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Window-4 Sub-Project Proposal Evaluation Form

Section-A
Area Evaluation Panel (AEP) Member & External Reviewer

Sub-Project No:

Sub-Project Title:


Total Marks Given:

Evaluator*:
Name:

Designation:

Name of Institute:

Mobile Number:

Email:

Signature:

Date:

*	Evaluators are requested to complete this form in FULL.

Page 6 of 6

Rubrics: Evaluation of Sub-Projects for window-4
(Evaluators are requested to complete this form. They must not leave anything incomplete. Please award score for each item up to one decimal place.)

	EVALUATION CRITERIA
	Allocated Score
	Awarded Score

	Total score allocated for the sub-projects
	80.0
	

	1.a. General Objective (Section A: 5a)
Please check if the general objective is focused, and aligned with the sub-project needs.
	2.0
	

	1.b. Specific Objectives (Section A: 5b)
Evaluate whether the specific objectives are clearly and appropriately written by checking if they are:
· clearly derived from the general objective.
· are precise, focused, and stated using appropriate action verbs.
· are measurable and achievable within the proposed scope, timeframe, and methodology.
· are logically organized, non-overlapping, and collectively addressed the purpose of the project.
	



3.0
	

	2. Need assessment of the sub-project (Section A: 6)
	10.0
	

	Part A: Quality and Rigor of Needs Analysis
Assess the extent to which the sub-project demonstrates a systematic and evidence-based needs analysis by checking if it:
· includes a formal and empirical needs assessment (e.g., surveys, FGDs, data analysis)
· incorporates input from relevant stakeholders (students, faculty, administrators, employers, etc.)
· clearly identifies priority needs and justifies them with evidence.
· demonstrates contextual relevance (institutional, disciplinary, and local needs)
	



5.0
	

	Part B: Alignment, Integration, and Documentation
Assess how effectively the identified needs are translated into the sub-project design and supported by evidence by checking if it:
· identified needs are clearly reflected in the sub-project design and activities.
· sub-project aligns with the institution’s mission, vision, and strategic objectives.
· proposed facilities/resources support and fit the curriculum and learning outcomes.
· all supporting documents for the needs analysis are properly attached and clearly referenced by the SPMT.
	



5.0
	

	3. SWOT Analysis of the entity (Section A: 7a &7b)
Evaluate whether the SWOT analysis of the proposal-submitting entity is clear, comprehensive, and relevant by checking if it:
· clearly identifies the entity’s strengths that support effective implementation of
the sub-project.
· accurately highlights weaknesses or limitations that could affect project execution.
· identifies opportunities in the context, environment, or any other relevant sector that the project can leverage.
· recognizes potential threats or risks that may hinder successful implementation.
· demonstrates strategic analysis showing how internal strengths are used to
mitigate threats and how opportunities are explored to overcome weaknesses through the project.
	





5.0
	



	4. Quality and Clarity of Milestones, Performance Indicators and Log frame
4.a. Milestones (Section A: 16 (Annexe-1))
To what extent do the described milestones indicate the critical activities, outcomes and expected results considered in the proposal?
	






5.0
	

	
	Characteristics of stated milestones
	Allocated score
	Awarded score
	
	
	

	
	Do milestones for all major phases, achievements and expected results conform to all objectives of the project?
	2.0
	
	
	
	

	
	Are the critical activities achievable and realistic?
	2.0
	
	
	
	

	
	Do milestones appropriately show verification methods and meaningful assumptions?
	1.0
	
	
	
	

	4.b. Performance Indicators and Logical Framework (Section A: 16 (Annexe-1))
To what extent do the described milestones indicate
To what extent is the logical framework relevant to the specific objectives?
	






5.0
	

	
	Quality of the Performance Indicators and Logical Framework of the proposed SPP
	Allocated score
	Awarded score
	
	
	

	
	Goal, purpose, output, activities/inputs in the log frame are clear and coherent. The mapping with indicators, means of verification and assumptions is appropriate
	
2.5
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicators are aligned with specific objectives, and the calculation method, verification method, and assumptions are appropriate
	
2.5
	
	
	
	

	5. Relevance of the Proposed Project (Section A: 8)
Evaluate whether the proposed project is relevant by checking if it:
· address HEAT project objectives.
· aligns with the university's strategic plan.
· demonstrates national development goals.
· shows the government's tertiary education sector development goals.
	



