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e Tipps flir einen erfolgreichen Antrag:
Grundsatzliche Uberlegungen
Wichtige Dokumente

Kommentare aus Evaluierungsreports

e Services der FFG



Einreichen bei IMI? Wichtige Gesichtspunkte

Programm mit sehr hoher
internationaler Aufmerksamkeit

Langerfristige Projekte mit gut
dotiertem Budget

Aussicht auf langfristige

Kooperationen mit Pharmaindustrie:

Verwertungschancen; Vernetzung

[ ]
..
[
[
'
’!’e
- -
i
a

Kompetitives Programm
Detailliert definierte Themen

Fokus auf, Tool-Entwicklung®:
z.B. Assays, Tiermodelle,
Biomarker

Forderung indirekter Kosten zu

20 % oder ,real indirect
costs®

IMI',,IP Policy* unterscheidet sich
von jener des 7. RP -> Verhand-
lungsspielrdume wichtig



Wichtige Dokumente

IMI Call Topics

Guide for Applicants

IMI Rules for Participation

IMI Model Grant Agreement
IMI Strategic Research Agenda
Rules for submission
Evaluation forms

IMI IP Policy, + Clarification Note

Srd Call for proposals is lauschs
1 B et e Call fur peupm s, IF o =it 10 Lok e
T pusd the demalled imsdt dwmirisie
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WWW.imi.europa.eu

http://rp7.ffg.at/health jti imi dokumente




Evaluierung: Die Kriterien
Stufe 1 (1) - 7

Evaluation Form — Stage 1

1. Scientific and/or technological excellence
1.1.Quality and soundness of the scientific and/or technological approach
1.2.Likelihood of the research proposal to meet all the key objectives in order to

complement the EFPIA Consortium. Score: .../5
1.3.Innovation (i.e. novelty in discovery, practical applicability, adaptation, etc), progress
beyond the state-of-the-art. Weight: 5

1.4.Degree of scientific and/or technological impact likely to be delivered?

1.5.In relation to 1.4, has the Applicant Consortium adequately explained the balance | weighted
between potential impact and residual risks based on the proposed approach i.e. are | gcore: .../25
potential complications, alternative strategies, and benchmarks for success presented?

. Threshold: 19/25
Evaluators - Please insett comments here:

2. Excellence of Partnership

2.1.Scientific quality and technological expertise of the individual participants in the
Applicant Consortium. Score: .../5

2.2. Ability to provide the contributions expected from the Applicant Consortium.

2.3.Unique features, strengths, internal complementarities and balance of the Applicant | Weight: 3
Consortium (including appropriate allocation of roles, manageability of consortium and

input of each participant). Weighted

score: .../[15
Evaluators - Please insert comments here:

Threshold: 10/15




Evaluierung: Die Kriterien
Stufe 1 (2)

3. Work-plan outline

Conceptual quality and soundness of the work-plan outline,
timelines for deliverables.

Evaluators - Please insert comments here.

including approximate budget,

Score: .../5

No weight
No threshold




Evaluierung: Die Kriterien ,}E"
Stufe 2(1) 2 FFG

1. Scientific and/or technological excellence

o Soundness and quality of approach to meet the objectives of
the call topic

o Application of creative and cutting edee methodologies

o Unigueness of the approach no duplication of existing
inifiative)

o Where applicable, any ethical issues appropriately
addressed.

[Evaluators comments to be inserted here.]
Score: ..../I5

(Threshold
3.00/5.00)




Evaluierung: Die Kriterien
Stufe 2(2)

FFG

2. Excellence of the project implementation plan

Adequate and appropriate representation of all relevant
stakeholders within the consortium.

Adequate documentation of the project plan with efficient
timelines and well utilised resources. Includes justification of
timelines and resource allocation (e.g. for research,
management, (raining or other activifies).

Resource allocation (by value) by the EFPIA project
participants should at least equal the funding requested by
the participants eligible for funding by the IMI JU (if not, the
unequal resource allocation is adequately justified).
Adequate documentation and appropriateness of the
management structure and procedures. Management plan

capable of building a cohesive and efficient team within the
CONSOFTIUmM.

[Evaluators comments to be inserted here.]

Score: ....I5




Evaluierung: Die Kriterien ,
Stufe 2(3) e FFG

3. Consistency with Call Topic and stage 1

e Scope of Full Project Proposal is consistent with the Call
Topic published in November 2009.

e Full Project Proposal contains core objectives and plans that
do not substantially deviate in scope fiom the Expression of
Interest selected at Stage 1, except to fulfil recommendations
from the Stage 1 peer review.

* The composition of the applicant consortium does not
substantially deviate from that described in the Expression of
Interest selected af Stage 1, except where adequately justified
or fo fulfil recommendations fiom the Stage I peer review.

