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2012 Request for Projects
Standard evaluation grid for the evaluator
	2012 RFP, Category: 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
Open   FORMCHECKBOX 
Directed

	Project

	Acronym
	

	Name of person responsible
	

	
	

	Evaluator

	Last Name  First Name
	
	

	Title
	
	

	E-mail
	

	Skills/Project
	Eventual remarks by the reviewer, especially if he/she recommends an additional review.


	OVERALL RATING*
	 


Repeat here the rating indicated in the overall evaluation section.
A: Very good - absolutely must be funded
B: Good - funding suggested
C: Average - average in nature, funding not recommended
D: Weak - does not merit funding
At the reviewer's discretion, replies may be written in French or English.
The fields marked with an asterisk (*) are mandatory.
A) Evaluation 
Section 1: Suitability of the proposal in relation to the thematic category
Recall of the thematic categories as described in the RFP text:  (full text available on http://www.afssaps.fr/Activites/Appels-a-projets-de-recherche/Appel-a-projets-2012/(offset)/1 )
· Open Category
· Original topics and projects not covered by the directed category, on condition that these projects contribute over time to enhancing national performance in terms of the safety of use of healthcare products
· Directed Categories 

· Reinforcement of vigilance

· Analysis of the use of medications outside the Market Authorisation 

· Product quality control and characterisation of the dangers of the products

· Risk/benefit ratio in specific populations :
· Behaviour and exposure of French population groups related to product : elderly
Reviewers must take into account, evaluate and comment:
· Analysis of the challenges;
· Relevance of the project in relation to the RFP text;
· Value of the research or study topic for public health and drug safety;
· Extent of the problem identified (size of exposed population, severity of the risk, etc.).
Rating (*): 
A: Very good – B: Good – C: Average – D: Weak

Comments (1,000 characters max.):  
	


Section 2: Scientific quality of the project (relevance, originality and standing at the national and international levels)  
Reviewers must take into account, evaluate and comment:
· Innovative nature of the project;
· Scientific and technical excellence relative to the state of knowledge, quality of research methodology in terms of responding to the questions posed;
· Use of international quality standards to ensure the validity of the results;
· Existence and quality of preliminary results demonstrating the value of the question posed and the feasibility of the project;
· In case of a study:
· the usual quality criteria for cohort studies, case studies, retrospective or prospective studies, etc., must be described and systematically reviewed;
· Personnel estimates and the statistical analysis plan must be described and reviewed. The project will likely be eliminated if they are not present;
· The representativeness, discussed and supported;
· The planned recruitment, based on the statistical evaluation, must be feasible in the times stipulated.
· In case of a concurrent project, complementarity of the proposed approach;
· Account taken of the national or international aspect of the question (potentially specific French aspects).
Rating (*):  
 A: Very good – B: Good – C: Average – D: Weak
Comments (1,000 characters max.) :  
	


Section 3: Project methodology and feasibility 

Reviewers must take into account, evaluate and comment:
· Account taken of ethical and regulatory obligations;
· Quality of methods and relevance of the techniques proposed;
· Quality of the description of the critical path, identification of the "go/no-go" milestones, risk assessments and fall-back proposals or alternative approaches;
· Rigour in defining the intermediate and final results (deliverables);

· Pertinence of the planned project schedule in terms of deadlines, milestones and deliverables;
· Quality of the coordination plan;

· Suitability of the human and technical resources allocated to the project;
· Suitability of the funding requested.
Section 4: Potential impact of the project results

Reviewers must take into account, evaluate and comment:
· International recognition of the validity of the results (linked to both the methodology and the environment in which the research is conducted, such as observance of OECD guidelines, best practices, other guidelines, etc.);

· External value after completion of the project: probability and pertinence;
· Perspective for the creation of new technical solutions or innovative scientific concepts;
· Potential for the scientific and medical communities to use or integrate project results;
· Effect on the safety of healthcare products and effect on the quality of healthcare products;
· Perspectives for including the results in Afssaps missions;
· Value to patients, consumers, society, public health, etc.
Rating (*):  
 A: Very good – B: Good – C: Average – D: Weak

Comments (1,000 characters max.):  
	


Section 5: Quality and experience of the teams participating (quality of the consortium for joint projects)  

Reviewers must take into account, evaluate and comment on a number of criteria:
· Independence in relation to the health products industry;
· Involvement of the coordinator and project site in the team's overall project;
· Level of scientific know-how or specialisation of the teams (it must be verified whether or not the team is capable of conducting the project, specifically checking the quality of previous publications);
· For joint projects:
· Correlation between the level of knowledge and training and the tasks attributed to each partner;
· Complementarity of the partnership;
· Past experience with joint projects and past partnerships established between the partners.
Rating (*):  
 A: Very good – B: Good – C: Average – D: Weak

Comments (1,000 characters max. ):  
	


B) OVERALL EVALUATION: SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS


Rating (*):  
A: Very good – absolutely must be funded
B: Good – funding suggested
C: Average – average in nature, funding not recommended
D: Weak – does not merit funding 

Comments (5 lines minimum - 5,000 characters max.) :  
Emphasize the project's strong and weak points
	


	I acknowledge having read and accepted Afssaps' rules of ethics and deontology, having completed a Declaration of Pertinent Interests and that, to the extent of my knowledge, my involvement in evaluating this project presents no conflict of interest.
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