P. J. Š AFÁRIK U NIVERSITY
F ACULTY OF S CIENCE
I NSTITUTE OF MATHEMATICS
Jesenná 5, 040 01 Košice, Slovakia

K. Cechlárová, T. Fleiner and E. Potpinková

Assigning experts to grant proposals and
flows in networks

IM Preprint, series A, No. 1/2013
June 2013

Assigning experts to grant proposals and flows in
networks
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Introduction

Peer review of research proposals, as a democratic decision-making process to allocate R & D resources, controls quality of scientific knowledge by discriminating
between good and bad research, safeguards the professional autonomy of science
and increases the legitimacy of decisions made by research funding agencies. However, this system is also critisized a lot. For example, the authors of [18] and [17]
mention that the ideology of peer review does not hold in practice, producing
several unintended side-effects: poor interrater reliability, operation of an ”old
boy” network, improper influence of program managers on funding decisions, bias
against unknown authors and those affiliated with low-prestige institutions, waste
of time and energy of the best scientists, infringement of proprietary knowledge
and discriminations against innovative, interdisciplinary, and/or nonmainstream
research.
Recently, several empirical studies trying to support or deny these criticisms
of the peer review process appeared. Reinhart [22] studies reliability of the peer
reviews (agreement of the reviewers in their assessments) for grant applications
in biology and medicine submitted to the Swiss National Science Foundation. He
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found a fair correlation, but other studies, e.g. Jayasinghe et al. [26] resulted in
unacceptably low reliabilities. The problem is that reviewers who rated only a
single grant proposal or a small number of proposals do not have a sufficient frame
of reference for translating subjective impressions about the quality of a proposal
onto the numerical scale that constitutes the peer review ratings. Cook et al.
[4] construct a simple and convincing examples showing how different generosity
of reviewers can lead to the final ranking that is in direct contradiction with
their opinions about pairvise comparison of project proposals. To avoid such
pathologies, Jayasinghe et al. [26], Marsch et al. [19] propose and test a new
system in which each of a small number of senior academics read all proposals
within their subdiscipline. Cook et al. [4] suggest that each pair of proposals
should be seen by about the same number of reviewers. However, in their setcovering integer program proposed for solving this task, the number of variables
may explode as the number of project grows, thus preventing an exact solution
for even medium sized problems.
Abramo and d’Angelo [1] compare the peer-review and bibliometrics approach
in national assesment of research in Italy. Their empirical comparison in terms
of accuracy, robustness, validity, functionality, time and costs showed that for the
natural and formal sciences, the bibliometric methodology is by far preferable to
peer-review. However, Langfeldt and Kyvik [17] argue that in the decisions about
the financing the research to be done, peer reviewers who are up to date on the
research frontier and intimately know the work under review, can provide a better
judgement on possible impact and success of the proposed research.
Fang [6] proposes a model of a peer assessed grant based funding system combined with tenure system and overcompetitive research funding review process.
His simulation shows that it takes about two or three generations of researchers
for the mainstream research topic to obtain monopoly supremacy.
To minimize the possible sources of bias, the Korean Science and Engineering
Foundation employs a combination of sighted and blind rewiewers. The former
ones, judged to be minimally connected to the applicant, know his/her identity,
while the latter ones are not allowed to know it. Lee et al. [18] studied this
process by exploring the accuracy of applicant detection by blinded reviewers.
They found that out of 474 responses to questionaires sent to blinded reviewers
approximately one third were able to recognize the applicant accurately.
The problem of assigning experts to project proposals to decide about their
funding has a lot in common with the problem of assigning members of a program
committee (PC for short) to papers submitted to a conference to decide about
their acceptance or rejection. Such conferences often receive great numbers of
submissions, often exceeding 500, and so creating an assignment from scratch by
hand is normally not feasible. There are many online software systems available,
e.g. EasyChair, HotCRP, SoftConf, Linklings, CMT etc, that help in this task.
Assignment algorithms used by them are reviewed e.g. in [14], [25]. Other works,
e.g. [3] describe various approaches used to describe competences of PC members
for individual papers, as for the aim of accepting the best papers (especially if the
acceptance ratio is very small) it is crucial that each paper is evaluated by the
most competent reviewer.
An in-depth study of various combinatorial and computational aspects of the
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reviewer assignment problem is given by Garg. et al. in [9]. Assuming that coverage (each paper is reviewed by a sufficient number of reviewers) and load balance
(everybody reviews approximately the same number of papers) have already been
achieved, the authors concentrate on quality and fairness. They analyze various
criteria showing some cases to be NP-hard and others polynomially solvable. They
also present an experimental evaluation of several variants of their algorithms applied to the submissions of European Symposium on Algorithms 2008.
In this note, we concentrate on the rules for assigning experts to evaluate
project proposals defined by the Slovak Research and Development Agency (SRDA,
from now on only Agency). First, we decribe the process of evaluation of the research proposals. We show how to employ standard methods of the network flow
theory (used in the context of the reviewer assignment problem e.g. in [12], [11],
[13] ) and finally, we present the results obtained by applying these methods to
real data.

