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List of questions
for independent peer review
Sofja Kovalevskaja Award
Guidelines for answering the list of questions:

We should be very grateful if you would base your review (2-3 pages) on the documents you have been sent, addressing the following points in the order given. Please indicate the applicant’s respective strengths and weaknesses in relation to the individual points.

Your statement will, of course, be treated with the utmost confidentiality by the Humboldt Foundation’s headquarters and selection committee. If you recommend a rejection we may forward selected passages – usually your summary of the positive and negative aspects of the application (Question 7) – in an anonymised form to the candidate and the academic host to elucidate the decision.

1. What is your angle on assessing the application?
a) Is your own research area (slightly / very) similar to that of the applicant?

b) How well do you know the applicant (e.g. through publications)?

2. How do you rate the applicant’s academic qualifications within his/her immediate specialised field of research and the wider research area, in each case in relation to his/her German and international peer groups?
3. Has the applicant already produced outstanding research results? If so, which?

4. a) How do you rate the applicant’s key publications with regard to originality, relevance, quantity, and place of publication? Is the publication record commensurate with his/her career stage?

b) Should the publications be classed as important routine publications or have they made a decisive contribution to the advancement of the discipline? 

c) Do they represent a basis for the intended research project?

5. a) Do you consider the research proposal described in the application to be scientifically significant and innovative? Please state your reasons.
b) Has the project been competently described and what are the chances of success?

c) How would you assess the financing plan? For example, would sizeable cost savings be possible?

d) What qualifies the applicant for the intended career move and does the chosen topic provide a promising basis for his/her next career moves?

6. a) Can the project be carried out at the hosting research institution? Are the necessary resources (e.g. equipment, library stock) available, or does the application request meaningful and appropriate acquisitions / additions?

b) How would you evaluate the academic environment that awaits the applicant at the hosting research institute? Do you see promising opportunities for cooperation and/or synergy effects?

c) How would you evaluate the academic benefit to the hosting research institute (both medium- and long-term) from the intended cooperation within the Sofja Kovalevskaja programme?
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7. Please conclude by summarising the positive and negative aspects of the application in note form.  (Natural and engineering scientists please answer this question in English.)
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Questionnaire
for independent peer review

	Applicant 
	
	SB: 

	Host/

Host institution
	     

	Reviewer/ 

Institution
	     

	How do you rate the applicant’s academic qualifications in relation to his/her career stage?

	a) in the immediate specialised field of research? (state field:  …………..……………...)

	by international comparison

	Average

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Well above average

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Very good

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Top rank

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Unrivalled

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	in relation to his/her German peer group

	Average

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Well above average

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Very good

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Top rank

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Unrivalled

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b) in the wider research area? (state area: ………………………………….……………….)

	by international comparison

	Average

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Well above average

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Very good

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Top rank

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Unrivalled

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	in relation to his/her German peer group

	Average

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Well above average

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Very good

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Top rank

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Unrivalled

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Do the enclosed documents reveal any particular aspects which militate against sponsorship (e.g. potential conflicts with legally-binding principles of scientific ethics, danger of armaments-related technology transfer in terms of legal regulations, etc.)?

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Yes (please use a separate sheet)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	No

	Recommendation to the selection committee

(In the previous selection rounds, the probability of success was 10-15%)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Do not grant an award 
	
	

	
	Grant an award with 
	low priority 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	
	medium priority 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	
	high priority 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	
	top priority 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



In accordance with the Rules of Good Scientific Practice, I herewith declare that I shall not use the information in the documents entrusted to me for my own purposes or pass it on to third parties (c.f. Information for independent peer reviewers on the Humboldt Foundation’s website). I furthermore declare my impartiality in accordance with the regulations of the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation (c.f. information on impartiality on the Humboldt Foundation website).

	
	
	


Place/date





Signature

as of March 2016
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