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SUMMARY OF THIS DOCUMENT

For applicants

Within Pillar 3, applicants can submit thematic interdisciplinary prejgubjectsthat responds to one or
more priorities developed in the call text) and/or-fended projecs (in response to a céunded priority
that both BELSPO alfah)other federal administratio(s) have committed to funjl

In both cases, submission must be doria the online submission platform of the BRAId& 2.0
programme.

For a thematic interdisciplinary project, a ppeoposal must be submitted beforehand (deadlire
November2021). This preproposal offers a raw outline of what the full project will kewill be evaluated

and only the best ranked p#eroposals will be given a chance to further be developed into a full proposal
(deadline submissianl February 2022). The cuff line is three times the available budget for the
thematic interdisciplinary mjects (6,8Me 0 @ ¢-§tep s a Daveitih the BRAB evaluation
procedure Another novelty is the possibility for applicants to respandritingto questions from remote
experts(rebuttal stage)n preparation of the panel meeting

For aco-funded priority, applicants need to submit an Expression of Interest (deadliNevembe2021)

to enable BELSPO to prepare the evaluation well in advance of the deadline for submitting the full
proposal (deadlinel February2022. During the evaluadin procedureof their full proposal, applicants

will get the possibility to respond in writing to questions from remote expersbuttal stage)in
preparation of the panel meeting

Forboth projecttypes, the programme allows applicants to seek scieniifinovation and go beyond the

state of the art and/or to develop new tools and methodologies or to stay within the state of the art using
existing methods to produce relevant data and results for Belgium. The evaluation is made sensitive to
the pathway clesen by the applicant.

For evaluators

There are two types of evaluators:

1 those who evaluate a few numbeixf full proposals within the narrow angle of their discipline;
these are calledemote They evaluate projects remolg unaware of the work of their peers for
the same project(s).

1 Panel membersvho adopt an embracing (helicopter) view on all projeotprovide BELSPO with
a Funding proposal. While there is no interaction between remote evaluators, interaction
between panel members over all projects to be discussed is paramount. It is the same panel who
will evaluate the preand full proposals. Thisnsures internal coherence along the evaluation
process.

The guiding principle of the evaluation is scientific excellence. Excellence cannot be narrowed down to
scientific innovation, since this programme allows for projects that do not per se seek timmowatheir
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topic or in their methodology, but rather seek to produce valuable and missing results for Belgian
decisionmakers and/or other stakeholders.

For the thematic interdisciplinary projesitthe evaluation steps are the following: in a firsest pre
proposals are evaluated by the panel membdesch panelmember will be tasked with a number of
projects and he/she will fuel the discussion in the plenary panel session. A ranking is produced by the
panel: the best preproposals that exhaust 3 ties the budget for the thematic project will be offered the
chance to develop a full ppmsal The panemembersarealso tasked to finalise theonsensugvaluation

reports of the preproposals.

In a second stage, full proposals are evaluated remotetlyindependently by 4 "remote evaluators".
These can address questions to applicants Wheethe possibility to respond (rebuttal stage).

In a third stage, each panel memberattributedthe full proposalshe/she was assigned to in the pre
proposal evalation phase. d/she will take note of the #nhdividual remoteevaluations and the rebuttal
for these proposaldéo compose adraft consensusvaluation report to be discussed in panel. A final
ranking of proposals is produced by the panel along widfinalisedconsensugvaluation reports.

Itis important to note that panel members and remote evaluators do not assign scores to each evaluation
item. We have stepped away from this subjective system and replaced it by an evaluation malichin

for each criterion, evaluators are asked to adhere toappreciation(sentence that captures best the

way the project is positionedgainsteach criterion.

In a final step, the Advisory Committee of Pillar 3 (a permanent advisory body) wikewiie evaluation
process and provide advice on thanelFunding scenario. This funding scenario is communicated to the
secretary of state in charge of Science Policy for approval. Upon this approval, research contracts are
concluded with the selected &ms.

For the cefunded projects, the same steps apply: each project is assigned to a panel member who drafts
a final evaluation report after discussion in panel. Proposals are ranked {fended priorityin a funding
scenario. The budget dedicated tbet cafunded projects is such that all can be selected if there is a
match with a positively evaluated team. In case several teams compete for the same project, only the
best proposal shall be retained.

The following pages provide detailed informatiorr fapplicants and evaluators on all of these issues
briefly summarised here.

BRAINBE 2.0 Call for proposal2022-2023 5/44
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This document addresses the submission and evaluation procedure for PIBLAR

This guide i;ntended both for BRAHWe 2.0 Aplicantsand Evaluators

TRANSPAREN®GYhe principle and philosophy behind these guidelifidmr aimisto providecoherent,
readily,and simple information

Please note that all project proposalmcluding Expressions of Interestd Pre-proposals MUST be
submitted via theonline SUBMISSION platformsing thetemplatesprovided within it.

b2 LINRPLRAIE 2N S@OLFtdzZ G§A2y gAft 06S I OOSLIWISR AT &Sy

Access to thenline submission and evaluatioplatform via the link:
https://brain-be.belspo.be

Detailed guidelines explaining the technical issues related to the online submaission
evaluationprocedure can be found on tH8RAINbe websitevia the link:
https://www.belspo.be/telspo/brain2be/call_open_en.stm
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AVAILABLE DOCUMENTS

‘ BRAINbe 2.0 WEBSITE

The following documents are available on BRAINbe 2.0 website:
https://www.belspo.be/belspo/brainZbe/call_open_en.stm

Information file: general information on the programme and tted!

Evaluators eligibility: eligibility rules of proposexperts for the evaluation of the proposal
Submission and evaluation guidelines Pillar 1

Submission and evaluation guidelines Pillar 2

Submission and evaluation guidelireiiar 3(the present document)overview proposal content
and corresponding evaation criteria for the promoters and evaluators

Prevview of documents available in the Submission Platform

Evaluation matrix: overview detailed evaluation ratings

Budget rules: overview proposal's budget rules for different project partners

Platform submis®n guidelines: informatin on the use of the platform for submission
Institution Request Form

Strategic Committee memberBillais 1, 2 and 3

FAQ

=A =4 =4 =4 =N

= =4 =4 =8 =8 =8 =4

BRAINbe 2.0 SUBMISSION PLATFORM

9 Preproposals are introduced by filling out fields directly in BiRAINbe 2.0 online
SUBMISSION platfornThere are nather extra documents to complete.

9 Full proposals have both fields to be directly filled out in the platform, and documents
need to be downloaded, completed, and uploaded to 8RAINbe 2.0 online SUBMISSIO
platform.

The following documentgor Full proposalsaare availableon the BRAINbe 2.0 online SUBMISSION
platform: https://brain-be.belspo.be/home/brairbe.asp

Applicants must Log In to the platform to access them. These docunfiemplates) must be used
compulsorily unless otherwise stated:

Proposal descrifpon (Word file)

Gantt chart (Excel file)

Ethics form (Word file)

Cash or irkind commitment letter(from institutions/organisations which are not partners of the
project) ¢ non mandatoryfor thematic proposals; mandatory for danded proposalg¢Word file)
Data management plan form (Word file)

Followup committee letter of intent; non mandatory (Word file)

=A =4 =4 =4

= =
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1.1. THE DIFFERENT TYPES OF PROJECTS BOHHERENT PILLARS

The BRAINe 2.0 programme finances different types of project (ThenmatdCofunded), implemented
within its 3Pillars as follows:

9 Pillar 1:Thematic andCofundedprojects.
1 Pillar 2:Thematic andCofundedprojects.
9 Pillar 3:Thematic and G&unded projects.

The submission and evaluation procedure depends on the project type and the Pillar, as shown in the
figure below. Overall, each proposal is submitted in two steps: (i) Expression of Interestpoopusal,

and (ii) FulProposal. Because of the two options in step (i), the evaluation procedure follows different
paths.

i

Pillar 1
Pillar 2
Pillar 3
Co-Funded Co-Funded

1.2. OVERVIEW OF THE SUBMISEHWOALUATION PROCEDURE IN PR LAR

This document addressethe submission and evaluation procedure fEHLLAR.

Below you will find the general schemas of the submission and evaluation procedorePILLARS,
which will bedetailed in the subsequent sections.
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Thematic proposals
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I I I Pre-proposal Feedback
i — - Panel evaluation sy i i
Pillar 3 Pre-proposal Panel Report for applicants.
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Full proposal Individual evaluations Panel evaluation
remote
evaluation Includes questions
for applicants. I
uestions — | ¢ ’ I
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from applicants.

Caofunded proposals

o,
2t
— o000 _I ; s ;
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Individual evaluations Panel evaluation
E— remote
evaluation Includes questions

for applicants.
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Written answers S
from applicants.

Questions
are extracted.
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Feedback for applicants.
Also transmitted to the
Advisory Committee.

