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1. Background Information
1.1. Objectives of the CORE Programme
CORE is the central programme of the FNR. A multi-annual thematic research
programme, the prime objective of CORE is to strengthen the scientific quality of
Luxembourg’s public research in the country’s priority research domains (section 1.2).
In the eyes of the FNR, high quality research capacities form the essential pool of knowledge
and expertise from which social, environmental and economic impact emanate. CORE
projects should this directly contribute to the strengthening of the research competences
in the priority fields and be of international competitiveness. CORE aspires to create
strategic national resources and an increased visibility in the international research
community.
The CORE programme should contribute to the
• Funding of high quality scientific research, leading to the generation of
new knowledge and scientific publications in the leading international
peer-reviewed outlets of the respective fields;
• Development of a strong research basis in Luxembourg which can be
exploited for sustainable long-term socio-economic and environmental
benefits;
• Advancement of the research group or institution in view of international
visibility and critical mass;
• Training of doctoral students and advancement of the involved researchers
in general.

1.2. CORE Domains
With CORE the FNR provides funding for high quality research projects in the following 5
national priority domains:
CORE Domains

Thematic Research Priorities

Innovation in Services

Information Security and Trust Management
Business Service Design
Development and Performance of the Financial Systems
Telecommunication and Multimedia

Sustainable Resource
Management in Luxembourg

Water Resources under Change
Sustainable Management and Valorisation of Bioresources
Sustainable Building and Bioenergy
Spatial and Urban Development
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New Functional and Intelligent
Materials and Surfaces and New
Sensing Applications

New Functional and Intelligent Materials and Surfaces

Biomedical and Health Sciences

Regenerative Medicine in Age-related Diseases
Translational Biomedical Research
Public Health

Societal Challenges for
Luxembourg

Social and Economic Cohesion
Education and Learning
Identities, Diversity and Interaction

1.3. CORE Junior Track
In view of providing non-established PIs with an adequate framework for first project
applications, the FNR has developed a ‘Junior Track’ within CORE. The CORE Junior Track
targets early career-stage researchers who have been awarded little or no own project
funding yet but who wish to establish their independent research line. It is therefore
understood that the PIs will work on the CORE project for a large percentage of their time.
The ‘Junior Track’ applications are processed and evaluated like a standard CORE proposal
and the same high peer-review standards apply. However, reviewers should take into
account that these starting investigators do not have an extensive track record
concerning project management and generally have no or little preliminary data related to the
proposed project. To off-set the inexperience of the PI, Junior Track projects are restricted
in size and foresee guidance through a local scientific advisor and a mentor abroad. The
mentor is an established foreign researcher who should provide independent advice on the
scientific orientation of the project and career development as well as help establish an
international network.

1.4. International Co-funding
The FNR has signed cooperation agreements with the following funding agencies:
•
•
•
•
•

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, Germany),
Schweizerischer Nationalfonds (SNF, Switzerland),
Fonds zur Förderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung (FWF, Austria),
European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL),
National Centre for Research and Development, Poland (NCBR, Poland).

By signing these cooperation agreements, the FNR intends to support funding of bi-lateral
projects between Luxembourg researchers and their colleagues abroad.
These projects will be reviewed like a standard CORE proposal and according to the
procedure which has been agreed upon between the FNR and the international funding
agencies.
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2. Review Process
The CORE Peer Review process guarantees an independent, state-of-the-art evaluation of
the application which has the objective to select the research projects reflecting the highest
scientific quality. The CORE review process consists of the following stages:
•
•
•
•

Proposals undergo an administrative eligibility check;
Eligible proposals are peer-reviewed by independent, international researchers;
A thematic expert panel rates the proposals and recommends funding;
The FNR decision bodies select the projects to be funded based on the
recommendation by the thematic expert panel;
• The funding decision is communicated to the applicants.

2.1. Administrative Eligibility Check (done by the FNR secretariat)
Prior to enterening the peer-review process, applications undergo an administrative check at
the FNR on the basis of the following criteria:
• Proposals must be submitted before the deadline;
• Proposals must be complete;
• Proposals must respect the requested format and maximum length and have to be
written in English;
• Proposals must be submitted by an eligible FNR beneficiary organisation;
• The PI must fulfill the eligibility criteria set out in (set out in the Application Guidelines,
chapter 1.2. Eligibility);
• The proposed research topics must fit into the CORE thematic domain.
For PIs not holding a doctoral degree, equivalent research experience might be accepted,
providing that documentation demonstrating the PIs research and project management
experience is included. In any case, the internal rules of the coordinating institution need to
be respected. Applications not conforming to one of these elements are rejected at this stage
and are not peer-reviewed.
In addition, research misconduct e.g. provision of false information, plagiarism or
falsification of data, may result in a rejection of the proposal. Applicants must comply with the
‘FNR Research Integrity Guidelines’ accessible under http://www.fnr.lu/guidelines.

