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Introduction
While filling out this form, remember to save it regularly. ISAAC is a web-application, and as such may time out. You may prefer to write your answers in a Word document first before copy-pasting them into ISAAC.
CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
If you agree to act as a referee for the proposal stated, NWO and CAS will assume that you can indeed be regarded as an independent expert in the area of this application and that your assessment is not influenced by the (appearance of) bias as per article 2.4 of the General Administrative Law. ‘Independent’ means no personal interests whatsoever as described in the Code for Dealing with Personal Interests. If you conclude that you have a personal interest, then you should inform NWO about this immediately, so that another referee can be sought in good time. If you have any doubts about any potential personal interests, please contact the Academic Secretary, Ms Maaike Spiekerman (cas-nwo@nwo.nl).  
AIMS OF THE PROGRAMME
The aim of this call is to contribute to green, liveable cities, by inviting academic researchers from China and the Netherlands to collaborate with public and private partners in formulating research questions and addressing the challenging key issues. This collaborative research is intended to work towards scientific knowledge and innovative solutions in order to contribute to realizing and supporting resilient societies.
CRITERIA
Candidates and their proposals are assessed according to the following criteria. You will find these criteria and their sub-criteria at the top of the corresponding section in the review form:
I. Quality of the research proposal
II. Quality of the consortium
III. Potential scientific and/or societal breakthroughs

GENERAL REVIEW INFORMATION
In writing your assessment please bear in mind that:
· The proposal will be assessed by a broadly composed committee, which will have to use these assessments to rank the proposals.
· Applicants are permitted a maximum of 3000 words for section 2b of the proposal. For section 3a (impact strategy), a maximum of 1000 words are allowed. 
· Your assessment will be sent to the applicant in anonymous form. In giving your view, please avoid any reference to your identity.
· Applicants have the opportunity to respond to your assessment, but are not allowed to make any adjustments to the application in response to your assessment within the same round. 
· Your assessment and the applicant’s response will be sent to the assessment committee.

Your review is an important contribution to the assessment of the application. Therefore we cannot do without a justification of your scoring with in-depth writing. Please refer to the assessment criteria in such a way that your comments are consistent and informative to the applicant and the assessment committee. 
While filling out this form, remember to save it regularly. ISAAC is a web-application, and as such may time out. You may prefer to write your answers in a Word document first before copy-pasting them into ISAAC.

I. Quality of the research proposal
· Scientific importance of the proposed research;
· Complementarity to other research programmes or (inter)national research agendas;
· Innovativeness of the research question and approach;
· Interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity; the proposal incorporates the scientific disciplines necessary for addressing the problem, as well as knowledge from outside the scientific community;
· Clarity of problem statement and rigour of research 
· Suitability and feasibility of the approach and methodology;

a.  Scientific importance of the proposed research 
Please give your assessment of the scientific importance of the proposed research, including its innovative aspects and its complementarity to other research programmes or (inter)national research agendas.


b.  Research questions, approach, and methodology
Please comment on the innovativeness of the research question and approach, clarity of the problem statement, and rigor of research. Please refer to strengths and weaknesses, and suggest improvements if you have any.


c.  Suitability and feasibility of methodology, including interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity
Please comment on the feasibility and suitability of the proposal’s methodology, including whether the research design incorporates all relevant scientific disciplines (interdisciplinarity) and knowledge from outside the scientific community (transdisciplinarity) required for answering the research questions. Please refer to strengths and weaknesses, and suggest improvements if relevant.


d.  Overall judgement for: 1. Quality of the research proposal

Please summarise your major arguments and provide score 
(A+ Highest quality, significance and recommendation for funding
A High quality, significance and recommendation for funding
B Good quality and significant. Funding is recommended only if ample resources are available
UF Good, but unsuccessful in this form. Funding of the proposal in its present form is not recommended
U Unsuccessful. Funding is not recommended) 