2

The Slovak Research and Development Agency

The precise details of the peer review process used by various science funding
organisations widely vary. Reinhart [22] describes the Swiss National Science
Foundation, the rules of National Research Foundation South Africa are reviewed
by Fedderke in [7], Korea Science and Engineering Foundation by Lee, Om and
Koh in [18] etc.
In this section we shall review the research proposal evaluation procedure used
by the Slovak Research and Development Agency for the so called General calls
[28]. The intentions and objectives of a project submitted to a General call can
be defined by the applicant without any constraints and the basic principle for R
& D support is the excellence of the project.
When submitting an application, the applicant chooses a branch of science
from the list given by the Agency. This choice determines the scientific council
(in what follows, simply Council) and in some cases also one of its working groups
(WG for short) that will further handle the application. There are 6 scientific
councils, for Technical sciences, Natural sciences, Medicine sciences, Agriculture
& Forestry sciences, Social sciences and Humanities. The numbers or project
proposals submitted to individual councils in years 2010, 2011 and 2012 are given
in Table 1 [28]. At the time of writing, the results of the evaluation process for
the General call 2012 are not known yet.
Councils needing a more detailed specialization have working groups. For
example, the Council for Natural sciences has 4 working groups: WG for mathematics, physics and computer science, WG for chemical sciences, WG for Earth
sciences and WG for biological sciences. Working groups may contain additional
experts that do not belong to the respective Council. Members of scientific councils and working groups are active scientists who perform the work for SRDA
on top of their other academic duties. Their names and affiliations are publicly
known, published at the web page of the Agency.
The rules of the evaluation procedure are public, also available at the web page
of the Agency [28]. Each submitted research proposal is checked by the SRDA
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Agriculture
and Forestrya

Social
Sciences

103
119
112

66
111
119

26 717
44 864
59 ??

Percentage
supported

Medicine
75
93
88

Number
supported

Natural
Sciences
200
201
163

Total

Technical
Sciences
247
296
278

Humanities

Year
2010
2011
2012

174
166
??

24,27
19,21
??

