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PhD::SPACE 
Doctoral Network in Space Sciences 

2016	Selection	of	Fellows 
Selection Committee (SeC): 

As a disqualifying conflict of interest to be in this committee the following applies: 
1. to be the proposer of a closed PhD project, 
2. to have a close relation with a candidate, 
3. to have any other issue that may compromise her/his impartiality. 

The final decision on conflicts of interest rests with the SeC Chair. 

For the 2016 edition, the committee will include representatives from the strategic 
lines and up to two additional experts, eventually from ESA and ESO. If there is a 
conflict of interest or an impossibility to integrate the SeC, the representative will 
identify another senior researcher (with solid research and supervision experience) of 
the same strategic line that can replace her/him. The Programme Director chairs the 
committee, but does not participate in the evaluation. 
 
The composition of the SeC in 2016, with Mário João Monteiro as Chairperson, is 

1. Manuel Abreu  
2. Susana Barros  
3. Margarida Cunha 
4. Israel Matute 
5. Diego Saez Gomez 
6. Nuno Santos 

 
Evaluation criteria: 

The evaluation of the candidates is done based on the following criteria (as defined 
for the 2016 call): 

a) Curricular evaluation of the candidate:  
a1.  Degrees (BSc and MSc), including marks and contents of curricular units completed 

and their relevance for the topics in PhD∷SPACE;  
a2.  Complementary training, participation in mobility/exchange programs and other 

curricular activities; 
a3.  Reference letters and other relevant items. 

 
b) Motivation and demonstrated competencies for pursuing a PhD project: 
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b1.  Participation in research activities, including meetings, research internships, 
participation in research teams, computational and/or astronomical observation 
experience, etc; 

b2.  Scientific results, with explicit identification of the candidate’s contribution, 
including publications in journals and proceedings, oral and poster communications, 
research reports, etc; 

b3.  Presentation letter and other relevant items. 
 

c) Interview, focussing on complementing and confirming the information provided in items a) 
and b), and also on evaluating the communication and social interaction skills as well as the 
English language proficiency. It is expected to last a minimum time of 30 minutes. 

Evaluation procedure: 

Step 1: In order to organize the comparison between candidates, the SeC needs to 
define how much each sub-criteria contributes (value of pj) to the total mark for all 
candidates, in each component a) or b). The values are defined in order to have 
Sum(pj)=50 in a) and Sum(pj)=50 in b).  

Step 2: After fixing those values, the evaluation takes place by requesting from each 
member of the SeC the classification (a value pk) for all sub-criteria, for each 
candidate, according to the following reference: 

 3 – very good: far above average expectations (should be given a fellowship), 
 2 – good: above average (will be a successful fellow), 
 1 – fair: below average (possible high risk for a fellowship), 
 0 – inadequate (do not give a fellowship). 
As a guideline, the global distribution for an evaluator in each sub-criteria must be, 
roughly, the following: 20% [3], 30 % [2], 30% [1], 20% [0]. 

Step 3: For each candidate the best and the worse pk marks are ignored and an 
average value pkm is determined. The final mark in criteria a) and b) is then 
calculated using the average values pkm in: 

 pi(a) = Sum[pj * (pkm / 3)] and  pi(b) = Sum[pj * (pkm / 3)] . 

Minimum marks of 20 points for pi(a) and for pi(b) are required. Each candidate will 
only be considered for an interview (item c) if the thresholds for both components 
have been reached.  

Step 4: For approved candidates, an interview with the SeC will be scheduled, 
aiming at a careful evaluation of the motivation and adequate preparation for 
pursuing a PhD. The mark for component c) is established as a multiplying factor 
between [0.6, 1.4], to be given by each evaluator participating in the interview. After 
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removing the worse and the best marks in this component, an average value is 
determined, 

 Pi(c) = Mean[ pk ] . 

Step 5: The resulting global classification of each student that has passed both 
thresholds is then obtained as, 

pi = Min {pi(c) * [pi(a) + pi(b)] ; 100}. 

The ordered list, constructed using the values of pi for all approved candidates, must 
be discussed and approved by the selection committee in order to ensure a proper 
verification and validation of the results. Any draw in the final classification is 
explicitly resolved by voting. 

Fellowships: 

It is the responsibility of the Executive Board to propose and negotiate the 
fellowships with the candidates, by strictly following the order approved by the SeC. 

When doing it, the EB must take into consideration the following constraints: 

1) When the candidate selects a topic, a confirmation of acceptance by the 
prospective advisors is required before the fellowship is confirmed. 

2) Globally and for each call some reasonable balance between thematic lines 
must be ensured. Namely, on average, it is anticipated that each thematic line 
will receive, by the end of the program, around 4 fellowships, while in a 
specific call a thematic line should not have more than 2 fellowships awarded. 

3) Given the results of the first two calls, more than 2 topics can be selected in 
the thematic line for Planets. 

4) Globally and for each call some reasonable balance in the distribution of 
appointments between the participating Universities should be ensured. 

The list of projects to be offered to each selected candidate is defined by taking these 
constraints into consideration. 

Approved by the SC on the 2016/04/06. 

 