II. Quality of the consortium
Quality of the involved research partners;
Quality of the Sino-Dutch collaboration, including equality in the partnership; 
potential for long-term knowledge relations;
Coherence and complementarity of the consortium, including organisation of the research;
Quality of knowledge co-creation, including attention to and involvement of the complete knowledge chain.

a.  Quality of the involved research partners
Please comment on the quality of the involved research partners.


b. Quality of Sino-Dutch collaboration
Please give your assessment on the quality of the Sino-Dutch research, including the equality in the partnership (such as in the way the research is organised), and the potential for long-term knowledge relations.


c.  Coherence and complementarity of the consortium
Please give your assessment of the coherence and complementarity of the consortium, such as regarding the availability of necessary expertise and/or scientific disciplines, and the way the research is organised.


d.  Quality of the co-creation
Please give your assessment of the quality of the co-creation. This includes the involvement of the entire knowledge chain, from fundamental to applied research, as well as the inclusion of expertise from outside the scientific community and the involvement of stakeholders.


e.  Overall judgement for: 2. Quality of the consortium

Please summarise your major arguments and provide a score 
(A+ Highest quality, significance and recommendation for funding
A High quality, significance and recommendation for funding
B Good quality and significant. Funding is recommended only if ample resources are available
UF Good, but unsuccessful in this form. Funding of the proposal in its present form is not recommended
U Unsuccessful. Funding is not recommended) 


III. Potential scientific and/or societal breakthroughs 
Relevance for society, including the relevance of the proposed research for the focus of the Call;
Degree to which the proposal aims for scientific and societal breakthroughs;
Quality of stakeholder analysis and involvement of wider public/specific target groups;
Quality of the impact strategy, including indicators and plans for knowledge transfer, utilisation, and valorisation;
Quality of communication plan for knowledge transfer, including outreach to industry, societal partners, and/or other stakeholders.

a.  Relevance for society, including the degree of fit with the focus of the Call and to which the proposal aims for societal and scientific breakthroughs 
Please comment on the relevance of the proposal for society. Include in this its degree of fit with the focus of the Call, as well as the degree to which it aims for societal or scientific breakthroughs. Refer to strengths and weaknesses, and suggest improvements if applicable.


b.  Quality of communication plan and involvement of stakeholders and the wider public
Please give your assessment of the quality of the outreach to and involvement of stakeholders and the wider public. This includes the stakeholder analysis and the way the consortium plans to involve the wider public, as well as the quality of the communication plan for knowledge transfer to relevant societal and industrial partners.


c. Quality of impact strategy
Applicants were asked to create an impact strategy in question 3a, including references to co-creation, stakeholder inclusion, communication, capacity development, and monitoring and evaluation. Please refer to strengths and weaknesses, and suggest improvements if applicable. 


d.  Overall judgement for: 3. Potential scientific and/or societal breakthroughs
Please summarise your major arguments and provide score 
(A+ Highest quality, significance and recommendation for funding
A High quality, significance and recommendation for funding
B Good quality and significant. Funding is recommended only if ample resources are available
UF Good, but unsuccessful in this form. Funding of the proposal in its present form is not recommended
U Unsuccessful. Funding is not recommended) 


IV. Summary
Overall rating and summary in words: You are kindly asked to summarize your judgement on the quality of the proposal in view of the three main criteria. Please mention your MAJOR arguments for awarding and/or advise for improving the project proposal.	Comment by Spiekerman, M.  [Maaike]: In the review form in ISAAC, this is split into two. The final score is given by checking a box beside a score; the summary is then given in the text box.
Please also provide a final, overall score for the proposal:
A+ Highest quality, significance and recommendation for funding
A High quality, significance and recommendation for funding
B Good quality and significant. Funding is recommended only if ample resources are available
UF Good, but unsuccessful in this form. Funding of the proposal in its present form is not recommended
U Unsuccessful. Funding is not recommended




Thank you for your time and effort.


