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Foreword 

The review process for applications submitted to the Scientific Council for Natural 
and Engineering Sciences of the Swedish Research Council is now underway. 
Naturally, all of us involved are committed to work towards the best possible final 
result in allocating research funds. A prerequisite for achieving this goal is access to 
accurate information regarding all steps of the review process. This review 
handbook is intended to give you, as a reviewer, the basic support and reference 
material necessary to carry out your task in the best way. 
 
The review handbook is organised according to the main steps of the review process. 
General guidelines, the fundamental principles of peer review and the policies 
specific to the Scientific Council for Natural and Engineering Sciences are attached 
as appendices. 
 
In this context, I want to highlight that the main task of the Swedish Research 
Council is to support research of excellent quality, which pushes the frontier of 
knowledge forward. Thus, the main goal is to generate new knowledge. Relevance 
to societal challenges, for instance, can never compensate for low scientific quality. I 
also want to emphasise that the Swedish Research Council pays special attention to 
how conflicts of interest and gender equality are handled, where avoiding irrelevant 
information is one important aspect. The Swedish Research Council is also 
concerned about the impact of bibliometric data, and it is the view of the Council 
that such numbers reflect the size of a scientific area and the popularity of the topic 
rather than scientific quality. Therefore, you are expected to look beyond 
quantitative indicators to identify the best basic science.  
 
The work of reviewing grant applications is the foundation of the Scientific Council 
activities. Serving as a member of one of the Scientific Council review panels is an 
important commission of trust. My experience is that such a commission naturally 
involves a considerable amount of work, but the work is interesting and rewarding 
since it offers an overview of a broader area of science than we normally encounter 
in our daily lives as researchers. I hope you will appreciate the work in the review 
process. Your assessments will have a profound impact on the type and quality of 
research in natural and engineering sciences being performed in Sweden in the 
future. 
 
Welcome as a reviewer for the Swedish Research Council! 
 
Mattias Marklund 
Secretary General 
Natural and Engineering Sciences 
Swedish Research Council 
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Introduction 

This review handbook includes instructions for the assessment of applications 
for the general call for proposals in natural and engineering sciences. The 
handbook is designed to reflect the review process step by step. The intention is 
to make it easier for you as a reviewer to find the information you need for each 
step. At the end of each section, there is a summary of the tasks to be carried out, 
and if relevant the date by which each task must be completed. Chapter 6 also 
contains a summary in the form of a checklist of the various tasks during the 
different stages of the process. 

In this first section of the handbook, you will find information on the grants 
available, some starting points and principles that will permeate the review work 
as a whole, as well as a brief description of the different roles of the participants 
in the process. 

The purpose of the grants is to give researchers the freedom to independently 
and individually formulate the research concept, method and implementation, 
and to solve a specific research task within a limited period of time (typically 4 
years). The Swedish Research Council rewards research of the highest scientific 
quality in open national competition. The following grants are available in 2022: 

1. Research project grant 
2. Starting grant 

Research project grant 
The research project grant (complete call text here) may be used to cover all 
kinds of project-related costs, such as salaries, premises costs, running costs 
(such as consumables, travel costs, publishing costs and less expensive 
equipment), as well as depreciation costs. The active participation of the 
applicant in the project is assessed in relation to the proposed project (evaluated 
under the criterion feasibility), whilst the employment must be at least 20 per 
cent of a full-time equivalent. Four years represent the standard and maximum 
grant period. The applicant may apply for a maximum of 1.3 million SEK per 
year, resulting in a maximum of 5.2 million SEK over a four-year period. The 
minimum grant amount is 400 000 SEK per year. 

Starting grant 
The starting grant (complete call text here) is available for researchers with a 
doctoral degree awarded no later than 29 March 2020 and no earlier than 29 
March 2015. The purpose of the grant is to offer junior researchers the 
opportunity to become established as independent researchers. Even if the 

Call and  
preparation Review Review panel  

meeting Final statement Decision and  
follow-up 

https://www.vr.se/english/applying-for-funding/calls/2021-11-17-research-project-grant-within-natural-and-engineering-sciences.html
https://www.vr.se/english/applying-for-funding/calls/2021-11-17-starting-grant-within-natural-and-engineering-sciences.html
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doctoral degree was awarded earlier, an applicant may be eligible to apply if 
special circumstances interrupted the period of active research, such as parental 
or sick leave, medical internships or medical residencies (applies to clinically 
active professionals) positions of trust, or similar circumstances. The active 
participation of the applicant in the project must be at least 50 per cent of a full-
time equivalent. Also, the employment must correspondingly be at least 50 per 
cent of a full-time equivalent. 

The grant may be used to cover all kinds of project-related costs, such as 
salaries, premises costs, running costs (such as consumables, travel costs, 
publishing costs and less expensive equipment), as well as depreciation costs. 
The grant period is four years. The applicant may apply for a maximum of 1.3 
million SEK per year, resulting in a maximum of 5.2 million SEK over a four-
year period. The minimum grant amount is 400 000 SEK per year. 

Restrictions on grants applied for or held in parallel 
Not all grants may be applied for or held simultaneously, and explanatory tables 
regarding such limitations can be found here. An eligibility check will be done 
by Swedish Research Council personnel before the funding decision is made by 
the Scientific Council.  

News for the call 2022 

An updated version of ethical guidelines 
As of 2022, the handling of ethics in the application and peer review has been 
revised and consists of two parts: Legal and formal requirements and Ethical 
considerations. You will find more information in the next section.  

Description of merits 
The Swedish Research Council has a project on how researchers' qualifications 
are assessed. In connection to this, a test of a descriptive complement to the 
information in the CV and publication list in the application will be performed 
within the call for starting grants, where the applicants are asked to describe how 
their merits (the CV in the application) and publication list relate to the proposed 
project. 

Specific focus on the Röntgen-Ångström collaboration  
The Röntgen-Ångström Cluster, RÅC, is a German–Swedish research 
collaboration in structural biology and materials science. This year, we are 
issuing funding for a junior researcher to locate a considerable part of the 
activities within their starting grant at CSSB (Centre for Structural Systems 
Biology) and DESY (Deutches Electronen-Syncrotron) in Hamburg. The 
research area must be within structural biology and the project leader awarded 
the grant must be in place at CSSB for a minimum of 18 months out of the total 
project period of 4 years, of which a minimum of 9 months must be within the 
first 2 years. The applications are handled together and on the same terms as the 
other starting grants.  

https://www.vr.se/english/applying-for-funding/applying-for-a-grant/several-grants-simultaneously.html
https://www.rontgen-angstrom.eu/
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Mobility 
Mobility will no longer be used as a special condition during the ranking process 
of 2022, after a decision by the Scientific Council. However, mobility will be a 
part of the review of the merits of the starting grant applicant as previously. 

Actions from the Swedish Research Council regarding Ukraine 
Researchers applying for a research grant from the Swedish Research Council 
are allowed to collaborate with researchers active in Russia or Belarus within the 
framework for their application. This is on condition that the researchers active 
in Russia or Belarus have their own funding, or that their participation is done as 
an in-kind contribution. Funds from the Swedish Research Council must not be 
transferred to Russia or Belarus. 

No researchers active in Russia or Belarus may take part in our review panels, 
neither as panel member nor external reviewer. The assessment of the feasibility 
of research projects may be affected by the prevailing situation. 

General starting points and principles 
There are certain guidelines and principles which apply during all steps in the 
review work, and which are important for you to know about as a reviewer. 

Peer review 
The portal paragraph to the Swedish Research Council’s Instruction Ordinance 
establishes that “the Swedish Research Council shall give support to basic 
research of the highest scientific quality within all fields of science”. The 
fundamental principle for assessing scientific quality is the peer review of 
applications for research grants carried out by the various review panels within 
each subject area. In order to provide a basis for the scientific review, the board 
of the Research Council has formulated guidelines for peer review based on 
eight principles. You can take part of the guidelines for peer review. 

Conflict of interest 
A process involving peer review means that the evaluation of applications is 
carried out by researchers who are themselves part of the collective of 
researchers applying for grants. This creates a particular risk of conflicts of 
interest. In order to avoid any situation involving a conflict of interest, the 
Swedish Research Council has established strict internal guidelines. Part of the 
peer review handbook and the material that you must take part in consists of the 
Swedish Research Council's conflict of interest policy and guidelines for conflict 
of interest,  

Anyone who has a conflict of interest may not attend when the application is 
discussed and should not participate in the handling, assessment or discussion of 
the application or the applicant during any part of the process. In order to 
prevent the occurrence of conflict situations and to maintain public confidence, 
the Swedish Research Council has also made the standpoint that an application 
where a member is an applicant or a participating researcher should not be 

https://www.vr.se/download/18.12596ec416eba1fc8451336/1576832097891/Principles%20and%20guidelines%20for%20peer%20review%20at%20the%20Swedish%20Research%20Council.pdf
https://www.vr.se/english/applying-for-funding/how-applications-are-assessed/how-we-avoid-conflicts-of-interest.html
https://www.vr.se/english/applying-for-funding/how-applications-are-assessed/how-we-avoid-conflicts-of-interest.html
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reviewed in the member's review panel. The same applies if a related party is an 
applicant (not participating researcher) on an application to the review panel. 