2.2. Peer-Review Process
Each proposal is usually sent to three international reviewers selected by the Programme
Manager in charge based on their expertise in the field of the proposal and taking care that
conflicts of interest are avoided. Selected reviewers are asked to complete a written
evaluation (using the ‘Review Form’) according to the following criteria (see chapter 3.
Evaluation Criteria):
• Innovativeness of idea and scientific relevance
• Appropriateness of the approach
• General feasibility of the project
• Expected outcome and impact of results
• In addition for CORE Junior: Contribution to the advancement of career
In the second step of the peer-review process, a member of the thematic expert panel
assesses the proposals assigned to him based on the written anonymous evaluations and
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summarises his funding recommendation in the ‘Review Synthesis’. Proposals are discussed
by the thematic expert panel during the panel meeting (taking into account the arguments
summarised in the ‘Review Synthesis’) and a funding recommendation is issued. The main
arguments leading to the final panel funding recommendation are listed in a report (‘Panel
Conclusion’) which is sent to the applicants by the FNR together with the anonymous
written evaluations of their proposal.

3. Evaluation Criteria
The scientific merit of the proposal is assessed based on the selection criteria below. For
CORE Junior track proposal, the assessment of the criteria has to take into account the
specifics detailed in section 1.3.

1. Innovativeness of idea and scientific relevance
The FNR expects:
• High scientific quality, competitive at an international level;
• Research question(s) and the testable hypotheses are original and clearly
formulated in the proposal;
• Project of high scientific relevance for the research field;
• Preliminary data related to the proposed investigation (not in case of a CORE
Junior);
• Prelimary data related to the proposed project (not mandatory in case of a CORE
Junior project),
• Projects to have the nature of a typical research project – funding of infrastructure
or of data collection is not intended if this is not associated with the answering of a
clear research question, and
• Direct contribution to advancements of the current state-of-the-art.
By thus:
• Strengthening of the capacities of the research groups in their field of research;
• Increasing their international visibility within the research community.

2. Appropriateness of the approach
Methods proposed have to be:
• Sound;
• Rigorous;
• State-of-the-art, and
• Appropriate for the proposed investigation.

3. General feasibility of the project
•
•
•
•

Project to be carried out and led by an experienced researcher with a proven track
record in the field;
Applicant team with the expertise and complementary knowledge required for the
execution of the proposed project;
Project plan needs to be efficient and ambitious, but feasible during the proposed
timeframe;
Allocated human resources and budget need to be appropriate (reviewers should
assess the cost effectiveness of the project in terms of person*months engaged
on the project and the proposed costs of equipment and consumables; overstaffed
projects are not recommended);
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•
•
•

Main infrastructure necessary for the successful execution of the project is
available at the start of the project;
PhD projects must be clearly described and feasible;
Collaborations with partners from the public or private sector are encouraged but
not explicitly requested. In any case, the added value of the collaborations needs
to be justified.

4. Expected outcome and impact of results
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Scientific publications;
Patents (if applicable);
Doctoral and other training: Supervisory skills and available learning environment
for PhD or Post-doc training;
Development of core competences of the research group in view of gaining
international visibility and critical mass;
Dissemination of the research results among the wider public;
Planned strategies for generating impact during and after the project as well as
the description of how potential users are to be involved in the project in view of
exploitation of the results (i.e. exploitation of intellectual property generated,
raising of scientific awareness, improvement of quality of life, etc. only if
applicable);
Value of intended economic, environmental and societal impacts.

5. In addition, for CORE Junior: Contribution to advancement of career
•
•
•
•
•

CORE Junior PIs’ track records are check according to their career stage,
Track record of the mentor and hosting group;
Contribution of the mentor and the hosting group to the advancement of the junior
PI’s autonomous research career;
Training and mentoring plan: contribution towards the development of the junior
PI’s own research line and project management skills;
Feasibility: ambition of the project matches the junior PI’s experience in research.

Scientific quality of the proposal is the prime selection criteria for CORE proposals. As such,
a higher relative weight will be assigned to selection criteria 1 and 2 (and 5 for CORE Junior
only) compared to selection criteria 3 and 4.

4. Role of Persons Involved in the Peer Review Process
4.1. Role of Reviewers
Reviewers are international, independent experts in a specific subject who are invited to
remotely evaluate a research proposal closely related to their field of expertise and to submit
a written review.
They are requested to:
• Carefully read the ‘Programme Description’ and the ‘Peer Review Guidelines’;
• Sign a ‘Review Participation Form’ which includes a ‘Confidentiality Agreement’ (sent to
the reviewer by email);
• Thoroughly read the assigned proposal;
• Complete and submit a ‘Review Form’ providing comments and scoring the proposal.
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When evaluating research proposals, reviewers should comment briefly on each selection
criterion to the best of their abilities, their professional skills, knowledge and ethics.
Additional details can be found in chapter 7. Guidelines for Reviewers.

4.2. Role of Panel Members
For each of the five domains a panel of high-level scientists is established by the FNR.
One member of the panel is designated as chair. The overall objective of the panel is to
analyse the reviews, propose a selection of projects that fulfil the CORE selection criteria,
rank them, and issue a funding recommendation.
To achieve this, each panel member is supposed to:
• Carefully read the ‘Programme Description’ and the ‘Peer Review Guidelines’;
• Read the proposals assigned to him and the related reviews;
• If required, check the “thematic fit” of the proposals in the relevant CORE domains
(together with other panel members, if required);
• Evaluate each proposal and draft a synthesis of the reviews (resolving any possible
conflicting reviews) by completing and submitting a ‘Review Synthesis Form’;
• Orally present the ‘Review Synthesis’ during the ‘Panel Meeting’;
• Prepare the ‘Panel Conclusion’ after the panel meeting.
During the ‘Panel Meeting’, the panel members discuss the reviews and the review
syntheses in order to rank the proposals according to the ‘CORE Selection Criteria’ (see 3.
Evaluation Criteria).
At the end of the meeting, the panel is asked to comment on the overall quality of the
proposals and on the evaluation procedure, and to give recommendations for future calls.
Additional details can be found in chapter 8. Guidelines for Panel Members.

4.3. Role of the Panel Chair
The FNR appoints one ‘Panel Chair’. The panel chair plays a pivotal role in the CORE
programme.
His/her role is to:
• Chair the ‘Panel Meeting’;
• Check the “thematic fit” of the proposals in the relevant CORE domains (together with
other panel members, if required);
• Represent the domain in the scientific board meeting and if necessary in the
competitive common pot meeting;
• Present the panel conclusions and recommendations to the FNR’s Scientific Council.
The ’Panel chair’ is supported by the ‘FNR Programme Manager’ in all his actions.

4.4. Role of the FNR Programme Manager
The ‘FNR Programme Manager’ supports all involved experts during the evaluation process.
In cooperation with the ‘Panel chair’, the ‘FNR Programme Manager’ takes care that the FNR
rules and procedures are respected. If necessary, the ‘FNR Programme Manager’ provides
the panel with background information to the Luxembourg research landscape and the
national context in general.
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The FNR staff does not provide any information regarding the status of the applications to
the applicants while the evaluation procedure is in progress and until the funding decision
has been taken by the Board of the FNR. The FNR staff does not provide any information
regarding the name of the reviewers and panel members involved.

5. Confidentiality and Conflict of Interest
5.1. Confidentiality
All research plans and evaluation statements are confidential documents. Application
documents should therefore be handled with care and treated as confidential before, during
and after the evaluation process.
Reviewers and panel members must not disclose any information concerning application
documents or evaluations to outsiders, nor should they use confidential information to their
own or any other party’s benefit or disadvantage.
Reviewers and panel members must not communicate with applicants. Reviewers and panel
members’ advice to the FNR on any proposal may not be communicated by them to the
applicants or to any other person. Panel members are not allowed to disclose the names of
other experts participating in the evaluation. Where proposals are posted or made available
electronically to reviewers, who then work from their own or other suitable premises, the
reviewer will be held personally responsible for maintaining the confidentiality of any
documents or electronic files sent and returning, erasing or destroying all confidential
documents or files upon completing the evaluation as instructed. Reviewers and Panel
members may not show the contents of proposals or information on applicants to third
parties (e.g. colleagues, students, etc.).
Reviewers contacted by anyone who has questions about application documents or
evaluation statements, should direct these people to the FNR contact person.