Table 1: Numbers of proposals in General calls 2010 and 2011
staff for completeness and fulfillment of formal requirements. If formal shortcomings are detected the proposal is excluded from further consideration, otherwise it
is assigned to the indicated Council. For each proposal, the Council nominates an
expert supervisor, a member of the Council. His/her task is to suggest possible reviewers. Let us notice here that the supervisors do not communicate directly with
the suggested reviewers, the communication is performed by the SRDA staff. If
the number of suggested reviewers that accept the task is not sufficient, the SRDA
staff asks the supervisor to suggest more reviewers and the proces is repeated.
After the reports of the reviewers are received, the supervisor summarizes the
expressed views and at a meeting of the Council formulates a funding proposal
for the application. For those scientific councils that have working groups, the
process has one more stage. First, the WG nominates a supervisor from among
its members and another supervisor is nominated by the Council. (Those two
supervisiors might be the same person.) A meeting of the WG suggests funding
proposals for the applications that thematically fall into its specialization, but a
final decision for all the applications belonging to a research branch is made at a
meeting of the Council. Decisions of the scientific councils are final.
To increase the objectivity of the decision process and prevent possible bias,
members of scientific councils and working groups (in what follows, we shall call
these people experts) are not allowed to submit a project proposal during their
service time at SRDA, neither as principal investigators, nor are they allowed
to be members of research teams of such proposals. Moreover, if an expert is
affiliated by an institution participating in some proposal, he/she can act neither
as a supervisor nor as a reviewer of such a proposal, he/she is not allowed to learn
the names of the reviewers of such a proposal and participate in these parts of
the meetings that deal with the proposal (conflict of interest). Starting with the
General call 2012, an expert is not allowed to learn the names of the reviewers of
a proposal, not even in the case when he/she acts as its supervisor. Naturally, the
identity of the supervisors and reviewers of a research proposal are kept hidden
from its applicant.
Before 2011, each proposal was evaluated by three experts who were neither
members of WG nor Councils. The reviewers expressed their evaluation of proposals numerically on the integer scale 0 – 100. The average number of points
awarded by the three reviewers lead to the ordering of projects. To compensate
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for the incompatibility of reviewers’ views, the council or WG had the right to
replace a report of a reviewer whose number of points differed by more than 10
points from the average of the other two reviews. Moreover, the WG and council,
if they had sufficient arguments, could add or take off as many as 10 points from
the obtained average.
Starting with the General call 2011, SRDA changed the evaluation procedure
substantially. Each proposal still has three reviewers, but now one of them must
be a member of the corresponding Council or WG. Moreover, this reviewer must
be different from the supervisor. So for Councils having working groups this rule
means that each project is studied in detail by two or three people from the
Council/WG: a reviewer (who must be different from the next two ones), a WG
supervisor and a Concil supervisor (the two supervisors may be the same person).
Slovakia has a small brain pool and there are relatively few institutions where
research in the same area is performed. Therefore the new rules created a nontrivial combinatorial problem. It is clear that the selection of supervisors cannot
be separated from the selection of experts who should act as reviewers. Take the
following simple example: A working group consists of 3 experts a1 , a2 , a3 , while
only a1 and a2 are members of the respective Council. Suppose that 3 project
proposals p1 , p2 and p3 have been submitted and that the only conflict of interest is between expert a2 and proposal p3 . Imagine that first the supervisors are
nominated in the following way: a1 for p1 , a2 for p2 and a3 for p3 . Then the
only other expert without conflict with proposal p3 is a1 , who can act either as a
reviewer of this proposal or as a supervisor on the council level, but not both. So
the only solution is let a1 be the supervisor of p3 and a1 its reviewer. Obviously,
a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of a feasible assignment is
that for each project there are at least two experts without conflict, moreover,
one of them has to be a member of the Council. However, if the projects are dealt
with one by one, the resulting assignment may give too many projects to some
experts and too many to others. To achieve a better balance, some modifications
of previous decisions might be necessary, but such an iterative process might be
quite time and energy consuming.
In this paper we show how to apply network flow theory for different variants of
the problem of assigning experts to project proposals. While the case of Councils
without working groups boils down to a fairly standard bipartite network flow
problem, the two-stage process is modelled by specially structured networks. In
the concluding part we also formulate a proposal how to use the proposed method
so that also confidentiality will be achieved.

3

Basics of network flows

In this part we recap some basics on network flows. For further notions and
algorithms of network flows the reader is advised to consult any basic textbook
on combinatorial optimization, e.g. [23] or the monograph [2] devoted specifically
to network flows.
Recall that a network is a four-tuple N = (D, s, t, c) where D is a directed
graph with the vertex set V (D) containing two specified vertices (source s and sink
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t), set of arcs E(D) and a nonnegative function c on E(D) representing capacities
of arcs. If the capacities are not constants but functions of some parameter, we
have a parametric flow problem. An assignment f of nonnegative reals to the arcs
such that no arc carries more flow than its capacity and for each vertex different
from s and t the flow conservation condition holds, i.e. the total inflow equals the
total outflow, is called a (feasible) flow. The value m(f ) of flow f is the amount
of flow leaving s, that is the sum of the flow values on arcs leaving s. (It is easy
to see that this is the same as the amount of flow entering t.) A maximum flow
is a feasible flow that attains the maximum value among all feasible flows.
We shall use the following well-known results on of network flows (see e.g.
Corollary 11.2c and Theorem 11.1 in [23]). Just recall the well-known symbols
bxc, dxe for the lower and upper integer part of a number and χP for the characteristic vector of a set P ⊆ E, i.e. χP (e) = 1 if e ∈ P and χP (e) = 0 for all other
elements in E.
Lemma 1 (Integrality Lemma.) Let D = (V, E) be a digraph, s, t ∈ V and
let f be an s − t flow of value k ∈ Z. Then there exists an integer s − t flow f 0 of
value k with bf (e)c ≤ f 0 (e) ≤ df (e)e for each arc e.
Lemma 2 (Flow decomposition Lemma.) Let D = (V, E) be a digraph and
let f : E → R+ . Then f is a nonnegative linear combination of at most |E|
vectors χP where P is a directed path or circuit in D.
There are many well-known efficient algorithms that find a maximum flow in
a given network. Moreover, if capacities are integral then these algorithms automatically find an integral maximum flow. We shall draw the reader’s attention
to the push-relabel algorithm of Goldberg and Tarjan [10] that achieves the com√
putational complexity O(p2 q) in a network with p vertices and q arcs. Gallo,
Grigoriadis and Tarjan [8] showed that this method can be extended to the parametric maximum flow problem at a cost of only a constant factor over the time
to solve one classical maximum flow problem if the parametric capacities behave
in a certain way, which will also be our case.
In this paper we propose two network flow models for assigning experts to
project proposals corresponding to the rules of SRDA. First we deal with the
scientific councils that do not have working groups and then we concentrate on
Councils with working groups. We use fairly standard methods of combinatorial
optimization. Then we present results obtained by applying them to real data
from the General calls 2011 and 2012.

