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	Surname
	First name
	Training type
	Mother’s name
	Date of birth
	Place of birth
	Nationality

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Title of the doctoral dissertation:
	



	Name of opponent
	
	Scientific degree
	
	Position
	



1. General section								Delete as appropriate
1.1. Evaluation by formal aspects:
1.1.1. Length? 	Too long      too short 		adequate
1.1.2. Is there a table of contents? 	   Yes		No
	

1.1.3. If necessary, is there a list of abbreviations?

Yes	No

1.1.4. Is there a bibliography? 	   Yes		No

1.1.5. Are the sources correctly referenced in the text?
1.1.6. Is the layout of the text, the figures, the tables and other attachments didactic?

    Yes	No 	Partly 
Yes	No	Partly

Based on the findings above, reviewers decide whether to continue the evaluation or suggest the candidate to rework the dissertation on account of the (serious) formal deficiencies and/or errors.


1.2. Evaluation by structural aspects:
1.2.1. Does the structure comply with the requirements of a scientific presentation, and does it facilitate communication?


Yes	No	Partly

1.2.2. Is the text sufficiently proportioned?	Yes 	No	Partly

1.3. Evaluation by contextual aspects:
1.3.1. Are the objectives clearly indicated? 		Yes		No		Partly

1.3.2. To what extent have the objectives been achieved?   Well

Not well 	Partly

1.3.3. Does the candidate know the literature related   	Yes	    No 	         Partly
 to (sub-) task(s), and was it used correctly?
1.3.4. Did the candidate perform the necessary analysis (analyses), investigation(s) (measurements, data processing, etc.), calculations and/or prepare the necessary model(s), figure(s), drawing(s), table(s), etc.?Yes



No
Partly
Yes

No
Partly
 Yes
No
Partly
Yes
No
Partly


1.3.5. Did the candidate perform the necessary evaluation(s), is/are there new scientific finding(s), conclusion(s) and recommendation(s)?
1.3.6. Is/Are there any professionally objectionable solution(s), finding(s), conclusion(s), recommendation(s)?
1.3.7. Is/Are there any professionally objectionable solution(s), finding(s), result(s), conclusion(s), recommendation(s) and if so, how do they affect the product as a whole?
1.3.8. ?

2. Detailed section (each paragraph may be expanded to the necessary extent, even up to several pages. Please do not attach separate pages!).

2.1. Itemized list of the detected deficiencies, with name and/or content:

2.2. List of errors with name and/or content, specific page number, paragraph and line:
2.3. Detailed scientific explanation (including the new (novel) conclusions of the dissertation)

3. Other comments
	
4. Declaration

4.1. Can the attached publications be accepted as the basis for the dissertation?
	Please delete as appropriate.

	
	YES
	
	NO

	4.2. The dissertation is
	
SUITABLE
	
	UNSUITABLE for public debate

	5. Questions: 2-5 questions the candidate must answer in a public defence. The questions must primarily relate to (important) contextual objections.
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