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Formulier voor de beoordeling door de patiéntenvertegenwoordiging van de post-COVID
programmacommissie

Persoonlijke belangen
Wanneer u akkoord gaat met het beoordelen van deze aanvraag, gaat ZonMw ervan uit dat u optreedt als een

onafhankelijke ervaringsdeskundige, zonder enig persoonlijk belang, zoals beschreven in de code omgang met

persoonlijke belangen. Bij twijfel, neem contact op met het programmateam, via [JEEE2zonmw.nl.

uJ Ik verklaar dat ik optreedt als onafhankelijke ervaringsdeskundige, zonder persoonlijke belangen, zoals

beschreven in de code omgang met persoonlijke belangen.

Vertrouwelijkheid
De beoordelingsprocedure is strikt vertrouwelijk. Dit betekent dat referenten geanonimiseerd worden en dat alle

beoordelaars de aanvraag strikt vertrouwelijk behandelen.

.
Ik verklaar dat ik de inhoud van de aanvraag en alle additionele informatie over deze aanvraag strikt

vertrouwelijk behandel.

Naam programma:  Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Dossiernummer: 11080012310002

Projecttitel: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Beoordeeld door: |rR:

Datum beoordeling: 16-11-2023

Toelichting beoordelingsformulier?

U bent betrokken bij de beoordeling van de subsidieaanvraag in de ronde Onderzoeks- en Expertisenetwerk

post-COVID in de rol van referent. De subsidie aanvraag die u gaat beoordelen, is geschreven op basis van een

thematisch ingerichte subsidieoproep. De vragen in dit beoordelingsformulier hebben betrekking op hoe de

aanvragers invulling hebben gegeven aan de eisen die zijn gesteld aan het Onderzoeks- en Expertisenetwerk in de

oproep. Als referent wordt u gevraagd zich te richten op de relevantie van de aanvraag vanuit patiéntperspectief. Wij
verzoeken u de uitgebreide samenvatting, de subsidieaanvraag en de subsidieoproep bij de hand te houden

gedurende de beoordeling. De aanvraag bestaat uit meerdere onderdelen zoals werkpakketten en platforms, geef bij
uw beoordeling steeds aan op welk onderdeel van het onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk uw commentaar betrekking
heeft.

1
Bij de ontwikkeling van het beoordelingsformulier heeft de Handreiking voor cliéntreferenten van het SGF als input

gediend SGF-A4-Handr clientreferenten 2019.pdf (gezondheidsfondsen.nl)



1890349

VERTROUWELIJK ") ZonMw

Geefaan op welk onderdeel van de aanvraag uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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2. Is het plan van aanpak haalbaar vanuit het perspectief van de patiént?
U kunt dit voornamelijk herleiden uit sectie 4.3 ‘Plan van aanpak’:

-  Werkpakket 2, doel B

-  Werkpakket 5
-  Werkpakket 6
-  Werkpakket 7
- Platform 2

- Platform 4

Denk aan:
+ de belasting voor patiénten (zoals het ondergaan van de behandeling/diagnostiek en invullen vragenlijsten);
e duur van het onderzoek;
+ mogelijke bezwaren van patiénten tegen deelname (bv. vanwege een voorkeur voor een bepaalde

behandeling).
Geef aan op welk onderdeel van de aanvraag uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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3. Zijn de patiénten en/of eindgebruikers in voldoende mate betrokken bij het opzetten van het onderzoeks-

en expertisenetwerk?
Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 4.3 ‘Plan van aanpak’:

-  werkpakket 7
- platform 2
- platform 4

en sectie 4.6 ‘Patiéntenparticipatie’ van de aanvraag

Denk aan:
* de mate van betrokkenheid van de ervaringsdeskundigen bij de opzet (bijvoorbeeld informerend,

adviserend, samenwerkend, etc);
+ De mate van betrokkenheid van ervaringsdeskundige in het besluitvormingsproces

Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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4. Is de participatie van patiénten en/of eindgebruikers in de uitvoering van het onderzoeks- en

expertisenetwerk duidelijk beschreven?

Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 4.3 ‘Plan van aanpak’:
-  werkpakket 7
- platform 2
- platform 4

en sectie 4.6 ‘Patiéntenparticipatie’ van de aanvraag

Denk aan:
+ de mate van betrokkenheid van de ervaringsdeskundigen bij de uitvoering (bijvoorbeeld informerend,

adviserend, samenwerkend, etc)
+ de mate van betrokkenheid van ervaringsdeskundige in het besluitvormingsproces
* |s er ook aandacht voor scholing, begeleiding, ondersteuning en waardering voor de cliént-

vertegenwoordigers? Met betrekking tot de begroting: Denk ook aan bijv. vacatiegeld, reiskostenvergoeding
en scholing van patiéntvertegenwoordigers.

Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.21 Wetenschappelijk beraad
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5. Zijn de betrokken patiénten en/of eindgebruikers voldoende representatief voor de doelgroep in dit

onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk?
Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 4.6 ‘Pati&ntenparticipatie’ en tabel 4.7.1 ‘List of participating organization’
van de aanvraag

Denk aan:
+ de mate waarin ervaringsdeskundigen representatief zijn voor de patiéntengroep;
* De mate waarin rekening gehouden wordt met diversiteit;

Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

6. Samenvattend relevantieoordeel

«+ Hoe beoordeelt u de relevantie van het voorstel voor het onderzoeks- en expertise netwerk post-COVID op

basis van bovenstaande relevantiecriteria?

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

Aanbevelingen:
< Welke aanbevelingen en suggesties wilt u de onderzoekers meegeven om het netwerk vanuit patiéntperspectief

te optimaliseren?

Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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5.1.21 Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Formulier voor de beoordeling door de patiéntenvertegenwoordiging van de post-COVID
programmacommissie

Persoonlijke belangen
Wanneer u akkoord gaat met het beoordelen van deze aanvraag, gaat ZonMw ervan uit dat u optreedt als een

onafhankelijke ervaringsdeskundige, zonder enig persoonlijk belang, zoals beschreven in de code omgang met

persoonlijke belangen. Bij twijfel, neem contact op met het programmateam, via [JEEERzonmw.nl.

a
Ik verklaar dat ik optreedt als onafhankelijke ervaringsdeskundige, zonder persoonlijke belangen, zoals

beschreven in de code omgang met persoonlijke belangen.

Vertrouwelijkheid
De beoordelingsprocedure is strikt vertrouwelijk. Dit betekent dat referenten geanonimiseerd worden en dat alle

beoordelaars de aanvraag strikt vertrouwelijk behandelen.

F
Ik verklaar dat ik de inhoud van de aanvraag en alle additionele informatie over deze aanvraag strikt

vertrouwelijk behandel.

Naam programma: Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Dossiernummer: 11080012310002

Projecttitel: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Beoordeeld door: EEER 2

Datum beoordeling: 12 november 2023

Toelichting beoordelingsformulier’

U bent betrokken bij de beoordeling van de subsidieaanvraag in de ronde Onderzoeks- en Expertisenetwerk

post-COVID in de rol van referent. De subsidie aanvraag die u gaat beoordelen, is geschreven op basis van een

thematisch ingerichte subsidieoproep. De vragen in dit beoordelingsformulier hebben betrekking op hoe de

aanvragers invulling hebben gegeven aan de eisen die zijn gesteld aan het Onderzoeks- en Expertisenetwerk in de

oproep. Als referent wordt u gevraagd zich te richten op de relevantie van de aanvraag vanuit patiéntperspectief. Wij
verzoeken u de uitgebreide samenvatting, de subsidieaanvraag en de subsidieoproep bij de hand te houden

gedurende de beoordeling. De aanvraag bestaat uit meerdere onderdelen zoals werkpakketten en platforms, geef bij
uw beoordeling steeds aan op welk onderdeel van het onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk uw commentaar betrekking
heeft.

1
Bij de ontwikkeling van het beoordelingsformulier heeft de Handreiking voor cliéntreferenten van het SGF als input

gediend SGF-A4-Handr clientreferenten 2019.pdf (gezondheidsfondsen.nl)
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Geefaan op welk onderdeel van de aanvraag uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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2. Is het plan van aanpak haalbaar vanuit het perspectief van de patiént?
U kunt dit voornamelijk herleiden uit sectie 4.3 ‘Plan van aanpak’:

-  Werkpakket 2, doel B

-  Werkpakket 5
-  Werkpakket 6
-  Werkpakket 7
- Platform 2

- Platform 4

Denk aan:
* de belasting voor patiénten (zoals het ondergaan van de behandeling/diagnostiek en invullen vragenlijsten);
e duur van het onderzoek;
+ mogelijke bezwaren van patiénten tegen deelname (bv. vanwege een voorkeur voor een bepaalde

behandeling).
Geefaan op welk onderdeel van de aanvraag uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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3. Zijn de patiénten en/of eindgebruikers in voldoende mate betrokken bij het opzetten van het onderzoeks-

en expertisenetwerk?
Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 4.3 ‘Plan van aanpak’:

-  werkpakket 7
- platform 2
- platform 4

en sectie 4.6 ‘Patiéntenparticipatie’ van de aanvraag

Denk aan:
« de mate van betrokkenheid van de ervaringsdeskundigen bij de opzet (bijvoorbeeld informerend,

adviserend, samenwerkend, etc);
+ De mate van betrokkenheid van ervaringsdeskundige in het besluitvormingsproces

Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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4. Is de participatie van patiénten en/of eindgebruikers in de uitvoering van het onderzoeks- en

expertisenetwerk duidelijk beschreven?

Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 4.3 ‘Plan van aanpak’:
-  werkpakket 7
- platform 2
- platform 4

en sectie 4.6 ‘Patiéntenparticipatie’ van de aanvraag

Denk aan:
* de mate van betrokkenheid van de ervaringsdeskundigen bij de uitvoering (bijvoorbeeld informerend,

adviserend, samenwerkend, etc)
de mate van betrokkenheid van ervaringsdeskundige in het besluitvormingsproces
Is er ook aandacht voor scholing, begeleiding, ondersteuning en waardering voor de cliént-

vertegenwoordigers? Met betrekking tot de begroting: Denk ook aan bijv. vacatiegeld, reiskostenvergoeding
en scholing van patiéntvertegenwoordigers.

Geefaan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Geefaan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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6. Samenvattend relevantieoordeel

+ Hoe beoordeeltu de relevantie van het voorstel voor het onderzoeks- en expertise netwerk post-COVID op
basis van bovenstaande relevantiecriteria?

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

Aanbevelingen:
+ Welke aanbevelingen en suggesties wilt u de onderzoekers meegeven om het netwerk vanuit patiéntperspectief

te optimaliseren?

Geefaan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad



VERTROUWELIJK vd ZonMw

Formulier voor de beoordeling door de patiéntenvertegenwoordiging van de post-COVID
programmacommissie

Persoonlijke belangen
Wanneer u akkoord gaat met het beoordelen van deze aanvraag, gaat ZonMw ervan uit dat u optreedt als een

onafhankelijke ervaringsdeskundige, zonder enig persoonlijk belang, zoals beschreven in de code omgang met

persoonlijke belangen. Bij twijfel, neem contact op met het programmateam, via [JEEERzonmw.nl.

-
Ik verklaar dat ik optreedt als onafhankelijke ervaringsdeskundige, zonder persoonlijke belangen, zoals

beschreven in de code omgang met persoonlijke belangen.

Vertrouwelijkheid
De beoordelingsprocedure is strikt vertrouwelijk. Dit betekent dat referenten geanonimiseerd worden en dat alle

beoordelaars de aanvraag strikt vertrouwelijk behandelen.

v¥
Ik verklaar dat ik de inhoud van de aanvraag en alle additionele informatie over deze aanvraag strikt

vertrouwelijk behandel.

Naam programma: Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Dossiernummer: 11080012310002

Projecttitel: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Beoordeeld door: |2

Datum beoordeling: 15-11-2023

Toelichting beoordelingsformulier?

U bent betrokken bij de beoordeling van de subsidieaanvraag in de ronde Onderzoeks- en Expertisenetwerk

post-COVID in de rol van referent. De subsidie aanvraag die u gaat beoordelen, is geschreven op basis van een

thematisch ingerichte subsidieoproep. De vragen in dit beoordelingsformulier hebben betrekking op hoe de

aanvragers invulling hebben gegeven aan de eisen die zijn gesteld aan het Onderzoeks- en Expertisenetwerk in de

oproep. Als referent wordt u gevraagd zich te richten op de relevantie van de aanvraag vanuit patiéntperspectief. Wij
verzoeken u de uitgebreide samenvatting, de subsidieaanvraag en de subsidieoproep bij de hand te houden

gedurende de beoordeling. De aanvraag bestaat uit meerdere onderdelen zoals werkpakketten en platforms, geef bij
uw beoordeling steeds aan op welk onderdeel van het onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk uw commentaar betrekking
heeft.

1

Bij de ontwikkeling van het beoordelingsformulier heeft de Handreiking voor cliéntreferenten van het SGF als input

gediend SGF-A4-Handr clientreferenten 2019.pdf (gezondheidsfondsen.nl)

1890349
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1. Is het op te zetten onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk relevant vanuit het perspectief van de

patiéntengroep?
Dit staat voormamelijk vermeld in sectie 3.3 ‘Nederlandstalige uitgebreide samenvatting’ en sectie 4.1 ‘Relevantie’.

Denk aan:

de vervulling van wensen en behoeften van patiénten;
relevantie van de uitkomstmaten voor patiénten;

verbetering van de gezondheid van patiénten;

verbetering van de kwaliteit van leven van patiénten;

verbetering van de zorg in het algemeen.
* verbeteringvan de communicatie naar de doelgroep

Geef aan op welk onderdeel van de aanvraag uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Geef aan op welk onderdeel van de aanvraag uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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5. Zijn de betrokken patiénten en/of eindgebruikers voldoende representatief voor de doelgroep in dit

onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk?
Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 4.6 ‘Patiéntenparticipatie’ en tabel 4.7.1 ‘List of participating organization’
van de aanvraag

Denk aan:

* de mate waarin ervaringsdeskundigen representatief zijn voor de patiéntengroep;
e De mate waarin rekening gehouden wordt met diversiteit;

Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

6. Samenvattend relevantieoordeel

«+ Hoe beoordeelt u de relevantie van het voorstel voor het onderzoeks- en expertise netwerk post-COVID op
basis van bovenstaande relevantiecriteria?

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Formulier voor de beoordeling door de patiéntenvertegenwoordiging van de post-COVID
programmacommissie

Persoonlijke belangen
Wanneer u akkoord gaat met het beoordelen van deze aanvraag, gaat ZonMw ervan uit dat u optreedt als een

onafhankelijke ervaringsdeskundige, zonder enig persoonlijk belang, zoals beschreven in de code omgang met

persoonlijke belangen. Bij twijfel, neem contact op met het programmateam, via [JEEERzonmw.nl.

-
Ik verklaar dat ik optreedt als onafhankelijke ervaringsdeskundige, zonder persoonlijke belangen, zoals

beschreven in de code omgang met persoonlijke belangen.

Vertrouwelijkheid
De beoordelingsprocedure is strikt vertrouwelijk. Dit betekent dat referenten geanonimiseerd worden en dat alle

beoordelaars de aanvraag strikt vertrouwelijk behandelen.

-
Ik verklaar dat ik de inhoud van de aanvraag en alle additionele informatie over deze aanvraag strikt

vertrouwelijk behandel.

Naam programma: Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Dossiernummer: 11080012310002

Projecttitel: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Beoordeeld door: I
Datum beoordeling: 17 november 2023

Toelichting beoordelingsformulier?

U bent betrokken bij de beoordeling van de subsidieaanvraag in de ronde Onderzoeks- en Expertisenetwerk

post-COVID in de rol van referent. De subsidie aanvraag die u gaat beoordelen, is geschreven op basis van een

thematisch ingerichte subsidieoproep. De vragen in dit beoordelingsformulier hebben betrekking op hoe de

aanvragers invulling hebben gegeven aan de eisen die zijn gesteld aan het Onderzoeks- en Expertisenetwerk in de

oproep. Als referent wordt u gevraagd zich te richten op de relevantie van de aanvraag vanuit patiéntperspectief. Wij
verzoeken u de uitgebreide samenvatting, de subsidieaanvraag en de subsidieoproep bij de hand te houden

gedurende de beoordeling. De aanvraag bestaat uit meerdere onderdelen zoals werkpakketten en platforms, geef bij
uw beoordeling steeds aan op welk onderdeel van het onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk uw commentaar betrekking
heeft.

1
Bij de ontwikkeling van het beoordelingsformulier heeft de Handreiking voor cliéntreferenten van het SGF als input

gediend SGF-A4-Handr clientreferenten 2019.pdf (gezondheidsfondsen.nl)
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1. Is het op te zetten onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk relevant vanuit het perspectief van de

patiéntengroep?
Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 3.3 ‘Nederlandstalige uitgebreide samenvatting’ en sectie 4.1 ‘Relevantie’.

Denk aan:

* de vervulling van wensen en behoeften van patiénten;
relevantie van de uitkomstmaten voor patiénten;

verbetering van de gezondheid van patiénten;

verbetering van de kwaliteit van leven van patiénten;
verbetering van de zorg in het algemeen.

* verbetering van de communicatie naar de doelgroep
Geefaan op welk onderdeel van de aanvraag uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

CI IRE CleteaETolo [lI ell= Eo!
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2. Is het plan van aanpak haalbaar vanuit het perspectief van de patiént?
U kunt dit voornamelijk herleiden uit sectie 4.3 ‘Plan van aanpak’:

-  Werkpakket 2, doel B

-  Werkpakket 5
-  Werkpakket 6
-  Werkpakket 7
- Platform 2

- Platform 4

Denk aan:
* de belasting voor patiénten (zoals het ondergaan van de behandeling/diagnostiek en invullen vragenlijsten);
 duur van het onderzoek;
+ mogelijke bezwaren van patiénten tegen deelname (bv. vanwege een voorkeur voor een bepaalde

behandeling).
Geefaan op welk onderdeel van de aanvraag uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.21 Wetenschappelijk beraad
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3. Zijn de patiénten en/of eindgebruikers in voldoende mate betrokken bij het opzetten van het onderzoeks-

en expertisenetwerk?
Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 4.3 ‘Plan van aanpak’:

-  werkpakket 7
- platform 2
- platform 4

en sectie 4.6 ‘Patiéntenparticipatie’ van de aanvraag

Denk aan:
« de mate van betrokkenheid van de ervaringsdeskundigen bij de opzet (bijvoorbeeld informerend,

adviserend, samenwerkend, etc);
+ De mate van betrokkenheid van ervaringsdeskundige in het besluitvormingsproces

Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Geeraan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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5. Zijn de betrokken patiénten en/of eindgebruikers voldoende representatief voor de doelgroep in dit

onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk?
Dit staat voornamelijk vermeld in sectie 4.6 ‘Patiéntenparticipatie’ en tabel 4.7.1 ‘List of participating organization’
van de aanvraag

Denk aan:

* de mate waarin ervaringsdeskundigen representatief zijn voor de patiéntengroep;
* De mate waarin rekening gehouden wordt met diversiteit;

Geefaan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

6. Samenvattend relevantieoordeel

«+ Hoe beoordeelt u de relevantie van het voorstel voor het onderzoeks- en expertise netwerk post-COVID op
basis van bovenstaande relevantiecriteria?

Toelichting:
o Zeer relevant

o Relevant

o Laag relevant

Toelichting van de score:

5.1.21 Wetenschappelik beraad

Aanbevelingen:
«+ Welke aanbevelingen en suggesties wilt u de onderzoekers meegeven om het netwerk vanuit patiéntperspectief

te optimaliseren?

Geef aan op welk onderdeel uw commentaar betrekking heeft.

Toelichting:

SI BARNS Ca tel a E= Tol oo [Ql o TST = Foe
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Start review assessment - Onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk post-COVID
REF 2023

Formulier Referentenbeoordeling ENG

1. Introduction

1.1 EET

Grant programme: Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Project number: 11080012310002

Applicant:

Project title: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Code report: 15326121

1.2 (03s 10)i [Tv fe)MTL CIES d= Ta Lo MOZeTy){To TaN (11147)

Should you agree to assess this application, the Netherlands Organization for Health Research and Development (ZonMw) will assume that you
can be regarded as an independent expert in the relevant field without personal interests as referred to in the Code for dealing with Personal

Interests . If you have any doubts in this respect, please contact the programme team.

The procedures governing assessments require strict confidentiality. This means that reviewers’ assessments are always anonymized, but also

that reviewers must handle all proposals strictly confidentially.

| | can be regarded as an independent expert, without any conflict of interest, in the relevant field, as referred to in the Code for dealing with personal
interests https://www.zonmw.nl/en/laws-and-regulations-conceming-zonmw

| declare that | will keep the content of the proposal and all additional information in this review process strictly confidential.

1.3 Instruction

For each section or sub-section, please describe both positive and negative aspects with regard to the listed criteria. For the overall quality assessment, please
reread your comments in the boxes, give a score and summarise the main strengths and weaknesses of the proposal on which your score was based.

The following guidelines may help you when assigning scores while reviewing the grant application(s):

®
Very good. The proposal successfully addresses all aspects of the criterion in question.

® Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but small improvements are possible.

®
Sufficient. The proposal addresses the criterion in question, but significant improvements are necessary.

Poor. The proposal generally addresses some of the criteria, but there are significant weaknesses that need major corrections.

Insufficient. The proposal shows serious weaknesses in relation to the criteria.

Your review is an important contribution to the assessment of the application and will have a significant influence on the final funding decision. We would therefore

greatly appreciate it if you could elaborate your scoring with in-depth comments and/or suggestions.

Please refer to the assessment criteria in such a way that your comments are consistent and informative for the applicant and the assessment committee.

The committee will make the final quality assessment based on the grant application, the reviewers’ opinions and the applicant's response. The committee also

assesses the relevance and priority of applications in terms of the programme specific criteria.

Your assessment will be sent to the applicant in anonymous form. They will then have an opportunity to respond. The committee will also receive an anonymous
version of your assessment. We would, therefore, urge you to avoid making any references to yourself in your reviewer's report.

14 Grant call

Prior to reviewing this application, please read the grant call carefully. Please keep it on hand as a guide when reviewing the application. We have provided the grant
call via email. If you have not received it, please contact us via 512: 2zonmw.nl



2. Review form

21 (01[=To (\-RE Ta To ETET (od ol [VEE (Ted WoTdll el Cod ed C10 We [od fa TdT

Please assess the quality of the objective(s) and research question or problem definition.

Consider the following factors for the main objective as well as for the objectives of the different work packages:

[3 (TA CET ER TET AH

How clear and verifiable the problem definition is and whether it is consistent with the objective.

There is a clear description of the expected outcomes and intended results.

RGCREINERET EL RORY CG (Ts WGTVTe fo [WoT oT Toa[oR

RGR GELTETor TT Ty ToTgETRAY TT ToLCRTETCL RT RTToT Tel gd@GT ed011GT HG EE Tg THT14

Make clear to which work package your comments apply.

1890349

Please indicate positive and negative aspects and address the major and minor negative aspects separately.

Positive aspects:

SI BARIUTEI Cleteabel ol oof Qe CIE Eo

Negative aspects:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.2 51(E110)

[CEELR ELLER G ERGTE SG RE1D

Consider the following factors for each component of the network:

®
Clarity.

®

Adequacy in terms of problem definition.

aXe CT TVET ATICT ERTS (VT VAFEATo To MedsTo ST=T I To 4 Tole ESCA SET (TE ETS [ol Ta [To Ce] el(Ud ETTe RTI ETVETES

RETR [TITEH

The way in which the strategy reflects gender, age, ethnicity and/or other characteristics relevant to the objective.

Degree of collaboration with intermediate and/or ultimate target groups (the patient/client perspective and participation).

Process evaluation (where applicable): What do you think of the way in which process monitoring and evaluations will take place?

[BEIENHELELET CHIH

The applicants explain with reason whether and how existing data files are used or whether new data collection is required.

The way in which informed consent is obtained from patients in a standardized manner is clearly explained.

Availability of data in accordance with the FAIR standards for findability, accessibility, interoperability and sustainable storage of data.

® The coherence between the different elements of the network.

®
The applicants provide a clear description of how the research and expertise network will continue after the funding is discontinued, ensuring the long-term

(ET CHET TERT GER {= Ee (TE[oyTo ROT FE Refoly To EY CHEVER ELELETE ELF ET

Score:

Please indicate positive and negative aspects and address the major and minor negative aspects separately.

Positive aspects:
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5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

Negative aspects:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.3 Feasibility of the project

Please assess the feasibility of the project.

Consider the following factors:

®
Prospects of achieving the objective or objectives using this strategy.

®
Research protocol.

® Realistic number of patients/institutes/organisations.

Realistic description of potential opportunities and obstacles in the execution of the project.

PATENTED REEEEG A

EEE GESLB ELL RTEE]ER

EET TES GLEE LTEGEELEL EES

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

Please indicate positive and negative aspects and address the major and minor negative aspects separately.

Positive aspects:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

Negative aspects:

SIARIECSETTel [Ll ITE Ee

24 Project group

[CERI EER GER EL iT 8

(of TyISTCTR(ER[TTTo RET(0
Ll

CVCET (TN LE TET [ETTREP ET(ES
® In the consortium there is a good ratio between academic hospitals, general hospitals, general practitioners, paramedical care providers and other relevant

societal organizations, such as patient organisations.

®
Familiarity with the discipline.

® Prior activities and products.

®
Ability of the consortium to successfully establish the various components of the network and attain the desired outcomes.

®
Added value of consortium partners to the quality of the network.
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Composition of the consortium; coordination of synergetic activities between partners.

Excellence and expertise of the consortium partners.

Division of roles and tasks at implementation level. Data stewards are included in the consortium.

Coordination of synergistic activities between consortium partners.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

414) Governance

[JCEELIEEEEER (EH [ETET To TT {TT 8

Consider the following factors:

®
The governance structure is clear and suitable for the management of the network.

®
Relevant parties are represented in the governance structure.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.6 [gp] oFTo3 ll a Led (To [a T=R {= 1 15 {=T a [od I C=To [o T-RVE A LEE Rd oT MEET Lo ETE ETE1114;

Please assess the impact of the network.

Consider the following factors:

®

Analysis of the context in which the research and expertise network will be implemented.

® Extent to which target groups are mentioned and involved.

® A good mix of dissemination and implementation activities.

®
Analysis of factors facilitating or hampering those activities.

®
Participation of stakeholders, other than target groups.

®
Prospect of structural incorporation in system.

PG ET TE TR]fa ITo To ECTfe RO CREETE TCL iGET1
® Involvement of stakeholders from outside traditional scientific communities in the preparation, uptake, translation and application of relevant research issues and

[CET EN

seo: |SRE



1890349

Please indicate positive and negative aspects and address the major and minor negative aspects separately.

Positive aspects:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

27 Overall quality assessment

Please assess the entire application with regard to the quality of the proposal based on the elements above.

Please summarise your overall findings regarding the main strengths and weaknesses of the proposal. Please make sure your score is in line

with your arguments.

Positive aspects:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

Negative aspects:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.8 Budget

Please give your opinion on the budget of the proposal considering the criteria below. Please note that your assessment of these criteria should not be taken into

account in your quality score above.

(ofUESTRGER GHTTTe RE T=(TH
bd

| CRCTESCL RTLEE SEN CE [ETN

® The requested budget contains an extensive overview of activities that need to be funded per organisation.

The requested budget is divided over the work packages and platforms in a logical, sufficient and realistic manner.

RCCL TESCLT EELTRB iT ET Te [ [NER CELA A ETH ETS

The requested budget is appropriate given the nature of the network and the need for highly qualified staff.

Cost-benefit ratio (the balance between effort, input, use of resources and the likely outcomes and yield).

A portion of the budget is allocated for patient participation and data stewardship.

Score: Realistisch

If possible, please indicate positive and negative aspects and address the major and minor negative aspects separately.

Positive aspects:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Start review assessment - Onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk post-COVID
REF 2023

Formulier Referentenbeoordeling ENG

1. Introduction

Grant programme: Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Project number: 11080012310002

Applicant:

Project title: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Code report: 15326161

1.2 (03s 10)i [Tv fe)MTL CIES d= Ta Lo MOZeTy){To TaN (11147)

Should you agree to assess this application, the Netherlands Organization for Health Research and Development (ZonMw) will assume that you
can be regarded as an independent expert in the relevant field without personal interests as referred to in the Code for dealing with Personal

Interests . If you have any doubts in this respect, please contact the programme team.

The procedures governing assessments require strict confidentiality. This means that reviewers’ assessments are always anonymized, but also

that reviewers must handle all proposals strictly confidentially.

| | can be regarded as an independent expert, without any conflict of interest, in the relevant field, as referred to in the Code for dealing with personal
interests https://www.zonmw.nl/en/laws-and-regulations-conceming-zonmw

| declare that | will keep the content of the proposal and all additional information in this review process strictly confidential.

1.3 Instruction

For each section or sub-section, please describe both positive and negative aspects with regard to the listed criteria. For the overall quality assessment, please
reread your comments in the boxes, give a score and summarise the main strengths and weaknesses of the proposal on which your score was based.

The following guidelines may help you when assigning scores while reviewing the grant application(s):

®
Very good. The proposal successfully addresses all aspects of the criterion in question.

® Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but small improvements are possible.

®
Sufficient. The proposal addresses the criterion in question, but significant improvements are necessary.

Poor. The proposal generally addresses some of the criteria, but there are significant weaknesses that need major corrections.

Insufficient. The proposal shows serious weaknesses in relation to the criteria.

Your review is an important contribution to the assessment of the application and will have a significant influence on the final funding decision. We would therefore

greatly appreciate it if you could elaborate your scoring with in-depth comments and/or suggestions.

Please refer to the assessment criteria in such a way that your comments are consistent and informative for the applicant and the assessment committee.

The committee will make the final quality assessment based on the grant application, the reviewers’ opinions and the applicant's response. The committee also

assesses the relevance and priority of applications in terms of the programme specific criteria.

Your assessment will be sent to the applicant in anonymous form. They will then have an opportunity to respond. The committee will also receive an anonymous
version of your assessment. We would, therefore, urge you to avoid making any references to yourself in your reviewer's report.

14 Grant call

Prior to reviewing this application, please read the grant call carefully. Please keep it on hand as a guide when reviewing the application. We have provided the grant
call via email. If you have not received it, please contact us via 512: 2zonmw.nl
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2. Review form

21 (01[=To (\-RE Ta To ETET (od ol [VEE (Ted WoTdll el Cod ed C10 We [od fa TdT

Please assess the quality of the objective(s) and research question or problem definition.

Consider the following factors for the main objective as well as for the objectives of the different work packages:

[3 (TA CET ER TET AH

How clear and verifiable the problem definition is and whether it is consistent with the objective.

There is a clear description of the expected outcomes and intended results.

RGCREINERET EL RORY CG (Ts WGTVTe fo [WoT oT Toa[oR

RGR GELTETor TT Ty ToTgETRAY TT ToLCRTETCL RT RTToT Tel gd@GT ed011GT HG EE Tg THT14

Make clear to which work package your comments apply.

51 21 Weten: appelijk beraad

Please indicate positive and negative aspects and address the major and minor negative aspects separately.

Positive aspects:

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.2 Strategy

[LdCEELR: EEEELR GEG ITER SG CES1G

Consider the following factors for each component of the network:

®
Clarity.

Adequacy in terms of problem definition.

Adequacy in terms of study design, chosen methods, Key Performance Indicators (KPI) and analysis.

Target groups:

The way in which the strategy reflects gender, age, ethnicity and/or other characteristics relevant to the objective.

Degree of collaboration with intermediate and/or ultimate target groups (the patient/client perspective and participation).

Process evaluation (where applicable): What do you think of the way in which process monitoring and evaluations will take place?

[REIERGELELT EE

The applicants explain with reason whether and how existing data files are used or whether new data collection is required.

The way in which informed consent is obtained from patients in a standardized manner is clearly explained.

EET AG EVER RELeeEL TRVGRGER FES ETTET ER(oT {1s ETT [AE TEES TAA CLG Te CLE TI TARE GC ETSETL EL CRSCTETe ER ETE

® The coherence between the different elements of the network.

® The applicants provide a clear description of how the research and expertise network will continue after the funding is discontinued, ensuring the long-term

(ETN CHE T-Re (ER {EE (To(TE [ol To RUG RE Reel To LC CHEVER EGEREET Ch EDR

Please indicate positive and negative aspects and address the major and minor negative aspects separately.

Positive aspects:



1890349

5.1.21 Wetenschappelijk beraad

23 Feasibility of the project

Please assess the feasibility of the project.

Consider the following factors:

®
Prospects of achieving the objective or objectives using this strategy.

® Research protocol.

® Realistic number of patients/institutes/organisations.

CEE(Toll ET elg Tol TT Wofo ToT TaN (ETT oo Tel g VTTERE Ty To Rolo I Tod CERTRA CRECITT RelRG CR eT [1

PATETELTH 8 ETHEEEELS

EES (ESL ELL REELES

BEETSCATES GCLEELTEGEETEL EES

5.1.21 Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.4 (o] [Te de]{o]1]¢]

Please assess the consortium.

Consider the following factors:

®
Relevant (multidisciplinary) expertise.

®
In the consortium there is a good ratio between academic hospitals, general hospitals, general practitioners, paramedical care providers and other relevant

societal organizations, such as patient organisations.

®
Familiarity with the discipline.

® Prior activities and products.
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Ability of the consortium to successfully establish the various components of the network and attain the desired outcomes.

Added value of consortium partners to the quality of the network.

Composition of the consortium; coordination of synergetic activities between partners.

Excellence and expertise of the consortium partners.

Division of roles and tasks at implementation level. Data stewards are included in the consortium.

Coordination of synergistic activities between consortium partners.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

25 Governance

Please assess the governance structure.

(oo EST TRGTR GH[ATTTo RET (eT

® The governance structure is clear and suitable for the management of the network.

® Relevant parties are represented in the governance structure.

SR PARE CT EG ETolo [TL Qe IS EL]

26 [gq]oF= {od Sl Ca Tod (=To [o T-R A = To £53 {=T og [od VI C= Fo MTL(TEENATo] METo Te RAVESTTR Eo Lo TTY)

Please assess the impact of the network.

Consider the following factors:

®
Analysis of the context in which the research and expertise network will be implemented.

Extent to which target groups are mentioned and involved.

FN Tole lu ly oT QT 6 TEEpT ER TT BTTo RT To CT ET EH GL RE ToAT

Analysis of factors facilitating or hampering those activities.

Participation of stakeholders, other than target groups.

Prospect of structural incorporation in system.

at Te TE To)fo ToTed-EE TaTo B=Tod fe) GRE TET Re CE(0 [4
® Involvement of stakeholders from outside traditional scientific communities in the preparation, uptake, translation and application of relevant research issues and

(CETTE
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5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.7 Overall quality assessment

Please assess the entire application with regard to the quality of the proposal based on the elements above.

a
Please summarise your overall findings regarding the main strengths and weaknesses of the proposal. Please make sure your score is in line

with your arguments.

5.1.21 Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.8 Budget

| CEELN ERTeVT eT oTTels Wel WA CR TVTe [oT Qe RG CR eTde]LoLoe Ty Eo (= T Te MG CR 1CIEWo ET(VO ACEE [CRG ETRY TEEEE]EL eS OG EER CERIT [8 ERELCET
account in your quality score above.

[ofEGTRGERGVTe RET1 EH
® The requested budget is realistic.

® The requested budget contains an extensive overview of activities that need to be funded per organisation.

® The requested budget is divided over the work packages and platforms in a logical, sufficient and realistic manner.

La GES CETTECY RTTLE AENTRteET Co Fe) NER CETRSSET TY
®
The requested budget is appropriate given the nature of the network and the need for highly qualified staff.

® Cost-benefit ratio (the balance between effort, input, use of resources and the likely outcomes and yield).

® A portion of the budget is allocated for patient participation and data stewardship.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Start review assessment - Onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk post-COVID
REF 2023

Formulier Referentenbeoordeling ENG

1. Introduction

Grant programme: Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Project number: 11080012310002

Applicant:

Project title: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Code report: 15326141

1.2 (03s 10)i [Tv fe)MTL CIES d= Ta Lo MOZeTy){To TaN (11147)

Should you agree to assess this application, the Netherlands Organization for Health Research and Development (ZonMw) will assume that you
can be regarded as an independent expert in the relevant field without personal interests as referred to in the Code for dealing with Personal

Interests . If you have any doubts in this respect, please contact the programme team.

The procedures governing assessments require strict confidentiality. This means that reviewers’ assessments are always anonymized, but also

that reviewers must handle all proposals strictly confidentially.

| | can be regarded as an independent expert, without any conflict of interest, in the relevant field, as referred to in the Code for dealing with personal
interests https://www.zonmw.nl/en/laws-and-regulations-conceming-zonmw

| declare that | will keep the content of the proposal and all additional information in this review process strictly confidential.

1.3 Instruction

For each section or sub-section, please describe both positive and negative aspects with regard to the listed criteria. For the overall quality assessment, please
reread your comments in the boxes, give a score and summarise the main strengths and weaknesses of the proposal on which your score was based.

The following guidelines may help you when assigning scores while reviewing the grant application(s):

®
Very good. The proposal successfully addresses all aspects of the criterion in question.

® Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but small improvements are possible.

®
Sufficient. The proposal addresses the criterion in question, but significant improvements are necessary.

Poor. The proposal generally addresses some of the criteria, but there are significant weaknesses that need major corrections.

Insufficient. The proposal shows serious weaknesses in relation to the criteria.

Your review is an important contribution to the assessment of the application and will have a significant influence on the final funding decision. We would therefore

greatly appreciate it if you could elaborate your scoring with in-depth comments and/or suggestions.

Please refer to the assessment criteria in such a way that your comments are consistent and informative for the applicant and the assessment committee.

The committee will make the final quality assessment based on the grant application, the reviewers’ opinions and the applicant's response. The committee also

assesses the relevance and priority of applications in terms of the programme specific criteria.

Your assessment will be sent to the applicant in anonymous form. They will then have an opportunity to respond. The committee will also receive an anonymous
version of your assessment. We would, therefore, urge you to avoid making any references to yourself in your reviewer's report.

14 Grant call

Prior to reviewing this application, please read the grant call carefully. Please keep it on hand as a guide when reviewing the application. We have provided the grant
call via email. If you have not received it, please contact us via 512: 2zonmw.nl
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2. Review form

21 (01[=To (\-RE Ta To ETET (od ol [VEE (Ted WoTdll el Cod ed C10 We [od fa TdT

Please assess the quality of the objective(s) and research question or problem definition.

Consider the following factors for the main objective as well as for the objectives of the different work packages:

[3 (TA CET ER TET AH

How clear and verifiable the problem definition is and whether it is consistent with the objective.

There is a clear description of the expected outcomes and intended results.

RGCREINERET EL RORY CG (Ts WGTVTe fo [WoT oT Toa[oR

RGR GELTETor TT Ty ToTgETRAY TT ToLCRTETCL RT RTToT Tel gd@GT ed011GT HG EE Tg THT14

Make clear to which work package your comments apply.

-

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.2 Strategy

( CEELR LEEERERG TE RG CRS(ELCA

Consider the following factors for each component of the network:

®
Clarity.

®
Adequacy in terms of problem definition.

®
Adequacy in terms of study design, chosen methods, Key Performance Indicators (KPI) and analysis.

®

Target groups:

®
The way in which the strategy reflects gender, age, ethnicity and/or other characteristics relevant to the objective.

Degree of collaboration with intermediate and/or ultimate target groups (the patient/client perspective and participation).

Process evaluation (where applicable): What do you think of the way in which process monitoring and evaluations will take place?

PEIERGERETET EI

The applicants explain with reason whether and how existing data files are used or whether new data collection is required.

®
The way in which informed consent is obtained from patients in a standardized (ER CETRS GET ET

®

Availability of data in accordance with the FAIR standards for findability, accessibility, interoperability and sustainable storage of data.

® The coherence between the different elements of the network.

® The applicants provide a clear description of how the research and expertise network will continue after the funding is discontinued, ensuring the long-term
(ETCHET Tel Re TG CW {=BT(TT 1ToyYe RUE WeeTy ToL CY CIEREEREET EL Id ET

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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23 Feasibility of the project

[CEE LLTEER ER CET RG CN[To

Consider the following factors:

®
Prospects of achieving the objective or objectives using this strategy.

® Research protocol.

®
Realistic number of

pati LEG

CHGEL
TEE

ES

®
Realistic description of potential opportunities and obstacles in the execution of the project.

PETER 8 ETHHESSC1 8

BEETS(ALESLBIELDR GEER

EET(TEEGT CERT[RGCUTEE10 CI

1890349

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.4 (oo [Tea fe]fo]1] 0]

Please assess the consortium.

(ofATRGERGWTe RET(eT EH
®

Relevant (multidisciplinary) expertise.

®
In the consortium there is a good ratio between academic hospitals, general hospitals, general practitioners, paramedical care providers and other relevant

societal organizations, such as patient organisations.

®
Familiarity with the discipline.

Prior activities and products.

Ability of the consortium to successfully establish the various components of the network and attain the desired outcomes.

Pot =e RYE TEER fools Bolg ( [VT WE Ta TER CRG TR[TEAR RG ERT]

Composition of the consortium; coordination of synergetic activities between partners.

Excellence and expertise of the consortium partners.

Division of roles and tasks at implementation level. Data stewards are included in the consortium.

Coordination of synergistic activities between consortium partners.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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2.5 (ele)gy ET =]

[MCEELTE ELSE ERTVETET [oR(TTT8

Consider the following factors:

® The governance structure is clear and suitable for the management of the network.

®
Relevant parties are represented in the governance structure.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

26 [43]oF: Tod ol a TANVI(To [ T-R = Ta £1 (=1 8 Gq (0) VA To [o TRV)(LESTRd ToT EETLo EATER2 TT EL TTT

Please assess the impact of the network.

Consider the following factors:

®
Analysis of the context in which the research and expertise network will be implemented.

®
Extent to which target groups are mentioned and involved.

®
A good mix of dissemination and implementation activities.

Analysis of factors facilitating or hampering those activities.

Participation of stakeholders, other than target groups.

Prospect of structural incorporation in system.

FU CLTET TG TGTe ToB=Col fe)8 OG RCE TELL RGCETTR

Involvement of

[CETTE

J [s CTER {fT WIT
ET

ERE Te [elyET Cpl Tete lg Lg (TT TH CERGR GTLCTETE LT MTT EL CRE EIELCIRE LTReToo)[Te ToT Wed CA AVE To ETE Tog WES TERE Ty Te

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.7 Overall quality assessment

Please assess the entire application with regard to the quality of the proposal based on the elements above.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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2.8 Budget

[GEER ERT eT oTTTT WoT WA CR TT Te [o TT Qe RG TN oT eT elo CE Wolo Ty Ee (TTTo My CR GLCOEWo 1(VOR Sd CEER TO CRG ETRY TT TeT=CE Te ROER CHER TV Te RE LCT EG

EL TTT 1BL TTL [VE TTEATRET oo] CF ToTo MV

Consider the following factors:

® The requested budget is realistic.

® The requested budget contains an extensive overview of activities that need to be funded per organisation.

The requested budget is divided over the work packages and platforms in a logical, sufficient and realistic manner.

RUCH CG TEREL RIG LEE [RRLETTH Ts) NER EERE GET ETB

The requested budget is appropriate given the nature of the network and the need for highly qualified staff.

®
Cost-benefit ratio (the balance between effort, input, use of resources and the likely outcomes and yield).

®
A portion of the budget is allocated for patient participation and data stewardship.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Start review assessment - Onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk post-COVID
REF 2023

Formulier Referentenbeoordeling ENG

1. Introduction

Grant programme: Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Project number: 11080012310002

Applicant:

Project title: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Code report: 15326151

1.2 (03s 10)i [Tv fe)MTL CIES d= Ta Lo MOZeTy){To TaN (11147)

Should you agree to assess this application, the Netherlands Organization for Health Research and Development (ZonMw) will assume that you
can be regarded as an independent expert in the relevant field without personal interests as referred to in the Code for dealing with Personal

Interests . If you have any doubts in this respect, please contact the programme team.

The procedures governing assessments require strict confidentiality. This means that reviewers’ assessments are always anonymized, but also

that reviewers must handle all proposals strictly confidentially.

| | can be regarded as an independent expert, without any conflict of interest, in the relevant field, as referred to in the Code for dealing with personal
interests https://www.zonmw.nl/en/laws-and-regulations-conceming-zonmw

| declare that | will keep the content of the proposal and all additional information in this review process strictly confidential.

1.3 Instruction

For each section or sub-section, please describe both positive and negative aspects with regard to the listed criteria. For the overall quality assessment, please
reread your comments in the boxes, give a score and summarise the main strengths and weaknesses of the proposal on which your score was based.

The following guidelines may help you when assigning scores while reviewing the grant application(s):

®
Very good. The proposal successfully addresses all aspects of the criterion in question.

® Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but small improvements are possible.

®
Sufficient. The proposal addresses the criterion in question, but significant improvements are necessary.

Poor. The proposal generally addresses some of the criteria, but there are significant weaknesses that need major corrections.

Insufficient. The proposal shows serious weaknesses in relation to the criteria.

Your review is an important contribution to the assessment of the application and will have a significant influence on the final funding decision. We would therefore

greatly appreciate it if you could elaborate your scoring with in-depth comments and/or suggestions.

Please refer to the assessment criteria in such a way that your comments are consistent and informative for the applicant and the assessment committee.

The committee will make the final quality assessment based on the grant application, the reviewers’ opinions and the applicant's response. The committee also

assesses the relevance and priority of applications in terms of the programme specific criteria.

Your assessment will be sent to the applicant in anonymous form. They will then have an opportunity to respond. The committee will also receive an anonymous
version of your assessment. We would, therefore, urge you to avoid making any references to yourself in your reviewer's report.

14 Grant call

Prior to reviewing this application, please read the grant call carefully. Please keep it on hand as a guide when reviewing the application. We have provided the grant
call via email. If you have not received it, please contact us via 512: 2zonmw.nl
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Please assess the quality of the objective(s) and research question or problem definition.

Consider the following factors for the main objective as well as for the objectives of the different work packages:

[3 (TA CET ER TET AH

How clear and verifiable the problem definition is and whether it is consistent with the objective.

There is a clear description of the expected outcomes and intended results.

RGCREINERET EL RORY CG (Ts WGTVTe fo [WoT oT Toa[oR

RGR GELTETor TT Ty ToTgETRAY TT ToLCRTETCL RT RTToT Tel gd@GT ed011GT HG EE Tg THT14

Make clear to which work package your comments apply.
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( CEELREELTEER RG (TEL 1 CR = TC A

Consider the following factors for each component of the network:

®
Clarity.

®
Adequacy in terms of problem definition.

®

Adequacy in terms of study design, chosen methods, Key Performance Indicators (KPI) and analysis.

RET TE [TTEH
The way in which the strategy reflects gender, age, ethnicity and/or other characteristics relevant to the objective.

Degree of collaboration with intermediate and/or ultimate target groups (the patient/client perspective and participation).

CIEE ENGL RUT EERE TT [TeE 1 CURR ETE DRTETTR GTLR RG ERVE VALRU [ToWe(To-EERp LLGTRE BG REEIENGL ERT RETCHEL

PEIERGELELEI ELH

The applicants explain with reason whether and how existing data files are used or whether new data collection is required.

® The way in which informed consent is obtained from patients in a standardized (ENCE lained

®
Availability of data in accordance with the FAIR standards for findability, accessibility, interoperability and sustainable storage of data.

® The coherence between the different elements of the network.

®
The applicants provide a clear description of how the research and expertise network will continue after the funding is discontinued, ensuring the long-term

maintenance of the infrastructure, along with a comprehensive risk management plan.

1890349
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2.3 Feasibility of the project

[CEE ELTEER (ER CER TIGR GEN eIeT

(oo LEST TRGER GHATTe RET (TH

®
Prospects of achieving the objective or objectives using this strategy.

®
Research protocol.

[ Realistic number of patients/institutes/organisations.

®
Realistic description of potential opportunities and obstacles in the execution of the project.

PATENTED RETEEG A

EER(BES LB ELL RTEE]ER

EEE(olTESGHESE [EET£1] EE
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24 Project group

[CERI REEL (ERG ELT iT

Consider the following factors:

®
Relevant (multidisciplinary) expertise.

® In the consortium there is a good ratio between academic hospitals, general hospitals, general practitioners, paramedical care providers and other relevant

societal organizations, such as patient organisations.

®
Familiarity with the discipline.

® Prior activities and products.

Ability of the consortium to successfully establish the various components of the network and attain the desired outcomes.

Added value of consortium partners to the quality of the network.

[ofeTy TelEAT{TeTy Wel fy T-WeToTy E-Xe Tg 17] 4 BooleTo [Ta EV {ToT WoTMSV ToT 00 [1 {Tod Cot (AV) (ElTYNEWo ELToT

Excellence and expertise of the consortium partners.

Division of roles and tasks at implementation level. Data stewards are included in the consortium.

Coordination of synergistic activities between consortium partners.

5.1.21 Wetenschappelijk beraad RK

PN) Governance

Please assess the governance structure.

Consider the following factors:

® The governance structure is clear and suitable for the management of the network.
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®
Relevant parties are represented in the governance structure.

SI WARNE CT tel g Tol oF [To ETR= E To
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Please assess the impact of the network.

(olLEGENRGER GH VI sR ETn lH
®

Analysis of the context in which the research and expertise network will be implemented.

®
Extent to which target groups are mentioned and involved.

A good mix of dissemination and implementation activities.

Analysis of factors facilitating or hampering those activities.

Participation of stakeholders, other than target groups.

Prospect of structural incorporation in system.

Pa ET TE Toe]foTet ToMECTfe SO CCEVE ToT Ne CE Te 8

Involvement of stakeholders from outside traditional scientific communities in the preparation, uptake, translation and application of relevant research issues and

[CETTE

EI PARTE CH ES ETeTo I [| eTET

27 Overall quality assessment

Please assess the entire application with regard to the quality of the proposal based on the elements above.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.8

Please give your opinion on the budget of the proposal considering the criteria below. Please note that your assessment of these criteria should not be taken into

account in your quality score above.
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(ofIT CIR CR[IWTe RETe(1H
® The requested budget is realistic.

® The requested budget contains an extensive overview of activities that need to be funded per organisation.

®
The requested budget is divided over the work packages and platforms in a logical, sufficient and realistic manner.

Ll
GER CLTEL RT LE A ELCRRLET Ce 1) NER CEIRE ET EY

® The requested budget is appropriate given the nature of the network and the need for highly qualified staff.

® Cost-benefit ratio (the balance between effort, input, use of resources and the likely outcomes and yield).

® A portion of the budget is allocated for patient participation and data stewardship.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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Start review assessment - Onderzoeks- en expertisenetwerk post-COVID
REF 2023

Formulier Referentenbeoordeling ENG

1. Introduction

Grant programme: Post-COVID: onderzoeksprogramma, kennisinfrastructuur en expertisenetwerk

Project number: 11080012310002

Applicant:

Project title: Post-COVID Netwerk Nederland

Code report: 15326101

1.2 (03s 10)i [Tv fe)MTL CIES d= Ta Lo MOZeTy){To TaN (11147)

Should you agree to assess this application, the Netherlands Organization for Health Research and Development (ZonMw) will assume that you
can be regarded as an independent expert in the relevant field without personal interests as referred to in the Code for dealing with Personal

Interests . If you have any doubts in this respect, please contact the programme team.

The procedures governing assessments require strict confidentiality. This means that reviewers’ assessments are always anonymized, but also

that reviewers must handle all proposals strictly confidentially.

| | can be regarded as an independent expert, without any conflict of interest, in the relevant field, as referred to in the Code for dealing with personal
interests https://www.zonmw.nl/en/laws-and-regulations-conceming-zonmw

| declare that | will keep the content of the proposal and all additional information in this review process strictly confidential.

1.3 Instruction

For each section or sub-section, please describe both positive and negative aspects with regard to the listed criteria. For the overall quality assessment, please
reread your comments in the boxes, give a score and summarise the main strengths and weaknesses of the proposal on which your score was based.

The following guidelines may help you when assigning scores while reviewing the grant application(s):

®
Very good. The proposal successfully addresses all aspects of the criterion in question.

® Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but small improvements are possible.

®
Sufficient. The proposal addresses the criterion in question, but significant improvements are necessary.

Poor. The proposal generally addresses some of the criteria, but there are significant weaknesses that need major corrections.

Insufficient. The proposal shows serious weaknesses in relation to the criteria.

Your review is an important contribution to the assessment of the application and will have a significant influence on the final funding decision. We would therefore

greatly appreciate it if you could elaborate your scoring with in-depth comments and/or suggestions.

Please refer to the assessment criteria in such a way that your comments are consistent and informative for the applicant and the assessment committee.

The committee will make the final quality assessment based on the grant application, the reviewers’ opinions and the applicant's response. The committee also

assesses the relevance and priority of applications in terms of the programme specific criteria.

Your assessment will be sent to the applicant in anonymous form. They will then have an opportunity to respond. The committee will also receive an anonymous
version of your assessment. We would, therefore, urge you to avoid making any references to yourself in your reviewer's report.

14 Grant call

Prior to reviewing this application, please read the grant call carefully. Please keep it on hand as a guide when reviewing the application. We have provided the grant
call via email. If you have not received it, please contact us via 512: 2zonmw.nl
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2. Review form

21 (01[=To (\-RE Ta To ETET (od ol [VEE (Ted WoTdll el Cod ed C10 We [od fa TdT

Please assess the quality of the objective(s) and research question or problem definition.

Consider the following factors for the main objective as well as for the objectives of the different work packages:

[3 (TA CET ER TET AH

How clear and verifiable the problem definition is and whether it is consistent with the objective.

There is a clear description of the expected outcomes and intended results.

RGCREINERET EL RORY CG (Ts WGTVTe fo [WoT oT Toa[oR

RGR GELTETor TT Ty ToTgETRAY TT ToLCRTETCL RT RTToT Tel gd@GT ed011GT HG EE Tg THT14

Make clear to which work package your comments apply.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.2 Strategy

(MCERLR: ELRER (GER TER 8 GER (ECLA

Consider the following factors for each component of the network:

®
Clarity.

®
Adequacy in terms of problem definition.

®

Adequacy in terms of study design, chosen methods, Key Performance Indicators (KPI) and analysis.

®
Target groups:
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The way in which the strategy reflects gender, age, ethnicity and/or other characteristics relevant to the objective.

[8 =TTRGROELTEV GL RYGRE CLE EL IEICE GHTT ELERETCELITST (GERENEA [ET § LE EI QE TGREL TH ET

Process evaluation (where applicable): What do you think of the way in which process monitoring and evaluations will take place?

[BEIERGELELEN CHIE
The applicants explain with reason whether and how existing data files are used or whether new data collection is required.

The way in which informed consent is obtained from patients in a standardized is clearly ined.

Availability of data in accordance with the FAIR standards for findability, accessibility, interoperability and sustainable storage of data.

® The coherence between the different elements of the network.

®
The applicants provide a clear description of how the research and expertise network will continue after the funding is discontinued, ensuring the long-term

maintenance of the infrastructure, along with a comprehensive risk management plan.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad

2.3 CEE TAA R GER of) [101

[CEE ELTEER ER CER TINA RCLT

[olEITCTRGER Go VT Ts RET(el £4
2 (TY TTod RAE TotTANIT) To { T=Re 1 T Tod (A700 Te] oT EATER 3 Ts RAG TERS (1CTs|
Research protocol.

Realistic number of patients/institutes/organisations.

Realistic description of potential opportunities and obstacles in the execution of the project.

PETER 8 ETHHEEEL
BEERIAG EST LEGG REE]ES
EEETTC GHEE [CHITEL CEN

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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[MCEELRELTEER ( ERT ELT (1 8

(ol TGTRGER GH WV Ts RETaGT EH
® Relevant (multidisciplinary) expertise.

® In the consortium there is a good ratio between academic hospitals, general hospitals, general practitioners, paramedical care providers and other relevant

societal organizations, such as patient organisations.

®

Familiarity with the discipline.

Prior activities and products.

Ability of the consortium to successfully establish the various components of the network and attain the desired outcomes.

Po TT RYE TER feelLo Tg (LT lo ETGUT CRG ERG TET 8 GTR T1400

Composition of the consortium; coordination of synergetic activities between partners.

Excellence and expertise of the consortium partners.

Division of roles and tasks at implementation level. Data stewards are included in the consortium.

Coordination of synergistic activities between consortium partners.

seo: | BAHispfetond
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25 Governance

Please assess the governance structure.

Consider the following factors:

®
The governance structure is clear and suitable for the management of the network.

® Relevant parties are represented in the governance structure.
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2.6 [gq]oF Ted Sl Co Tod [=To [a T-R Ac To £53 =T og [od]To [o MVE |SNA(oT MEE To To BITESETH EE Lo T1114;

Please assess the impact of the network.

Consider the following factors:

®
Analysis of the context in which the research and expertise network will be implemented.

® