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REVIEW OF PROJECT APPLICATIONS (RESEARCH GRANT REQUESTS) FOR THE DUTCH ARTHRITIS SOCIETY, THEMATIC CALL 2026 (VERSION SEPTEMBER 2026)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR REVIEWERS

Please read the instructions for reviewers before you start your review. The project application you are reviewing is strictly confidential!

A review for the Dutch Arthritis Society consists of two parts: an uploaded PDF file with written comments and an overall score on the project application. You can submit your review via our website reumaresearch.nl. Please follow the instructions in your e-mail.

PROCEDURE FOR THE REVIEW AND REBUTTAL OF PROJECTS
Project applications for scientific research submitted to the Dutch Arthritis Society (DAS, ReumaNederland) are first checked for applicability by the DAS and are then sent to our Scientific Advisory Board (WAR). Appointed members of the WAR will review the project proposal and rank the projects on their scientific merits, relevance and impact. This ranking is based on the reviews and the overall scores on the project applications.Next to the scientific evaluation of each proposal, the societal relevance of each project is judged by the Committee of Experts by Experience (EDC). The EDC follows a separate procedure to rank the projects on their societal relevance.
Three members of the WAR are selected to assess each project application, and the aim is for each proposal to receive at least three assessment reports. The reviewers remain anonymous for the submitting author. A review for the Dutch Arthritis Society consists of two parts: an uploaded PDF file with written comments and an overall score on our website.

As a reviewer you are asked to comment on the hypothesis, the approach (workplan/methodology), the feasibility, relevance and the impact of the proposed study in section A of your review. Recommended improvements for the proposed study can be given in section B. Finally, in section C you give a combined score on the overall scientific quality and priority of funding of the proposal. Sections A to C of your review report have to be uploaded as a PDF file on our website and will be shared with the submitting author in anonymised form. 
The submitting author is given the opportunity to comment (rebuttal) on the questions and remarks addressed by the reviewers. 

The Executive Board of the Dutch Arthritis Society decides which projects will be funded. The average scores of the WAR and of the EDC are plotted against each other in a priority matrix, and this matrix determines the order of priority for funding.

THE VALUE OF THE REFEREE REPORTS AND THE REBUTTAL
The reviews, the score and the rebuttals are used as the basis for the final advice of the WAR on a project. The overall classification is evaluated by the WAR members who are assigned to the project. If their opinions coincide and the WAR agrees, this forms the basis for the advice of the WAR. If there is a discrepancy between the opinions of the assigned WAR members, or between the assigned members and the WAR as a whole, the project is discussed extensively by all WAR members before the final advice on the scientific quality of the project is given. Where applicable, the WAR members revise their findings on the basis of the rebuttal. All proposals, including the rebuttal, are then discussed at the WAR meeting, where each member without a conflict of interest gives a final score.

Key points for the reviewers
1. When selecting the WAR members to review, we try to match the topic of the submitted project to the expertise of the member. If we do not succeed, we will look for an alternative reviewer. 
2. Reviewers cannot have a conflict of interest with the submitted project in any way. If you have a conflict of interest, we request you to notify the WAR secretariat immediately. We will then select an alternative reviewer.
3. The WAR considers the evaluation report of its members to be highly important. We therefore ask you to evaluate the submitted project carefully and to support your conclusions with arguments in all cases (a rating such as “excellent” or “needs much improvement”, without further explanation, is not sufficient).
4. If you recommend any improvements to the project (section B), we ask you to elaborate on the conditions in the written comment, to ensure that the submitting author can give an adequate reply. 


INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE REVIEWER FORM
A:  Scientific quality, relevance and importance
You are asked to give your comments on the project in such a way that the submitting author can react to it in his formal comment report (rebuttal). Your written comments are very helpful in the review procedure, independent of the quality of the proposal. 
Reviewer reports that do not give enough feedback for the rebuttal and for the discussion will be excluded from the procedure. For example: “highly recommended for funding” is not enough comment to make a decision on (even if you are one of the leaders of the field: all reviews are anonymous and therefore, authority is not taken into account).

B:  Recommended improvements
In this part, you can recommend changes that will improve the project significantly. Please mark ‘none’ if you feel there are no improvements that should be made.

C:  Score on overall scientific quality and priority for funding
This score does not have to be a mean score over all items, but should reflect your opinion of the project as a whole.

Key point:
· Next to your written comments, your overall score on the project is leading for the classification by the WAR.

After completion of section A-C, convert your written comments into a PDF file. Upload the PDF file on our website. After uploading your written comments, you are asked to fill in two assessments, before submitting the complete review. Be aware that the files will be shared anonymously with the applicant.