As a panel member, you are obliged as applicable to report any conflict of 
interest in relation to the applications you will be reviewing. In the event of any 
doubt, please confer with the chair and the Research Council personnel. 
Ultimately, the responsibility rests with the Research Council. Where a conflict 
of interest exists, another reviewer will be appointed. 

Gender equality 
The Swedish Research Council shall promote gender equality within its area of 
activities. For this reason, the Research Council’s board has decided on a gender 
equality strategy. You can take part of the gender equality strategy. 

One of the operational goals for the gender equality strategy is to “ensure that 
women and men have the same success rates and receive the same average grant 
amount, taking into account the nature of the research and the type of grant”. 
Against this background, before adopting its proposal for allocation of grants, 
review panels shall take into account the gender equality goal and work out the 
success rate in its proposal, as well as considering and if necessary commenting 
on the outcome. For both grant types, gender equality is used as a special 
condition, and when ranking applications of equal quality during the panel 
meeting, applicants from the under-represented gender shall be prioritised. 

Sex and gender perspectives 
As of 2018, a new task is included in the Swedish Research Council's instruction 
from the government that we must work to ensure that sex and gender 
perspectives are included in the research we fund, when applicable. How sex and 
gender perspectives are handled in research, when relevant, is included in the 
assessment of the scientific quality of the applications. 

Handling of ethical considerations in the application and review 
The Swedish Research Council requires that research conducted with our 
support follows good research practice and that it complies with applicable law 
in Sweden. When the applicant and the administrating organisation sign the 
terms for an awarded grant, they confirm their responsibility for this, for 
example, that the necessary permits and approvals will be available when the 
research begins. 

As of 2022, the handling of ethics in the application and peer review has been 
revised and consists of two parts. 

• In the section on legal and formal requirements in the application, 
applicants are asked to describe the requirements for the research and how 
these are handled. In the peer review, this part is connected to a guiding 
question under the feasibility criterion. As a rule, the Swedish Research 
Council does not need necessary permits and approvals to be handed in, but 
requires that they are in place before the research begins. In the application, 

https://www.vr.se/download/18.781fb755163605b8cd29c9ea/1529480566477/Strategy_Gender_Equality_SRC_2014.pdf
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we expect the applicant to be able to explain what applies to the proposed 
research, i.e. whether it is subject to requirements such as permits or similar, 
and how to obtain these. If parts of the research will take place elsewhere 
than in Sweden, the applicant should be able to describe how it affects any 
requirements for permits and approvals. 

• The section on ethical considerations is reflective, and the applicant is 
asked to give an account of ethical issues and/or problems that the research 
may raise. In the peer review, this part links to a guiding question under the 
criterion of the scientific quality of the project. To help, the applicant has 
some exemplary questions, see the call texts (links available above). 

Deviations in the application 
If you, as a reviewer, think that an application deviates from the Swedish 
Research Council's guidelines in a way that is not clearly covered by the 
scientific review work, you should notify us of this as soon as possible. Continue 
with the review task without the impact of this as long as we do not notify 
otherwise.  

Confidentiality 
Throughout the review process, applications and the review of applications shall 
be treated confidentially. You must not spread the documents that you have 
access to in your work as a member, and you must delete them after the 
assignment has been completed. Nor shall any third parties be informed of what 
was discussed at the meeting, or of the views of any other reviewers in the 
ongoing review process. All communications between applicants and the 
Swedish Research Council concerning the review process or the grounds on 
which decisions are made shall be carried out via the Research Council’s 
research officer responsible. 

Prisma 
All the review work is carried out in the web-based system Prisma. In order to 
carry out the review work in Prisma, you must register as a user in the system – 
further information on this is available in Prisma’s User Manual. If you have any 
questions concerning the system and cannot find the answer in Prisma’s user 
manual, please contact the research officer responsible. 

Applications from retired researchers 
Retired researchers who are applying for grants should be assessed on the same 
basis as other applicants. All applicants, including retired researchers, must be 
employed by the administrating organisation when the grant period starts, and 
the employment must be at least 20 per cent of a full-time equivalent. 
At some research organisations, there are regular contracts covering continued 
activities after retirement. The head of department vouches with his or her 
electronic signature in Prisma that the applicant can carry out the research at the 
department at the employment level required.  

https://prismasupport.research.se/user-manual/reviewer/create-an-account.html
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Applications from foreign guest professors 
Foreign guest professors who are applying for grants should be assessed on the 
same basis as other applicants. All applicants, including foreign guest professors, 
must be employed by the administrating organisation when the grant period 
starts, and the employment must be at least 20 per cent of a full-time equivalent. 
If the time dedicated to the project and the employment percentage are not 
clearly stated in the application, the review panel chair, or a review panel 
member reviewing the application, may request the research officer for the 
review panel to contact the applicant and ask for additional information. This 
must be done no later than two weeks before the review panel meeting. 

Roles in the review process 

Chair and vice chair 
The role of the chair is to lead and coordinate the work of the panel, and to 
ensure in collaboration with the Swedish Research Council personnel that rules 
and policies are complied with. The chair allocates applications between 
reviewers, and is responsible for identifying any need for external reviewers. 
The chair is also responsible for ensuring the final statements issued by the 
review panel reflect the panel’s discussion and assessments. Normally, the chair 
does not review any applications her-/himself, but the recommendation is to read 
all the applications reviewed by the panel in order to acquire the necessary 
information. 

The vice chair replaces the chair of the review panel in situations where the chair 
cannot or should not take part, such as when the chair has a conflict of interest. 

Panel member 
The tasks of the panel members are to review, grade and rank the applications 
assigned to the review panel. The review panel shall discuss the applications 
during the review panel meeting, and give feedback in the form of a final 
statement to applicants. The final statements will form the basis for the funding 
decisions made by the Scientific Council.  

As a panel member, you will be assigned applications to review. You may have 
either of two roles: rapporteur or reviewer. As a rapporteur, you have extra 
responsibilities. These involve writing a preliminary statement before the panel 
meeting, making a brief presentation of the application at the meeting, and 
summarising the assessments from the other reviewers and the panel discussions 
into the final statement after the meeting. As a reviewer, you will write an 
assessment before the panel meeting and take active part in the discussions at the 
meeting.  

If requested by the Swedish Research Council personnel or the panel chair, the 
panel members are also expected to give suggestions for external reviewers. 
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External reviewer 
In case of any conflict of interest, or if specific expertise is missing on the panel, 
an external reviewer may be appointed, and the report(s) of the external 
reviewer(s) shall be taken into account in the review panel discussion and when 
the final statement is written. An external reviewer is a person who reviews 
grant applications on behalf of a review panel, but who is not an appointed panel 
member. The external reviewer should preferably be an international subject 
specialist. An external reviewer may be a member of another review panel.  

Observer 
An observer may be appointed to a review panel by the Scientific Council. The 
observer acts as a link to the Scientific Council and fills an important role, 
together with the Swedish Research Council personnel, by guiding and in 
upholding the quality of the review process. Observers provide feedback to the 
Scientific Council and the Secretary General after each review period, but do not 
themselves take part in the review process. 

Swedish Research Council personnel 
In addition to their roles as administrators for the review panel, the research 
officer and senior research officer also have the task of ensuring that the rules 
and procedure established for the process are complied with, and to pass on the 
Scientific Council’s intentions for the review. In cases where there are no direct 
rules to follow, the Swedish Research Council personnel will assist in 
implementing the general guidelines for the review process principles. The 
Swedish Research Council personnel does not participate in the review work. 

Secretary General 
The Secretary General has overall responsibility for the review process and for 
questions of a scientific nature. The Secretary General also handles any 
complaints following the grant decision. 
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1 Call and preparations 

The first period covers everything that occurs before panel members start the 
reviewing. The panel members are recruited, the call is formulated and 
published, the review panel meeting is planned, etc. Once the call has closed, the 
applications are checked and allocated to the various review panels, and the 
chair of each panel then allocates the applications to the members of the panel. 

Creating an account in Prisma 
During this step, you as a panel member must log into Prisma (or create an 
account if you do not already have one), and ensure that the account and 
personal data is correct. You must also decide whether or not you want to 
receive remuneration for your review work. There are detailed instructions for 
how to do this in Prisma’s User Manual.  

Allocation of applications to review panels 
Once the call has closed, the applications are allocated automatically to the 
review panels. Usually, each application is allocated to the group the applicant 
has listed as the first choice. However, if the chair considers that an application 
should be reviewed by another panel, it might be reallocated. 

Reporting any conflict of interest 
Once the applications allocated to your review panel have become available in 
Prisma, you must report any conflict of interest as soon as possible. This is done 
in Prisma. Only when all panel members have reported any conflict of interest 
can the chair allocate applications to individual members. It is a good idea to 
communicate to the chair or the Swedish Research Council personnel if any 
doubt arises, or on issues of conflict of interest or competency to review. If you 
discover later on in the process that you have a conflict of interest, this must also 
be reported to the chair and the research officer responsible. In such cases, 
another reviewer will take over the reviewing tasks. Please note that working at 
the same department would normally also be considered as a conflict of interest. 

Reporting level of scientific competence 
In order to facilitate the allocation of applications to reviewers, you are asked to 
report your level of scientific competence for assessing each application in 
Prisma at the same time as reporting your conflicts of interest. The scientific 

Call and 
perparation Review Review panel 

meeting Final statement Decision and 
follow-up 

http://prismasupport.research.se/user-manual/reviewer/remuneration.html
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competence is reported on a three-grade scale: low, medium or high. Please note 
that you may be asked to review an application even though you reported a 
competence level of medium or low.  

Allocation of applications to reviewers 
The chair and vice chair will allocate each application to at least three reviewers, 
of which one is given the role of rapporteur. The rapporteur is the reviewer who 
is responsible for presenting the application for discussion at the meeting, and 
for summarising the review panel’s final statement following the meeting. 

Planning and preparation ahead of the review panel 
meeting 
The review panel meeting is held over the digital platform Zoom. You can 
download the Zoom Desktop client to your computer 
(https://zoom.us/download) before the meeting. You will receive a link to the 
meeting via email along with the agenda a few days before the meeting. 
 
Make sure you have a computer with a computer camera (built-in or external) 
and a microphone, plus access to a stable network connection. We strongly 
recommend that you use a headset with a microphone, as this provides the best 
sound both for yourself and for other participants. If you do not have access to 
one, you may buy one at our expense, however at a maximum cost of 50 EUR or 
equivalent. If you are able to use a large screen in addition to your laptop, we 
recommend that you do so. 

It is important that your contact details are up-to-date, so that the Swedish 
Research Council’s personnel and the panel chair can contact you easily. 
Throughout the review process, you will receive instructions via email regarding 
the different steps of the review work. 

Summary of your tasks 

 Register for a Prisma account and give the necessary information. 

 Assess your conditions to participate in a digital panel meeting. 

 Report any conflict of interest. 

https://zoom.us/download
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2 Review 

The review period lasts from the time you get access to the applications to be 
reviewed by you in Prisma, until approximately 2-3 weeks before the review 
panel meeting. During this period, you shall read the applications allocated to 
you, write evaluations (assessment or preliminary statement), grade and rank the 
applications reviewed by you. After the deadline, Prisma will automatically 
close for editing. A first sifting of the applications will also be carried out, after 
which the system will open for reading, so that you as panel member can prepare 
for the discussions at the review panel meeting by reading the assessments by 
the other reviewers. 

Individual review 
Each application shall be reviewed and graded by at least three members of the 
review panel; one rapporteur and two further reviewers. For the applications 
where you are the rapporteur, you shall write a preliminary statement, which 
shall consist of a numerical grade and detailed written comments on all 
evaluation criteria where strengths and weaknesses of the project are pointed 
out. In the role as reviewer, you shall write an assessment, which shall also 
consist of a numerical grade and written comments, but here the comments do 
not have to be as detailed. This work shall be carried out in Prisma, and for each 
criterion the guiding questions will be available in the system. The assessment 
you provide will support the discussion during the review panel meeting, and 
support the rapporteur in writing the final statement after the meeting. It is 
therefore a good practice to point out the strengths and weaknesses your 
assessment are based on.  

Please consider the following in your assessment: 

• Your assessment shall be based on the subject content of the application. 
Information that is not relevant to the assessment must not be used. 
Irrelevant information can sometimes be difficult to distinguish from 
expertise in the field. Examples of information that is irrelevant are things 
you think you know even though it is not in the application, various types of 
rumours such as lack of research ethics or assumptions that someone else 
wrote the application. 

• Information about the applicant shall not be shared outside of the review 
panel during the review process. Sometimes questions arise as to whether it 
is acceptable to consult with a colleague during the review work. As long as 
the application is not shared and questions are limited to specific topics, you 

Call and 
preparation Review Review panel 

meeting Final statement Decision and 
follow-up 
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may, as a reviewer, consult with colleagues on particular parts of the content 
of a research plan, but this should be limited and practiced exceptionally. It 
is your task as a reviewer to assess the application in its entirety. 

• You must contact the Swedish Research Council immediately if you suspect 
any deviation from ethical guidelines or good research practice. Continue 
with the review task without the impact of this as long as we do not notify 
otherwise. The Swedish Research Council will ensure that the matter is 
further investigated. 

• There is no need to scrutinise the project budget details. The Swedish 
Research Council grants typically only part-finance a project. The applicant 
awarded a grant will have a large degree of freedom to use the funds in the 
way that best serves the overall purpose of the project. The budget 
discussion will take place during the second day of the panel meeting.  

• During the review process, you must take into account any deductible time 
that the applicant has reported in their application. The merits of the 
applicants shall be valued considering the deductible time. In this aspect, a 
history of illness, parental leave and similar reasons for deductible time must 
not affect the grades given for feasibility. 

• According to the instructions, the applicant must not upload more than one 
A4 page of publications for each participating researcher. However, there 
is currently no page restriction in the Prisma system, but as a reviewer you 
should not include any additional pages in your review. 

Bibliometrics 
Bibliometrics include all statistical analyses of published data, whether 
expressed as number of publications, number of publications in journals with 
high impact factor, or citation data. Bibliometric data included in the application 
(publication and citation data) shall be used by the experts in the scientific area 
as part of a wider consideration of scientific merits in coherence with the project 
proposed. Hence, the bibliometric data shall never be used as the sole basis for 
an assessment of the applicant's qualifications. Due to the difference in 
reliability of the databases between different fields, applicants are requested to 
indicate which database they have used. Since many of the databases do not 
filter out self-citations for individual publications in a simple way, the applicants 
are not asked to exclude self-citations from the number of citations they report. 

Bibliometrics represent a deceptively simple way to compare merits between 
applicants and quantitative indexes, such as H-index, must not be used in the 
assessment. The numbers obtained could tell more about the size of scientific 
community and popularity of a research field than quality. Thus, as reviewer you 
are expected to see beyond the numbers offered by bibliometrics to judge both 
the applicants’ merits and the quality of the proposed scientific plans.  

Evaluation criteria and grading scales 
The assessment of the scientific quality of the applications is made based on four 
basic criteria (Scientific quality of the project, Novelty and originality, Merits of 
the applicant, and Feasibility). The purpose of using several criteria is to achieve 
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a multi-faceted assessment. The criteria are evaluated against a seven or three 
point grading scale (as detailed below) and are intended to reflect the 
application’s “quality profile”. In order to facilitate the assessment of the 
criteria, there are also guiding questions to be taken into account in the review. 

Please note that the grading scale is an ordinal scale, where it is not possible to 
specify distances between the different values. It is therefore not relevant to 
provide a mean value. In the review of the applications, medians are used. 

It is part of the assessment of the scientific quality to assess how sex and gender 
perspectives are handled in research, when relevant. The applicant must state 
whether a sex and gender perspective is relevant in the research (Yes or No) and 
in what way it will be applied in that case, or justify why he or she chooses not 
to include it. Sex and gender perspectives in research can concern anything from 
including and analysing both women and men in the study material (sex 
perspective) to applying a problematising and reflecting attitude to how gender 
affiliations are created and understood (gender perspective). Please note that sex 
and gender perspectives in research content should not be confused with gender 
distribution in research teams or gender equality in assessing research 
applications. 

For each criterion, there are guiding questions to support your assessment 
of the application. 

Guiding questions 

Scientific quality of the proposed research (1–7) 
• Are the scientific questions addressed important in the context of existing 

scientific knowledge and ongoing research worldwide? 
• Does the proposal outline a research approach that is likely to deliver 

answers to the questions being addressed? 
• When applicable, is the proposed development of methods or techniques of 

high scientific significance? Does this proposed development allow new 
scientific questions to be addressed? 

• When applicable, how are issues relating to sex and gender perspectives 
justified and handled in the research plan? 

• Are the ethical considerations for the proposed project properly described 
and addressed? Does the applicant adequately consider risk/value/suffering 
for humans, animals, nature and/or society 

In addition, for starting grant applications: 
• Does the applicant show the ability to formulate a scientific question that is 

clearly different from of the research the applicant has performed as a 
doctoral student and postdoc? 
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Novelty and originality (1–7) 
• To what extent does the proposed project define new, interesting scientific 

questions? 
• To what extent does the proposed project use new ways and methods to 

address important scientific questions? 
• When applicable, does the proposed project show a clear progression in 

relation to the previous research of the applicant? 

Merits of the applicant (1–7) 

For project grant applications: 
The assessment should concern whether the merits of the applicant enable them 
to perform the proposed project. The assessment of the complementary expertise 
of the participating researchers is only of relevance for the grading of the 
feasibility of the project.  

• How significant is the applicant’s scientific productivity, impact and other 
merits in a national and international perspective, in relation to the research 
area? Here the emphasis should be on recent (the last 8 years) scientific 
achievements. 

• What is the applicant’s scientific competence within the research area of the 
application? 

• When applicable, does the applicant have previous experience in the 
development of experimental or theoretical methods? 

For starting grant applications: 
The assessment should concern whether the merits of the applicant enable them 
to perform the proposed project. Participating researchers are not allowed in 
starting grant applications. 

• How significant is the applicant’s scientific productivity, impact and other 
merits in a national and international perspective, in relation to the research 
area, and the applicant’s career age? Here the emphasis should be on recent 
scientific achievements. 

• What is the applicant’s scientific competence within the research area of the 
application? 

• Has the applicant shown the ability to work independently? 
• Has the applicant shown the ability to work in new (international) research 

environments, for instance during postdoctoral work? 
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A seven-grade scale is used to evaluate the criteria the scientific quality of the 
project, novelty and originality, and the merits of the applicant: 

Grade Definition 

7 Outstanding 
Exceptionally strong application with negligible weaknesses 

6 Excellent 
Very strong application with negligible weaknesses 

5 Very good to excellent 
Very strong application with minor weaknesses 

4 Very good 
Strong application with minor weaknesses 

3 Good 
Some strengths, but also moderate weaknesses 

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

1 Poor 
Very few strengths, and numerous major weaknesses 

Feasibility (1–3) 
A high risk-high gain project is not considered to have a lower feasibility. It is 
the criteria below that should be evaluated 

• Are the available equipment, infrastructure and other resources adequate for 
the proposed project? 

• Considering the project as a whole, including any participating researchers, 
does the applicant or project group have sufficient competence to perform 
the proposed research? 

• Does the description in the research plan support the likelihood that the 
proposed project will be performed successfully? 

• Is the scope of the project reasonable in relation to the call applied for? 
• Is the applicant’s activity level in the project reasonable in relation to the 

proposed project? 
• Does the applicant adequately consider relevant legal and formal 

requirements for the proposed research, such as ethical permits and 
guidelines? 

In addition, for starting grant applications: 
• Does the host institution's support letter show that there is need for the 

applicant’s competence and an explicit interest in the suggested research 
direction in a broader sense? Does the host institution’s support letter show 
that the research environment is the right one for the applicant and for 
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carrying out the research project? Is there a long-term plan for the applicant 
and the applicant’s field of research at the host institution? 

The criterion is evaluated on a three-grade scale:  

Grade Definition 

3 Feasible 
The project is feasible if the applicant receives the grant. 

2 Partly feasible 
There are uncertainties regarding the feasibility. For example, if the project is 
dependent on an international infrastructure where the applicant has not yet 
competed successfully for access. Another example would be if the applicant 
is dependent on a large contribution, for a central part of the project, from an 
external party. The project can be funded if a strong research plan and strong 
merits compensate for the uncertainties. 

1 Not feasible 
The project is not feasible and should not be funded. For example, if the 
project requires access to equipment that will not be completed during the 
grant period. 

For all criteria, you can also mark “Insufficient”, if you consider that the 
application lacks sufficient information to allow a reasonable evaluation to be 
made of the criterion. 

Overall grade 
Finally, you shall weigh together the various subsidiary criteria into an overall 
grade according to the seven-grade scale above. The overall grade is not the 
same as an average grade or a summary of the subsidiary evaluations; instead, it 
shall reflect the scientific quality of the application as a whole. As a guidance for 
the review panel’s assessment, the scientific quality of the proposed research and 
the merits of the applicant are the two most important criteria whilst novelty and 
originality should be given lower weight. The feasibility shall be weighed into 
the overall rating of the application if it deviates from the grade “Feasible”. 
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Figure 1. Distribution of the overall grade for all applications for project grants and 
starting grants in the calls for proposals in natural and engineering sciences 2021. 

Ranking of applications 
You shall also rank each specific application against all the other applications 
you have reviewed within the same grant type. This is also done in Prisma. The 
ranking will be a supplement, and an important one, to the grading when the 
review panel applications are to be compared to each other. You must rank all 
the applications you have been allocated (both those for which you are the 
rapporteur, and those for which you are a reviewer). Ahead of the review panel 
meeting, all individual rankings of all the reviewers are weighed together into a 
preliminary joint ranking for each application (ranking factor) by the Research 
Council personnel. For more detailed instructions, please see Prisma’s User 
Manual. 

It is very important that you complete the ranking in time before the sifting 
meeting (see below), as it forms the basis of which applications are proposed to 
be screened out before the panel meeting. At the same time, the ranking should 
not be carried out at too early a stage of the review work, as it might happen that 
you are allocated further applications to review at a late stage (for example if a 
conflict of interest is discovered late). 

External reviewers 
As a result of the reporting of conflict of interest and competence, the review 
panel chair might identify a certain number of applications for which 
assessments and grades from external reviewers will also be part of the review. 
From experience, we know that the grades given by external reviewers tend to 
be high, mainly because they typically have few applications to review and thus 
cannot calibrate the grades given. However, the external reviewers should be 
experts in the scientific areas of the specific applications, and thus their 
assessments of project quality and scientific novelty in particular may provide 
important input to the evaluation process. For calibration purposes, each external 
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http://prismasupport.research.se/user-manual/reviewer/review-tasks.html#h-Rankingapplications
http://prismasupport.research.se/user-manual/reviewer/review-tasks.html#h-Rankingapplications
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reviewer should assess at least three related applications, if possible. All external 
assessments will be considered in the final evaluation at the review panel 
meeting. In normal cases, the research officer responsible at the Swedish 
Research Council will contact the external reviewers proposed by the panel. 

Sifting 
In order to have the opportunity to discuss the applications judged as having a 
reasonable chance of being awarded a grant, the Scientific Council has decided 
on a sifting process, where the applications judged not suitable for financing are 
screened out before the review panel meeting. 

It is the task of the panel chair and vice chair, with the assistance of the observer 
and the Swedish Research Council personnel, to use the reviewers’ initial 
grading and ranking to compile a list of all the applications. A certain proportion 
of the applications, normally around 30-50 per cent depending on review panel 
or grant type, which received the lowest grades and ranking are suggested to not 
be discussed in detail at the panel meeting, i.e. screened out. Applications where 
the ranking and grading differ considerably between the three reviewers are not 
to be screened out without clarifying discussion early on during the panel 
meeting. This task shall be carried out with the gender distribution of the 
applications in mind, in order to ensure the process is not applied differentially 
for women and for men. 

The proposed list of applications to be screened out, including the suggested 
grades for the screened out applications, shall be made available to all panel 
members on the bulletin board in Prisma ahead of the meeting. As a panel 
member, you always have the opportunity to ask for an application to be brought 
up for discussion at the meeting, even if the chair has proposed that it is screened 
out ahead of the meeting. 

More readers of applications around the threshold for 
funding 
After the sifting procedure, panel members may be asked to read a few more 
applications which in the preliminary ranking end up around the threshold for 
funding, or where the individual assessments from the reviewers differ 
significantly. The aim is to increase the quality of assessment for the proposals 
on the threshold of being funded. More readers may also be appointed between 
the days of the panel meeting. This option should only be exploited to address 
specific questions regarding a few applications; for instance, to better define the 
panel’s opinion on scientific quality or novelty when opinions between the initial 
three reviewers differ significantly.  
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Summary of your tasks 
Task Completed 

□ Grade and write detailed comments (preliminary statement) on 
all applications for which you are the rapporteur. 

Before deadline 

□ Grade and write comments (assessment) on all applications for 
which you are a reviewer. 

