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REVIEW OF SCIENTIFIC PROPOSALS BY THE SCIENTIFIC STEERING COMMITTEE WITHIN
THE RESPOND CONSORTIUM

WI R2

Replaces Author Effective by:

1. PURPOSE AND SCOPE

Defining and outlining roles and processes related to the review of scientific proposals
within the RESPOND consortium.

2. RESPONSIBILITY

a. Moderators?, from the Scientific Interest Group* (SIG) from where the proposal
originates:

I.  Notifying the RESPOND secretariat when a proposal is ready to undergo
Scientific Steering Committee! (SSC) review, as per item 3.a.

II.  To ensure that no analyses are undertaken before the SSC has officially
accepted the proposal.

Note: A SIG coordinatior can be entrusted with these tasks. However, the final
responsibility will, at any time, lay with the SIG moderators.

b. The RESPOND secretariat?! is responsible for:
I.  Preparing designated scientific proposal review forms.
II.  Allocating SSC members for proposal review.
lll.  Sending proposal review forms to selected SSC members.
IV. Collecting, organizing, and assessing incoming proposal reviews.
V. Distributing proposal reviews to the whole SSC.
VI.  Sending decision letters on behalf of the SSC chairs to the proposal authors.

c. Appointed SSC scientific proposal reviewers are responsible for:
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I.  Returning the scientific proposal reviewer form to the RESPOND secretariat,
with the deadline given, as per item 3.b.IV.

Il.  All parts of the scientific proposal review have been adequately assessed and
provided a recommendation for the further course of the scientific proposal, per
item 3.b.V.

d. SSC members are responsible for:

I.  Rendering a decision on whether the propels should be dismissed, revised or,
accepted.

3. PROCEDURES

a. A proposal should undergo SSC review when it has been revised following discussions
with the:

¢ Respective SIG
e Funders
e Community representatives

b. The RESPOND secretariat will hereafter:

I.  Upon notice from SIG moderators, prepare designated scientific proposal reviewer
forms (see 4.a)

[I.  Appointed three SSC members are as scientific proposal reviewers.

Note: Whenever possible, reviewers should be chosen based on their areas of
interest/expertise. A biostatistician should preferably be included as a reviewer.

Note: SSC members from funders can be chosen as reviewers. However, the
review must be based on the member’s academic credentials and not company
interest (i.e., the proposal should not be circulated within funders organizations)

lll.  Add appointed reviewers are added to a chronological list of previously appointed
reviewers (see 4.b), ensuring no individual SSC member is exhausted as a reviewer.

IV.  Send Scientific proposal reviewer forms to the appointed reviewers (see 4.c)
Timelines: A minimum deadline for reviewer replies of 14 days are given —
preferably more

V. Collect, organize, and evaluate incoming reviews for assessments on:

e Potential conflicts with research agendas of individual RESPOND cohorts,
e Statistical power,
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e Clinically and scientifically relevance

e Complements the RESPOND research agenda,

e Potential overlap with existing ongoing RESPOND projects.
e Has significant strengths and-/or significant weakness

In addition, the review must provide one of the following recommendations:

e The proposal should be approved without further review
e Authors should be requested to revise the proposal prior to a second review
e The proposal should be rejected

VI.  Circulate the scientific proposals plus reviewer forms to the SSC in conjunction with
an upcoming SSC meeting

Note: scientific proposals plus reviewer forms can be discussed and approved by e-
mail in cases of relatively uncontroversial proposals and tight timelines

VIl.  Send a decision letter to the proposal authors with the SSC decision, once made.

c. The Scientific steering committee will discuss and render a decision on the further
course of the proposal, as outlined in the RESPOND governance and procedures,
section: The Scientific Steering Committee (4.e.)

Note: reviewers recommendations and not necessarily equal to the final SSC
discussion to accept or dismiss a proposal

4. DEFINITIONS AND MATERIALS

a. Scientific proposal reviewer form can be found at:

P:\RH\HJE\Lukkede Mapper\CHIP\s drev - EUROSHARE\RESPOND\RESPOND - Operations-
Monitoring\Manuscripts and publication\Proposal reviewer form

b. A list of members previously nominated as reviewers can be found at:

P:\RH\HJE\Lukkede Mapper\CHIP\s drev - EUROSHARE\RESPOND\RESPOND - Operations-
Monitoring\Manuscripts and publication\List of SSC reviewers

c. Members of the RESPOND SSC can be found here:

P:\RH\HJE\Lukkede Mapper\CHIP\s drev - EUROSHARE\RESPOND\RESPOND\Contacts\Partners
RESPOND

d. The RESPOND governance and procedures can be found here:

https://chip.dk/Research/Studies/RESPOND/Study-documents
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