. The project represents an extension of the research lines of the proponents, which has been very successful, with international recognition.
(  ) Good. The project is good, but its development, requiring a higher level of productivity of proponents that have not demonstrated international recognition.
(  ) Fair. The project proposes a continuity of proponents research, which satisfactory, but not internationally outstanding.
(  ) Poor. The research project is not creative and/or of questionable relevance to the field.

1.a) Strategies for international research collaboration:
(  ) Excellent. The project shows excellence in its strategies for international collaboration,  involves major overseas institutions and internationally renowned investigators.
(  ) Very good. The project proposes very good strategies for international collaboration,  involves  major overseas institutions and internationally renowned investigators.
(  ) Good. The project  has good strategies for international cooperation involving researchers from good overseas institutions and some international recognized investigators
(  ) Fair. The proposal presents an acceptable strategy for international collaboration involving average overseas institutions and few, if any, outstanding international investigators.
(  ) Poor. The project shows no consistent international collaboration strategies.
2) Focus of the proposal:
(  ) Excellent. Integrated and coherent research project with relevant and daring scientific goals associated to strong and effective proposals for technological innovation and educational/social development.
(  ) Very good. Very well focused research project. The proposed technological innovation and educational/social dissemination objectives are subordinated to the scientific project.
(  ) Good. Well focused research project, but the technological innovation objectives or the educational/social objectives appear to be artificially linked to the research topic in focus.
(  ) Poor. The proposal consists of separate, unarticulated research projects.
3) Reasons for the creation of RIDC:
(  ) Strong. The research group has made major contributions and the scientific project strengthens the ability to meet international standards of excellence in the creation, transfer and dissemination of top class science.
(  ) Fair. The team has a good track record. The creation of a center will foster joint efforts, enabling the team to achieve international standards of excellence in the development, transfer and dissemination of top science.
(  ) Poor. The main motivation for the request appears to be the funding in itself.
4) Qualifications of the Principal Investigator: 
(  ) Excellent. Leadership position in important groups and international prominence due to his/her scientific output. Demonstrates high-level management skills.
(  ) Very good. Group leader, internationally acknowledged scientific achievements and experience in managing large projects.
(  ) Good. Investigator with a distinguished record of scientific achievement and solid background in training/tutoring, and some experience in managing large projects.
(  ) Fair. Productive investigator, although with little experience in managing large projects.
(  ) Insufficient. Little to no experience in managing large projects.
5) Qualifications of the co-Principal Investigators: 
(  ) Excellent. Has group leadership skills. Scientific contribution with national or international prominence. Most have potential to fill the position of Principal Investigator.
(  ) Very good. Has group leadership skills. Nationally acknowledged scientific contributions. At least one co-PI has the potential to hold the position of Principal Investigator.
(  ) Good. Researchers with solid scientific achievements and experience in training/tutoring.
(  ) Fair. Researchers presenting satisfactory scientific contribution.
(  ) Insufficient. The researchers do not present a track record strong enough to foresee the attainment of the proposed project outcomes.
6) Qualifications of the technology transfer coordinator: 
(  ) Excellent. Experience in coordinating research projects that resulted in large-scale transfer to the productive sector or to problem-solving by the public sector. Significant generation of patents, software or procedure manuals.
(  ) Very good. Experience in coordinating research projects in partnership with small businesses or government agencies. Produced patents, software or procedure manuals.
(  ) Good. Limited experience in research projects. Some generation of patents, software or procedure manuals.
(  ) Fair. No research experience, but expressive consulting experience.
(  ) Insufficient. The proponent’s experience is not enough so as to foresee the successful delivery of the program’s objectives.
7) Qualifications of the education and knowledge dissemination coordinator: 
(  ) Excellent. Coordinated wide-range educational projects. Experience in research projects.
(  ) Very good. Coordinated medium scope educational projects. Experience in research projects.
(  ) Good. Coordinated of medium scope educational projects. Limited experience in research projects.
(  ) Fair. Individual track record of dissemination of scientific culture. Little experience in research projects. 
(  ) Insufficient. No previous experience.
8) Adequacy of the scientific team: 
(  ) Excellent. Expressive number of investigators, all with solid achievement records, and well balanced in its distribution between seniors and juniors.
(  ) Very good.  Large number of researchers, many with solid achievement records. The team is well-balanced in its distribution between seniors and juniors.
(  ) Good. Comprises some researchers with an outstanding record of achievement, but unbalanced in its distribution between seniors and juniors. 
(  ) Fair. Made up of few researchers with a reasonable achievement record.
(  ) Insufficient. .
9) Institutional commitment to the creation of a RIDC: 
(  ) Excellent. The proposal shows clearly the host institution’s commitment, which is very well sized and compatible with the boldness of the Center’s goals. There is excellent administrative and project management support.
(  ) Very good. The proposal demonstrates the host institution’s commitment, which is well sized and is compatible with the boldness of the Center’s goals. There is excellent administrative and project management support.
(  ) Good. The proposal shows some institutional commitment and compatibility with the boldness of the Center’s goals. There is some administrative and project management support.
(  ) Inadequate. There is no evidence of institutional commitment.
10) Proposed strategy for technology transfer: 
(  ) Excellent. The proposed partnerships, involving business or public agency counterparts and the history of the team's accomplishments in this area, will strengthen the link between research institutions and partners, ensuring the maximization of technology transfer.
(  ) Very good. The proposed partnership, involving business or public agency counterparts and the history of the team's accomplishments in this area, will strengthen the link between research institutions and partners, ensuring relative technology transfer.
(  ) Good. Good partnership proposal involving business or public agency counterparts with a history of accomplishments, ensuring some technology transfer.
(  ) Fair. Fair proposal for a partnership involving business or public agency counterparts with little track record and small guarantee of technology transfer.
(  ) Poor. The proposal will only benefit the productive and public sectors on medium term.
11) Proposed strategy for education and dissemination of knowledge: 
(  ) Excellent. Innovative proposal, capable of consolidating existing mechanisms, supported by a creative team with extensive experience in the area of knowledge dissemination.
(  ) Very good. The proposal contains innovative elements that are potentially capable of strengthening existing mechanisms. The team has some experience in this area.
(  ) Good. The proposal contains no innovative elements, but the team has experience in this activity.
(  ) Fair. Only commonplace applications are proposed, although the history of the team lists important achievements in education.
(  ) Poor. The proposed applications are commonplace. The educational achievements of the team are not expressive.
12) Suitability of the requested budget:
(  ) Excellent. Sources and uses are very well defined, adequate to the objectives, with institutional support. There is good balance between personnel costs and expenditures and equipment costs, plus confirmed access to other funding sources.

(  ) Very good. Sources and uses are well defined, adequate to the objectives, with institutional support. There is balance between personnel costs and expenditures and equipment costs.
(  ) Good. Sources and uses are reasonably defined, but do not quite match the research objectives. There is balance between personnel costs and expenditures and equipment costs, but the capability to access other sources of funds is not demonstrated.
(  ) Poor. Inadequate budgeting.
13) General comments: 
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