Before deadline 

□ Rank all applications allocated to you (as rapporteur and 
reviewer). 

Before deadline 

□ Prepare for the meeting by reading the other panel members’ 
comments, including any external assessments, and by 
preparing a short presentation of the strengths and weaknesses 
of the applications where you are the rapporteur. You may be 
asked to read a few more applications. 

Before the meeting 
in August/September 

□ Check the list of the screened-out applications on the bulletin 
board in Prisma to determine whether any of the screened-out 
applications should be brought up for discussion at the meeting. 

Before the meeting 
in August/September 

□ Contact the Swedish Research Council personnel and the chair 
if you discover during the review that you do, after all, have a 
conflict of interest with any of the applications you are to 
review, or if you discover any problem with an application. 

As soon as possible 

□ Contact the Scientific Research Council immediately if you 
suspect that there may be deviations from ethical guidelines or 
good research practice, or if you suspect scientific misconduct. 

As soon as possible 
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3 Review panel meeting 

At the review panel meeting, the applications are reported on and discussed, 
using the grading and ranking done by you and the other panel members ahead 
of the meeting as the starting point. The review panel shall then work out a joint 
grade for the subsidiary criteria of each application, and an overall grade for 
scientific quality. The review panel is also expected to provide a priority list for 
the number of proposals expected to be funded, supplemented by a number of 
reserves in priority order (for each grant type). During and after the review panel 
meeting, panel members are also encouraged to provide feedback on the review 
process. 

Screened-out applications 
At the start of the meeting, panel members have the opportunity to bring up 
applications that have been screened out, so that they are included among those 
discussed at the meeting. Screened-out applications will be given grades for each 
criterion and a standard final statement. At the end of the review panel meeting, 
screened-out applications will be given grades for each criterion and a standard 
final statement. The separate grades will be suggested by the rapporteur, based 
on the individual reviews, and finalised by the review panel. 

Discussion on applications 
The applications that have not been screened out are then discussed on the basis 
of the individual review carried out before the meeting, and taking into account 
the four subsidiary criteria used in the review. The chair leads the discussion of 
an application that as a rule starts with the rapporteur presenting the strengths 
and weaknesses of the application, followed by the other reviewers of that 
application giving their assessments. The chair is responsible for including any 
assessments from external reviewers in the discussion. For each application 
discussed at the meeting, the panel shall agree on subsidiary grades and an 
overall grade. The rapporteur for each application shall make notes ahead of the 
task of formulating the panel’s final statement. 

The reviewers of an application should prepare for the discussion by reading the 
assessments and note the grades given by the other reviewers for the applications 
they have been allocated. 

The review panel has equal responsibility for each application reviewed by the 
panel, and each one shall be evaluated based on its own merits and irrelevant 
information shall not be included in the discussion. At the same time, the panel’s 
applications shall compete with each other on equal terms. No application may 
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therefore be given a higher or lower grade because it belongs within a certain 
subject area. Nor shall the panel carry out any quota-based allocation between 
the scientific disciplines included in the panel. 

It is also important that an application/applicant receives a new assessment each 
time of applying, and that all applications are assessed in the same way. For this 
reason, the review panel will not have access to any previous applications or 
assessments 

It is important for the panel to remember that the meeting time is limited, and 
that there will be many applications to discuss. Therefore, it will be important to 
find a balance between quality of assessment and the time allocated to each 
application. The chair and the Swedish Research Council personnel shall keep 
track of the time. 

If you discover any possible conflict of interest (your own or another’s) during 
the meeting, please bring this up with the chair and the Swedish Research 
Council personnel in private, and not in front of the entire panel. 

Prioritising 
Once all applications have been discussed, and the panel has agreed on an 
overall grade for each application, the panel shall carry out a prioritisation of the 
applications with the highest scientific quality. This prioritisation shall conclude 
with the review panel’s proposal for applications to be awarded grants within the 
panel’s budgetary framework. The panel shall also draw up a priority list with 
reserves, covering the applications that fall immediately outside the panel’s 
budgetary framework, i.e. one list for research project grants (6 applications), 
and one for starting grants (2 applications). 

Special condition 
The overall scientific quality is the primary criterion for prioritising applications, 
but a ‘special condition’ can be included in the priority ranking. A special 
condition must not affect the grading of applications, and should be used only 
for identifying the priority order of applications where there are no significant 
differences in terms of quality.  

The special condition that should be particularly taken into account are:  

• Gender equality: consider the application ratio for each gender in the 
particular review panel and grant type. When applicable, applications from 
the underrepresented gender should be prioritised (see gender equality 
strategy, point 2). 

The review panel is expected to identify the applications where there are no 
significant differences in terms of quality before taking the special condition into 
account.  

https://www.vr.se/download/18.781fb755163605b8cd29c9ea/1529480566477/Strategy_Gender_Equality_SRC_2014.pdf
https://www.vr.se/download/18.781fb755163605b8cd29c9ea/1529480566477/Strategy_Gender_Equality_SRC_2014.pdf
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Amount awarded  
Funding amounts will be discussed after all applications have been reviewed and 
ranked, normally during the second day of the panel meeting. The grant period is 
a maximum of four years for research project grants and starting grants. Each 
panel will be given a budget frame per year for the years 2023-2026. Although 
the proposed amount awarded per project may differ from year to year, the 
review panel must not exceed the given budget frame for any year. 

The chair, vice chair and Swedish Research Council personnel will make a 
funding proposal, which will subsequently be discussed by the panel. As a 
guideline, the highest ranked projects should receive larger grants. The 
maximum amount is 1.3 million SEK per year, i.e. 5.2 million SEK for the 
whole four-year period. The lowest amount the applicant can apply for is 
400 000 SEK per year, including indirect costs, for project grants and starting 
grants.  

It is common practice for projects not to be granted the full amount applied for. 
The Swedish Research Council has decided that the average grant amount for 
project grants and starting grants should be at least 900 000 SEK per year. The 
average amount awarded may differ slightly between different review panels 
reflecting the different character of research to be supported.  

Re-allocation of funds between project grants and starting 
grants 
The Scientific Council will assign separate budgets for the categories project 
grants and starting grants to the review panels. If the review panel finds the 
quality of the applications in one category better than the other, the review panel 
may transfer a small part of the budget to the category where the scientific 
quality is higher. As a guideline, no more than one grant should be transferred 
between the two categories. Any re-allocation of the assigned budgets must be 
discussed with the observer present from the Scientific Council. 

Nomination of an awarded grant for research 
communication 
The review panel is prompted to nominate one of the awarded grants for 
research communication efforts. This project should be of general interest to the 
public and decision-makers, and suitable for communicating the usefulness of 
fundamental research.  

Feedback 
At or after the review panel meeting, the panel is encouraged to provide 
feedback on the review work carried out, by commenting in the various aspects 
of the process. This is usually a concluding item on the meeting agenda. 
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Summary of the tasks of the review panel 
 Agree on subsidiary grades and an overall grade for the screened-out 

applications. 

 Agree on subsidiary grades and an overall grade for each application 
discussed. 

 Agree on a proposal for the applications to be awarded funding within the 
review panel’s budgetary framework. 

 Agree on two priority lists with reserves. 

 Nominate one awarded grant for research communication. 

 Contribute with feedback on the review process. 
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4 Final statement 

Following the review panel meeting, it remains to write the panel’s final 
statement on the applications for which you have been the rapporteur. It is then 
the task of the chair to scrutinise the final statements and take responsibility for 
ensuring they reflect the discussion by the review panel. As rapporteur, you may 
be asked to supplement the final statement in this conjunction. 

The rapporteur writes a final statement 
The discussion at the review panel meeting forms the basis for the review 
panel’s final statement, which is the end product of the review process to which 
each application is submitted. The Scientific Council bases its funding decision 
on the review panel’s final statement in the matter, and the final statement is also 
sent to the applicant in conjunction with the grant decision being published. The 
final statement is therefore a central document, and it is important that the final 
statement corresponds to the grades, and describes objectively the main strengths 
and weaknesses of the application, and also includes any necessary clarification. 

You are responsible for writing final statements on the applications for which 
you have been the rapporteur. The preliminary statement you have entered into 
Prisma ahead of the review panel meeting may form the basis for the final 
statement. The preliminary statement shall, however, be modified to reflect the 
review panel’s joint overall evaluation of the application. You should therefore 
go back over your notes of what was discussed at the meeting, so that the final 
statement includes all opinions. The assessments and external assessments will 
be available to you in Prisma for reference when you write the final statement. 
As rapporteur, you usually have one week in which to enter your final 
statements in Prisma following the end of the review panel meeting. Please note 
that a high quality final statement is to the benefit of all parties involved in the 
review. 