5.2. Conflict of Interest
All persons involved in the review process are required to declare any personal interests
according to the criteria below. The FNR will check the level of the conflict of interest.
Circumstances in which a conflict of interest may exist:
A disqualifying conflict of interest exists if a person:
• was involved in the preparation of the proposal;
• has had close collaboration with the applicant(s) (e.g. has co-authored and published
an article with the applicant during the past three years);
• stands to benefit directly if the proposal is accepted (e.g. is involved in the publication
or exploitation of the potential results of the proposal);
• has a close family relationship with any person working for an applicant organisation in
the proposal. This includes:
- a spouse, child, grandchild, sibling, parent, grandparent,
- a person otherwise especially close (e.g. fiancé/e or a close friend), and/or their
spouses,
- a sibling of a parent or his/her spouse, a child of a sibling, previous spouse,
- a child, grandchild, sibling, parent or grandparent of a spouse and/or their spouses,
a child of a sibling of a spouse,
- or a half-relative comparable to the above mentioned.
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• is a director, trustee or partner of an applicant organisation;
• is employed by one of the applicant organisations in a proposal;
• is in any other situation that compromises his or her ability to evaluate the proposal
impartially.
A potential conflict of interest may exist, even in cases not covered by the clear disqualifying
conflicts indicated above, if a person:
• was employed by one of the applicant organisations in a proposal within the previous
three years;
• is involved in a contract or research collaboration with an applicant organisation, or has
been so in the previous three years;
• is in any other situation that could cast doubt on his or her ability to evaluate the
proposal impartially, or that could reasonably appear to do so in the eyes of an external
third party.
Persons involved in the peer review process must also declare a conflict of interest at any
time during the process.

5.3. Inability to Perform Obligations and Termination
If for some reason the reviewers and panel members are not able to fulfil their obligations for
a given work, the FNR should be informed immediately. The work cannot be delegated to
another person without the prior written agreement of the FNR.

6. Style Recommendations for Written Evaluations
The anonymised review documents are sent to the PI. Hence, reviewers should avoid to put
anything in the assessment that will identify them, e.g. by making references to where they
have worked or whom they have worked with.
The following style recommendations 1 should guide reviewers during the composition of their
evaluations:
• The assessment should be more than just a rating and needs good justification for the
arguments;
• 1,5 pages of substantive comments may be sufficient – not too long but enough to be
able to back up the assessment and the funding recommendation;
• The overall rating should match the comments – otherwise the panel and the
applicants might not have confidence in the assessment;
• Generalists in the field should be able to understand the comments - care has to be
taken not to adopt a bias in favour of work in the expert’s own specialism i.e. “x is a
vitally important area / scarce discipline etc.”;
• References to other key papers in the field are useful;
• The strengths and weaknesses of each criterion and of the whole proposal should be
set out in a structured way;
• Feedback should be balanced with constructive criticism and supported with examples;
• Particular concerns should be highlighted;
• Where appropriate, alternative approaches to improve the proposal should be
suggested;

1

Inspired from « Reviewers Handbook », 2013, MRC.
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• Any unintentional bias against high risk high pay-off proposals or against early career
investigators (CORE Junior PIs) should be avoided.

7. Guidelines for Reviewers
Before accessing a proposal’, reviewers have to sign a ‘Review Participation Form’ which
includes a ‘Confidentiality Agreement’.
Reviewers are invited to read the following documents before completing the ‘Review Form’:
• The ‘Programme Description’ explaining the objectives of the programme;
• These ‘Peer Review Guidelines’;
• The assigned proposal;
• The ‘Review Form’.
Reviewers are invited to complete and submit the ‘CORE 2016 Review Form’. A written
evaluation and a rating for each criterion should be provided as requested in the form and
explained below.

7.1. Ethical Considerations
Comments should be provided only if the proposal gives rise to any ethical issues.

7.2. Evaluation of the Proposal
Reviewers should concisely comment on each selection criterion based on the descriptions
of the selection criteria in section 3. Evaluation Criteria, and to the best of their abilities,
professional skills, knowledge and ethics.
Reviewers should also consult the style recommendations in section 6. Style
recommendations for written evaluations. It is essential that the review is based on coherent
and sufficiently detailed comments or arguments to help the FNR to reach a decision and
subsequently formulate a meaningful ‘Panel Conclusion’.

7.3. Evaluation of CORE Junior Track Proposals
The ‘Junior Track’ applications are processed and evaluated like a standard CORE proposal
and the same high peer-review standards should applied. However, reviewers should take
into account that Junior PIs do not always have an extensive track record on project
management and generally have no or little preliminary data related to the proposed project.
CORE ‘Junior Track’ proposals use the standard CORE ‘Project description form’ with
additional fields where applicants describe how the project, the training and mentoring
aspects will contribute to the advancement of his/her research career.

