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Appendix No. 1 to 

 
Order No 17/2021 

of the Director of the National Science Centre 

on the detailed procedure for evaluating annual 
reports on the implementation of research 

projects funded under the Norway and EEA 

Grants 2014-2021  
within the framework of the “Basic Research” 

Programme,  

which are submitted for 2020 and cover the first 
reporting period,  

of 17 March 2021 

 

 
 
 

§ 1. 

The Order lays down the detailed procedure for evaluating annual reports on the 

implementation of research projects funded under the “GRIEG” or “IdeaLab” calls launched 

by the National Science Centre, which are submitted for 2020 and cover the first reporting 

period (hereinafter referred to as the “procedure”). 

 

§ 2. 

Whenever this Order refers to:  

1) NCN, it shall mean the National Science Centre;  

2) Director, it shall mean the NCN Director; 

3) Coordinator, it shall mean the scientific coordinator of the National Science Centre; 

4) Rules of Procedure of the Programme Committee of the Polish Basic Research 

Programme, it shall mean Appendix No. 3 to Order No 16/2019 of the Director of the 

National Science Centre of 15 February 2019 on the Rules of Procedure and 

Remuneration of the Members of the Research Programme Committee for the EEA and 

Norwegian Financial Mechanism 2014-2021, as laid down in Order No 19/2020 of 13 

March 2020; 

5) Committee or Programme Committee, it shall mean the “Basic Research” Programme 

Committee, operating on the basis of the “Guidelines for Research Programmes – Rules 

for the establishment and implementation of programmes falling under the Programme 

Area “Research” of the EEA and Norwegian Financial Mechanism 2014-2021 and in 

accordance with Order No 16/2019 of the Director of the National Science Centre of 15 

February 2019 on the Rules of Procedure and Remuneration of the members of the 

Research Programme Committee for the EEA Financial Mechanism 2014-2021 and the 

Norwegian Financial Mechanism 2014-2021, as laid down in Order No 19/2020 of 13 

March 2020; 

6) Chair, it shall mean the Chair of the Programme Committee;   

7) Vice-Chair, it shall mean the Vice-Chair of the Programme Committee; 

8) GRIEG call, it shall mean the GRIEG call for Polish-Norwegian research Projects 

financed with Norway Grants and launched by the NCN on 17 June 2019; 

9) IdeaLab call, it shall mean the IdeaLab call for ground-breaking, interdisciplinary 

research Projects to be carried out jointly by researchers from Poland and Norway, 

Iceland or Lichtenstein, financed with EEA funds and launched by the NCN on 17 June 

2019; 

10) Project, it shall mean a research Project funded under the GRIEG or IdeaLab calls;  
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11) Report, it shall mean an annual Report with appendices on the implementation of 

Projects funded under the GRIEG or IdeaLab calls, submitted for 2020, and covering the 

first Reporting period;  

12) Reviewer, it shall mean an external expert reviewing a Report;  

13) Contract, it shall mean a Contract for the implementation and funding of a research 

Project under the GRIEG or IdeaLab calls; 

14) Project Promoter, it shall mean a Polish research institution that acts as a consortium 

leader and is a party to a Contract for the implementation and funding of a research 

Project under the GRIEG or IdeaLab calls; 

15) Meeting, it shall mean a single day of Programme Committee Meetings.  

 

§ 3. 

General provisions 

1. A Report shall be subject to an formal evaluation, in particular covering an evaluation of its 

completeness and correctness in view of the formal evaluation and to a financial 

evaluation, in particular covering an evaluation of its financial completeness and 

correctness, subject to §3 (2). 

2. “Detailed project descriptions”, attached as appendices to Reports on Projects funded 

under the IdeaLab call, besides their formal evaluation and financial evaluation shall be 

subject to a subject matter evaluation by Reviewers and verification by the Programme 

Committee. 

3. The evaluation of a Report performed by the NCN may be: 

1) positive; 

2) positive with the finding of irregularities, in particular resulting in the refund of a 

portion of the funds pursuant to the Contract; 

3) negative;  

and comprise justifications or recommendations for Project Promoters. 

4. A positive evaluation of a Report shall not affect the possibility of having different findings 

and results of completed inspections, audits, and evaluation of subsequent annual 

Reports and the final Reports. The final evaluation of a Project shall be performed on the 

basis of the final Report. 

 

§ 4. 

Formal evaluation  

1. A formal evaluation of a Report shall be performed by an employee of the Norway Grants 

Team, who completes the Report Evaluation Sheet – Formal Evaluation attached hereto 

as Appendix No. 1. 

