Administrative Eligibility Evaluation Form for Student Innovation Project Applications

Administrative eligibility evaluation shall be conducted by iDEAHUB project staff consisting of at least two employees. Its purpose is to establish whether the application may proceed to qualitative eligibility evaluation.
1. Documents to be checked
· Student Innovation Project Application Form in accordance with Annex 1 to the Regulations;
· Gantt chart;
· Motivation letter in free form;
· applicant's / all team members' CVs;
· mentor's CV, if applicable;
· implementation budget;
· cost justification;
· certificate from the educational institution confirming the studies of each team member who is not a TSI student;
· other annexes at the applicant's discretion.

2. Double-funding verification
At the administrative eligibility evaluation stage, it is mandatory to verify that the same application, idea, activities, costs, purchases, prototype-development work or expected results are not financed under another project within Measure 1.1.1.7, another programme or another support measure. Verification shall be carried out in accordance with the TSI Procedure for Preventing Double-Funding Risks in Student Innovation Applications.
· The application, budget and cost justifications shall be checked, especially references to other funding.
· A proportionate check of publicly available information shall be conducted using the project name, team name and keywords.
· Information shall be exchanged with other higher education institutions implementing Measure 1.1.1.7, primarily at project level.
· If a potential match is identified, TSI shall request clarification and establish the circumstances. An application with an unresolved double-funding risk shall not proceed.

3. Determination of Project Type: Small / Large
	
	Small Project
	Large Project

	1. Idea development stage
	The idea is at an initial development stage; its feasibility and potential are still being tested.
	The idea is already based on an existing proof of concept, such as an initial prototype, technical solution, validated idea model or preliminary business model.

	2. Project objective
	Develop and initially test an innovation idea.
	Further develop an existing solution into a working prototype, more extensive validation or preparation for the next development stage.

	3. Planned TRL
	Corresponds to TRL 3–4.
	Corresponds to TRL 3–5, with clear justification of why the project goes beyond mere initial testing of an idea.

	4. Result at project completion
	Demonstrator, initially validated solution, user/market/technical feasibility testing, preliminary business model.
	Working prototype or substantially advanced demonstrator, validated solution, business model and scalability/further development plan.

	5. Team composition
	At least 3 students.
	At least 5 students; approximately 5–9 members are recommended. Interdisciplinarity is encouraged but is not an exclusionary criterion.

	6. Budget amount
	Up to EUR 1,200.
	Up to EUR 8,000.

	7. Budget nature
	The budget is suitable for initial idea validation, demonstrator development, testing and minimally necessary materials/services.
	The budget is suitable for broader development, prototyping, testing, technological development and specialised materials/components/services.

	8. Existing preliminary work
	There may be no existing work, or it may be minimal.
	Existing preliminary work includes a prototype, MVP, technical architecture, validated problem, previous tests, partner need, preliminary business model, etc.

	9. Project complexity
	The project is limited in scope and feasible as an initial test.
	The project is more technically/substantively complex and requires broader development, testing or validation.

	10. Overall suitability for the selected project type
	The application's content, budget, TRL, results and work plan are generally consistent with the nature of a “Small” project.
	The application's content, budget, TRL, results and work plan are generally consistent with the nature of a “Large” project.



4. Clarifications
If remediable deficiencies are identified, clarifications shall be requested from the team. The application shall proceed to the Committee only if the exclusionary administrative criteria have been assessed positively or deficiencies have been remedied within the specified period of 5 working days.


	Team / project name
	

	Project type
	(Small or Large)


A. Summary of Administrative Eligibility Evaluation
	No.
	Administrative eligibility criterion
	Compliant / Non-compliant
	Notes

	
	Exclusionary criteria*
	
	

	A1
	The application was submitted using the prescribed form and within the deadline.
	
	

	A2
	The application was prepared in Latvian or English.
	
	

	A3
	Mandatory annexes were submitted for the relevant project type.
	
	

	A4
	Team members meet the target-group and student-status requirements.
	
	

	A5
	Minimum team size: “Small” – at least 3; “Large” – at least 5 students.
	
	

	A6
	The “Small”/“Large” application type is consistent with the initial stage, TRL, budget and results.
	
	

	A7
	Absence of double-funding risk.
	
	

	
	Criteria for monitoring national indicators – not exclusionary
	
	

	A8
	The idea corresponds to the Student Innovation Programme priority areas – AI, internal and external security, educational technologies.
	
	Specify the relevant priority areas

	A9
	Compliance with RIS3 areas.
	
	Specify RIS3 areas

	A10
	Team interdisciplinarity – the team includes representatives of at least 2 Latvian education thematic groups.
	
	Specify the Latvian education thematic groups

	A11
	Application interdisciplinarity – includes at least one RIS3 area and at least one other field or industry, or at least two RIS3 areas.
	