7.4. Scoring of the Proposal
The scoring system is used to underline the reasoned comments and arguments provided. It
is based on a scale ranging from excellent to poor.
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Table 1: Scoring System
Score

Explanation

Excellent

An outstanding project of very high international calibre. Expected
scientific impact is major. The researchers are among the leaders in their
field of research.

Very good

A project of high international calibre. Expected scientific impact is very
significant. The researchers have very good experience within their field
of research.

Good

A project of reasonable international calibre. Expected scientific impact is
significant. The researchers have good experience within their field of
research.

Fair

Project of limited interest where the expected scientific impact is low. The
researchers have limited experience in the field of research.

Poor

A low-calibre project with very little interest; or a project in which parts of
the application are so poorly described that it is impossible to evaluate.

7.5. Overall Assessment
An overall assessment of the proposal and justification for the funding recommendation
should be provided as explained in Table 2: Funding Recommendation (Review Form).
The following points should be addressed in the overall assessment of the proposal:
• most important strengths and weaknesses of the project proposal,
• any modifications to the proposal that are necessary,
• any other comments justifying the funding recommendation.

Table 2: Funding Recommendation (Review Form)
Funding
recommendation

Explanation

Not recommended for
funding

Project of too low calibre to warrant funding.
Major and essential modifications need to be made to achieve an
international standard of quality and efficiency of the proposal,
e.g.
• Removal of large portions of a (or entire) work package
(unless project can be conducted well without said work
package) or need to add important work packages.
• Substantial modification of the proposed methodology
needed.
• Additional scientific expertise required for the project.
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Recommended for
funding

Project of very good quality and international standard.
Minor modifications to the project plan may improve the quality
and efficiency of the proposal, e.g.
• Budget cuts (and resources) necessary because of slight
overestimation which do not jeopardise the successful
completion of work packages and the project while
achieving the full range of proposed results.
• Modifications of the work-packages which do not
necessitate important changes to the project description.
• Minor alterations and considerations that should be
accounted for on the level of the methodology.

Strongly recommended
for funding

Project of excellent quality that should be funded as proposed.

Reviewers should also shortly indicate their domain of expertise, especially if the proposed
project has an inter- or multidisciplinary approach.

8. Guidelines for Panel Members
Before evaluating a proposal, Panel Members have to sign the ‘Panel Participation Form’
which includes a ‘Confidentiality Agreement’.
Panel Members are invited to read the following documents before completing the ‘Review
Synthesis Form’:
• The ‘Programme Description’ explains the objectives of the programme;
• These ‘Peer Review Guidelines’;
• ‘Online Application Form’ (including the Project Description and the Project Plan and
Budget);
• Reviews written by independent experts (available at the latest 10 days before panel
meeting);
• ‘Review Synthesis’.
Panel Members are invited to complete the ‘Review Synthesis’ for the projects assigned to
them, and return the forms to the FNR secretariat at least 10 working days before the panel
meeting in order to allow enough time for Panel Members and FNR staff to read the
documents.

8.1. Guidelines for Writing a Review Synthesis
Before drafting the review synthesis Panel Members are invited to consult the style
recommendations section 6. Style recommendations for written evaluations.
The drafting of the ‘Review Synthesis’ based on the written reviews needs to fulfil additional
requirements in order to improve the comprehensibility of the funding decisions:
• The arguments in the review synthesis should be based on the arguments provided in
the written reviews. The individual comments by reviewers do not need to be repeated.
Instead, the ‘Review Synthesis’ should clearly state how the individual comments
of the reviewers lead to the overall conclusion;
• Any new positive or negative argument raised (which does not appear within any of
the written reviews) needs to be clearly highlighted and justified with evidence;
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• The ‘Review Synthesis’ needs to be coherent throughout the text;
• Major conflicting arguments stated in different reviews should be resolved by
proposing a justified opinion;
• Factual information which has a major influence on the funding decision needs to be
checked on validity;
• Criticism should be supported with examples;
• Possible modifications or recommendations to improve the quality of the project should
be indicated.
The impact of each statement for the overall assessment should be explained. The proposed
funding decision should be comprehensible and duly justified. The main argument(s) which
led to a positive or negative funding recommendation need to be unambiguously highlighted.
It is essential that panel members respect these recommendations as the ‘Review
Synthesis’ is the basis for drafting the ‘Panel Conclusion’ which will be forwarded to the
applicants.