2. Following completion of the formal evaluation, a Report shall be forwarded for a financial 

evaluation to the Project Monitoring Department. 
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§ 5. 

Financial evaluation 

1. A financial evaluation of a Report shall be performed by an employee of the Project 

Monitoring Department, who completes the Report Evaluation Sheet – Financial 

Evaluation attached hereto as Appendix No. 2. 

2. If irregularities have been found, an employee of the Project Monitoring Department shall 

prepare a letter requesting reimbursement of funds that have been improperly used.  

3. In the event of a positive financial evaluation of Projects funded under the IdeaLab call, a 

Report shall be forwarded to a Coordinator to be assigned for a subject matter evaluation 

by Reviewers.  

4. In the case of Projects funded under the GRIEG call, after a financial evaluation, including 

a procedure of reimbursement of funds improperly used referred to in point § 5 (2), a 

Report shall be forwarded to an employee of the Norway Grants Team, who shall inform 

the Project Promoter about the evaluation result. 

 

§ 6. 

Request to remove deficiencies, supplementary evaluation 

1. If any errors, deficiencies or inaccuracies have been found in the Report or appendices to 

the Report during the formal evaluation or financial evaluation, an employee of the 

Norway Grants Team or the Project Monitoring Department, respectively, shall request the 

Project Promoter to rectify them within 14 of the request receipt. 

2. If, during the formal or financial evaluation, any inaccuracies are found between the 

Contract and the way of its implementation presented in the Report, indicative of a 

possible threat to the proper implementation of the Project, a Report shall be forwarded to 

a supplementary evaluation performed by a Coordinator. The supplementary evaluation 

shall be made in the form of a memo and delivered to the employee who has made the 

inquiry.  

 

§ 7. 

Subject matter evaluation  

1. Each “detailed project description” that is attached as an appendix to Reports on Projects 

funded under the IdeaLab call, as referred to in § 3 (2), shall be subject to a subject matter 

evaluation by three Reviewers. 

2. Reviewers shall be appointed by the NCN Director pursuant to § 22 (2) of the Act on the 

National Science Centre of 30 June 2010 (Journal of Laws of 2019, item 1384), based on 

the recommendations of the NCN Council and the Coordinators. 

3. Reports referred to in § 3 (2) shall be assigned to Reviewers by a Coordinator for a 

subject matter evaluation. 

4. An individual evaluation of a Report on the implementation of a Project under the IdeaLab 

call shall be performed by a Reviewer, who completes the Report Evaluation Sheet – 

Subject Matter Evaluation attached hereto as Appendix No. 3.  

5. During the subject matter evaluation of Reports, special consideration shall be given to: 

1) compliance of the detailed project description with the project idea and justification 

of the modifications; 

2) assessment of the advisability or feasibility of further Project implementation. 
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6. A Coordinator shall perform the evaluation of reliability and impartiality of the opinions 

drafted by the Reviewers. 

7. Rules of cooperation of a Reviewer with the NCN are laid down in the Order of the NCN 

Director on the remuneration of experts for work relating to the evaluation of Reports 

under the Norway and EEA Grants.  

8. The Reviewers shall be bound by the ethical principles laid down in the Code of Ethics for 

Experts of the National Science Centre. 

 

§ 8. 

Review of Reports by the Programme Committee 

1. The Members of the Programme Committee shall perform review of Reports on the 

Projects funded under the IdeaLab call during Meetings convened and held in accordance 

with the Rules of Procedure of the Programme Committee of the Polish Basic Research 

Programme. 

2. A Coordinator shall forward evaluations by the Reviewers and the Reports with their 

appendices to the Members of the Programme Committee no later than 14 days prior to a 

Committee Meeting date. 

3. The Committee shall review the Reports on the implementation of the Projects under the 

IdeaLab call by drafting the Programme Committee Report Review Form, a specimen of 

which is attached hereto as Appendix No. 4. 

4. In the course of Report review, the Programme Committee shall consider the subject 

matter evaluation made by the Reviewers, as referred to in § 7. 

5. In well-justified cases, the Programme Committee may disregard the entire subject matter 

evaluation made by the Reviewers and referred to in § 7, or any part thereof, subject to § 

8 (6).  

6. Justification for a Report evaluation must provide reasons for giving such evaluation, while 

taking into consideration the criteria referred to in § 7 (5) and, in particular, provide the 

arguments on the basis of which the Programme Committee has disregarded the entire 

subject matter evaluation (or any part thereof) presented by any of the Reviewers under 

each of the criteria.  

