
	A. RESEARCH DETAILS

Project Title

:

Researcher

:

School/Unit/
Department

:

Co-researchers

:

Name

School/Unit/Department/

Institution



	B. SUMMARY OF EVALUATION
Criteria

RUI

Weightage (W)

Marks

C

NC

Min

Max

Likert Rating (L)

Total
(W*L)

Likert Rating (L)

Total
(W*L)

1.     Completeness of Application

2.     Contribution To The Niche PTJ 

3.     Importance of Problem Statement

4.     Methods of Solving
5.     Novel Scientific Findings
6.    Relevant to SDG
7.  Track Record and Competency of Project Leader

8.  Scientific Merit
9. Research and Innovation Ecosystem
10. Potential for Adaptation by Stakeholders

11. Potential intellectual property filings and commercialization
12. Utilisation of Existing/Available Infrastructure
GRAND TOTAL

Key: 

C

= Compulsory: Grant proposal must satisfy criteria. Grant is rejected if Likert Rating is ≤ 2

NC
= Non-Compulsory: Grant proposal need NOT satisfy criteria. Grant is NOT rejected if Likert Rating is ≤ 2

Marks
= Likert Rating (L) x Weightage (W)

If the assessment made in the compulsory section showed a rating of ≤ 2, the grant should be rejected.

Please tick (() in the appropriate box and provide additional comments in the last column.
Criteria

Likert Rating (L)

Weightage (W)

Marks

(L)x(W)

Remarks/Comments
1

2

3

4

5

Seriously Inadequate

Inadequate

Acceptable

Good

Very Good

1) Completeness of Application

[Guide for evaluation:

Is the literature review that gives the background adequate, current and relevant to the proposal? Is the statement of the issues and problems to be addressed sufficiently clear to the evaluator? Is the title appropriate for the proposal?]
2) Contribution To the Niche PTJ 

[Guide for evaluation:
Is the proposal aligned with and strengthening the niche research of PTJ? Does it have the potential to fill gaps or knowledge in the identified area? Will the expected outcome contribute to the PTJ’s visibility, reputation or academic leadership in its niche field?
3) IImportance of Problem Statement 

[Guide for evaluation:

Is the problem clearly defined? Does the problem address a significant gap in knowledge, practice and policy in the relevant field? 
4) Methods of Solving 

      [Guide for evaluation:

Are the research methods clearly described and appropriate to address the stated problem? Is there a logical link between the objectives, proposed activities and expected outcomes? Are the tools, techniques or procedures well justified?

5) Novel Scientific Findings 

[Guide for evaluation:

Does the proposal have the potential to generate new knowledge or theories that advance the field? Is there any clear explanation of how the expected findings could lead to scientific breakthroughs or open new areas of inquiry?
6) Relevant to SDG 

[Guide for evaluation:

Does the proposal clearly identify the SDG addresses? Is the connection between research objectives and targeted SDG well justified? 
Criteria

Likert Rating (L)

Weightage (W)

Marks

(L)x(W)

Remarks/Comments

1

2

3

4

5

Seriously Inadequate

Inadequate

Acceptable

Good

Very Good

7) Track Record and Competency of Project Leader 

[Guide for evaluation:

Does the project leader have relevant academic expertise in the proposed research area? Is there a strong track record of previous research, publications and successful project completion? 
8) Scientific Merit  
[Guide for evaluation:

Is the research question or hypothesis clearly defined? Are the objectives achievable, measurable and logically structured? Does the proposal demonstrate sound scientific reasoning in its design and methodology? 
9) Research and Innovation Ecosystem

[Guide for evaluation:
Does the proposal contribute to strengthening the national ot international agenda or innovation ecosystem? Does the project contribute to meaningful collaboration or partnership with other institutions, industries or communities?

10) Potential for Adaptation by Stakeholders

[Guide for evaluation:
Are the research outcomes applicable and relevant for the stakeholders (e.g., industry, government, community and policymakers)? Is there potential for the findings to be adopted in a real-world setting?
11) Potential intellectual property filings and commercialization
[Guide for evaluation:
Does the proposal demonstrate potential for intellectual property and commercialisation? 

12) Utilisation of Existing/Available Infrastructure
[Guide for evaluation:

Does the proposal effectively leverage existing facilities, equipment or resources? 
GRAND TOTAL

  /60
C. RISKS OF THE PROJECT
Please tick ( in the appropriate box and provide additional comments in the last column if necessary.

Risk
Low

Medium

High

Remarks
· Technical Risk
· Timing Risk

· Budget Risk

D. RESEARCH ETHICS APPROVAL




E. PROJECT’S OVERALL RATING

Please rate this project from 1-5 by referring to the criteria below

      

     This project is 

Rating

Criteria

5

Excellent 

· Research is world leading
· Researchers are working at the forefront of their field internationally and their research has an important and substantial impact in the field
4

Very Good

· Research is nationally leading
· Research is internationally competitive and makes a significant contribution to the field
3

Good

· Research is internationally visible
· Work is competitive at the national level and makes a valuable contribution to the international field
2

Satisfactory 

· Research is nationally visible
· Work adds to our understanding and is solid, but not exciting
1

Unsatisfactory 

· Work is neither solid nor exciting, flawed in the scientific and/or

technical approach, repetitions of other work, etc


	F. RECOMMENDATION BY EVALUATOR 




	G. COMMENTS REGARDING ASSESSMENT
[Please state reasons for rejection and provide positive criticisms and suggestions for improvement for any assessment made in Section B which shows a rating below ‘acceptable’.]
The research is well written and acceptable.



	H. RECOMMENDED FUNDING

Vote

Budget Details

Recommend Funding (RM)

Remarks/Comments

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

11000

Salary and Wages

21000

Travelling Expenses and Subsistence

(Project without field work the max. budget: RM5000 & Conferences are only allowed in the Second Year).
22000

Transportation of Goods

23000

Communication and Utilities (Phone, Fax, Postage etc.)

24000

Rental

27000

Research Materials and Supplies (including Animals, Disposables, etc.)

28000

Maintenance and Minor Repair Services

29000

Professional Services and other Services including printing and hospitality, honorarium for subjects, bank charges, software license renewals, conference fee, journal page charges, proofreading.
35000

Capital expenditure/Hardware purchases including equipment costing >RM1,000.00 must include justifications, specifications and quotations

52000
Other payment such as license renewals (i.e. Transportation license) and taxes
TOTAL
GRAND TOTAL

I. Endorsement of University Evaluation Committee Members
No.

Designation

Name

Signature

1

Chairperson

 

 

2

Member 1

3

Member 2

 

 

4

Member 3

 

 



	J. Endorsement & Comments by Dean
Comments:

Signature: _________________________________________________  Date: _______________
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Human research ethics

















Animal research ethics











Biosafety





Not applicable

















Recommended for funding














Not recommended for funding�(Please state reasons for rejection and provide positive criticisms and suggestions for improvement in Section G)
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