Consensus
Report

Highly recommended for funding

- Recommended for funding
Not recommended for funding

Panel Funding
Scenario(s)

Panel Funding Scenario(s): working document for the
Advisory Committee in the ‘Selection’ phase.
Not transmitted to applicants.

Feedback for applicants.
Also transmitted to the
Advisory Committee.

Consensus
Report

Highly recommended for funding
Recommended for funding
Not recommended for funding

Panel Funding
Scenario(s)

Panel Funding Scenario(s): working document for the
Advisory Committee in the ‘Selection’ phase.
Not transmitted to applicants.

belspo
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PHASE: PROPOSAL SELECTION BY ADVISORY COMRHAEEA) & FINAL SELECTION BY SHERETARY OF STIRHASEB)

Thematicand Cofunded proposals

Consensus I
Report
Panel Funding
Scenario(s)

Not recommended
for funding proposals
are not considered.

o9 _
H Mintes Note to the
ﬁ q
Advi Secretary of
mitte i State
Committee AdV|s.ory
Committee

Funding Scenario

Final Selection
of proposals
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2. THEMATIC PROPOSALS

PHASE 1: [ Pre-proposal ] i. Pre-proposal submission

Submission

Full-proposal ii. Full proposal submission

[

[ Pre-proposal ] i. Remote panel evaluation
@ D
PHASE 2:

[

[

[

e |
Scientific [
[

[

[

[

ii. Individual evaluation

peer-reviewed iii. ‘Rebuttal’ (answer to questions from individual evaluators)

evaluation

Full-proposal
iv. Preparation of the panel meeting

v. Physical panel meeting (or remote, depending on sanitary conditions)

4

) @

PHASE 3:
Selection of Full-proposal

i. Selection of proposals by Advisory Committee

| R S S N S NS e N

proposals

L ) ii. Final selection of proposals by Secretary of State

2.1. PHASE 1SUBMISSION PROCEDURE

2.1.1. PREPROPOSARUBMISSION

Deadline for Preproposals:
Tuesday 9 November 2021 @14h00

Applicantsmust submit Preproposak on the online BRAIN)e 2.0 SUBMISSION Platforif the Pre
proposal does not comply with theubmission rulesis not completeor has not been submitted in time,
it will not be considered for evaluation, and the subsequent full proposal will not be accepted.

The Preproposal will focus on the scientific aspects and impact of the proplisaill contain:

The titleandacronym of the project

The topic of the call, duration, and budgeingeof the project

The name and contact details of the project partner(s)

A summary of the project

The description of the projedhcluding: (ascope (b) objecties, state of the art, methodology

and expected results, and (c) impact.

1 The name and contact details of4scientific experts capable of assessing the proposal. See also
document Evaluators eligibility'

1 The name and contact details of 2 ngrata scientific experts that will be excluded from the
evaluation of the proposal (optional).

1 6 keywords

= =4 =4 =4 =

BRAINBE 2.0 Call for proposal2022-20213 1144



belspo

Note that in a preproposal, it is preliminary to ask applicants to develop the way their project will be
implemented. Therefore, implementation will not be evaluated at this stage

Theacronym andcontent of the pre-proposaldescriptionmust remain the same athe full proposal
Changes in the project partnership (changes in participating institute(s), includgrgptirdination role)
can only be accepted after the explicit approval of BELSPO.

2.1.2. FULLPROPOSARUBMISSION

Deadline for Full proposals:
Tuesday 1 February 2022 @14h00

As aresult of the Prproposal evaluation, all applicants will be informelether they have been selected
to submit a Full proposal or not.

Applicantsmust submitthe Full Roposalvia the online BRAINoe 2.0 SUBMISSICMatform. Only those
applicants having received a positive ffm@posal evaluation will have access to the migsion platform.

If the Full Proposal does not comply with the submission ryliesnot completer has not been submitted
in time, it willnot beconsideredor evaluation

Theproposalwill contain(see section Available Documehts

=

The title,acronymand summanpof the project

The topic of the call and duration of the project
The name and contact details of tpeojectpartner(s)
The proposal description

GANT chart

Budget table

Data management plan form

Ethics form

Contribution commitment lettelg optional
Followup committee letter of intent; optional

=2 =A=A=4 =4 =4 8 =8 =4

The content of the Full proposal cannot vary from that of the-pheposal. Changes in the project
partnership (changes in participating institute(s), including the coordination role) can only be accepted
after the explicit approval of BELSP@ronym and keywords must also remain the same.
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2.2. PHASR: SCIENTIFIC PEERVIEWEEBVALUATION PROCEDURE

The selection oproposalss based on amternational peefreviewevaluation that guarantees scientific
excellence and the alignment of the projects with federal priorities, incluthiegesearch strategies of
one or more FSIg heprocedure organisedby BELSP@evelopsas follows.

1 Preproposal evaluation
i. Remotepanelevaluation

1 Full proposal evaluation:
ii. Individualremote written evaluation
ili. 'Rebuttal' (answer to questions from individual evaluators
iv. Preparation of the panel meeting
v. Physical pnelmeeting(a remote meeting will bbeld if sanitary conditions do not allow
for a physical gathering)

Evaluation criteria are described rart Il: Criteria

2.2.1. PREPROPOSAL EVALUATION: REMOTE PANEL

EachPre-proposalwill be examined by panel, the same who will assess the Full proposals. The panel
will be composed by independent experts, generalists in the thematic prianityspecialists in impact.
BELSPO is responsible for composingphieel

The @mnelwill be organised in a virtual manndPanel membersvill assess the Prproposals and rank
them. Theywill review the scope, objectives, state of the art, methodology and expected results, as well
as the impact of the project.

Each member of the Pahwill be tasked to evaluata number ofprojects. He/she will draft araft
consensus repoffor each of thes@re-proposals. These reports will beade availabléo the other panel
members for discussionn preparation of the panel meeting and duringetipanel meeting itselfPre
proposal consensugportswill be finalised during the panel meeting

The panel discussiorwill lead to a ranking of the proposals andttee finalisation of the preproposal
consensus reportsncorporaingthe panel discussions.

The cutoff line of preproposals that will be invited to go forward ame further developed into a full
proposal is set at three times the available budd®bposals underneath this threshold will not evolve
into a Full proposal

The 3-time budgetthreshold will be calculatedbased on the estimated budget perted in the pre
proposals specified irthe followingsize categorieé &Yl ff ofpnn nnneov X YSRAdzY
YR f I NBS Thefmpmum gligiblecbiodgsti | NR dzy R mae @

Theconsensuseports of the preproposalswill be anonymised and made availabt® applicants.
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The evaluation criteria are detailed PART Ibf this document. Evaluators will assess these aspects of
the proposal using the scale given in th@cumentEvaluation Matrix

Poor -
Insufficient
information High quality Exceptional
Reasonable - Very high
Good quality quality

Pre-proposal panel evaluation criteriadPART H PREPREPOSAEYALUATION
Evaluation Matrix https://www.belspo.be/belspo/brain2be/call open en.stm

Criteria will be weighted as follows:

THEMATIC PREROPOSALS CRITERIA WEIGHT
Objectives, State of the Art, Methodology and Expected resul 50%
Impact 50%

2.2.2. FULL PROPOSAL EVALUNTINDIVIDUAL REMOTE WRITTEN EVALUATION

For eachFull proposal, an individualritten evaluationwill be performed by a set of 4 international
independentexpertshaving an adequate combined expertise to evaluate the research praf@REaEPO
is responsible for composing this remotég NAevaludtign tean@with experts from BELSPO's own
database and expestsuggested by the applicants

The written evaluation takes place remotely, thi& online BRAINbe 2.0EVALUATIORatform, based

on an evaluation formDuring this assessmentthe expertswill only have access thé proposals they
will evaluate.They will not know who the other 3 reviewers are for that proposal, nor will they have
accesst& I OK 20 KSNDa SGFtdz GA2ya

Each reviewer wilhssesghe proposal and provide commentonsideringa variety of (sub)criteria,
namely in the followingategories:

In/out of scope
Scientific quality
Quality and efficiency of the implementation

1
1
|l
1 Impact

1 In/out of scope serves only to discard proposals that are not within the scope of the Call and Wwél caninted as criterion
F2N) GKS WAOASYUATAO NIyl1Ay3IQ0d
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The individuakvaluationcriteria are detailel in PART Ibf this document Evaluators will assess these
aspects of the proposal using the scale givethéndocumentEvaluation Matrix

Poor -
Insufficient
information High quality Exceptional
Reasonable - Very high
Good quality quality

Individual evaluation criteriaPART HFULL PROPOSALS INDIVIDUAL REMOTE EVALUA
Evaluation Matrix https://www.belspo.be/belspo/brain2be/call open en.stm

Besides assessing the full proposatsnote experts wilproduce questionsgn view of clarifyingaspects
of the proposal. Thesguestions will be gathered by BELSPO, made anonymous, and transmitted to the

applicants.