8.1.1. Ethical Considerations
Comments should be provided only if the proposal gives rise to any ethical issues.

8.1.2. Evaluation of the Proposal
Panel Members should concisely comment on each selection criterion based on the
descriptions of the selection criteria in section 3 Evaluation Criteria, and to the best of your
abilities, professional skills, knowledge and ethics.
The short assessment of each selection criteria should also include justifications for each
statement by:
• Highlighting the strengths and weaknesses of the proposal, and
• Resolving conflicting assessments of the reviewers.

8.1.3. Scoring of the Proposal
The scoring system is used to underline the reasoned comments and arguments provided. It
is based on a scale ranging from excellent to poor, as described in section 7.4. Scoring
of the Proposal, Table 1: Scoring System. Top scores should only be awarded to
proposals of exceptionally high quality.

8.1.4. Overall Assessment
An overall assessment of the proposal and a justification for the funding
recommendation should be provided as explained in Table 3: Funding Recommendation
(below).
The following points should be addressed in the overall assessment of the proposal:
• most important strengths and weaknesses of the project proposal;
• any modifications to the proposal that are necessary;
• resolving of conflicting arguments in the remote reviews;
• any other comments justifying the funding recommendation.
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Table 3: Funding Recommendation
Funding
recommendation

Explanation

Not recommended for
funding

Project of too low calibre to warrant funding.
Major and essential modifications need to be made to achieve
an international standard of quality and efficiency of the
proposal:
• Removal of large portions of a (or entire) work package
(unless project can be conducted well without said work
package) or need to add important work packages.
• Substantial modification of the proposed methodology.
• Recruitment of additional expertise required for the project.

Inclined not to fund

Project of good to very good quality.
Minor modifications to the project plan may improve the quality
and efficiency of the proposal:
• Budget cuts (and resources) necessary because of slight
overestimation which do not jeopardise the successful
completion of work packages and the project while
achieving the full range of proposed results.
• Modifications of the work-packages which do not
necessitate large changes to the project description.
• Minor alterations and considerations that should be
accounted for on the level of the methodology.

Inclined to fund

Recommended for funding Project of excellent quality that should be funded as proposed.
The experience of the FNR has shown that proposals undergoing major modifications were
flawed from the beginning and usually did not reach the objectives. Therefore, projects
requiring major modifications should not be recommended for funding.
The overall assessment of the proposal should lead to a final funding recommendation
which has to be consistent with the previous comments to the selection criteria.

8.1.5. Evaluation of the Reviews
Panel Members are invited to mark for the quality and usefulness of each of the written
and anonymous reviews in terms of:
• Level of detail;
• Comprehensibility;
• Justification of arguments;
• Coherence;
• Expertise of reviewer.
This is for internal FNR use only.

8.2. Panel Meeting
Prior to the panel meeting, the FNR prepares a ranking based on the review synthesis.
Proposals not fulfilling the minimal quality criteria (with low scorings by all reviewers) do not
need to be discussed in the panel meeting. However, the justification of the low scoring will
be checked by the panel.
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The panel meeting starts with the actual discussion of the proposals from the top to the
bottom ranked one. The panel member whom the proposal was assigned to, presents his/her
synthesis of the written evaluations, focusing on the following issues:
• Objective of the proposal;
• Fulfilment of the selection criteria, including highlighting possible conflicting
statements of reviewers;
• Strengths and weaknesses;
• Overall assessment of the application;
• Necessary modifications of the proposal (if applicable).
If the evaluation of the panel member differs from the written reviews or new information is
discussed, a coherent argumentation needs to be presented.
After this short presentation, panel members are invited by the Panel Chair to discuss the
evaluation findings and readjust the rating of the proposal if deemed necessary (including
argumentation).
After rating all the proposals, the Panel Members discuss which proposals should benefit
from a financial support of the FNR.

8.2.1. Panel Conclusion
After the panel meeting, the ‘Review Synthesis’ needs to be readjusted to reflect the
discussion and conclusion of the panel meeting. The ‘Panel Conclusion’ serves as the basis
for the formal decision process within the FNR. This document should therefore be as
comprehensive as possible, clear and unambiguous. A standardised panel conclusion will be
used for proposals that have not fulfilled the minimal quality criteria. The ‘Panel Conclusion’
and anonymised written reviews are sent to the applicants.
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9. Annex: Flow Chart of the CORE Peer Review Process
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