If you have questions you can email the WAR Secretariat: research@reumanederland.nl
REVIEW OF PROJECT APPLICATIONS (RESEARCH GRANT REQUESTS) FOR THE DUTCH ARTHRITIS SOCIETY, THEMATIC CALL 2026

TEMPLATE FOR REVIEWER COMMENTS

The project application you are reviewing is strictly confidential!
Please fill in sections A to C.

A. SCIENTIFIC QUALITY AND RELEVANCE
	Hypothesis

	Consider the importance and originality of the hypothesis. 

Please explain in detail whether, in your opinion, this hypothesis is original, important and plausible. Does it relate sufficiently to the objectives of the call?  E.g. “excellent” or “needs much improvement”, without further explanation, is not sufficient. 

If you have any questions on the hypothesis, please state them here.

	
	

	Approach
	Consider the approach of the proposal in terms of preparatory work, quality/efficacy of the workplan, appropriateness of methodology and state of the art in relation to the field of work. Given the practice-oriented nature of this call, please also comment on how clinical practice, care professionals and patients are involved in the approach, and on how the results can be implemented in practice. 

Please give at least 3 reasons why the proposal should or should not be funded, compared to other research efforts worldwide in this field. 

If you have any questions on approach, workplan or methodology, please state them here.

	
	



	
Feasibility
	Consider the feasibility of the proposal in terms of the research group and its capabilities/facilities, the possibility of reaching the expected results within the given timeframe and the (expected) practical use of the output and outcome.

Does the project to your opinion yield the expected results within the timeframe? Are the applicants realistic about the expected practical applications? Give at least two reasons why or why not?

	
	

	Relevance and impact

	Consider the scientific, clinical, societal and/or social economic impact of the proposed research. 

Is this proposal state-of-the-art and will it stand a good chance of changing current scientific views, change current (clinical) practice and daily life of patients? Is the proposal of relevance for society and/or patients and will it generate socio-economic impact as a result? Give at least two reasons why or why not. Please also indicate whether the results are likely to be used in daily care within a foreseeable period, and what would be needed to achieve that. 

Please keep in mind  the ambitions of the Dutch Arthritis Society, namely 'Rheumatism is a non-chronic, reversible disease in 2040' and/or ‘Precision medicine for people with rheumatism is realized in 2040’.

	
	

	Budget
	Consider whether the requested budget is realistic and proportionate to the work plan, and whether the costs are justified in relation to the expected results.

Are the staff costs, materials and other costs appropriate for the proposed work? If you have any questions or remarks on the budget, please state them here.

	
	




B. RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS
	

Recommendations for improvement:

□ None

	
If you are of the opinion that the project can be improved in any way, please give your statements here. 
Conditions to be met that will improve the project application significantly:

□ more preparatory work necessary, namely: 

□ change of methodology, namely: 

□ change of work plan, namely:

□ other, namely:







C:  SCORE ON OVERALL SCIENTIFIC QUALITY AND PRIORITY FOR FUNDING
This score does not have to be a mean score over all items, but should reflect your opinion of the project as a whole. Please circle the score of your choice.
	Score
	Description
	Classification

	1
	
The project application is of the highest quality in terms of hypothesis, approach, feasibility, impact and innovation. The results may additionally have high impact outside the specific field of the project application. Must fund. 
 
	Excellent

	2
	
The project application is highly innovative, very well designed and internationally competitive. It has a potential for significant and wide-ranging impact and will advance the field significantly. This project application should have very high priority for funding.

	Very good

	3
	
The project application is interesting and original. It is well designed, and it is very likely that the results contribute to essential knowledge to the field. However, there are some minor flaws.

	Good

	4
	There is room for improvement in concept and/or experimental design. There is some potential for impact on the field, but the project application needs revision to achieve this.
	Average

	5
	
There are significant flaws in concept or design, the proposed work is unnecessarily repetitive or the research questions are superficial, outdated or otherwise uninteresting. The outcome of the project will not add anything of value to the field.

	Insufficient




Finished your review?
1) Please convert the pages (i.e. your written comments) of this document to PDF;
2) Go to www.reumaresearch.nl and log in with your email address and password (please request a new password if you have forgotten it);
3) Click on "Please review your assigned application" on the right-hand side of the screen
4) Add your review to the project application by giving your overall score on the project again and by uploading your written comments as PDF. 
5) Click "save draft & exit" and subsequently "submit entire survey now" to submit your score and written comments.

If you have any problems uploading or completing your review, you can email your written comments and your overall score to: research@reumanederland.nl


THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR REVIEWING FOR US!
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