5.0
	

	6. Beneficiaries (Qualitative and Quantitative) (Section A: 9)
Evaluate whether the project shows meaningful contributions by checking if it:
· clearly identifies who will benefit (students, teachers, and other stakeholders)
· clearly explains how these groups will benefit, both qualitatively and quantitatively
· uses a cost–benefit analysis to justify that the methods are cost-effective
	


5.0
	



	7. Fab Lab Design (Section A: 10a)
Evaluate whether the Fab Lab design of the project is clear, realistic, and appropriate by checking if it:
· Clearly describes the Fab Lab structure and main instruments suitable for the planned activities
· Provides a detailed plan for product development, prototyping, services, and innovation activities
· Clearly explains how industry partners will be engaged and collaborations established
· Explains how the Fab Lab will support teaching and student learning
· Explains how the Fab Lab will support research, experimentation, and innovation
i Lab Design (Section A: 10b)
Evaluate whether the i-Lab design of the project is clear, realistic, and appropriate by checking if it:
· Clearly describes the logistics needed and the full range of planned activities
· Clearly explains the mode of working, virtual lab features, and how it will be used in university-level teaching
Business Incubator (Section A: 10c)
Evaluate whether the business incubator of the project is clear, realistic, and appropriate by checking if it:
· Clearly describes the planned incubation activities
· Clearly explains the logistics needed and links with the Fab Lab and i-Lab
· Clearly outlines business incubation plans, potential opportunities, and possible partners
	











10.0
	

	8. Summary of Estimated Budget (Section A: 12)
	10.0
	

	Part A: Budget Clarity, Completeness, and Transparency
Assess whether the proposed budget is clearly presented and comprehensive:
· clearly lists all cost items (personnel, materials, equipment, travel, operational and miscellaneous costs)
· budget is well-organized, itemized, and transparent, with clear headings and breakdowns
· cost items are clearly explained and easy to understand for reviewers and approving authorities
· includes contingency or unforeseen costs where appropriate, with justification
	



5.0
	

	Part B: Budget Realism, Alignment, and Cost-Effectiveness
Assess whether the budget is appropriate, realistic, and strategically aligned with the project:
· budget aligns with the project scope, methodology, and implementation timeline
· each budget item is realistic, reasonable, and properly justified
· demonstrates efficient and effective use of resources (value for money)
· includes a cost–benefit or cost-effectiveness rationale to justify proposed methods and expenditures
	



5.0
	

	9. Operation & Maintenance of Equipment/Instrument/Facilities (Section A: 13a & 13b)
Evaluate whether the operation and maintenance plan of the project is appropriate by checking if it:
· clearly shows that skilled staff are available to operate the equipment
· includes a clear and realistic budget for operation and maintenance
· explains how the equipment and facilities will be used and maintained in the long term
	


5.0
	



	10. Brief Descriptions of the Probable Impact(s) of the Proposed Sub-Project: (Section A: 14)
Evaluate whether the proposal clearly identifies and describes the sub-project’s likely
impacts on:
· environment: soil, water, air, biodiversity, biomass, etc.
· social & Human Development: women, children, employment, poverty reduction, human capacity.
· institutional & Academic: performance, programs, research, innovation, quality assurance, governance, management.
· economic & Production: food security, production innovation.
· disaster Management & Risks: preparedness and mitigation.
· other Relevant Areas: any additional significant impacts.
Check that impacts are realistic, significant, and aligned with the project objectives.
	





5.0
	

	11. Sustainability Plan (Section A: 15)
Evaluate whether the proposal properly addresses sustainability by checking if it:
· Clearly explains practical steps to continue project activities and results
· Includes a clear budget and commitment from the institution after the project ends
· Shows strong support from the institution and alignment with its policies
· Presents a realistic and well-planned long-term sustainability strategy
	


5.0
	

	12. Proposal design (Section A: 1-16)
How is the overall quality of the proposal, as related to the scope of HEAT Project?
The title is concise, meaningful and reflecting the objectives; Motivations are clear; Expected results and outcomes are clear and realistic; Feasibility and potential benefits are stated; Well-articulated novelty/innovativeness; Sound background study reflecting a gap analysis; Quality of approach and methodologies; Justified performance indicators and workplan; Justified and realistic budget and procurement plan; Well-designed plan on sustainability ; Reflection of academic scholarship in the proposal

Please evaluate holistically
	



5.0
	

	Total
	80.0
	










Signature of Scrutinizer	Signature of Evaluator

REVIEW COMMENTS

(Please give specific and in-depth comments. The comments must conform to the awarded score.)

Section A

	Strengths of the SPP

	

	Weaknesses of the SPP

	

	Overall assessment

	

	Any other comments

	







Signature of Evaluator
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Window-4 Sub-Project Proposal Evaluation Form

Section-B
Area Evaluation Panel (AEP) Member & External Reviewer


Sub-Project No:

Sub-Project Title:



Total Marks Given:

Evaluator*:

Name:

Designation:

Name of Institute:

Mobile Number:
Email:
Signature:
Date:

*	Evaluators are requested to complete this form in FULL.
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Rubrics: Evaluation of Sub-Projects for window-4(b) The value of completed project(s) in BDT by SPM.
Value in BDT
Score

≤2.0 lakhs
1.0

>2 and ≤ 5.0 lakhs
1.5

>5.0 lakhs
2.0

(c) Administrative experience of SPM (e.g., Dean, Head, Chairperson, Director, Provost etc.)
Value in BDT
Score

No
0

Yes
1.0

(a) Number of national/ international funded projects completed by ASPM
Number of projects
Score

Less than 3
0.5

Between 3 and 6
1.0

More than 6
1.5

(b) The value of completed project(s) in BDT by ASPM.
Value in BDT
Score

≤ 2.0 lakhs
0.5

> 2.0 lakhs
1.0

(a) Number of national/ international funded projects completed by Member(s).
Number of projects
Score

Less than 3
0.5

Between 3 and 6
1.0

More than 6
1.5

(b) The value of completed project(s) in BDT by Member(s).
Value in BDT
Score

≤ 2.0 lakhs
0.5

> 2.0 lakhs
1.0


























































(Evaluators are requested to complete this form. They must not leave anything incomplete. Please award score for each item up to one decimal place.)(a) Number of national/ international funded projects completed by SPM.
Number of projects
Score

Between 1 and 2
1.0

Between 3 and 6
1.5

More than 6
2.0

































	EVALUATION CRITERIA
	Allocated Score
	Awarde d Score

	B. Experience of SPMT (Section B: 11 (Annex-11))
	10.0
	

	1 Experience of SPM
	5.0
	

	1.1 Number of completed funded projects (national & international) except thesis.
	






5.0
	

	2. Experience of ASPM
	2.5
	

	2.1 Number of completed funded projects (national & international) except thesis.
	



2.5
	

	3. Experience of Member(s)
	2.5
	

	3.1 Number of completed funded research projects (national & international) except thesis.
	




2.5
	




	4. Approach for Community Engagement (Section B: 6)
Evaluate whether the proposal properly addresses community engagement by checking if it:
· Clearly describes activities to engage entrepreneurs, youth, and innovators and encourage start-ups
· Focuses on motivating young people and promoting idea sharing and networking
· Clearly plans participation in events, competitions, or international forums
	



2.0
	

	5. Describe how teaching and research can be promoted through the use of Fab Lab and i-Lab (Section B: 7)
Evaluate whether the proposal shows effective use of the Fab Lab and i-Lab by checking if it:
· Clearly explains how the Fab Lab/i-Lab will support teaching and student learning
· Clearly explains how the Fab Lab/i-Lab will support research, innovation, and experimentation
	



3.0
	

	6. Assessment of the Management Team Capacity of the ISF (Section B: 8)

Evaluate whether the proposal shows strong management team capacity by checking if it:
· Shows strong experience in using digital fabrication machines and managing related projects
· Shows clear experience in research work and active community engagement activities
	



2.0
	

	7. Assessment of the University’s Capacity in utilizing ISF Potential for
Innovation (Section B: 9)

Evaluate whether the proposal shows the university’s capacity to use ISF for
innovation by checking if it:
· Clearly explains how departments will use ISF facilities for teaching and learning
· Clearly explains how ISF facilities will support research and innovation
· Shows involvement of multiple departments or centers with clear benefits
	




3.0
	

	Total
	20.0
	








Signature of Scrutinizer	Signature of Evaluator

REVIEW COMMENTS

(Please give specific and in-depth comments. The comments must conform to the
awarded score.)

Section A

	Strengths of the SPP

	

	Weaknesses of the SPP

	

	Overall assessment

	

	Any other comments

	







Signature of Evaluator
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