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Foreword 

Welcome as an expert reviewer for the Swedish Research Council’s peer review process in 

Clinical Therapy Research for 2019 and our call for project grants.  

 

This handbook has been written to assist you in your forthcoming work and describes the 

review process step by step. The purpose is to make it easy to find the information that is 

relevant for the tasks to be carried out. It contains important practical instructions on the 

grading of applications as well as how final statements to be sent to applicants shall be 

written.  

 

Please read the instructions carefully, so that you are well prepared for your review work. 

 

 
Jan-Ingvar Jönsson 

Secretary General, Medicine and Health 
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Call and preparation 

 

About this call 

The purpose of the project grant for planning of clinical therapy research is to create 

opportunities for a constellation of researchers within academia and health and medical care 

to collaborate with other actors ahead of a future application for a research environment grant, 

or to develop a national network that interacts ahead of future research collaboration, for 

example where new knowledge is needed.  

 

The applicant can apply for the project grant for one of two purposes: 

 

1) To complete the planning and subsequent work ahead of an application for a research 

environment grant within clinical therapy research. The proposal should map whether a 

future well-defined research project can be implemented. The mapping may, for 

example, include a plan for national recruitment of patients, or (if the patient base is 

limited), formulate how an expansion of the number of patients and participating 

clinics/centres can be implemented. The ability to implement may also be affected by 

issues dealing with the procurement and manufacture of trial medicines or permit 

applications, and how these can be avoided.  

 

2) Developing a national network that joins together competences within research, health 

and medical care, business and users in order to support knowledge exchange related to a 

research question of high scientific quality with relevance to clinical therapy research. 

The network shall have the aim to stimulate research collaboration on a clearly identified 

problem, which is justified by the needs of health and medical care, and where increased 

knowledge is expected to lead to benefits to patients and society in the near future. The 

networks shall have a clear plan for how end users (that is to say patients, patient 

organisations and/or relatives) can be engaged to strengthen the participation in future 

research projects within a certain subject area within clinical therapy research. 

 

For the call text, follow the link: Research project grant for planning of clinical therapy 

research. 

Two review panels for the project applications 

 

When the call has closed, the applications are checked and assigned to the Clinical Therapy 

Research review panel for project applications (KBF-PRO). There will be two review panels, 

one for the applications with preliminary work and one for the applications with national 

network. For details on the review panels, see Appendix 2 and 3. 

Call and 
preparation

Review 
Review panel 

meeting
Final 

statement  
Decision

https://www.vr.se/english/calls-and-decisions/calls/calls/2019-06-12-research-environment-grant-within-clinical-therapy-research.html
https://www.vr.se/english/calls-and-decisions/calls/calls/2019-06-12-research-environment-grant-within-clinical-therapy-research.html
https://www.vr.se/english/calls-and-decisions/calls/calls/2018-11-07-research-project-grant-for-planning-of-clinical-therapy-research.html
https://www.vr.se/english/calls-and-decisions/calls/calls/2018-11-07-research-project-grant-for-planning-of-clinical-therapy-research.html
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Reporting any conflict of interest 

Once the applications assigned to the panel are available in Prisma, you must report any 

conflict of interest. This is done in Prisma.  

Assigning a rapporteur for each application  

Each application is evaluated by all panel members. One of them is given the role of 

rapporteur.   

 Summary of your tasks   

 To be completed 

□ Report any new conflict of interest. 10 September 
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Review 

 

 

Evaluation criteria  

The five evaluation criteria and grading scales (seven- or three-point) are the same as for the 

full applications. The guiding questions are amended to fit the requirements of the call for 

project grants (for details, see “Guiding questions” below).   

Please note that the guiding questions differ for the two purposes – make sure you follow 

those that cover the application you are going to review. 

Guiding questions – preliminary work 

For applications with the purpose of completing the preliminary work ahead of a 

future application for a research environment grant within clinical therapy research 

Scientific quality of the proposed research 
 

 Is the main research question motivated and specified? 

 Are the purpose and the plan for how the proposal will lead to an application for a 

research environment grant within clinical therapy research clarified and well justified?  

 Is the planned research task clearly defined and within the scope of the call for clinical 

therapy research? 