4

Model 1 - each proposal needs one reviewer
and one supervisor

An instance I of the experts assignment problem (EAP for short) is given by
the set A of m experts, the set B of n research proposals and a collection F feasible
expert-proposal pairs. A family M ⊆ F of expert-proposal pairs with labels R
and S (for reviewers and supervisors, respectively) is a feasible assignment for I
if each proposal is a member of exactly one R-pair and exactly one S-pair.
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This model corresponds to a situation of a scientific council that has no working
groups and it is necessary to assign one supervisor and one reviewer (another
person) for each proposal. An expert-proposal pair is considered infeasible if the
particular expert cannot be assigned to the particular proposal in whichever role
because of a conflict of interest.
Let us create a flow network N1λ (I) = (D1 , s, t, c) as follows. Its set of vertices
is V (D1 ) = A ∪ B ∪ {s, t}. For each b ∈ B there is an arc bt with capacity
c(bt) = 2. There is an arc ab for each expert-proposal pair in F with capacity
c(ab) = 1. For each expert a ∈ A there is an arc sa with capacity λ. This
fairly standard construction (apart from the parametrized arcs capacities and two
different roles of experts) was used in the context of reviewer/paper assignment
problem e.g. in [12], [11] or [13]. The following assertion relies on the Integrality
Lemma and does not need an explicit proof (For the time being, labels R and S
can be given arbitrarily obeying the requirements, e.g. of the two experts assigned
to a proposal label R will be given to the one with smaller index).

Figure 1: Model 1
Theorem 3 There is a feasible flow of value 2n in N1λ (I) if and only if there
exists a feasible assignment of experts to proposals such that no expert is assigned
more than λ proposals.
If we set λ = n then Theorem 3 can be used to decide whether a feasible
assignment exists at all. The reader can easily see that the flow along an arc
sa corresponds to the load of expert a, i.e. to the number of proposals that
expert a has to dael with. If we set λ = dn/me then Theorem 3 helps to find a
balanced assignment, assigning approximately the same number of proposals to all
experts. Finding an assignment that minimizes the maximum load of an expert is
equivalent to finding the minimum such λ that N1λ (I) admits an acceptable flow.
Let us denote this λ by λ∗ .
In the following theorem, we show how to balance the R-S assigments. Let us
denote by afR and afS the number of flow arcs leaving vertex a that are labelled R
and S respectively. Here, a flow arc is an arc that carries a nonzero flow.
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Theorem 4 Let f be an acceptable flow. Then there exists an R-S labelling of
flow arcs ab such that |afR − afS | ≤ 1 for each vertex a ∈ A.
Proof. Let us create network M1λ (I, f ) from N1λ (I) by resetting the capacity of
each arc sa to c0 (sa) = df (sa)/2e and each arc bt to 1. Take the flow f 0 = f /2.
Clearly, all the size of f 0 as well as the capacieties of all arcs are integral, by Lemma
1 there exists a flow g in M1λ (I) such that g(e) ∈ {bf (e)/2c, df (e)/2e} for each
arc e ∈ E(D). In particular, g(bt) = 1 for each vertex b ∈ B and g(ab) ∈ {0, 1}
for each feasible pair (a, b). Let us label the arcs ab with g(ab) = 1 with S and
the arcs ab with f (ab) = 1 > g(a, b) = 0 with R. It is easy to see that exactly one
flow arc labelled by S and one flow arc labelled by S will enter each vertex b ∈ B.
Moreover, the number of g-flow arcs leaving each vertex a ∈ A will be equal either
to bf (e)/2c or to df (e)/2e, proving the desired inequality |afR − afS | ≤ 1.
As networks constructed for Model√1 have m + n + 2 vertices and at most mn
arcs, λ∗ can be found in O((m + n)2 mn) steps by using the parametric flow
approch from [8].