' The individual evaluations areither communicated to the
. Advisory Committee®f the programmenor to the applicants

2.2.3. FULL PROPOSEVALUATION: 'REBUTTAL'

Applicants will providevritten answers for the questions posed by thendividualremote evaluators,
which will be joined to their individual evaluations, and transmitted to the pamainbers

2.2.4. FULL PROPOSAL EVALUATRREPARATION OF THE PANEL MEETING

BELSPO will compile the individual evaluations for each proposal together with the answers provided by
the applicants and transmit them to the Panel.

Each panel member will be tasked poepare a draft consensugport for the full proposalshe/she
evaluated in the preproposal stageThe same process of the pmroposalpanelis repeated herethe
draft consensuseports will be made available to the panel memhdoseventuallyreadjusts ando fuel
the discussion in thplenary session

BRAINBE 2.0 Call for proposal2022-2023 15/44
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In preparation of the panel meetinELSPO will:

1. Translaéthe appreciations given to each sghterionin the draft consensuisito numericscores
(from 1 for "poor-insufficient' to 5 for "exceptional)

2. Add the scores of theub-criteria to obtain a total for each criterion

Add these scores over the three categories: Science quality/implementation/impact

4. Perform a weighted sum of the criteria in the following way:

w

THEMATICULEPROPOSALS CRITERIA WEIGHT
Scientific quality 50%
Quiality and efficiency of the implementation 20%
Impact 30%

Each proposal has consequently one single overall score. Therefore, proposals can be ranked
arithmetically. This ranking serves as input to the discussion in the pemelbutcome of this discussion
is a finalised rankindg®@nel Funding Scenalio

2.2.5. FULL PROPOSAL EVALUATION: PHYSICAL PANEL MEETING
If sanitary conditions allow, BELSPO will orgaajsteysical Rnel meeting

The Panel will be composed of expdntsving the broadest possible expertise on the subjects addressed
in the Call within the dedicated Pillar. These will have not participated to the remote evaluation in the
Calf, but will be the samavho evaluated thePre-proposals The number okxperts in the Panel will
depend on the topics and expertise that need to be covered.

Prior to the meeting, achpand memberwill have access to

the Full proposalsandrespectivePre-proposalsand Pre-proposal consensus reports

the Compiledindividual evaluations(anonym)

the answers to the questionposed by the Individual evaluators for each proposal

the pre-drafted Consensus Report

the pre-drafted Panel Funding Scenari@ documentranking the proposals according to their
score)

E NE I T

During the meetingthe panel member who has prafted the Consensus Repaosill present each
proposal followed bya discussiornPanel memberwill reach an agreemenegarding the position of the
proposalin the Panel Funding Scenai®) and the content of theConsensus Repartbased on the
documents provided.

2 In/out of scope serves only to discard proposals that are not within the scope of the Call and will not be counted as criteri
F2NJ 6KS WaOASYGATAO NIylAYy3IQO®

3 In case of need and as a lassource BELSPO may call upand® members to perform remote evaluations, in the same way
that if somePanel member finds him/herself unable to attend, we may invite a remote expert tédnel.
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PANEL FUNDING SCENARIO
ThePanel Funding Scenaritbased on th@re-drafted document which ranks the proposals according to

their score will classify all proposals according to the individual evaluation criteriacandidering the
panel evaluation criterigsee alsiPART HFULL PBPOSALS PANEL EVALUATION

Budget availability

Complementarities and/or overlaps between proposals

The coverage of the thematic priorities of the Call

The coherence of the proposals with the strategic objectives (scope) of the Pillar
The coherence of therpposals with the philosophy Ghematic projects

The coverage in terms of participating research institutfons

Critical mass

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 A =4

Factoringin the panel evaluation criteria, the panel may produce one or more rankings, which will be
proposed asanelFunding Scenario($d the Advisory CommitteelhePanelFunding Scenario(syill be
accompanied by a document explaining the ranking.

ThePanel Funding Scenag®)will classify the proposals into:

1 Highly recommended for funding
1 Recommended for funding
1 Not recommended for funding

The Panel may list the proposals within each gatg by order of preference fdunding orput them in
alphabetic order within each category.

CONSENSUS REPORT

TheConsensu&eport will consist of appreciations and comments for the different (sub)critétriaill be
based on the information extracteftom the Compiled evaluations, pmrafted by one of the panel
members, and the discussions held in the panel meeting.

At this stage, theConsensus Repors definitive. It will not be modified in the subsequeé steps of the
evaluation andit will be used as feedback for the applicaotsce the selection of proposals has been
made

For the sake of transparency and to provide the opportunity to improve their proposal(s
in the future,applicantswill receivean anonymisedversion of their Consensusdport(s)

4 Priority will be given to proposals in which one or mBf&ls are involved. In addition, preference will be given to proposals
composed of partners from different communities and/or that cover the Belgian territory.
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2.3. PHASB: SELECTION OF PROPOSALS

2.3.1. SELECTION OF PROPOSALS FORMULATED BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

TheAdvisory Committeeis composel of foreignand nationalexperts. A balance is sought between the
national experts of the FSIs, of Belgian universities/research instjtaneldederal departments.

EachAdvisory Committeewill receive the following documents:

Summary of the proposals

Panel Funding Scenarios(s)

Panel Reparexplaining the Panel Funding Scenario(s)
Consensus Repodf each proposal

=A =4 =4 =

Based on these documents, and on the criteria and the rules explained hereunder, the Advisory
Committee will perform a strategic selection of the proposals, ddligeanAdvisory Committee Funding
Scenario

The following aspects will beonsidered Ay NBf I GA2Yy (2 GKScomfeemesl  LINR
and domains of expertis@vhen formulating am\dvisory Committee Funding Scenatio be transmitted
to the Secretary of State

Alignment of the proposal

Added value of the proposal

Contribution of the proposal to creating a critical mass
Coverage in terms of participating research institutibns

= =4 =4 =4

The Advisory Committee will formulatenaAdvisory Committee Funding Scenarimonsideringthe
following rules:

T LY bh OFrasS gAftf LINBLRalFfa RSSYSR WwW2dzi 2F &a02LJS
f InNOcasewillprgpal £t & RSSYSR Wy2i NBO2YYSYRSR T2NJ TdzyR
T LY bh OFasS g¢gAff LINRBLRAalIfa RSSYSR WKAIKEf& NBO2

Advisory Committee believes the proposal falls outside federal competance€ { L & Q S E LIS NJi

‘2.3.2. FINAL SELEC@N OF PROPOSALS FORMULATED BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE

Thedecision on thdinal selection of proposals to be fundéslmade by th&ecretary of Statén charge
of the FederalScience Polichased orthe Advisory Committee Fundingcgnaria
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. COFUNDEIPROPOSALS

PHASE 1: [ Eol

] i. Expression of interest submission

Submission

[ Full-proposal

J ii. Full proposal submission

@ N [ ii. Individual evaluation }
SPSeA:tElf?c [ iii. ‘Rebuttal’ (answer to questions from individual evaluators) }

. Full-proposal

peer-reviewed . . .
evaluation [ iv. Preparation of the panel meeting }
0 4 [v. Physical panel meeting (or remote, depending on sanitary conditions) }
(

PHASE 3: [i. Selection of proposals by Advisory Committee }

Selection of Full-proposal
proposals 9 [ii. Final selection of proposals by Secretary of State }

3.1. PHASE 1: SUBMISSI

ON PROCEDURE

3.1.1. EXPRESSION OF

INTEREST

Deadline for Expressions of Interest:
Tuesday 9 November 2021 @14h00

Prior to submitting a&Cofundedproposal applicantsmustfirst submitan Expression dinterest (Eol) via

the online BRAINbe 2.0 SUBM
not been submitted in timend/

ISSION Platforththe Eooes not comply with the submission rulésis
or is not completeit will be impossible to submit a Full proposal. Eols do

not constitute a step inhe evaluation process; they will be used by BELSPO to seek foreign experts for

the evaluation of the research
The Eol will contain:

The title and acronym

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

proposals.

of the project

The duration, and estimated budget of the project

A brief description of th intended project

The name and contact details of the foreseen partner(s)

The name and contact details of4scientific experts capable of assessing the proposal. See also

document Evaluators eligibility'
1 The name and contact details of 2 ngrata saéntific experts that will be excluded from the
evaluation of the proposal (optional).

1 6 keywords
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The description of the project is understood as an early stage of reflexion. The content of the description
in the full proposal may vary from that of the Eolsome extent. However, it cannot diverge to the point
that the expertise mobilised for the evaluation of the proposal will become irrelevant. Changes
concerning the partners (including the coordinator) are accepted. Acronym and keywords must remain
the same.

3.1.2. FULL PROPOSAL SUBMISSION

Deadline for Full proposals:
Tuesday 1 February 2022 @14h00

Applicantsmust submitthe Full Proposal via the online BRA¢ 2.0 SUBMISSION Platform

If the Full Proposal does not comply with the submission rules, is not complete or has not been submitted
in time, it will not be considered for evaluation.