 Are the planned activities clearly specified and fit for purpose, for example how to: 

 work on regulatory issues topical for the project, such as approval from the 

Swedish Ethical Review Authority, permits from the Swedish Medical Products 

Agency, etc.     

 make an inventory of the patient material – number of patients possible to include 

in the study 

 obtain medicine approval for the research project    

 start the procurement of trial medicines to be used in the research project 

 obtain a quote for a placebo 

 to optimize the study design and include a statistical analysis plan 

 to meet the requirement on national collaboration 

 If an intervention study is proposed: Will the inclusion process be sufficient to reach 

the included number of patients in the described period of time? For other study 

designs: Is the target study population defined and sufficiently large? 

 Is there a well worked-out plan for how both junior and senior researchers will 

participate in the network? 

 

Patient value - Benefit of the research  
 

 Is there a well worked-out plan for how to include users (that is to say patients, patient 

Decision
Call and 

preparation
Review

Review panel 
meeting

Final 
statement  
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organisations and relatives) in the planning of the study and the choice of endpoints? 

 May the results of the planned clinical therapy study contribute to a better use of the 

resources in the healthcare sector? Factors such as prevalence, the severity of the 

disease, the current burden on the health care system, and social costs should be 

weighed in the assessment of clinical relevance. 

 

Novelty and originality 
 

 Have similar studies been conducted before? If so, why is the proposed one needed? 

 Does the planned study have the potential to deliver implementable results beneficial to 

patients and society? 

 

Merits of the applicant(s) 
 

 Does the team have a track record in carrying out research within the subject area? 

 Has any team member been involved in critical assessments or guideline establishment? 

 If an intervention study is planned: Is there any involvement of a clinical trials unit or 

any trial staff (if applicable)?  

 Does the application contain a plan for statistical competence and feasibility?  

 Does the main applicant have documented experience of leading major collaboration 

projects? If not, is there a clear description for how senior members in the project group 

will provide this competence to the governance of the project? 

 

Feasibility 
 

 Is the planned preliminary work, including the time-frame, realistic for the proposed 

project? 

 Are the study design, statistical methods and patient cohorts adequate and well adapted 

to the research question? 

 Are the costs reasonable and well justified? 

 Has the proposed project potential to result in an application for a research environment 

grant within clinical therapy research within 1-2 years? 

 

A seven-grade scale is used to evaluate the criteria Scientific quality of the proposed research, 

Patient value - benefit of the research, Novelty and originality and Merits of the applicants:  

 

Outstanding 
Exceptionally strong application with negligible weaknesses 

7 

Excellent 
Very strong application with negligible weaknesses 

6 

Very good to excellent 
Very strong application with minor weaknesses 

5 

Very good 
Strong application with minor weaknesses 

4 

Good 
Some strengths, but also moderate weaknesses 

3 

Weak 
A few strengths, but also at least one major weakness or several minor 
weaknesses 

2 
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Poor 
Very few strengths, and numerous major weaknesses 

1 

 

A three-grade scale is used to evaluate the criterion Feasibility:  

 

Feasible 3 

Partly feasible 2 

Not feasible 1 

 

For each criterion, you can also mark “Insufficient”, if you consider that the application lacks 

sufficient information to allow a reasonable evaluation of the criterion. 

 

Overall grade 

After grading the individual criteria, you need to weigh them together into an overall grade 

for the application according to the seven-grade scale above. The overall grade is not the same 

as an average grade or a summary of the grades for the individual criteria; instead, it should 

reflect the scientific quality of the application as a whole. It is not a condition that the quality 

concept covers all aspects of the various criteria, nor that they have the same relative weight 

for all applications. In normal cases, however, a strongly positive evaluation of only one 

criterion cannot outweigh other weaknesses of an application when weighed together.  

Due to the nature of clinical therapy research, the Novelty and originality should be weighted 

lower than the other criteria. The focus of the assessment should be given on the criteria 

Scientific quality of the proposed research and Patient value - benefit of the research.  

 

Guiding questions – national network 

For applications with the purpose of developing a national network to interact 

ahead of future national research collaboration 

 

Scientific quality of the proposed research 
 

 Are the purpose and the long-term goal of the network clarified and well justified? 

 Are the planned activities clearly specified and fit for purpose (how to include target 

groups who may benefit from the research and how national collaboration can be 

achieved)?  

 Are the expected outcomes from the network collaboration sufficient and adequate? 

 Is there a well worked-out plan for how both junior and senior researchers will 

participate in the network? 

 Does the network combine scientific expertise with expertise in the health and medical 

care, business and users in order to support knowledge exchange on a research question 

of high scientific quality with relevance to clinical therapy research?  

 Does the proposed collaboration network have the potential to build a sustainable 

partnership?  

 What is the potential added value of the network?  

 Is the overall description of the collaborative network sufficiently clear, convincing 
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and compelling, for example description of planned activities and impact of the 

research collaboration?  

 Does the proposal contain plans for sustaining the collaboration/partnership beyond the 

proposed duration of network funding? 

 

Patient value - Benefit of the research  
 

 Is there a well worked-out plan for how to include users (that is to say patients, patient 

organisations and relatives) in the network? 

 May the results of the network contribute to a better use of the resources in the 

healthcare sector?  

 

Novelty and originality 
 

 To what extent does the proposed network promote the establishment of new 

researcher-to-health and medical care, business and users relationships?  

 Does the network have the potential to extend or challenge current understanding, 

opinion or practice in its field?  

 Does the network propose a knowledge exchange with clear progression and novelty in 

relation to the knowledge in the field or will the formed network simply add details to 

existing knowledge? 

 

Merits of the applicant(s) 

 Do the network applicants have sufficient expertise, level of independence and 

scientific network for the implementation of the proposed collaboration?  

 Is the team´s collective competence/representation of relevant expertise in relation to 

the proposed network?  

 

Feasibility 
 

 Does the network conclusively describe its organisation and structure, and how it fulfils 

the need for new activities in the research field? 

 Does the network have a clear organisation for collaboration and leadership?  

 Is the proposed plan in general, including time schedule, optimal for starting up and 

implementing the proposed network?  

 In what way do the roles of the participating parties contribute to the implementation?  

 Does the network aim to establish long-term collaboration and contain a realistic plan 

for how to raise funds for such collaboration?  

 Is the timeline and related activities of the network realistic?  

 Does the proposed collaboration network include the availability and accessibility of 

relevant personnel, skills, facilities/infrastructures and other necessary resources?  

 Is the environment suitable for carrying out the proposed network activities?  

 Are the costs reasonable and well justified? 

 

 

Overall grade 

After grading the individual criteria, you need to weigh them together into an overall grade 

for the application (using the seven-point grading scale). 
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Summary of your tasks   

 To be completed 

□ Grade and write preliminary statement on all applications for 

which you are the rapporteur. 

15 October 

□ Grade and write comments on all applications for which you are 

a reviewer. 

15 October 
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Review panel meeting 

 

 

 

The applications are reviewed by all panel members and discussed on the basis of the 

individual assessments. After all applications have been discussed, and the panel has agreed 

on an overall grade on each application, the panel shall carry out a prioritisation of the 

applications with the highest scientific quality.  

Summary of your tasks   

 To be completed 

□ Agree on grades for each individual criterion and an overall grade 

for each application. 

At the meeting 

□ Agree on a priority list for the applications to be awarded funding 

within the review panel’s budgetary framework. 

At the meeting 

□ Agree on a priority list with reserves, covering the applications that 

fall immediately outside the panel’s budgetary framework.   

At the meeting 

 

 

Decision
Call and 

preparation
Review 

Review panel 
meeting

Final 
statement  
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Final Statement 

 

 

The rapporteur writes a final statement 

Following the review panel meeting, you need to finalize the panel’s statements for those 

applications for which you have been the rapporteur. The preliminary statement you have 

entered into Prisma ahead of the review panel meeting will form the basis for the final 

statement. You need to modify the preliminary statement so that it reflects the panel’s joint 

overall evaluation of the application.  

Since the final statement is sent to the applicant, it is important that it corresponds to the 

final grades, thus describing the application’s main strengths and weaknesses as well as 

including any necessary clarifications and suggestions for improvements. 

As rapporteur, you usually have one week after the review panel meeting to enter your final 

statements in Prisma.   

The chair reviews all final statements 

The chair will with help of the senior research officer screen all statements to ensure that they 

reflect the discussion by the review panel. It is not the task of the chair to carry out 

comprehensive editing. As a rapporteur, you may therefore be asked to adjust the final 

statement. 

General advice and recommendations on final statements 

When completing your final statements, you should consider the following: 

 

• Focus on describing both the main strengths and weaknesses of the application. Try 

to emphasise relevant conceptual, structural and/or methodological issues as discussed at 

the review panel meeting, including suggestions for improvements. 

• Make sure that the written comments correspond to the grades. Use the definitions of the 

grading scale (see p. 7-8) in the justifications. For example, if a grade of 4 is given, the 

justification should contain both “strengths and minor weaknesses” in line with the 

definition of this grade.    

• Consider the guiding questions for the different criteria (see pp. 6-9) when you 

formulate the final statement.  

• Write concisely; the content rather than the length of the text is of significance. However, 

do not be too brief; the final statement should contain sufficient information to help the 

applicant understand the grounds for the assessment.  

• Comment on if divergence from the general instructions for the application has been 

weighed into the assessment of the application. 

• Use a language that is constructive and objective. 

Decision
Call and 

preparation
Review 

Review panel 
meeting

Final 
statement  
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• The final statement must be written in English.  

 

In the statements, you should avoid the following: 

• Do not include a long summary about the applicant or the research described in the 

application. The focus should be the assessment of the application, not a description of the 

project. 

• Do not state any individual comments (such as “I think” or “In my view”). The final 

statement is from the review panel collectively. 

• Exclude quantifiable data, such as the exact number of publications, or bibliometric data.  

• Exclude personal details (such as gender or age). 

• Do not include any recommendations on whether to refuse or grant an application.  

• Do not state that an application does not belong to or is unsuitable for the review panel, or 

for the Swedish Research Council. The review panel is obligated to review all 

applications in the panel.  

 

Summary of your tasks  

 To be completed 

□ Write the review panel’s final statement in Prisma on the 

applications for which you have been the rapporteur. 

30 October 
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Decision 

 

 

 

This decision of the Committee for Clinical Therapy Research on grants is based on the 

priority lists (including reserves) from the review panel, along with the review panels’ final 

statements and any justifications from the chair regarding the priority lists.  

 

Summary of your tasks    

□ Refer any questions about the evaluation of individual applications to the Swedish 

Research Council’s personnel. 

□ Be prepared to assist the chair and the Secretary General responsible in the event of any 

questions. 
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Appendix 1:  

Contact information for Swedish Research 

Council personnel 

 

Jan-Ingvar Jönsson, Secretary General, Medicine and Health 

Phone: 08-546 44 170  

Email: jan-ingvar.jonsson@vr.se 

Tanja Nilsson, Coordinator, Clinical Therapy Research  

Phone: 08-546 44 156  

Email: tanja.nilsson@vr.se 

Anh Thu Nguyen Hoang, Coordinator Evaluation Process/Senior Research Officer, Clinical 

Therapy Research  

Phone: 08-546 44 034 

Email: anhthu.nguyenhoang@vr.se 

Elisabeth Tehler, Research Officer, Clinical Therapy Research 

Phone: 08-546 44 229 

Email: elisabeth.tehler@vr.se 
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mailto:tanja.nilsson@vr.se
mailto:anhthu.nguyenhoang@vr.se
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Appendix 2: 

Review panel for applications with preliminary 

work 

Review Panel and their members 

The chair is indicated with an asterisk* 

 

KBF: 

 

Alasdair Coles* University of Cambridge  UK 

Keith Matthews University of Dundee  UK 

Lars Vedel Kessing

  

University of Copenhagen  Denmark 

Bente Jespersen Aarhus University  Denmark 

Anne Pitkäranta University of Helsinki  Finland 

Andrea Frilling  Imperial College London UK 

 

Janet Dunn  University of Warwick  UK 

Marc Peeters University of Antwerp  Belgium 

Eigil  Kjeldsen  Aarhus University Hospital  Denmark 

Jim Thornton University of Nottingham UK 

 

Sten Rasmussen Aalborg University Hospital  Denmark 

Mark Wilcox  University of Leeds  UK 

Charlotte Suppli Ulrik Hvidovre Hospital, Univ. of 

Copenhagen  

Denmark 

Sita Bierma-Zeinstra

  

Erasmus University Medical 

Center  

Netherlands 



 

 16 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 3: 

Review panel for applications with national 

network 

Review Panel and their members 

The chair is indicated with an asterisk* 

 

KBF: 

 

Alasdair Coles* University of Cambridge  UK 

Keith Matthews University of Dundee  UK 

Jim Thornton University of Nottingham UK 

Sten Rasmussen Aalborg University Hospital  Denmark 

Sita Bierma-Zeinstra

  

Erasmus University Medical 

Center  

Netherlands 

Anne Pitkäranta University of Helsinki  Finland 

Andrea Frilling  

 

Imperial College London UK 

 