5

Model 2

An instance I of the two-level experts assignment problem, 2L-EAP for
short, is specified by the sets of experts A, the set research proposals B, a family
F of feasible pairs, a family F 0 of scientifically close feasible pairs and a subset
A0 ⊆ A. Now each project has to be assigned a reviewer and two supervisors,
for levels 1 and 2 (L1 and L2 supervisors for short). It is required that each L2
supervisor must belong to A0 , L1 and L2 supervisions can be performed by the
same person for any proposal b, however, the reviewer for b must be different from
both supervisors of b.
Now, a feasible solution for I is a subset M of F together with labels R, S1,
S2 and S12 such that
(a) each pair (a, b) ∈ M is labelled either R, S1, S2 or S12 and each pair
(a, b) ∈ M has at most one label,
(b) each b ∈ B is a member of exactly one R-pair in M, and either one S1-pair
and one S2-pair or one S12-pair in M;
(c) if a pair (a, b) ∈ M has label S2 or S12 then a ∈ A0 .
Reflecting the more complex requirements, flow network N2λ (I) = (D2 , s, t, c)
for model 2 is more complicated than the previous ones. The set of vertices is
V (D2 ) = A ∪ U ∪ B R ∪ B S , where B R and B S are two disjoint copies of B and
U := {uab : pair (a, b) ∈ F}.
The arcs in the network D2 are defined in Table 2.
The construction is illustrated in Figure 5 for A = {a1 , a2 , a3 , a4 } with A0 =
{a1 , a2 }, |B| = 2, F 0 = {(a1 , b1 ), (a1 , b2 ), (a3 , b1 ), (a4 , b2 )} and F 0 = F ∪ {(a2 , b1 )}.
Vertices in the sets A and U are in the first and the second column, respectovely;
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arc
sa
auab , uab bR
uab bS
0
uab ua b
bR t, bS t

capacity
for each a ∈ A
if (a, b) ∈ F 0
if (a, b) ∈ F and a ∈ A0
if (a, b) ∈ F 0 , (a0 , b) ∈ F, a ∈ A\A0 and a0 ∈ A0
for each b ∈ B

λ
1
1
1
1

Table 2: Arcs in the network N2λ (I).

Figure 2: Model 2
the third column contains B R and B S . For each project b ∈ B, the two vertices
bR and bS have a common grey oval in their background.
Theorem 5 There is a feasible flow of value 2n in N2λ (I) if and only if there
exists a feasible assignment of experts to proposals for I.
Proof. Assume that we have a feasible assignment. We shall define an acceptable
flow in this network, using the Flow decomposition Theorem, by defining paths
of weight 1.
If a proposal b ∈ B is reviewed by an expert a ∈ A, then we send a flow of
size 1 along the following path:
s → a → uab → bR → t.
Now for each proposal distinguish two cases.
(i) proposal b is L1-supervised and L2-supervised by experts a1 ∈ A and a2 ∈
A0 , respectively. Then we send a partial flow of size 1 along the path
s → a1 → ua1 b → ua2 b → bS → t.
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(ii) proposal b is L1-supervised and L2-supervised by the same expert a ∈ A0 .
Then there is partial flow of size 1 along the path:
s → a → uab → bS → t.
It is easy to see that since a feasible assignment fulfills conditions (a), (b) and (c),
summing these partial flows gives a feasible flow of size 2n in N2 (λ).
Conversely, assume that there exists a flow f of size 2n in Ns (I). Thanks to
Lemma 1, we may assume that f is integral. In particular, f saturates all arcs
entering vertex t and all arcs except those leaving s either carry 0 or unit flow.
As the outflow from vertex bR is 1, the inflow must also be 1, so there is exactly
one a ∈ A such that f (uab bR ) = 1. We define expert a to be the referee of project
b.
Similarly, as the outflow from vertex bS is 1, there is exactly one a ∈ A0 such
that f (uab bS ) = 1. The inflow into vertex uab is also 1 and we distignuish two
cases:
• Arc auab has flow 1 – then we label the pair (a, b) by L12 (i.e. expert a ∈ A0
is the L1 as well as L2 supervisor of project b.
0

• There exists a0 ∈ A such that f (ua b uab ) = 1 – then we label the pair (a, b)
by L2 and pair (a0 , b) by L1 (i.e. project b has two supervisors, a ∈ A0 is L2
supervisor and a ∈ A is the L1 supervisor).
It is easy to see that this assignment fulfills conditions (a) − (c).
In this model we suppose that the work load from L2 supervision of a proposal
is negligible (unless the same expert is also the L1 supervisor of the same proposal),
since the role of L2 supervisor is only at the Council meeting after the reviewers of
the proposal have already been suggested by the L1 supervisor and the proposal
has already been discussed in detailed at the meeting of the WG. Therefore, the
total workload of an expert comes from the number of proposals he/she is assigned
in the role of the reviewer or L1 supervisor. This corresponds to the flow along
the sa arc, so similarly as in Model 1 the worload of experts can be optimized
by choosing the suitable value of parametric capacity on them. Similarly, if we
do not include the arc ab for an expert a ∈ A0 whose expertise is too far from
the topic of project b but allow the arc abS (this was the case of expert a2 in our
example) we enable this expert to be the L2 supervisor of project b but we shall
not let him to be its referee or L1 supervisor.
Finally, the number of vertices as well as arcs in D2 is bounded by O(mn), so
finding the maximum flow in N2 (λ) in polynomial number of steps is possible.

6

Experimental results

We applied the proposed method (Model 2) for the assignment of research proposals to experts in the General call 2011 and 2012 in the Council for Natural
sciences. The numbers of submitted grant applications that belonged to this council in these calls were 201 and 165, respectively. Such numbers of applications are
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already big enough to be dealt with manually, but practically, each working group
handles its ’own’ applications separately.
Working group 1 (for mathematics, physics and informatics) consists of 10
experts represented by letters K, L,. . . , T. Experts L, N and S are members
of the council. The numbers of proposals submitted to this working group in
years 2011 and 2012 were 48 and 34, respectively. Our method gave the results
shown in Tables 3 and 4. Its columns contain the numbers of proposals assigned
to individual experts for reviewing, L1 supervision and L2 supervision. We can
see that when taking into account the total load of experts, a highly balanced
assignment has been achieved in both cases.

Reviewer
L1 Supervisor
L1 Supervisor
Total load

K

L

M

N

O

P

Q

10
0
0
10

0 10 0
10 0 10
10 0 12
10 10 10

8
2
0
10

10 5
0 5
0 0
10 10

R

S

T

5 0
5 10
0 12
10 10

0
6
0
6

Table 3: Numbers of assigned proposals in General call 2011 using Model 2

K

L

M

N

O P

Q

R

S

T

7
0
0
7

0
7
17
7

7
0
0
7

0
7
17
7

6
1
0
7

5
2
0
7

2
3
0
5

0
7
17
7

1
6
0
7

Reviewer
L1 Supervisor
L1 Supervisor
Total load

6
1
0
7

Table 4: Numbers of assigned proposals in General call 2012 using Model 2
However, another disbalance can be observed. Notice that the members of the
Council perform almost all supervision, also on the L1 level, while the refereeing
tasks are assigned almost exclusively to non-members of the Council. Let us stress
here that the flow method allows also a finer expression of preferences of experts:
it is possible to incorporate special wishes for refereeing or supervision (because
of e.g. the good knowledge of the area of the respective proposal) by fixing the
unit flow along some arcs. The new assignments are given in Tables 5 and 6.

Reviewer
L1 Supervisor
L1 Supervisor
Total load

K

L

M

N

O

P

Q

R

S

T

4
4
0
8

3 6
6 4
17 0
9 10

4
7
17
11

5
5
0
10

6
5
0
11

6
5
0
11

7 4
6 6
0 17
13 10

6
3
0
9

Table 5: Numbers of assigned proposals in General call 2011 - fine tuning
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Reviewer
L1 Supervisor
L1 Supervisor
Total load

K

L

M

N

O

P

Q

R

S

T

4
3
0
7

1
6
10
7

4
3
0
7

2
3
12
5

3
4
0
7

4
3
0
7

4
3
0
7

4
3
0
7

3
4
12
7

5
2
0
7

Table 6: Numbers of assigned proposals in General call 2012 - fine tuning
Our final remark deals with the confidentiality requirements. The assignments
can be constructed by a trusted third party after eliciting the scientific preferences
of the experts based on the keywords or titles of the projects. The total confidentially as to the names of the referees and supervisors is practically impossible,
since at the evaluation meeting personal statements of the assigned experts is
necessary. The most important message of this note is to show that it is possible
to construct highly balanced and professionally sound experts assignment without
the need of lengthy and complicated personal negotiations.
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