
 
 

BOF DOCTORAL FUND: evaluation criterion PRESELECTION “Scientific quality of the candidate”  

Study results 

Depending on whether the master studies are already concluded, master or bachelor percentiles (referring to their university study group) are to be 

provided by the candidates. In addition, all detailed course scores should be available. Bachelor percentiles in particular should, if possible, be complemented 

by intermediate master study results. Students from non-Flemish universities should provide either a percentile score (if available), or at least their rank 

within their study group.  

The proper scoring based on the provided percentiles should be well framed, and where relevant, be finetuned, taking into account other elements such 

as: upward trends during course of education, particular situations that may have influenced the study trajectory or results, additional diplomas, (bachelor 

or) master thesis score, specific classes successfully attended, or other specific assets. 

 

Motivation and relevant competences   

The candidates are asked not only to personally motivate their PhD fellowship candidacy, but also to substantiate acquired competences (expertise and skills). 

They should be able to present a credible approach to further improve skills and acquire missing competences if any. Evidence may be provided by mentioning 

previous and future research stays, publications.  

Relevant competences imply the proper scientific background to start the PhD project and also additional elements that can have an added value, such as: 

experience (voluntary work, lab work,…); international and intersectoral mobility and contacts; presentation and writing skills; experimental skills; acquired 

prizes; publications; extracurricular activities (academic or non-academic); and other positive elements of CV. 

 

 

  



 
 

E D C B A 

1 2 3 4 5 

Unacceptable Weak Fair/reasonable Good/very good Excellent/outstanding 

Study results and ranking (academic education) 
No scoring possibility Study results less promising to 

start PhD research. 
 
Master: <P70 (unless 
compensated for) 
or 
Bachelor: <P80 (unless 
compensated for) 

Study results are reasonable (in 
view of starting a PhD) 
 
Master: ≥P70 (or equivalent) 
or 
Bachelor: ≥P80 (confirmed by 
intermediate master study results) 
or equivalent 

(Very) good academic education 
rector.  
 
Master: ≥P85 (or equivalent)  
or 
Bachelor: ≥P90 (confirmed by 
intermediate master study results) 
or equivalent 

Top student with outstanding 
academic education record.  
 
Master: ≥P95, or equivalent 
Or 
Bachelor: ≥P95, or equivalent 

Motivation and relevant competences 
No scoring possibility Expertise and skills apparently 

not in line with what should be 

expected from PhD student. 

Some crucial competences are 

missing. 

Candidate may not fully be  
motivated or prepared to start a 
research career. 
Evidence of some specific 
competences is missing. How 
these competences will be 
acquired is less well substantiated, 
and/or 
Candidate has started PhD 
research but with little evidence of 
progress made (incl. competences 
acquired) 

Relevant competences and clear 
motivation likely are present and 
well substantiated (e.g. Master or 
Bachelor thesis) or some 
competences missing but clear and 
credible plan provided on how to 
acquire the proper skills (courses, 
training, …); and/or 
Candidate has started PhD 
research with proper intermediate 
results and development of new 
competences as a researcher. 

Requirements as in “good”, and 
the candidate has substantiated to 
have actively acquired all proper 
competences to successfully 
conduct PhD research. 
Clear plan to further enhance 
these capacities. Reveals clear 
motivation and drive. 

  



 
 

BOF DOCTORAL FUND: evaluation criterion PRESELECTION “Scientific quality of the proposal”  

The evaluation of the scientific quality of the project: 

• scientific quality of the project, 

• quality of the research approach and feasibility of the project; 

• embedding of the proposed project in research policy of the research institute/group; 

• quality of the research environment including excellence of lab (infrastructure, supervision, past experience,…); 

• embedding of the proposed project in the grand challenges of the university; 

• planned research cooperation.  



 
 

E D C B A 

1 2 3 4 5 

Unacceptable Weak Fair/reasonable Good/very good Excellent/outstanding 

Scientific quality of the project 
Project lacks an intellectual 
(PhDworthy) challenge and/or an 
indepth research question is 
missing. 

Research question and challenge 
limited or less relevant, and/or  
the research objectives lack focus. 
PhD worthiness is on the low side, 
and/or  
the project is rather a catch-up 
effort relative to the state-of-the-
art. 

Scientifically relevant project, 
rather high quality, and sufficiently 
challenging as PhD-research. The 
research is less well focused 
and/or the project brings less 
pronounced added value to 
international state-of-the-art. 

High-quality research, with 
significant scientific challenges 
(doctoral level). Original and 
significant contribution to the 
international state of the art. 

Requirements as in “(very) good”, 
and Very original project with 
potential to significantly impact 
the scientific state-of-the-art 
(“ground-breaking”). Targeted 
research results are based on 
inventive and challenging ideas, 
concepts and research strategies. 

Quality of the research approach and feasibility of the project 
Quality research approach and 
planning is below par; and/or 
Research activities are too limited 
for a four-year grant period; 
and/or 
Project not feasible because of too 
many planned activities. 

Project approach and planning are 
flawed. Intrinsic feasibility is low 
and/or the objectives are 
formulated too vaguely to evaluate 
their feasibility. 
and/or 
Project does not fit to an individual 
PhD project. 
and/or 
Ties with/dependence of other 
researchers, groups or external 
partners may jeopardize feasibility. 

Research methodology reasonable 
well elaborated, but less well 
substantiated. Given some 
adjustments and risk control,  
project implementation appears to 
be feasible. 

Adequate, substantiated research 
approach to achieve targeted 
results, logical set-up and realistic 
planning: feasible within the four-
year time frame. Good fit of 
project in research group activities, 
giving candidate access to 
necessary expertise. 