The proposal will contairsée section Available Docemts):

The title, acronymdurationand summary of the project
The name and contact details of the project partner(s)
The proposal description

GANTT chart

Budget table

Data management plan form

Ethics form

Contribution commitment lette; optional
Followup committee letter of intent; optional

A =A=A=8 4 =8 -8 a2

The content of the description in the Full proposal may vary from that of the Eol to some extent. However,
it cannot diverge to the point that the expertise mobilised for the evaluation of the proposal will become
irrelevant. Changes concerning the partners (including the coordinator) are accepted. Acronym and
keywords must also remain the same.

3.2. PHASE 2: EVALUATION PROCEDURE

The selection of proposals is based on an international p@gew evaluatiorof the Full proposalthat
guarantees scientific excellence and the alignment of the projects with federal priorities, incthding
research strategies of one or more ESlse procedure, organised by BELSPO, develops as follows.

i. Individual remote written evaluation

ii. 'Rebuttal' (answer to questions from individual evaluators)

iii. Preparation of the panel meeting

iv. Physical panel meetinga remote meeting will be held if sanitary ditions do not allow for
a physical gathering)
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Evaluation criteria are described Rart |l: Criteria

3.2.1. FULL PROPOSAL EVALUATION: INDIVIDUAL REMOTE WRITTEN EVALUATION

For each Full proposal, an individual wnittevaluation will be performed by a set of 4 international
independent experts having an adequate combined expertise to evaluate the research proposal. BELSPO

Ad NBaLRyaaofS F2N) O2YLRaAy3ad GKAA NBY20S WogNRGGS
database and experts suggested by the applicants.

The written evaluation takes place remotely, via tdine BRAINoe 2.0 EVALUATION Platforimased

on an evaluation form. During this assessment, the experts will only have access to the proposals they
will evaluate. They will not know who the other 3 reviewers are for that proposal, nor will they have

I 00Saa G2 SIFIOK 20KSNRa S@lftdad GAzyao

Each reviewer will assess the proposal and provide comments considering a variety of (sub)criteria,
namely in thefollowing categories:

In/out of scope

Scientific quality

Quality and efficiency of the implementation
Impact

=A =4 =4 =2

The individual evaluation criteria are detailedRART Ibf this document. Evaluators will assess these
aspects of the proposal using the scale given inBhaluation Matrixdocument

Poor -
Insufficient
information High quality Exceptional
Reasonable - Very high
Good quality quality

Individual evaluation criteriaPART HFULL PROPOSALS INDIVIDUAL REMOTERAFVON
Evaluation Matrix https://www.belspo.be/belspo/brain2be/call open en.stm

Besides assessing the full proposals, remote experts will produce questions in dlasifging aspects
of the proposal. These questions will be gathered by BELSPO, made anonymous, and transmitted to the
applicants.

' The individual evaluations areither communicated to the
Advisory Committee®f the programmenor to the applicants
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3.2.2. FULL PROPOSAL EVALUATION: 'REBUTTAL'

Applicants will provide written answers for the questions posed by4ledividualremote evaluators,
which will be joined to their individual evaluations, and transmitted to the panel.

3.2.3. FULL PROPOSEVALUATION: PREPARATION OF THE PANEL MEETING

BELSPO will compile the individual evaluations for each proposal together with the answers provided by
the applicants and transmit them to the Panel.

Each panel member will be tasked to prepare a draft consemeport for the full proposals he/she
evaluated in the preproposal stage. The same process of theqm@posal panel is repeated here: the
draft consensus reports will be made available to the panel members, to eventually readjusts and to fuel
the discusion in the plenary session.

In preparation of the panel meetinrgELSPO will:

1. Translaethe appreciations given to each s@hterionin the draft consensusito numericscores
(from 1 for "poor-insufficient' to 5 for "excellent)

2. Add the scores ahe subcriteria to obtain a total for each criterion

Add these scores over the three categories: Science quality/implementation/impact

4. Perform a weighted sum of the criteria in the following way:

w

COFUNDEIPROPOSALS CRITERIA WEIGHT
Scientific quality 40%
Quality and efficiency of the implementation 40%
Impact 20%

Each proposal has consequently one single overall score. Therefore, proposals can be ranked
arithmetically. This ranking serves as input to the discussion ipdhel. The outcome of this discussion
is a finalised rankindg*@nel Funding Scenaljio

3.2.4. FULL PROPOSAL EVALUATION: PHYSICAL PANEL MEETING

If sanitary conditions allow, BELSPO will organfdeyaical Panel meetingOtherwise, virtual panels will
be held.

5 In/out of scope serves only to discard proposals that are not within the scope of the @alljlanot be counted as criterion
F2N) GKS WAOASYUATAO NIyl1Ay3IQ0d
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The Panel will be composed of experts having the broadest possible expertise on the subjects addressed
in the Call. These will have not participated to the remote evaluation in th& The number of experts
in the Panel will depend on the topiesad expertise that need to be covered.

Prior to the meeting, each panel member will have access to:

the Full proposals

the Compiled individual evaluations

the answers to the questionposed by the Individual evaluators for each proposal

the pre-drafted Cansensus Report

the pre-drafted Panel Funding Scenari@ document ranking the proposals according to their
score)

= a4 4 A

During the meeting, the panel member who has jrafted the Consensus Report will present each
proposal and a discussion will follow. Panemiers will reach an agreement regarding the position of
the proposal in thePanel Funding Scenariand the content of theConsensus Reparbased on the
documents provided.

PANEL FUNDING SCENARIO

ThePanel Funding Scenaribased on there-drafted documat which ranks the proposals according to
their score will classify all proposals according to the individual evaluation criteria, and considering the
panel evaluation criterigsee als®PART HFULIPROPOSALS PANEL EVALUATION

Budget availability

Complementarities and/or overlaps between proposals

The coherence of the proposals with the strategic objectives (scope) of the Pillar
The coherence of the proposals with the philosophZofunded projects

The coverage in terms of participating research institutions

9 Critical mass

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

Factoring in the panel evaluation criteria, the panel may produce one or more rankings, which will be
proposed a$anelFunding Scenario($p the Advisory Committee. THeanel Funding Scenario(s)ll be
accompanied by a document explaining the ranking.

The Panel Funding Scenario(®jll classify the proposals into:

1 Highly recommended for funding
1 Recommended for funding
1 Not recommended for funding

The Panel may list the proposals within each category by order of preference for funding or put them in
alphabetic order within each category.

6 In case of need and as a lassource BELSPO may call upand? members to perform remote evaluations, in the same way
that if somePanel member finds him/herself unable to attend, we may invite a remote expert tédnel.

7 Priority will be given to proposals in which one or more FSls are involved. In addition, preference will be given togroposal
composed of partners frordifferent communities and/or that cover the Belgian territory.
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CONSENSUS REPORT
TheConsensus Repowtill consist of appreciations and comments for the different (sub)criteria. It will be

based on the information extracteffom the Compiled evaluations, prafted by one of the parle
members, and the discussions held in the panel meeting.

At this stage, theConsensus Repois definitive. It will not be modified in the subsequent steps of the
evaluation, and it will be used as feedback for the applisaiice the final selection gfroposals has
been made

For the sake of transparency and to provide the opportunity to improve their proposal(s
in the future,applicantswill receivean anonymisedversion of their Consensusdport(s)

3.3. PHASE 3: SELECTION OF PROPOSALS

3.3.1. SELECTION OF PROPOSALS FORMULATED BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

TheAdvisory Committeds composed of foreign and national experts. A balance is sought between the
national experts of the FSls, of Belgian universities/research institutes, and Federal departments.

EachAdvisory Committeewill receive the following documents:

1 Panel Funding &narios(spf the corresponding Pillayvia email
1 Document explaining the Panel Funding Scenario(s) of the corresponding, Ridlaamail
1 Consensus Report of each proposaia theonline BRAINoe 2.0 EVALUATION platform

Based on these documents, eagtvisory Committee will perform a strategic selection of the proposals
based on the criteria and rules explained hereunder, deliverilfydasory Committee Funding Scenario

The following aspects will be considered, in relation to the federal priofitigsRk 2 NJ C{ L&aQ O2 YLJ
and domains of expertise, when formulating Advisory Committee Funding Scenatimbe transmitted
to the Secetary of State

Alignment of the proposal

Added value of the proposal

Contribution of the proposal to creatingcaitical mass
Coverage in terms of participating research instituttbns

=A =4 =4 =9

The Advisory Committee will formulate akdvisory Committee Funding Scenarimonsidering the
following rules:

T LYy bh OFrasS gAftf LINRBLRalIfa RSSYSR wW2dzi 2F &a02LJS

T LY bh OF&aS gAff LINRBLRalfa RSSYSR Wy2i NBO2YYSy

9 LY bh OF&aS ¢éAftf LINRLRAaAlIfta RSSYSR WKAe3skified NBO2
| ROAaA2NE / 2YYAGGSS 060StAS@Sa GKS LINRLRalt Flffa
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3.3.2. FINAL SELECTION OF PROPOSALS FORMULATED BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE

The decision on the final selection of proposals to be funded is made [§ettretary of Statén charge
of the Federal Science Polityased on theAdvisory Committee Funding Scenario
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w¢ LLY /wLCOwlL!

EVALUATION CRITERIMAIN CONSIDERATIONS

Thelnformation Fileserves too as the basis for evaluating and selecting the proposals. It is available on
the BRAINbe 2.0 website https://www.belspo.be/belspo/brai?-be/call_open_en.stm

The following aspects need to be taken ictnsideration by applicants and evaluators

1

The projects need to align with the researphiorities of the Calland/or scope of thePillar
providing FSls or federatiministrations with valuable results or scientific developments.
Projects can range from innovative in terms of topics (filling a gap in current knowledge) or in
design (using novel techniques/methods) to projects that fill a research gap at Belgian level
(catching up on the international state of the art) using vedtablish& methods (reproducing
results obtained elsewhere).
The thematic projects are introduced by interdisciplinary networks who:

- Seek to integrate disciplines and approaches, coveringe ttiBelgian territory, its

population and institutions when relevant,
- Develop new expertise and competences in Belgium or withelgiBn scientific
institutions, seeking international relevance when appropriate.

Cofundedprojectsare small sizedntroduced by asingle applicant or in partnershigith one or
more research institutions
Projects need to emphagishe outreachand impact of results, inside and outside academic fora,
engaging with noracademic stakeholders at all stages of the project wheimpent.
Projects must be embedded in institutional strategies to ensure their maintenance / foiow
after the end of the project term.
Gender should be seriously considered as a transversal dimension throughout the project, from
the sex balance in networks to the inclusion of gender in the content of the project and
dissemination of results when appropriaté. gender check list is availabfor applicants and
evaluators to keep track of this dimension throughout the entire proposal
Ethical issues should be taken into accotfirsipplicable, including ways to deal with these using
appropriate channels. A specific ethics fonrmust becompleted by the applicants.
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PREPROPOSALSBNIy for thematic proposals)submission content for applicants versus evaluation criteria for panel evaluators

These guidelines consist of two columns, describing the required submission content and the criteria for the evaluatigatqfrpposals.

1 If you are arAPPLICANTyou will find the submission content guidelines on LT
1 If you are arEVALUATQRou will find the evaluation criteria guidelines on tREGHT

SUBMISSION CONTENT GUIDELINES
FOR THE APPLICANTS

!

1 Applicants are required to fill in the corresponding sections of the proposal i
1 The different sections can be found as online fields and downloadable templa
within the online Submission Platform i

1 Texts must beeomprehensive, to the point, and focused on the specific criteria
1

Information detail

EVALUATIORRITERIA GUIDELINES
FOR THE EVALUATORS

!

Evaluators are required to mark the specified criteria

Specific comments must be provided for each selection criteria

The comments must be comprehensive, to the point and focusedspecific positive
and/or negative aspects explaining/justifying the attributed appreciation

The comments must avoid summarising the research proposal content

G To be filled in online

Note: This section does not require avaluation but the duration of the project and the foresee

Title of the proposal

Acronym of the proposal

Topic of the call

Duration of the project

Choice between 2, 3 or 4 years.

Foreseen budget

Choice between:
- {YILttY ¥ pnn nnne
- aSRAdzYY prmmn avee
- [ FNBSY ¢ Tpn nnne

Summary

Keywords

budget must be considered in the evaluation of the other parts.
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1. Scopemax 0.5 pages)

G To be filled in online BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform Pre-proposal

Explain how the project addresses research priorities ansiédirpriorities developed in the call text. | IN/ OUT of scope evaluation
Please indicate whether the project proposal is in scope, partially out of scope or totally out of sci

1IN SCOPHE:e project addresses clearly one or more specific research priorities expressed
call.

1 PARTIALLY OUT OF SCORE&core of the project is only loosely and artificially connected to
call, and therefore might result in outputs that only responartally and unsatisfactorily to the
knowledge need of the call for proposals.

1 OUT OF SCOPHe project fails to fit in the call for proposals.

Note:

f LT e2dz O2y&aARSNJ (KS LINBLRAIT & Wh!¢ 2F a

1  If you consider the propos&#L b & 02 LJSQ hw WLI NGAIFft& h'!¢
the evaluation.

1 tNRBLRAFTA WLI NI AL f dodtinuk forta ful pFopasaiedddlGpan the lagreerdeyf

of the Panel, who may impose adequate adjustmentseimplementd in the full proposafor it
G2 0SS WLb aodz2LI5Qd

2. Objectives, State of the Art, Methodology and Expected reguls2 pages| 2. Objectives, State of the Art, Methodology and Expected results

G To be filled in online BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Pygroposal

2.1. Objectives vs. State of the Art 2.1. Objectives vs. State of the Art

Develop your research objectives and the societal/political challenges (environmental, local, sect¢
that the projectwants to tackle, by relating them to the main features of the current state of the ar

1

Are the objectives clear and relevant in relation to the societal/political challenges the pr
wishes to tackle?
Do the objectives consider ttezientific state of the art in this domain?

2.2. Methodology 2.2. Methodology

Describe the general methodological approach to reach the project objectives in a general way ( Is the methodological approach well suitedrteet the project objectives and challenges?

go into details).

BRAINBE 2.0 Call for proposal2022-2023
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2.3. Expected results 2.3. Expected results

List the expected results and explain how they might contribute to the research priorities as deve §  Are the expected results in line withe fixed project objectives?

in the call. 1 Do the expected results contribute to the research priorities as developed in the call?
2.4. N/A 2.4. Overall scientific assessment
Note: This point is only for evaluators. How would you rate the proposal ammioposed methodological approach...?

1 interms of its feasibility
1 in terms of its capacity to meet the objectives

3. Impact(max 1 page) 3. Impact(max 1 page)

G To be filled in online BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Pygroposal

Provide the pathway to impact, to the appropriate rangestidkeholders: from scientific communitie §  Are the different stakeholders clearly identified and is their environment adequate, and hs
to societal decisiormaking actors with a view to generate change. added value to reach societal/political impact?

Who are the stakeholders? when would you plan to involve them? using what sort of tools? 1 Is the timing to include the stakeholders appropriate?

1  Are thepathways to reach the stakeholders well thought out?
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FULL PROPOSA(tisematic &co-funded): submission content for applicants versus evaluation criteria for individual remote evaluators

These guidelines consist of two columns, describingé¢leired submission content and the criteria for the evaluation of project proposals.

1 If you are arAPPLICANTyou will find the submission content guidelines on LT
91 If you are arEVALUATQRou will find the evaluation criteria guidelines on tREGH

SUBMISSIORONTENT GUIDELINES EVALUATIORRITERIA GUIDELINES
FOR THE APPLICANTS FOR THE EVALUATORS
1 Applicants are required to fill in the corresmding sections of the proposal 1 Evaluators are requiredo mark the specified criteria
1 The different sections can be found as online fields and downloadable templa § Specific comments must bgrovided for each selection criteria
within the online Submission Platform 1 The commentanust be comprehensive, to the point and focused on specifigsfiive
1 Textsmustbe comprehensive, to the point, and focuseahdhe specific criteria and/or negative aspectexplaining/justifying the attributed appreciation
1 Gender should be seriously considered as a transversaleattigion throughout the { The commentsnustavoid summarisiig the research proposal contg

project, from the sex balance in networks to the inclusion of gender in the content §

Gender is evaluated as a transversal dimension throughout the projieot the sex
the project and dissemination of results when appropriate

balance in networks to the inclusion of gender in the content of the project al
dissemination of results when appropriate

Information detail
G To be filled ironline

Title of the proposal (ONLINE)

Acronym of the proposal (ONLINE)

Topic of the cal(for thematic) / Project (for caFunded)(ONLINE)

Duration of the project (ONLINE)

Choicebetween2, 3 or 4 years.

Proposal smmary (ONLINE)

Briefly describe:

1  The contekand motivation of the project

1 Expected results ahhow these will impact science, economy, civil society, culture/heritage, p1
policy or services, environment and/or on quality of life

1  Brief explanation of how the projegtill be carried out

Keywords (ONLINE)

Note: This section does not require an evaluation.

BRAINBE 2.0 Call for proposal2022-2023 30/44



¢, Proposal description

1 ForThematic prgosak, explain how the project:

Answers to one or more research priorities of {Ball

Incorporates interdisciplinary

1 ForCofunded proposak, explain how the project aligns with the scope of ®iédar.

Note:

Interdisciplinarity can be at the level of:

1 Mobilised scientifidisciplines

1  And/ or the integration of methodological approaches

1 And/ or the various ways to apprehend the research questions

2.1 Position of the projectin terms of impact
¢, Proposal description

Your proposal will be evaluated in accordance to how you position your project in terms of impac
This will allow showing the difference between Themaiticd Cofunded projects, and their position
regarding the state of the argo that evaluators will take it into account.

Locate your project in the following 2 tables:

TABLE I: Position of the projer¢gardingthe state of the art (linked tdPoint 3.1.1)

tfSIas Lidzi WEQ Ay iKS OSftta ¢KAOK I NB NBfSQC
¢KS YSIyAya 2F (KS WEQ Aa SELXIFTAYSR SAGKAY
FesiEng @F 6 peEs Within Beyond / Innovative

NB3IFNRAY3 (KS

Xin terms of topic Catching up (in Belgium) on an existii Exploring a gap in internationg
body of international evidence research

Xin terms ofmethodology Reproducing an existing methodology = Exploring new methodology

[- Continues next page]

belspo

1. Scopemax 0.5 pages)

BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform ResearchProposal 3Documents %, Proposal description

IN / OUT of scope evaluation

Please indicate whether the project proposal is in scope, partially out of scope or totally out of sci
1 ForThematic proposalsCompliance with theesearch priorities of th€all

1 ForCofunded proposals Compliance with thecope of thePillar

Note:

1 IF &2dz O2yaARSNI GKS LINRLJ]2Zalf Fa Wh!¢ 2F &(

9 LT &2dz O2y&aARSNI KS LINRBLRA&If WLb &02LISQ ¢t
the evaluation.

9 tNRLIAalfa WLI NIALf{ &finahcedtbasdfupch De dgigamenyt of the Par
K2 YIF& AYLR2AS FRSljdzZ G6S FRedzadyYSyia FT2NI A

2. Impact overview 2. Impact overview

BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Researeloposal > Documents¢> Proposal description

This section does not require an evaluation here. It is a visual explanation of how applicants loca
project in terms of impactRoint 2.1), followed by a brief explanatiorP6int 2.2). Note that BRAIMNe

2.0 projects do not necessarily seek innovatiftease take this into account while assessing

proposal.

TABLE [: Position of the projertgardingthe state of the art(linked to Point 3.1.1)
P LILX AOl yiGa Ydzad Sdiziy (WHI® AlyK SIAKNG LANP(2(S50 (NB G K S
the table. Note that projects including FSI(s) must also complete the table underneath.

TABLE II: Position of the project in terms of the fgreseen impact of the proflecked to Point 5.1)
P LILJE AOFyida Ydzaid Lidzi WEQ Ay (GKS OStta NBf SOl
the table. They may fill out multiple lines.

Note:
ImpactinTableIA & (2 068 dzyRSNBR(G22R AY
and the target public of the project.

i B&ivdology and Guip&,
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Projects including FSI(s) must also complete the following table:

Position of theprojectregarding( Within Beyond / Innovative

Filing a gap in knowledge | Beyond the current priorities of the
regarding thepriorities of the FSI| FSI, in preparation for future
priorities

strategic scientific objectives of the

FSts)

TABLE II: Position of the project in termsitdf foreseen impact(linked to Point 5.1)
tfSrasS Lidzi aEé¢ Ay GKS OStta sKAOK I NB NBfS¢

¢ NBSGSR AYLI Ol Ay Notrelevant Minor | Moderate  Strong = Major
Scientific knowledge, futurecapacities,

and skills

Economy

Civil society

Culture and Heritage

Policy and public services

Environment, Health anc
quality of life

Collection management armbnservation

2.2 Motivation of the projecposition with respect to its impad¢max. 0.5 pages)
¢, Proposal description

Briefly state the position of your project with respectRoint 2.1, Table land Table II.

- E.g."our project aims at implementing results already produced elsewhere than Belgium (hence we are
the state of the art in terms of topic"). This will imply some level of innovation in producing new data for E
(hence "beyond the state of thetan terms of approach”). The core impact of the project is to provide deci
makers with a welfounded set of results that can be compared with experiences in Europe. We plan adc
feedback to other societal actors (NGOs, etc.).

- E.g. "our pragct aims at pursuing strategic scientific objectives of our FSI to open new scientific collect
users in the most suited forms. This might imply some level of innovation, at a small scale; due to the col
of thiscollection. The impact of tharoject is mainly in terms of heritage and culture, while we will also focu
environmental aspect attached to the content of this collection”
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3. Researcldescription 3. Scientific quality

3.1 Objectives and state of the aifmax. 3 pages without references)
¢, Proposal description

3.1.1. Research objectives and state of the art

Explain:

1  The aim of the project and break it down in research objectives

1 The state of current knowledge at national and international level on your topic

1 The position of the project within the state of the anhd, if applicable, the strategic scientif
objectives of the FSP6int2.1, Table )

1  Describe the opportunities for (new) national and/or international collaborations

1 Include relevant publications (A reference section must be provided!)

3.1.2. Scientific risk of the project in relation to its objectives

Sate the possible major risks that the ideas on which your project is based might not be ve
(excluding caveats in implementation; this will be treated®@int 4.2.3)

1 List and argument the risk(s) or lack theré@bint2.1, Table )

1 t NROARS ba@|Y®d 2HBUAZAyas 2N SELIX LAY G(KS | 64&S
3.2 Methodology(max. 10 pages)

¢, Proposal description

¢, Ethics form

3.2.1. Methodological approach
1 Describe the overathethodological approach of your proje@®gint2.1, Table )

1  Explain why your proposal is original and innovativieims ofmethodology OR why you are nc
seeking originality and innovation methodology

3.1 Objectives and state of the art
BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Research Proposal > Document$?roposal description

3.1.1. Research objectives and state of the art
a. Research objedtes
Are the research objectives clear and coherent?

b. Knowledge of the state of the art
Does the proposal provide an accurate overview of the state of the art?

c. Position of the project with respect to the state of the art
How is the projecpositioned in relation to the state of the afP6int2.1, Table Iy

3.1.2. Scientific risk of the project in relation to its objectives

1 How well are the scientific risks evaluated by the applicants?
1 52 (KS& LINRPOARSIOYQl RSI¥E (i8F YFESRSRK

3.2 Coherence between research objectives ameéthodology
BRAINbe 2.0 online Platform > Research Proposal > Documents >
>¢ Proposal description & Ethics form

3.2.1. Methodological approach

Evaluate the approach undaken. Assess the awaness of ethical issues of the project and ways
deal with these using appropriate channels (Ethics forngt &ll projects need to be original ¢
innovative, but the approach undertaken must be adequately explaiReih{2.1, Table )

6S RSSYSR WSEOS:

- EgAnon2 NAIAYLEE LINR2SOi

adequate argumentation.

ol y
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3.2.2. Translation of the research objectives into appropriate and-deticribed methodology 3.2.2. Translation of the researchethodology into appropriate and wellescribed methodology

1 Translate your research objectives into a methodology (used methods, techniques, systems Assess the chosen methodologyiisidering the different disciplines mobilized) ahe articulation of
way of working) to achieve the results, taking into account the different disciplines mobi the objectivesmethodologyexpected outcomes.
regarding the project approach as described abgart 3.2.1)
1  Describe the kind, scope, availability, and possible cost of the datasets needed for the proj
case new data needs to be gathered, describe, and justify its necessity, added valu
methodology*
1 Detall the results your approach will enable to gatliexpected outcomes)

Data:
Concerning the use of existing data/samples or the collection of new data/samples, proposal subi
should take the following guidelines into account:

1  Whenever possible, the partners should make use of existing data(basks)tons/samples to
meet the needs of their research. For this, they must check beforehand whether thes
I 00SaaAotSz G gKIG O2adGzZ YR K2g YdzOK GA

1 If the proposal requires collecting nedata/samples (e.g. via a survey), the team must justify
argument why this particular form of data/sample collection is required and preferable to exi
databases/collections. The partners must estimate the budget required for this data/sa
colledion, as well as possible delays in their acquisition.

1 Ifthe project needs earth observation data, please contact the STEREO team (Pieter ROTTIE
+32 (0)2 238 35 8dieter.rottiers@belspo.bp Someof these images can be downloaded free
OKFNEBS IyR (KSNBQa S@Sy (GKS LlzaarorfAride i
request must however be submitted. Instructions for image acquisition and the form t
completed can be foundtanttps://eo.belspo.be/en/stereaiii-projectmanagement- under data
acquisition.

Note:

If, after the start of the research, it appears that due to partner negligence or insufficient knowled
the field, the data(bases)/collections/samples will not haitable in time, this may constitute a reasc
for BELSPO to cancel the contract. It is recommended the submitterafiméternatives in order to
carry out the project in case the foreseen data/samples are not available.
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3.2.3. Gender aspects

belspo

3.2.3. Gender aspects

Gender should be seriously considered in the content of the projecdismbmination of results wher Assess how the project considers aspects and/or issues related to gender/sex in the proposed re
appropriate/relevant:

il

il

= =9

1
f

If the research involves humans as research objects, explain how the relevance of gender
research topic is analysed.

Explain how the methodology ensures that (possible) gedi&rences will be investigated; tha
sex/gender differentiated data will be collected and analysed throughout the research projec
Explain how gender issues will be handled?

Elaborate how possible differentiated outcomes and impacts of the researchoomew and men
have been considered.

Explain how questionnaires, surveys, focus groups, etc. have been designed to unravel pot
relevant sex and/or gender differences in your data.

Explain how you make sure the groups involved in the project (e.gplsantesting groups) ar¢
genderbalanced and that data will be analysed according to the sex variable.

3.2.4. Ethic aspects

Fill in the ethical issues' checklist and complete if necessary, the required documents, includi
approval of the ethics committee of reference for the researchers responsible for this collecti channels.
NBljdzSatiSR 6AyaldAalGdziazyasr dzyAGSNEAGASEAX0 D

OR

Explain the absence of ethical issues within the proposal.

When conducting surveys, interviews, or focus groups where personal information is gathere
stored, data storage, protection, and other relevant issoesstbe explained in the data managemte
plan.

3.2.4. Ethiaspects

Asses the awareness of ethical issues of the project and ways to deal with these using appr
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4. Implementation

4.1 Network
¢, Proposal description

4.1.1. Individual quality of the partners (max. 3 pages / partner)

Provide a shortlescription of expertise and skills for each partner:

1  Their professional background

1 Maximum 5 top publications relevant for the proposalegrly indicatethe international peer
reviewed publications)

1  Alist of the research projects carried out over thespfive years in the field under consideratic
or related areas (specify the duration of the work and funding source).

1 Alist of their (inter)national contacts and the (inter)national networks to which they belong w
the context of the proposal.

1 The sentific quality, managemensynthesisand communication skills of the coordinator.

9 If possible, include web links for all the information above.

4.1.2. Adequacy and added value of the partnershimduressing the topig only if applicable* (max.
1.5 pages)

Argument the motivation of choosing this network in addressing the topic of the proposal. The diff

dimensions of the added value in a partnershg(non-exhaustive list):

1 Complementarity of expertise among partners

1 Complementarity ofdisciplines and way of working (multi, inter) to properly cover the proj
objectives

1 Coverage of the Belgian territory, fg®pulation,and institutions (whenever relevant)

1 Development of new expertise and competences (new techniques, knowledge, wa& NfjwA
in Belgium or within Belgian Scientific Institutions

1 Integration of the contributions

1 If applicable: Added value of the contribution of the international research partners an
academic,not O RSYA O SELISNI&Z O2YYSNDALf &adzo 02y

*Note:

Co-fundedprojects may be introduced by one or more institutions. In the case of having one institt
the added value of the partnership must not be explained.

belspo

4.1 Quality of the network
BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Research Proposal > Document$?roposal description

4.1.1. Individual quality of the partners

Assess the scientific quality and expertise of the individual partners within the frame pfajest.
Competence regarding project management and coordination of work packages shotiaididered
including management, synthesis and communication skills of the coordinator.

4.1.2. Adequacy and added value of the partnership in addressing the topidy if applicable* (max.
1.5 pages)

This part evaluates the adequacy of the partnership as reasoned by the applicants in resatien
project objectives, includingender aspects and/or issues.
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4.1.3. Gender (max. 0.5 pages)

The gender balance should be seriously considered in the research team(s) and (if applicat

network. Hereunder are some questions to help the applicants to ensure the gender aspewtidered
in their proposal:

w
w

I NB (G KSNB $§|j dalorhen andinish halpattifipate o$ha reseadiJoroject?
I'NB GKSNB YSOKIyAavya Ay LXIFOS (G2 Yryl3s

4.2 Detailed description of the work plan
4.2.1.Detailed description of the work plan (max. 0.5 pages / work package)
¢, Proposal description

Please provide a description of the project in terms of work packages, tasks, and deliveral
accordance with thé6sANTT chartsee Pointd.2.2). Refer to:

1  Number and title of Work Package, Work Package leader (financedinamted)

1 Number, title and timing of tasks, task leader, participants to the task (financedfimamced,
&ddzo 02y NI} Ol 2 NAXO

1 Timing of deliverables

1 Number of persormonths for each task

1 Means, tools, procedures, technigues to carry out the tasks

Notes:

1  Thework plan must be detailed to the level of work packages (WP) and tasks (Tasks). The de
of subtasks is not possible.

1  Compulsory work packages:

- Coordination, project management and reporting
- Data management
- Valorisation / Dissemination / Exploitatio

1  Work packages or tasks necessary for the implementation of the project but not finance
BELSPO must also be described and added to the GANTT chart.

T The WP valorisation will be detailedRoint5.3.

1 Inthe project phase, (one of) the Belgian project partner(s) must ensure the falbosf the tasks
carried out by the African research partner(s) and will also be responsible for the flo
information to and from the African research partner(s). thisrefore requested to clearly indicat
in the work plan which Belgian partner will be responsible for the link with the African rese
partner.

1 ForPillar 3 a compulsory deliverable developing the state of the art for decigiakers and other

staketolders is required.

belspo
4.1.3. Gender

Assess the gender aspects and/or issues in the research team(s) and (if applicable) the network.

4.2 Adequacy of the work plan
4.2.1. Relation of the work packages to the proposal theme(s) and aim(s)
BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Research Proposal > Document$?roposal description

Notwithstanding work intensity and duration of tasks and WP, assess the way the breakdown of th
plan in work packages and tasisables the realization of the project.

Note: The WP valorisation is not evaluated here, but latdP@int5.3.
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4.2.2.Work planning and time schedule: GANTT chart 4.2.2. Work planning and time schedule: GANTT chart

¢, GANTT Chart BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Research Proposal > Documgnt&ANTT Chart

I 2 YL} SiS GANIT ¢harthadcdrdance with the description of the detailed work plan, tasks ' Is the work planning (time schedule, duration and perganver effort per task) appropriate and feasib
deliverables above: to run the poject? Is it weldistributed among partners in function of their expertise? (horizontal lect
1  Work intensity of each partner within each task (expressegukirsormonth [PM]) of the GANTT chart, not going into detail for each partner, with recommendations regarding the |

1 Include for each partner the persemonths funded by the BRAIbE 2.0 project and the persen and pertinence of the activities within the calendar)
months funded by other sources (see notes).

T GKS LINRPLIZ&FE A& RSSYSR WNBlazylofSQ 2NJ w:

Notes: within the comments.

1 Partners includefinanced, nodfinanced and subcontractors.

1 PersoAmonth [PM] = 1 fultime equivalent [FTE]or 2 halfA YS S1j dzA @ € Sy (i & Note:

1  Other sources of financing may include: salary payment by institutions other than BELSPO The online submission platform automatically checks the specific rules for the budget repartition in
via other projects,voli i  NB  O2 y (i NA 6 dzii A 2 Y & X L-fonths, aAd6@®nths of staff, operatingcosts, overheads, equipment, subcontracting and African research pargrtbuss,
will be financed by the BRAINS w ®n LINE2SOGz G(KS 10K Y2yd thereisno need to check the compliance with the financial rules.

FAYLFYOAYy3IQ®D

1  Compulsory work packages:

- Coordination, project management and reporting
- Data management
- Valorisation / Dissemination / Exploitation
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4.2.3.Implementation risk management

4.2.3. Implementation risk management

¢, Proposal description

Number, identify and explain the main incurring risks that could delay or hinder the project an

contingency plans foreseen to deal with them. (max. 1.5 pages)
Locate the number of each risk in terms of its likelihood of occuweeand impact on the project withir

Table 1l

Table IlI: Risk likelihood vs. impact.

IMPACT

Cgpe e e S some |

] | |
.44
I | |
. 2

H

LIKELIHOOD

Very Unlikely

- E.g:
Risk 1: Online survey input insufficient
Risk 2: Fieldwork postponed for one year
wAadl oY X

 Low

. LowMedium
Medium
.~ MediumHigh

B severe

4.23.N/A

BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Research Proposal > DocumegntBreposal description

Assess thamplementation risk management and contingency plans.

4.2.4. Workload intensity in relation to the work packages

¢, GANTT Chart
Note: Information already provided, in th@ ANTT chart (Point.2.2).

BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform > Research Proposal > Document&ANTT Chart

Provide an overall assessment of the requested level of pepsover of each partner throughout the
work packages and tasks (vertical lecture of BANTT chartwith recommendations regarding th

intengty of their activities and pertinence of participation in them).
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4.3 Budget
G To be filled ironline

ONLINE BUDGET TABPEease consult the BUDGET RULES file on the BBAWEDbsite
(https://www.belspo.be/belspo/brain2-be/call_open_en.stn)

Fill in theonline budget table

4.4 Data management @n
¢, Data management form

Data Management Plans (DMPs) are a key element of good data management.

