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Window-1 (STEM) 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:
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*	Evaluators are requested to complete this form in FULL.Characteristics of proposed project objectives
Allocated score
Awarded score
· Are all objectives specific, clear and achievable?
2.0

· Are the specific objectives clear and coherent?
2.0

· Are the objectives realistic?
1.0



Rubrics: Evaluation of Sub-Projects for Window-1 (STEM)

(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-project:
	80.0
	

	1. Background and Research Problem (Section A: 7 and 8)
Are the problem statement and research project summary clear, focused, relevant and researchable?
	
3.0
	

	2. General objectives and specific objectives (Section A: 9a and 9b)
Are the proposal’s general objectives and specific objectives clear, coherent and realistic?
	



5.0
	

	3. Expected Outcome(s): (Section A: 10)
Evaluate whether the expected outcomes of the proposed research are clearly and appropriately articulated by checking, if they:
· clearly describe the expected results or findings of the study.
· are logically derived from the research objectives, questions, or hypotheses.
· are realistic and achievable within the proposed methodology scope and time frame.
· indicate how the findings may contribute to theory, practice, policy, or further research.
· demonstrate the relevance and usefulness of the expected outcomes to the context or relevant stakeholders.
	





2.0
	

	4. a. Literature Review and Research Gaps Identification: (Section A: 11a)
Evaluate whether the literature review and research gap identification are appropriately developed by checking, if they:
· demonstrate adequate coverage of relevant, recent, and credible scholarly sources.
· clearly synthesize (not merely summarize) key theories, concepts, and findings in the field.
· show critical analysis by comparing, contrasting, and evaluating existing studies.
· clearly identify and justify the research gap(s) based on limitations, inconsistencies, or unexplored areas in the literature.
· establish a clear link between the identified gaps and the proposed research objectives and questions.
	






4.0
	



	4. b. Relevant Theoretical/Conceptual Framework/Model: (Section A: 11b)
Evaluate whether the theoretical/conceptual framework/model of the proposed research is clearly and appropriately developed by checking if it:
· clearly identifies and explains the relevant theory or conceptual model guiding the study.
· aligns logically with the research problem, objectives, and questions/hypotheses.
· demonstrates understanding of key concepts and their relationships within the framework.
· justifies the choice of theory or model in relation to the concept of the study and context.
	




1.0
	

	5. Methodology: (Section A: 12)
	10.0
	

	Part A: Methodology – Clarity and Appropriateness
Evaluate whether the research methodology is clear, realistic, and appropriate by checking if it:
· is designed based on an in-depth background study
· proposed technical steps are realistic and achievable within scope and resources
· is scientifically sound and well-structured
· includes clear and justified strategies for testing, validation, benchmarking, and expected deliverables
demonstrates coherence, clarity, and overall appropriateness of the methodological approach
	



5.0
	

	Part B: Sample Selection & Research Design
Evaluate whether the research design and sampling are proper and justified by checking if it:
· clearly explains the research design and approach, aligned with research objectives and questions/hypotheses
· specifies the population, sample, or data sources and justifies their selection
· describes data collection methods and tools in sufficient detail for replication
· explains data analysis procedures and their suitability for addressing research questions or testing hypotheses
addresses ethical considerations and feasibility within the study’s scope and
resources
	



5.0
	

	6.  ​Innovativeness/uniqueness/novelty of the proposed research project: (Section A:13)
Evaluate whether the proposed research demonstrates innovativeness, uniqueness, or novelty by checking if it:
· proposes/conceptualizes new ideas, approaches, perspectives, or methods not extensively explored in the field.
· addresses a research gap or problem in a way that adds original insight or value.
· offers potential for advancing theory, practice, or policy beyond existing studies.
· clearly differentiates the study from prior research, showing distinctiveness and originality.
	




5.0
	

	7. SWOT Analysis: (Section A: 14)
Evaluate whether the SWOT analysis of the proposal-submitting entity is clear, comprehensive and relevant by checking if it:
	
5.0
	



	· 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.
	
	

	8.a. Milestones (Section A; 24 (Annex-1))
To what extent do the described milestones indicate the critical activities, outcomes and expected results considered in the proposal?








8.b. Performance Indicators and Logical Framework: (Section A; 24 (Annex-1))
To what extent is the logical framework relevant to the specific objectives?
	









10.0
	

	
	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
	
	
	
	

	9. Relevance of the Proposed Project: (Section A: 15)
Evaluate whether the proposed research project is relevant by checking if it is aligned with:
· HEAT project objectives,
· the university's strategic plan,
· national development goals, and
· the government's tertiary education sector development goals.
	



3.0
	

	10. Contribution(s): (Section A: 16)
Evaluate whether the proposed research project demonstrates meaningful contributions by checking if it:
· clearly articulates how the study will add new knowledge, insights, or understanding to the field.
· shows potential practical, policy, or societal impact of the findings.
· demonstrates how the research outcomes may advance theory, methodology, or
	



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

















	future studies.
· identifies specific beneficiaries or sectors that could benefit from the research.
	
	

	11.a. Summary of Estimated Budget: (Section A: 18)
Evaluate whether the budget of the proposed research project is clear, realistic, appropriate and it leads to the stated specific objectives and expected outputs by checking if it:
· clearly lists all cost items, including personnel, materials, equipment, travel, and other expenses.
· aligns with the scope, methodology, and timeline of the research.
· is realistic, reasonable, and justified for each budget item.
· demonstrates efficient and effective use of resources.
· includes any contingency or unforeseen costs where necessary.
· is transparent, well-organized, and easy to understand for review and approval.
	






5.0
	

	11.b. Expenditure and procurement plan:(Section A: 24 (Annex 4)
The proposed cost for each item of expenditure and procurement plan is rational and justified
	
2.0
	

	11.c. Work plan (Section A: 24 (Annex 2))
How are the clarity and quality of the work plan and its relevance to the proposal objectives?
	



2.0
	

	12. Brief Descriptions of the Probable Impact(s) of the Proposed Sub- Project:(Section A: 20)
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.
	





3.0
	


Clarity and quality of the work plan
Allocate d score
Awarde d score
· Work plan includes all activities of the log frame, and the sequence and duration of activities are rational
1.0

· The work plan is relevant to the proposal objectives
1.0




	13. Dissemination Strategy of Research Outcome(s):(Section A: 21)
Evaluate whether the proposal clearly and effectively presents the dissemination strategy by checking if it:
· specifies how research findings will be shared with relevant stakeholders, including academia, policymakers, practitioners, and the public.
· identifies appropriate channels and formats for dissemination (e.g., publications, conferences, workshops, reports, media).
· demonstrates a clear plan to reach the target audience and maximize impact.
· includes timelines and responsibilities for dissemination activities.
· ensures the strategy is feasible, practical, and aligned with the scope and objectives of the research.
	




3.0
	

	14. Sustainability Plan:(Section A: 22)
Evaluate whether the proposal clearly and convincingly addresses sustainability by checking if it:
· demonstrates the potential for long-term continuation of project benefits beyond the implementation period.
· identifies financial, institutional, and technical mechanisms to maintain project outcomes.         
· considers environmental, social, and economic sustainability aspects.
· shows strategies to build local capacity, stakeholder ownership, and community engagement.
· aligns sustainability measures with the project objectives, activities, and expected impacts.
	





5.0
	

	15. List of References (APA 7th edition) :(Section A: 23)
Evaluate whether the proposal provides an appropriate list of references by checking if it:
· includes relevant, recent, and credible sources that support the research problem, objectives, and methodology.
· follows a consistent and recognized citation style.
· demonstrates breadth and depth of literature consulted.
· accurately cites all sources referenced in the proposal text.
· enhances the credibility and scholarly foundation of the proposed sub-project.
	




2.0
	

	16. Proposal design (Section A: 1-24)
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-1 (STEM) 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-1 (STEM)EVALUATION CRITERIA
Allocated
Score
Awarded
Score
B. Experience of SPMT (Section B: 7 (Annex-11))
20.0

1 Experience of SPM
10.0

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






4.0


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




≤3.0 lakhs
0.5




>3.0 and ≤ 5.0 lakhs
1.0




>5.0 and ≤10.0 lakhs
1.5




>10.0 lakhs
2.0


1.2 Number of research publications and citations of SPM









6.0


(c) Visibility of the SPM (Quality of Researcher)
Allocate
d score
Awarde
score



Overall International visibility in terms of journal/conference editorial board/committee, international standardization, thesis/exam evaluator of
students in foreign universities, etc. of SPM
1.0






2. Experience of ASPM
5.0

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




2.0


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





≤5.0 lakhs
0.5





>5.0 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 research projects completed by SPM.
	Number of projects
	Score

	
	Between 1 and 2
	0.5

	
	Between 3 and 5
	1.0

	
	Between 6 and 8
	1.5

	
	More than 8
	2.0












	(a) Number of published journal articles of the SPM (indexed by Scopus).
	Number of articles
	Score

	
	Less than 15
	1.0

	
	Between 15 and 50
	2.0

	
	More than 50
	3.0



	(b) Number of Scopus citations of the SPM.
	No. of citations
	Score

	
	Less than 100
	0.5

	
	Between 100 and 200
	1.0

	
	Between 201 and 500
	1.5

	
	More than 500
	2.0














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

	
	Between 1 and 5
	0.5

	
	More than 5
	1.0



	2.2 Number of research publications and citations of ASPM
	







3.0
	

	
	(c) Visibility of the ASPM (Quality of Researcher)
	Allocated
score
	Awa
sco
	
	

	
	Overall International visibility in terms of journal/conference editorial board/committee, international standardization, thesis/exam evaluator of students in foreign
universities, etc. of ASPM
	0.5
	
	
	

	
	
	

	3. Experience of Member(s)
	5.0
	

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

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

	
	
	≤5.0 lakhs
	0.5
	
	
	

	
	
	>5.0 lakhs
	1.0
	
	
	

	3.2 Average number of research publications and citations of Member(s)
	
	

	
	(c) Visibility of the Member(s). (Quality of Researcher)
	Allocated
score
	Awarded
score
	
	

	
	Average overall international visibility in terms of journal/conference editorial board/committee, international standardization, thesis/exam evaluator of
students in foreign universities, etc. of Member(s).
	0.5
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Total
	20.0
	


a) Number of published journal articles of the ASPM (indexed by Scopus).
Number of articles
Score

Less than 15
0.5

Between 15 and 50
1.0

More than 50
1.5

(b) Number of Scopus citations of the ASPM.
No. of citations
Score

Less than 300
0.5

More than 300
1.0

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

Between 1 and 5
0.5

More than 5
1.0

a) Number of published journal articles of the Member(s) (indexed by Scopus).
Number of articles
Score

Less than 15
0.5

Between 15 and 50
1.0

More than 50
1.5

(b) Number of Scopus citations of the Member(s).
No. of citations
Score

Less than 300
0.5

More than 300
1.0




























































Signature of Scrutinizer	Signature of Evaluator

REVIEW COMMENTS

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

Section B

	Strengths of the SPP

	

	Weaknesses of the SPP

	

	Overall assessment

	

	Any other comments
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