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My background:

• Affiliated with the Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences at UGent and the VIB Inflammation Research Center

• Fundamental biomedical researcher investigating the cellular and molecular mechanisms by which particular 
signaling pathways regulate health and disease, using mouse models of inflammatory and infectious diseases
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My background:

• Affiliated with the Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences at UGent and the VIB Inflammation Research Center

• Fundamental biomedical researcher investigating the cellular and molecular mechanisms by which particular 
signaling pathways regulate health and disease, using mouse models of inflammatory and infectious diseases

My experience in COST review panels:

• Member of the review panel on ‘Biomedical networks for a healthier population: prevention to treatment of 
diseases, family care, healthier childhood and aging’ (COST Open Call 2018-2)

• Member of the review panel on ‘Joining forces through biomedical networks for a healthier population’ 
(COST Open Call 2019-1)
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The COST proposal Evaluation and Selection Process



• COST proposal peer review is double blind
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• Three remote ‘Independent External Experts (IEEs)’ score Q1-Q10 and list ‘strengths’ and ‘weaknesses’ for each Q
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• Three remote ‘Independent External Experts (IEEs)’ score Q1-Q10 and list ‘strengths’ and ‘weaknesses’ for each Q



• After submission of three independent review reports one of the IEEs acts as the ‘rapporteur’ that drafts a consensus 
evaluation report (CER), which eventually is submitted for approval (or not) by the other IEEs and the review panel member 

responsible for the proposal



• One IEE is the ‘rapporteur’ and is responsible for drafting the CER

• One review panel (RP) member overviews/moderates the CER drafting but does not evaluate the proposal!
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• And sometimes this is not easy…
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• One IEE is the ‘rapporteur’ and is responsible for drafting the CER

• One review panel (RP) member overviews/moderates the CER drafting but does not evaluate the proposal!

• Comments in a CER should not contain factual errors:



• After submission by the rapporteur, the CER needs to be approved by the other IEEs as well as by the RP member

• Consensus is not imposed, each IEE as well as the RP member are free to ‘not approve’ the CR



• Step 2 happens in 2 phases:

1. Remote preliminary quality check of the CER by one or two review panel members.

2. Review panel meeting for final quality check of CERs and ranking the proposals.



1. Remote preliminary quality check of the CER by one or two review panel members.

→ CERs fall in two categories: the approved ones and the non-approved ones

→ CERs that were approved by all IEEs and by the RP member are edited/pre-validated by the RP member that was responsible 
for the proposal (no change of mark)



1. Remote preliminary quality check of the CER by one or two review panel members.

→ CERs fall in two categories: the approved ones and the non-approved ones

→ CERs that were not approved are edited/pre-validated by the RP member that was responsible for the proposal together with 
an additional independent RP member (change of mark possible)



2. Review panel meeting for final quality check of CERs and ranking the proposals.

• Ad hoc RP meetings are held in Brussels and last 2,5 days

• Different RPs based on the expertise meet at the same time, the meeting is started by a plenary session

• 6-8 experts in each RP, assisted by 2-3 COST Scientific Officers 

• Also RP members are blind to the proposers’ identities

• RP ensures the quality and consistency of the CR and scores (already during step 1)

• If needed change the marks within the range of marks provided by the IEEs. In that case IEEs are notified.

• Rank the proposals according to score

• Identify emerging topics and trends and prepare report for the COST Scientific Committee



This is the situation at the start of the RP meeting:

2. Review panel meeting for final quality check of CERs and ranking the proposals.



This is what is told to the applicants:

2. Review panel meeting for final quality check of CERs and ranking the proposals.



This is the hard reality across the different Review Panels (2019-2 open call):

2. Review panel meeting for final quality check of CERs and ranking the proposals.



This is the hard reality in Review Panel 1 (2018-1 open call):

2. Review panel meeting for final quality check of CERs and ranking the proposals.
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Thank you for your attention and good luck with your application!
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