Only those applications that have been the subject of discussion at the meeting 
shall receive a full final statement. Other applications (those screened out ahead 
of the meeting and not discussed there) receive grades for the individual criteria, 
the overall grade and a standard final statement about the sifting process. The 
Research Council personnel handle these final statements. 
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The chair reviews all final statements 
Once the final statements have been entered into Prisma, the chair and the senior 
research officer read through them. The chair is responsible for ensuring the 
final statements on the applications discussed at the review panel meeting reflect 
the panel’s discussion, and that the written justifications correspond to the 
grades. It is not the task of the chair to carry out comprehensive editing. As a 
panel member, you may therefore be asked, in conjunction with the chair’s 
review, to supplement or adjust a final statement. If the chair has a conflict of 
interest, the task of final statement approval falls on the vice chair. 

General advice and recommendations on final statements 
The final statement shall reflect the review panel’s joint overall evaluation, 
including any external assessments. The final statement is part of the material 
that forms the basis for the decision by the Scientific Council and shall help the 
applicant understand the grounds for the review panel’s quality assessment. It is 
therefore very important that it is of high quality and that it is based on the 
discussions at the panel meeting. 

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

Do 
• Do 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. 

• Do make sure that the written comments correspond to the grades. It is 
helpful to use the definitions of the grading scale in the justifications 
(Outstanding, Excellent, Very good to excellent, Very good, Good, Weak, 
and Poor). 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. 

• Do consider the guiding questions for the different criteria when you 
formulate the final statement.  

• Do write concisely but do not be too brief. The content rather than the 
length of the text is of significance. However, too brief justifications may 
counteract the aim, which is to help the applicant understand the grounds for 
the assessment. 

• Do comment on whether divergence from the general instructions for the 
application has been weighed into the assessment of the application. 

• Do use wording that is constructive and objective. 
• Do write the final statement in English. 

Do not 
• 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. 
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• Do not include quantifiable data, such as the exact number of publications, 
or bibliometric data.  

• Do not include personal details (such as gender or age). 
• Do not include any recommendation 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 
obliged to review all applications in the panel.  

Please keep in mind that many of the applicants will make a correlation between 
the quality of the statement and the review process as such. Everybody who has 
been involved in scientific evaluation knows that it is challenging to formulate a 
good-quality statement, no matter how thorough the scientific evaluation has 
been, but statement quality is nevertheless of significant value.  

Summary of your tasks 
 Write the review panel’s final statement in Prisma on the applications 

for which you have been the rapporteur. The final statement shall be 
entered into Prisma no later than one week after the review panel 
meeting (see Prisma for the exact date). 

 As necessary, supplement final statements following review by the 
chair. 

 Submit receipts for any expenses to the panel’s research officer 
responsible. 
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5 Decision and follow-up 

The final step in the process is the grant decision itself. The Scientific Council 
will decide on the applications to be awarded or refused funding, based on the 
review panel’s proposals. Following each review batch, an internal follow-up is 
also carried out of the process and the outcome. 

Re-distribution  
The Scientific Council reserves part of its total budget for re-distribution in order to 
mediate potential imbalances in the regular review process. The final statements, 
grades and ranking lists provided by the review panel will serve as the main 
supporting documentation for the complementary decisions.  

Decision 
The Scientific Council for Natural and Engineering Sciences will make the 
formal decision of funding. The decision of the Scientific Council will be based 
on the priority lists (including reserves) produced by the review panels. The 
decision will be published shortly after the decision, on the website vr.se and in 
Prisma. 

Follow-up 
Following each review batch, an internal follow-up is also carried out of the 
process and the outcome. An important starting point for this follow-up is the 
feedback you provide as a panel member in conjunction with the review panel 
meeting. In addition to opinions from the review panel, statistics of various 
kinds are produced. 

Complaints and questions 
If you as a panel member receive any question about the evaluation of an 
individual application, you must refer this to the Swedish Research Council’s 
personnel. All complaints or wishes about clarification shall be registered and 
then handled by the Secretary General responsible in consultation with the chair 
and senior research officer of the review panel. The chair may contact you as a 
panel member as necessary in this conjunction. 
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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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6 Checklist 

Below is a summary of the tasks you have during the different stages of the 
process. 

Step in the process Tasks 

 

 Register for a Prisma account and give the necessary information. 
 Assess your conditions to participate in a digital panel meeting. 
 Report any conflict of interest. 

 

 Grade and write detailed comments (preliminary statement) on all 
applications for which you are the rapporteur. 

 Grade and write comments (assessment) on all applications for 
which you are a reviewer. 

 Rank all applications allocated to you (as rapporteur or reviewer). 
 Prepare for the meeting by reading the other panel members’ 

comments, including any external assessments, and by preparing a 
short presentation of the strengths and weaknesses of the 
applications where you are the rapporteur. You may be asked to read 
a few more applications. 

 Check the list of the screened-out applications on the bulletin board 
in Prisma to determine whether any of the screened-out applications 
should be brought up for discussion at the meeting. 

 Contact the Swedish Research Council personnel and the chair if 
you discover during the review that you do, after all, have a conflict 
of interest with any of the applications you are to review, or if you 
discover any problem with an application. 

 Contact the Swedish Research Council immediately if you suspect 
any divergence from ethical guidelines or good research practice, or 
any scientific misconduct. 

 

 Agree on subsidary grades and an overall grade for screened-out 
applications. 

 Agree on subsidiary grades and an overall grade for each application 
discussed. 

 Agree on a proposal for the applications to be awarded funding 
within the review panel’s budgetary framework. 

 Agree on two priority list with reserves. 
 Nominate one awarded grant for research communication. 
 Contribute with feedback on the review process. 

 

 Write the review panel’s final statement in Prisma on the 
applications for which you have been the rapporteur. The final 
statement shall be entered into Prisma no later than one week after 
the review panel meeting (see Prisma for the exact date). 

 As necessary, supplement final statements following review by the 
chair. 

 Submit receipts for any expenses to the panel’s research officer 
responsible. 
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Step in the process 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. 

 
  

Decision and 
follow-up 
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Appendix 1 - Swedish Research Council in 
brief 

The Swedish Research Council is Sweden’s largest governmental research 
funding body and provides support for research of the highest scientific quality 
in all fields of science. Most of this relates to basic research. 

A large part of the funding provided by the Swedish Research Council consists 
of support of scientific projects for which the researchers, themselves, have 
formulated the research topics and project aims, and developed methods to 
arrive at conclusions. In order to facilitate career development for researchers 
and make it easier for them to gain broader experience of the research 
community, the Council offers career and mobility support. In addition, it 
provides funding for research infrastructures, research environments, graduate 
schools, various forms of collaboration, and Swedish membership in a host of 
international organisations and major research facilities. 

In addition to funding research, the Swedish Research Council is also 
responsible for communication about research and research results. The Council 
is also tasked with preparing analyses relating to research policy, acting an 
advisor to the Government on research policy issues evaluating research and 
supporting and developing the conditions of clinical studies. 

The vision of the Swedish Research Council is to play a leading role in 
developing Swedish research of the highest scientific quality, and thereby 
contribute to the development of society. 

In 2020, the Swedish Research Council paid SEK 6.7 billion in funding, mostly 
to basic research in all areas of science and research infrastructures.  

A large part of the research funding went to projects that were proposed by the 
researchers themselves (researcher-initiated research). The Swedish Research 
Council has in total prepared 5 449 applications during 2020. Of these, 949 
applications have been granted. 

The diagram below shows allocation of funds based on support forms 2020 
(million SEK).  
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Peer review 
The Swedish Research Council recommends peer review as the best method of 
assessing scientific quality. The confidence of the research community in the 
Swedish Research Council is premised on the review being conducted by a 
knowledgeable, objective, impartial a transparent manner. 

A total of 870 researchers served as members of review panels in 2020, with 48 
per cent of the members of the review panels being associated with higher 
education institutions outside of Sweden.  

Administration and organisation of the Swedish Research 
Council 
The Swedish Research Council is a government agency within the Ministry of 
Education. The Council is headed by a Board and a Director-General, who is the 
head of the agency. 

The Board of the Research Council has overall responsibility for operations as a 
whole, and makes decisions on general and strategic research issues according to 
the directives and guidelines adopted by the Parliament and Government. Six of 
the members are elected by an assembly of electors, which, in turn, are 
appointed by the higher education institutions in Sweden. The Chairperson and 
the remaining two members of the Board are appointed by the Government. 