	


*Exclusionary criteria – if an application fails the administrative eligibility criteria, 5 working days shall be granted for corrections and resubmission. All exclusionary criteria must be assessed as Compliant before the application may proceed to qualitative evaluation.
B. Double-Funding Verification

	Verification item
	Yes / No / Not applicable
	Notes

	Declaration of absence of double funding received from the team
	
	

	Cost justification checked
	
	

	Budget checked, if applicable
	
	

	No indications of other funding identified in the application
	
	

	Publicly available information checked, where necessary
	
	

	Information exchanged with another higher education institution, where necessary
	
	

	No double-funding risk identified
	
	



C. Decision
As a result of the administrative evaluation, it was decided:
• to recognise that, following receipt of clarifications, the Student Innovation Project Application meets the prescribed administrative eligibility criteria;
• to refer the application to the Evaluation Committee for qualitative eligibility evaluation;
• to retain the administrative evaluation documentation, including correspondence requesting clarifications, in the iDEAHUB project records.

	First name, surname
	Position
	Signature
	Date

	
	iDEAHUB Manager
	
	

	
	iDEAHUB Project Manager
	
	












Qualitative Eligibility Evaluation Form for Student Innovation Project Applications

	Team / project name
	

	Project type
	(Small / Large)

	Committee member
	

	Date
	

	Conflict of interest
	(None / Exists – I do not participate in the evaluation)


Qualitative Eligibility Evaluation
Evaluation is based on submitted documents; student presentations are not envisaged.
Each quality criterion is assessed on a 0–5-point scale. Maximum score: 55 points.
Minimum approval threshold: 25 out of 55 points, and criterion K12 on budget/resource justification must be assessed as Compliant.
K12 is an exclusionary criterion: an application with an unjustified or substantially overpriced budget cannot be approved until the deficiency is remedied.
“Small” and “Large” applications shall be evaluated separately.
The highest-ranked applications shall be recommended for approval, subject to maximum numbers of up to 10 “Small” and up to 5 “Large” projects.
Budget evaluation – the Committee shall assess the justification of planned results and costs defined in each application. For each cost item, calculations and supporting documents shall be checked (such as market surveys, quotations, official website price lists, historical data or other objective information). The Committee shall ensure that there are no significant unjustified differences in similar costs between applications, that costs reflect market prices and that the budget is linked to the expected results. Delivery costs are eligible under the Programme.
Where applications receive equal scores and the number of places available for approval is limited, priority shall be given to the application with the higher score for budget/resource justification, followed by feasibility and technical justification. If the applications remain equivalent, the Committee shall make a reasoned decision recorded in the minutes.
A. Qualitative Eligibility Evaluation
	No.
	Criterion
	Points 0–5
	Notes / justification

	K1
	Relevance of the innovation to addressing problems and challenges faced by society, industry or businesses.
	
	

	K2
	Cooperation with industry representatives, mentors, users or potential partners is justified and clearly defined.
	
	

	K3
	The testing, implementation, validation and/or commercialisation plan is clear and consistent with the selected application type.
	
	

	K4
	Feasibility of project results: objectives, interim results, final results and practical implementation are realistic.
	
	

	K5
	Technical justification: activities, methods, technologies, work plan and results are mutually consistent.
	
	

	K6
	The team has described each member's role in project activities; a project supervisor and/or overseer is identified.
	
	

	K7
	The competencies of team members and engaged mentors/overseers match the skills needed for project implementation.
	
	

	K8
	The project can realistically be implemented within 6 months, considering the work plan, team capacity, budget and risks.
	
	

	K9
	The plan for information dissemination, results demonstration and further use is clearly defined.
	
	

	K10
	Compliance with the horizontal principle of “Equal Opportunities”
	
	

	K11
	Compliance with the horizontal principle of “Sustainable Development” / eco-innovation component.
	
	

	
	Exclusionary criterion
	Compliant / Non-compliant
	

	K12
	The required resources and budget are justified; costs are not overstated and are consistent with market prices and the costs of similar activities. EXCLUSIONARY: a Compliant assessment is required for approval.
	
	



C. Budget Verification
	Verification question
	Yes / No / Not applicable
	Notes

	Each cost item is linked to project activities and results.
	
	

	Each item has supporting documentation (market survey, quotation, price list, historical data, etc.).
	
	

	Costs are consistent with market prices and are not substantially overstated.
	
	

	There are no unjustified differences between applications for similar costs.
	
	

	The budget does not exceed the limit for the relevant project type.
	
	


D. Summary and Committee Member's Recommendation
	Indicator
	Value / mark

	Total score
	____ / 55

	Minimum threshold of 25/55 achieved
	(Yes / No)

	K12 budget/resource justification assessed as Compliant
	(Yes / No)

	Recommendation
	(Approve / Approve subject to budget or technical clarifications / Do not approve)

	Comment / conditions
	

	Committee member's signature
	


Points scale
	Points
	Meaning

	5
	Excellent: fully, clearly and convincingly justified.

	4
	Good: justified, with minor remediable shortcomings.

	3
	Satisfactory: minimally compliant; risks are manageable.

	2
	Weak: partial compliance, significant shortcomings.

	1
	Very weak: almost no justification.

	0
	No information or criterion not met.