Score: ....I5

[Evaluators comments fo be inserted here.]

4. Potential impact of project results

Likelihood of IMI key benefits (i.e. new mulfidisciplinary
development fools, new development paradigms) fo be achieved
Jfollowing dissemination / publication of research results.

[Evaluators comments fo be inserted here.] Score: .../5
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Beispielkommentare aus Evaluierungsreports |

Science + Technological Excellence

e integrative and mechanistic approach to all objectives

e good balance between innovation and application

e highly likely to achieve major breakthroughs

e unique integrated approach,...highly appropriate models

(o)
©)

r
}&
rd e



<)
Q)

)

Beispielkommentare aus Evaluierungsreports e

Science + Technological Excellence

e objectives poorly addressed

e approach lacks focus and cohesion

e too narrow in scope for the IMI call

e how will preclinical and clinical work be bridged

e animal model for "condition X" is not ideal

e "XVaccines" are not the focus of the EFPIA Partners..

e not clear how preclinical activities will translate to a more effective drug discovery
effort

e concern: proposal relies exclusively on "X" technology; competing proposals cover
broader range of models as stated in the goals

e insufficiently defined models/parameters

e need forinnovation not sufficiently addressed

e activities foridentification and validation of biomarkers are not clearly separated

e neglect to mention work that contradicts applicant’s hypothesis, no quotation of
competing work

e study lacks power to draw statistically reliable conclusions
e no description of quality assurance mechanisms



Beispielkommentare aus Evaluierungsreports e

Excellence of partnership

e reasonable number of partners with long experience and
excellent reputations

e acknowledged experts, leaders in their field
applicant consortium leader very well qualified

e complementary and manageable contributions

e balanced consortium, good internal complementarity
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Beispielkommentare aus Evaluierungsreports
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Excellence of partnership
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...difficult to understand how the consortium would leverage
competencies in the EFPIA partners to achieve the objectives of
the project

Expertise in the area of X must be incorporated

specific input of each partner should be better described
lack of SME partners

consider participation of patient organisations

not clear which partners contribute to which work packages

some partners seem not effectively integrated with the rest of
the consortium and their role is marginal
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Beispielkommentare aus Evaluierungsreports |

Work Plan Qutline

e measured and balanced approach...impressive workplan

e work plan outline is sound and with high conceptual quality
key outputs summarised

e analytical approaches and endpoints clearly described

e reasonable timelines for deliverables
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Beispielkommentare aus Evaluierungsreports ;gf-ﬁf' .

Work Plan Qutline

e overall strategy and workplan is cursory

e budget not proportionally distributed - only weak correlation to
deliverables

e Work Package X did not fit well with the other work packages
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Erfolgsfaktoren 2
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Alle ,,indicative expectations from the Applicant Consortium*
abgedeckt

Innovation, neue Zugange

Alle bendotigten, komplementdren Top-Expertisen im Konsortium;
Lunique features®; (innovative KMUs; regulatorische Behorden,
Patientinnenverbande, etc), klare Rollen fiir alle Partner
Komplementaritdt/geplante Kooperation mit EFPIA-Partnern gut
durchdacht ->» Recherche: Publikationen der EFPIA-Partner
Realistischer, gut strukturierter, ,,integrativer® Arbeitsplan;
,»rsks and contingencies® dargestellt

Gute ,,Briicken® zwischen Praklinik, Klinik,,,Drug discovery*
Effiziente Management-Struktur; evtl. Advisory Board
Veranschlagtes Budget gut begriindet

Beriicksichtigung der,,IMI IP Policy*



Partnersuche fiir IMI-Projekte y
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Information und Beratung
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 IMI-Website der FFG: http://rp7.ffg.at/health jti imi

 Newsletter

« Unterstitzung bei Partnersuchen
* Projektstart EU-Forderung far KMUs

* Proposal Checks: Expressions of Interest/ Full Proposals

 Beratung zu IPR-Fragen

« Feedback/Input an IMI JU im Rahmen der States Represantives

Group (SRG)
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IPR: Vergleich
IMI-7.RP,
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Urheberrechtshinweis / Haftungsausschluss
Sdamtliche Texte, Grafiken und Bilder unterliegen dem Urheberrecht. Eine auch nur auszugsweise Verwendung ist nur mit ausdriicklicher Genehmigung
der Osterr. Forschungsférderungsgesellschaft mbH zuldssig. Es kann keine Gewdhr fiir Richtigkeit, Vollstindigkeit und Aktualitit der Angaben

tibernommen werden. Jede Haftung fiir Schaden, die durch Nutzung oder Nichtnutzung der dargestellten Informationen oder durch fehlerhafte oder
unvollstdndige Informationen verursacht wurden, ist ausgeschlossen.