Under the Board, there are the scientific councils for humanities and social 
sciences, medicine and health, and natural and engineering sciences, the council 

Research project 
funding 

2 836

Research 
infrastructure 

funding 
1 986

Research environment & 
Research collaboration funding 

947
Career support 

funding 
824

Other funding 
95

Operational Grant 
funding 

109

Allocation of funds 2020 (million SEK)
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for research infrastructures, as well as the committees for educational sciences, 
artistic research, and development research. Finally, there are committees for 
clinical therapy research and the national coordination of clinical studies. 

The majority of the members of scientific councils, councils and committees are 
selected by the research community. As in the case of the election of the 
members of the Board, these are elected by electors. Some of the members are 
appointed by the Board of the Swedish Research Council, while several 
additional members are appointed by the Government. 

The Director-General is responsible to the Board for ensuring that operations are 
conducted in accordance with the directives and guidelines decided by the 
Board. The Swedish Research Council has about 250 employees, and is divided 
into six departments – the departments for research funding, research policy, 
research infrastructure, communication, administration and the department of 
Sunet and associated services. 
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Appendix 2 - Guidelines for composition of 
the NE review panels 2022 

The composition of the review panels is decided by the Scientific Council. After 
the Scientific Council has elected the review panel chair, the chair, in 
consultation with the responsible observer and the VR personnel, will nominate 
the vice chair for the respective panel. Subsequently, the chair, in consultation 
with the vice chair, responsible observer and VR personnel, suggests what panel 
members to invite. The VR personnel, or the chair, will send out the invitation 
letters and document the answers. Later the observer will propose the panel 
members for decision to the Scientific Council. Applications from members of 
the Board, Scientific Council, review panels and committees may not be 
reviewed in a group where the person concerned is the chair, a member or an 
observer. 

The following rules apply to the review panel composition: 

• The number of review panel members, including the chair, should be at least 
seven. A review panel does not normally have more than thirteen panel 
members including the chair. This can however be exceeded, if the review 
panel has a large number of applications leading to an unreasonable 
workload for the reviewers. The total number of applications for a member 
of the review panel should not exceed 30. 

• The chair of the review panel is elected for one year. Normally, the term of 
office for the review panel chair is three years (this does not include years 
when the chair does not take active part in the review work).  

• After three years as review panel chair the chair enters into a quarantine 
period that normally lasts three years. Thereafter, they can return as chair of 
a review panel.  

• Members (including vice chair) are elected for one year. The term of office 
for a panel member (including years as chair) may be extended to a 
maximum of six years (this does not include years when the panel member 
does not take active part in the review work).  

• After six years in the review panel, the panel member enters into a 
quarantine period that normally lasts three years. Thereafter, they can return 
as a panel member.  

• The review panel composition must represent a broad scientific competence 
and a geographical spread. 

• A minimum of 40 percent of the panel members should be researchers based 
outside Sweden, preferably more. Primarily, the panel members should be 
recruited within Europe. However, if there are special reasons recruitment 
from countries outside Europe is possible.  

• Review panel members must have high scientific competence, e.g. shown by 
being previous VR grant holders or another comparable grant.  



 38 

 

• Members of the infrastructure (RFI) panels are not eligible (for the same 
term of office) due to risk of conflicts of organizational roles. 

• We must strive to attain an even gender distribution in the review panel (at 
least 40 percent of the underrepresented sex). If this is unattainable, the 
observer must explain the reasons for the Scientific Council and state which 
persons of the underrepresented sex that were invited to join but declined the 
commission. 

• Vice-chancellors, deputy vice-chancellors, pro-vice-chancellors, deans, vice-
deans and heads of departments at Swedish HEI should not be appointed as 
members of review panels.  

• The review panel members (including the chair) may not participate in the 
review panel if they themselves have submitted an application (as applicant 
or participating researcher) that will be scrutinized by the specific review 
panel. This applies to calls for which the review panel makes a proposal for 
decision. In such cases, the panel member (including the chair) must refrain 
from the review work during this year, unless another panel could scrutinize 
the application. This also applies if someone closely related to a review 
panel member (including the chair) has submitted an application. 

• If a review panel member has submitted an application (as applicant or 
participating researcher) for a call that will be assessed scientifically by the 
review panel (i.e. the panel will not make a proposal for decision), the panel 
member must not participate in the assessment of any of the applications for 
that specific call. This applies e.g. to the calls for research project grant 
within energy-oriented basic research or neutron scattering. However, the 
panel member may participate in the assessment of the other calls handled 
by the review panel.  

• A review panel member may only serve one review panel within the NE call 
for project and starting grants for a given year.  
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Appendix 3 - Contact information for 
Swedish Research Council personnel 

E-mail addresses have the format firstname.lastname@vr.se (a, o instead of å, ä, ö, 
ø).  
 

NT-A Atmospheric, Aquatic, and Soil Sciences 
This panel covers research in ongoing chemical, physical, biological and biogeochemical 
processes within and between, soil, air and water. Environmental and climate related 
research that do not extend over geological time scales are also included. 
Focus areas: Biogeochemistry, Climatology, incl. climate modelling; Environmental 
chemistry; Hydrology; Limnology; Meteorology and atmospheric science; Oceanography; 
Soil science 
Contact: Annika Johansén 08-546 44 251, Sumithra Velupillai 08-546 12 309 

NT-B Geology, Geochemistry, and Geophysics 
This panel covers studies of planet Earth as a dynamic system, involving a wide range of 
earth science related disciplines, including any aspects of interactions on geologic time 
scales, within and between the five major components of the earth system – atmosphere, 
biosphere, cryosphere, geosphere and hydrosphere. 
Focus areas: Geochemistry; Geodesy; Geology; Geophysics; Geotechnical engineering; 
Glaciology; Mineralogy and petrology; Palaeoclimatology, incl. palaeoclimate modelling; 
Palaeoecology; Palaeoceanography, incl. palaeoceanographic modelling; Palaeogenetics; 
Palaeontology and palaeobiology; Physical geography; Sedimentology; Tectonics; 
Quaternary geology, incl. Paleolimnology 
Contact: Sven Larsson Östergren, 08-546 44 215, Anna Vallstedt Haeger 08-546 44 269 

NT-C Evolutionary Biology and Genetics 
This panel covers biological research with an evolutionary perspective, including 
evolutionary ecology and evolutionary developmental biology. Research can also include 
relationships between species, genetic variation and heredity in organisms through studies 
of systematics and genetics. The models used range from microorganisms to plants and 
animals including fossilized material. Large omics studies and research such as 
computational biology and bioinformatics where the biological question is relevant to the 
subject of this panel are also included. 
Focus areas: Biological systematics; Comparative biology; Evolutionary biology; 
Evolutionary ecology; Evolutionary developmental biology; Evolutionary genomics; 
Phylogenetics; Population genetics 
Contact: Sven Larsson Östergren, 08-546 44 215, Erika Godoy 08-546 44 029 

NT-D Ecology and Organism Biology 
This panel covers research on the ecology of populations, communities and systems using 
models ranging from microorganisms to plants and animals. This panel also covers 
biological research with a focus on the organism, including physiological and/or 
behavioural studies using experimental systems ranging from plants to animals. Large 
omics studies and research such as computational biology and bioinformatics where the 
biological question is relevant to the subject of this panel are also included. 

mailto:annika.johansen@vr.se
mailto:Sumithra.Velupillai@vr.se
mailto:slo@vr.se
mailto:anna.vallstedthaeger@vr.se
mailto:slo@vr.se
mailto:erika.godoy@vr.se
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Focus areas: Behavioural ecology; Biodiversity; Community ecology; Ecophysiology, 
Ecosystems, Ethology; Marine biology; Microbial ecology; Plant and Zoophysiology; 
Plant-environment, -microbe-interactions; Toxicology 
Contact: Emilie Sörås Antila 08-546 44 011, Maud Quist 08-552 52 39 

NT-E Cell Biology, Developmental Biology, and Microbiology 
This panel covers biological research with focus on the cellular level up to the organism 
level, with systems ranging from microorganisms to higher animals and plants. Omics, 
computational biology and bioinformatics within the biological area of the panel is also 
covered. 
Focus areas: Cell biology; Developmental biology; Epigenetics; Functional genomics; 
Immunology; Microbiology; Neurobiology and neurochemistry 
Contact: Sven Larsson Östergren, 08-546 44 215, Anna Vallstedt Haeger 08-546 44 269 

NT-F Biochemistry, Molecular Biology, and Structural Biology 
This panel covers biomolecular research such as function, molecular mechanism, 
interactions and structure of biomolecules using experimental and computational methods, 
including structural bioinformatics. 
Focus areas: Biochemistry; Molecular biophysics; Molecular biology; Molecular 
biotechnology; Structural biology 
Contact: Daniel Gustafsson 08-546 44 251, Ellenor Devine 08-546 44 021 