7. Members of the Committee shall be excluded from discussions and voting on an 

evaluation of the Reports in the event of a conflict of interest referred to in the Rules of 

Procedure of the Programme Committee of the Polish Basic Research Programme and, in 

such event, they shall have to leave the Meeting.  

8. A Committee Meeting shall be held if a quorum of an absolute majority of the Committee 

Members is present, including at least one member from the Donor States.  

9. If it is impossible to agree on a common position on the evaluation of a Report, the 

Committee shall make a decision by way of a vote. Decisions of the Committee that 

require voting shall be taken by a simple majority of votes cast in the presence of the 

quorum laid down in §8 (8).  

10. Each Committee Meeting shall be attended by: the Coordinator and appointed 

members of the NCN who do not participate in voting related to subject matter decisions.  

11. The Coordinator shall ensure the proper, impartial and reliable course of the 

Committee Meeting and shall confirm compliance of the minutes from such Meeting with 

its course and findings. 

12. Other persons specified in the Rules of Procedure of the Programme Committee of 

the Polish Basic Research Programme may participate in the Meeting as observers 

without the right to vote. 
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13. Minutes from a Committee Meeting shall be taken by an employee of the Norway 

Grants Team. The Meeting participants shall confirm by e-mail compliance of the minutes 

from such Meeting with its course and findings. The Chair or, in his/her absence, his/her 

Deputy shall approve the minutes by e-mailing its final version to the NCN. 

14. An employee of the Norway Grants Team shall provide the Project Promoter with 

information on the result of the evaluation of the Report following approval of the minutes 

referred to in §8 (13). 
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Appendix No. 1. Report Evaluation Sheet – Formal Evaluation 
 
Project Contract No:  
Research project title:  
Principal Investigator:  
Project Promoter:  
Report receipt date:  
Report submission date:  

EVALUATION FORM  
Does the report include all details required by the contract and are they 
sufficient for the evaluation? 

• yes 

• no 
Are the data in the report formally correct? • yes 

• no 
Does the report include the required signatures of authorised persons? • yes 

• no 
Description of errors 
Date of rectification/ completion 
request: 

 

Rectification/ completion date:  

COMMENTS: 

 

Evaluation results: 
• positive  

• negative  

Date  
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Appendix No. 2. Report Evaluation Sheet – Financial Evaluation  
 
Project Contract No:  
Research project title:  
Principal Investigator:  
Project Promoter:  
Report receipt date:  
Report submission date:  

EVALUATION FORM  
Does the report include all funding details required by the contract and 
are they sufficient for the evaluation? 

• yes 

• no 

Are the details in the report financially correct? • yes 

• no 

Are the modifications financially correct?   • yes 

• no 

Description of errors 
Date of rectification/ completion 
request: 

 

Rectification/ completion date:  

COMMENTS: 

 

Evaluation results: 
• positive  

• positive with the finding of irregularities, in particular resulting in the refund of a portion of the funds 

pursuant to the contract  

• negative  

Date  
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Appendix No. 3. Report Evaluation Sheet – Subject Matter Evaluation of the “Detailed 
Description of a Project” Funded Under The “Idealab” Call 
Project Contract No:   
Research project title:   
Principal Investigator:   
Project Promoter:   
Report receipt date:   
Report submission date:   

EVALUATION FORM   
Criterion 1a: Compliance 
of the detailed project 
description with the 
project idea   
 

• yes 

• no 

• partly  

 

Justification  Recommendations 
this field must be 
completed if project 
modification is 
required  

Relevant if “partly” has 
been chosen in criterion 
1a, 
 
Criterion 1b: Are the 
modifications to the 
concept well-justified?  

• yes 

• no 

 

Justification  Recommendations 
this field must be 
completed if project 
modification is 
required  

Criterion 2: Evaluation of 
project advisability  

• the project is 

advisable  

• the project is not 

advisable  

• the project is 

advisable if it is 

modified  

 

Justification  Recommendations 
this field must be 
completed if project 
modification is 
required  

Criterion 3: Evaluation of 
project feasibility 
 

• project objectives 

are feasible  

• project objectives 

are not feasible  

• project objectives 

are feasible if the 

project is modified   

 

Justification  Recommendations 
this field must be 
completed if project 
modification is 
required  

Date  
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Appendix No. 4. Report Evaluation Sheet – Programme Committee Report Review 
Form   
 
Project Contract No:  
Research project title:  
Principal Investigator:  
Project Promoter:  
Report receipt date:  
Report submission date:  

Report evaluation  • positive 

• positive containing recommendations and changes to be 

introduced  

• negative  

Justification:  

 

Recommendations (this field must be completed if changes are required): 

 
Date  

 

 