Requirements as in “(very) good” 
and  precise identification of the 
risks with alternative strategies 
and fallback research options. 

Quality of the research environment including excellence of lab (infrastructure, supervision, past experience,…)  
Quality research environment is 
below par; and/or 
not an excellence lab; and/or the 
infrastructure is not present; 
and/or 
Experience is not present; and/or 
the supervision lacks knowledge/ 
experience/ network. 

Quality of the research 
environment is low; 
and/or low excellence of lab;  
and/or 
infrastructure is limited;  
and/or 
experience is limited; and/or the 
supervisors have limited 
knowledge/ experience/ network. 

Research environment is 
reasonably good. Given some extra 
additions/adjustments, the 
research environment is good 
enough for the project.  
 

Adequate, substantiated research 
environment to achieve the goals 
set within the project. Good fit of 
project in research group activities, 
giving candidate access to 
necessary expertise/supervision. 

Requirements as in “(very) good” 
and  presence of the necessary 
infrastructure and  an excellent 
lab. 



 
 

E D C B A 

1 2 3 4 5 

Unacceptable Weak Fair/reasonable Good/very good Excellent/outstanding 

Planned research collaboration 
There was no collaboration 
planned. 

There is only collaboration with 
other PIs from the same research 
group.  

There is a research visit planned; 
and/or  
There is internal collaboration 
planned. 

There are a few research visits 
planned. These research visits 
contribute to the feasibility of the 
project. 

There is (intensive) collaboration 
planned with an excellent partner;  
and/or with more than one 
excellent partner.  
This collaboration contributes to 
the feasibility of the project.  

 

  



 
 

BOF DOCTORAL FUND: evaluation criterion INTERVIEW “Scientific quality of the candidate”  

E D C B A 

1 2 3 4 5 

Unacceptable Weak Fair/reasonable Good/very good Excellent/outstanding 

Potential competence as an independent doctoral researcher (reasoning skills and critical mindset, scientific knowledge and project insight) 
Lack of the inherent qualities 
required of a doctoral 
researcher. Reasoning skills and 
critical scientific mindset are 
below par. Not even strict 
guidance or supervision would 
allow to adequately 
compensate for this;  
and/or 
Clear gaps in basic knowledge 

of the research area. Virtually 

no insight into the aim and 

approach of the project. 

Research skills are present: with 

close supervision, able to obtain 

a PhD. Reasoning skills and 

critical mindset below average 

and to be developed further, 

and/or 
(just) sufficient basic knowledge 

to undertake the PhD project. 

Limited insight into the 

relevance of the proposed 

research approach. 

Research skills present, 

candidate is able to carry out 

research relatively 

independently. Lacks some 

maturity, but is motivated. 

Relatively good reasoning skills 

but less critical attitude. 

and/or 
The candidate has sufficient 

basic knowledge within the 

field of research. He/she has a 

rather good insight into the 

relevance of the proposed 

research approach. 

Motivated and (potentially) 

competent independent 

researcher. (Very) good 

reasoning skills and a good 

critical scientific attitude. 

Presents new concepts in a 

meaningful way. 

and 
solid basic knowledge within 

own field of research, but less 

knowledgeable outside this 

field. Good insight into 

relevance of proposed research 

approach. 

Very convincing and driven 

candidate with great potential 

as researcher, very good 

reasoning skills and ditto critical 

scientific mindset. Presents 

innovative, original concepts in 

a convincing and substantiated 

fashion. 

and 
Excellent grasp of own field of 

research, knowledgeable in 

areas outside. Excellent insight 

into the relevance of the 

proposed research 

approach and positioning of 

project. 

 

  



 
 

BOF DOCTORAL FUND: evaluation criterion INTERVIEW “Scientific quality of the proposal”  

E D C B A 

1 2 3 4 5 

Unacceptable Weak Fair/reasonable Good/very good Excellent/outstanding 

Scientific quality of the project 
Project lacks an intellectual 
(PhDworthy) challenge and/or an 
indepth research question is 
missing. 

Research question and challenge 
limited or less relevant, and/or  
the research objectives lack focus. 
PhD worthiness is on the low side, 
and/or  
the project is rather a catch-up 
effort relative to the state-of-the-
art. 

Scientifically relevant project, 
rather high quality, and sufficiently 
challenging as PhD-research. The 
research is less well focused 
and/or the project brings less 
pronounced added value to 
international state-of-the-art. 

High-quality research, with 
significant scientific challenges 
(doctoral level). Original and 
significant contribution to the 
international state of the art. 

Requirements as in “(very) good”, 
and Very original project with 
potential to significantly impact 
the scientific state-of-the-art 
(“ground-breaking”). Targeted 
research results are based on 
inventive and challenging ideas, 
concepts and research strategies. 

Quality of the research approach and feasibility of the project 
Quality research approach and 
planning is below par; and/or 
Research activities are too limited 
for a four-year grant period; 
and/or 
Project not feasible because of too 
many planned activities. 

Project approach and planning are 
flawed. Intrinsic feasibility is low 
and/or the objectives are 
formulated too vaguely to evaluate 
their feasibility. 
and/or 
Project does not fit to an individual 
PhD project. 
and/or 
Ties with/dependence of other 
researchers, groups or external 
partners may jeopardize feasibility. 

Research methodology reasonable 
well elaborated, but less well 
substantiated. Given some 
adjustments and risk control,  
project implementation appears to 
be feasible. 

Adequate, substantiated research 
approach to achieve targeted 
results, logical set-up and realistic 
planning: feasible within the four-
year time frame. Good fit of 
project in research group activities, 
giving candidate access to 
necessary expertise. 

Requirements as in “(very) good” 
and  precise identification of the 
risks with alternative strategies 
and fallback research options. 

 

 