NT-G Analytical, Physical, and Theoretical Chemistry 
This panel covers research dealing with fundamental studies of molecular properties and 
chemical processes, as well as analytical and theoretical methods developments. 
Focus areas: Analytical chemistry; Non-targeted and targeted analysis; Physical 
chemistry; Molecular spectroscopy; Surface and colloid chemistry; Soft Matter; 
Biophysical chemistry; Theoretical chemistry; Molecular simulations; Quantum chemistry 
Contact: Sebastian Renholm 08-546 44 065, Mikael Gröning 08-546 44 262 

NT-H Inorganic, Materials, and Organic Chemistry 
This panel covers research in inorganic, materials and organic chemistry, including 
experimental and theoretical studies of synthesis, properties and characterization. 
Focus areas: Inorganic chemistry; Bioinorganic chemistry; Coordination chemistry; 
Electrochemistry; Solid-state chemistry; Materials chemistry; Green chemistry; Organic 
chemistry; Medicinal chemistry; Organometallic chemistry; Polymer chemistry 
Contact: Jane Parker 08-546 44 015, Winnie Birberg 08-546 44 252 

NT-I Materials Science and Engineering 
This panel covers research dealing with the design, properties, performance, processing, 
structure and characterisation of materials. 
Focus areas: Biomaterials; Ceramics; Composite materials and composite engineering; 
Corrosion engineering; Manufacturing, surface and joining technology; Materials design; 
Metallic materials and metallurgy; Polymers and polymer engineering; Thin film materials 
Contact: Emre Özlü 08-546 44 025, Tomas Andersson 08-546 44 173 

NT-J Bioprocess Technology, Chemical Engineering, and Environmental 
Engineering 
This panel covers technological and engineering research within the chemical, bioprocess 
and environmental area. 
Focus areas: Biocatalysis and enzyme technology; Bioenergy; Bio-nanotechnology; 
Bioprocess technology; Catalysis; Chemical engineering; Environmental technology; Food 

mailto:emilie.sorasantila@vr.se
mailto:maud.quist@vr.se
mailto:slo@vr.se
mailto:anna.vallstedthaeger@vr.se
mailto:daniel.gustafsson@vr.se
mailto:ellenor.devine@vr.se
mailto:sebastian.renholm@vr.se
mailto:mikael.groning@vr.se
mailto:jane.parker@vr.se
mailto:winnie.birberg@vr.se
mailto:Emre.Ozlu@vr.se
mailto:tomas.andersson@vr.se
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chemistry; Food technology; Natural resources engineering; Paper, pulp and fibre 
technology; Pharmaceutical biotechnology; Water engineering 
Contact: Jane Parker 08-546 44 015, Erika Godoy 08-546 44 029 

NT-K Applied and Engineering Physics 
This panel covers research aiming to utilize physics principles for applications in natural 
science and engineering. The themes, systems and devices handled by the panel therefore 
cover a wide range of fields within physical sciences, photonics as well as applications 
towards life science. Many of the topics covered by the panel can be classified as 
belonging to the general fields of nanoscience and nanotechnology. 
Focus areas: Semiconductor physics; Electronic devices; Surface physics; Low-
temperature physics; Magnetism and spintronics; Superconductivity; Photonics; 
Optoelectronic technology and instrumentation; Sensor technology; Biophysics; 
Mesoscopic physics 
Contact: Emre Özlü 08-546 44 025, Tomas Andersson 08-546 44 173 

NT-L Astronomy and Subatomic Physics 
This panel covers research dealing with fundamental physics of the smallest and largest 
scales. The micro-cosmos includes studies of atomic nuclei and elementary particles, 
whereas the macro-cosmos refers to all fields of extra-terrestrial sciences. 
Focus areas: Accelerator physics; Astronomy; Astroparticle physics; Astrophysics; 
Cosmology; Mathematical physics; Nuclear physics; Particle physics; Radiation physics 
(non-medical aspects);  
Contact: Sebastian Renholm 08-546 44 065, Emma Olsson 08-546 44 204 

NT-M Physics of Light and Matter 
This panel covers research dealing with the fundamental properties of matter and light. It 
incorporates research ranging from investigation of single atoms to studies of the 
properties of the solid state. The theoretical methods include analytical, numerical as well 
as statistical approaches. 
Focus areas: Atomic physics; Molecular physics; Cluster physics; Condensed matter 
physics; Soft matter physics, Plasma physics; Space physics, Fusion; Chemical physics; 
Fundamental optics; Quantum information and quantum optics; Quantum liquids and 
quantum materials 
Contact: Nina Glimster 08-546 44 215, Alexander Burgman  

NT-N Mechanical Engineering 
This panel covers research on fundamental aspects of mechanical engineering. It 
incorporates theoretical developments as well as experimental observations and 
simulations of complex mechanical systems. 
Focus areas: Aerospace engineering; Biomechanics; Energy engineering; Fluid mechanics 
and acoustics; Mechanics of materials; Nuclear engineering; Rheology; Solid mechanics; 
Tribology; Vehicle engineering 
Contact: Nina Glimster 08-546 44 215, Alexander Burgman 

NT-O Biomedical Engineering 
This panel covers research in engineering science with a focus on methods to study, 
diagnose, or treat medical conditions, as well as on the development of engineering 
principles and methods for medical research. 
Focus areas: Artificial organs; Biomaterials; Biomechanics; Bio-optics; Biosensor 
technology; Medical biotechnology; Medical equipment engineering; Medical 
ergonomics; Medical Image and Signal Processing; Medical informatics; Medical 
laboratory technology and measurement technology; Medical materials and prosthesis 

mailto:jane.parker@vr.se
mailto:erika.godoy@vr.se
mailto:Emre.Ozlu@vr.se
mailto:tomas.andersson@vr.se
mailto:sebastian.renholm@vr.se
mailto:Emma.Olsson@vr.se
mailto:nina.glimster@vr.se
mailto:alexander.burgman@vr.se
mailto:nina.glimster@vr.se
mailto:alexander.burgman@vr.se
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technology; Physiological Measurement Technology and Modelling; Radiation physics 
(medical aspects); Radiology and image processing; Speech Technology and Technical 
Audiology 
Contact: Annika Johansén 08-546 44 251, Helena Berglund 031-757 41 62 

NT-P Systems and Electrical Engineering 
This panel covers research on fundamental methods for the modelling, analysis, design, 
implementation and evaluation of systems. It incorporates many aspects from hardware 
components and electrical circuits to algorithms and software including principles for 
systems engineering, learning, optimisation and control. 
Focus areas: Analog and digital electronics; Communication and information theory; 
Computer vision; Control engineering; Electrical and power engineering; Machine 
learning; Networked systems; Radio engineering; Robotics; Signal processing 
Contact: Daniel Gustafsson 08-546 44 251, Winnie Birberg 08-546 44 252 

NT-Q Computer Science 
This panel covers research in Computer Science, in a broad sense, including the subjects 
listed below. 
Focus areas: Algorithms; Artificial intelligence; Computer systems (computer 
architecture, embedded systems, computer networks, and operating systems); Human-
computer interaction; Information systems; Parallel and distributed computing; 
Programming languages and systems; Security; Software engineering; Theory of 
computation 
Contact: Sebastian Renholm 08-546 44 065, Andreas Krigh 08-546 44 174 

NT-R Computational Mathematics, Data Science, and Statistics 
This panel covers research in which the main scientific contribution is to develop 
foundations and methodology for statistics, data science and computational methods in 
science, through mathematical and algorithmic advances. 
Focus areas: Computational mathematics and numerical analysis; Foundations of data 
science; Natural language processing; Operations Research; Scientific computing; 
Statistics 
Contact: Nina Glimster 08-546 44 215, Sumithra Velupillai 08-546 12 309 

NT-S Mathematics  
This panel covers research in Mathematics, principally within the subjects listed below. 
Focus areas: Algebra; Analysis; Applied mathematics; Discrete mathematics; Geometry; 
Mathematical logic; Number theory; Probability theory; Topology 
Contact: Annika Johansén 08-546 44 251, Karin Kylberg 08-546 44 018 

Secretary General  
Mattias Marklund 08-546 12 326 

Coordinator  
Karin Kylberg 08-546 44 018 

 
 

mailto:annika.johansen@vr.se
mailto:helena.berglund@vr.se
mailto:daniel.gustafsson@vr.se
mailto:winnie.birberg@vr.se
mailto:sebastian.renholm@vr.se
mailto:andreas.krigh@vr.se
mailto:nina.glimster@vr.se
mailto:Sumithra.Velupillai@vr.se
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