As the data collected within the framework of the proposed research must be available to other
for other purposes, the proposal must clearly indicate when and in what formadte will be made
accessible, specifying which categories of users are likely to benefit from access to the data.

Using theData Managemen®lanform, develop a Data Management Plan (DMP), in which is spec
what data will be open, detailing what datae project will generate, whether and how it will b
exploited or made accessible for verification anelse, and how it will be curated and preserved.

Note:
a. What is understood as research data?

Research data are the evidence that underpin theveer to research questions and
can be used to validate findings. Data can be quantitative information or qualitative
statements collected by researchers in the course of their work by experimentation,
observation, modelling, interview or other methods, or information derived from
existing evidence

For the purpose oBELSPO's data management policy, research data also includes digital infori
extracted from physical objects such as scientific and archaeological collections, physical arts w
biobanks.

Software is not included in the definition. BELSPO rezegithat software (algorithms, scripts and cod
developed by researchers in the course of their work) may be necessary to access and interpret
such cases, the data management plan needs to address how information about such items will bi
available.

belspo

4.3 Budget assessment
BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform ResearchiProposal > Partners Table & Budget

Is the budget realisticwelkbalanced among partners (if applicablahd in line with the objectives ant
expected outcomes of the project?

Note: The online submission platform autometlly checks the specific rules for the budget repartiti
in terms of staff, operating costs, overheads, equipment, subcontracting and Afésaarchpartnersg
thus, there is no need to check the compliance with the financial rules.

4.4 Data management plapand availability of generated data after the research is finalis
BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform ResearchiProposal > Documentsg> Data management form

Assess the qualitpf the data management plaand availability of the generated dat@ee Data
Management form)
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b. Why is a data management plan necessary?

Data Management Plans document and sustain your research project by explaining how it dea
copyright / open access requirements and ethical issues, and describe the plan for acquisitidgerior
data preservation and sharing modes. They contribute to increasing the impact and visibility o
research data and ensure that the way you are handling data complies with the Open Data pr
applied by BELSPO.

c. What is expected from the dataamagement plan?

The Data Management Plan (DMP) should describe how you as a researcher deal with the collec
before, during and after the project. It is a key element of a good data management. As part of n
research data findable, accessibitggroperable and rausable (FAIR), the DMP shall include informat

K2g GKS RFGI t
GKS GeLsz aail FYR F2NXIFG 2F GKS ISYySNI GS
G6KSYZ gKSNB FyR Ay gKFiG F2NXIFG GKS RFEGE 4
K2g (KS RI (and pgesetvéd fod ilteridh el JindliliRg after the end of the project)

88883

It will clearly specify which categories of users are likely to benefit from access to the data. Thi
must also contain information regarding the legal and ethical aspects of kiettais respect, researcher
shall use to the maximum existing platforms having the highest standard of preservation, cur
deposit and reuse Take into account that for marine related research see researchers must tra
copy of the analysis aneheasurement data and/or metadata to the BMDC (the Belgian Marine [
Centre) (see IV.3 Data, results, intellectual ownership and open access).

5. Impact 5. Impact

Note: The positioning of the project in terms of the state of the art and the strategic scientific objec The positioning of the project regarding the state of the art and the strategic objectives of the
of the FShas already been explainedhoint 2.1, Table land Point 2.2. explained inPoint 2.1, Table land Point 2.2 and does not need to be evaluated here.
The Impact table required to judge this section can be fourbint 2.1, Table Il
Note: Information concerning the positioning of the project in terms of its foreseen impact has |
signaled irPoint 2.1, Table II.
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5.1 Potential impact of the projec{in light of the expected outcomegmax. 1.5 pages)
¢, Proposal description

Explain and justify in detail the position of the project regarding its expected impact in accordat
Point2.1, Table Il

5.2 Followrup committee(max. 2 pages)

¢, Proposal description
¢, Followup committee letter

1  Specify the functioningand role (informed, consulted, involved in researdf)the follow-up
committee

1 Provide a motivated list of possible committee members with their role and profiles.

1 Describe the gender balance in the composition of the committee

Members can confirm theinterest and possible contribution to theommittee via the completion of ¢
Follow-up Committeeletter of intent (see templatg - non-compulsory

Note:

1 Each project is accompanied by a follay committee. The objective of this committee is |
provide an active followp of the project and to assish the valorization othe research, via
exchange and provision of data and information, giving advice,estigg means of valorizatior
etc.

1 The followup committee is composed of potential users of the results, such as representativ
public authorities at national, regimal, European, or international level, social actors, scienti
industrial actors, etc.

1  The member®f the followup committee are nofunded.

1  The final composition of the followp committee will be defined in collaboration with BELSPO

5.3 Valorisation plangmax 3 pages)
¢, Proposal description

Explain the [ans to maximize the impact of the project (sciermcel othe).

Explain the concrete plans of valorisation, dissemination and exploitation of the research and re
results to scientific and neacientific audiences, in accordance to the WP valorisation@GANTT chart
(point 4.2.2), and the expected impacpgint 2.1, Table 1l and poinb.1). The target groups of thest
valorisation proposals must be explicitly described.

belspo

5.1 Potential impact of the projec{in light of the expected outcomes)
BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform ResearctiProposal > Documents¢g> Proposal description

Assess the potential impact as described in the proposRbint2.1, Table I

5.2 Follow-up committee
BRAINoe 2.0 mline Platform > ReseardProposal > Documents >
>¢ Proposal description & Followup committee letter

Assess the coherence of the composition of the follggvcommittee, its proposed roléinformed,
consulted, involvedand functioning (number afmeetings, method of information exchange, etc.) wi
the foreseen impact of the project. Evaluate the involvement of-soientific stakeholders in the earl
stages of the project (coreation of resultsy, where appropriateTake into account gender balea

Note:
Bear in mind that the setip of a followup committee composed of possible users of the project res
is compulsoryHowever letters of intent from this committee are not mandatory.

5.3 Valorisation plans
BRAINoe 2.0 online Platform ResearchProposal > Documents¢> Proposal description

Assesghe capacity of promoting results and knowledge and enabling publicationeaptbitation of
data; the adequacy of the targeted audiences, the appropriateness of communication tools
approaches, ...
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FULL PROPOSA(tIsematic &co-funded): evaluation criteria for panel evaluators

These guidelines describe the criteria for the evaluation of project proposals at the stage of the PANEL.

= =4 =4 -8 -

Please note that different criteria may apply for Thematic proposalsGofdnded proposals

DOCUMENTS AVAILABIEHOR TO THE PANEL MEETING

Information File
Submissiorand Evaluatiorguidelineg(this document)
Budget Rules
Scientific ranking fathe proposals (from the marlkgivenby individual evaluatols
Submitted project proposalgemotely evaluated)including:
Compulsory

- General information

- Proposal description

- Gantt chart

- Budget table

- Data management plan

- Ethics form

Optional

- Followup committee letter of intent

- Cash or irkind commitment letter

= =4

DOCUMENTAVAILABLE DURING THE PANEL MEETING

Proposals angre-drafted consensus reports

Proposal ranking from which to elaborate the funding scenaiogad sheets

- For Thematic proposals

- For Cofundedproposals

Document(template) to explairthe funding senario(s) proposed during theaRel
meeting

Recapitulative tables with classification of projects:

- By thematic priority

- By institution

- X

Any other type of information provided by BELSPO that wheld the evaluation
Panel to develop (a) fuling scenario(sk(g. previous BRAMNE projects with
potential synergies with 202Galll LIJLIX A OF G A 2 y & X
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PANEIEVALUATION CRITERIBIDELINES FOREMATIC ANDOFUNDEIPPROPOSALS

l

The funding scenario(s) produced daog the Ranel meeting must be accompanied by a document explaining the choices made in terms of the following criteria an
suggestions/recommendations made by the remote evaluators within the consensus report. Thematic proposalS@fwhded proposals will betreated separately.

AvailableCallbudget

Project budget versu€allbudget
Coverage in terms of the scope of ti@all

1 Thematic projectsCoverage in terms of the different thematic priorities, adallsubjects
1 Cofundedprojects. Coverage in terms of the scope of tRdlars, and research subjects

Coverage in terms gbarticipation

1 Thematic projectsCoverage in terms of institutions, number and distribution of partners
1 Cofundedprojects Coverage in terms of institutions

Critical mass
Coverage in terms of synergy compared to previous financed subjects within the frame oflBRAIN
Adjustments, recommendations

1 Thematic projects

- Adjustments/recommendations in terms of partnership, folloyy committee, workplan, ...

- Adjustments of budget (either suggested by the remote evaluators or in view of the ensemble of proposals)
1 Cofunded projects.

- Adjustments/recommendations in term of follewp committee, workplan, ...

- Adjustments of budget (either suggested by the remetaluators or in view of the ensemble of proposals)
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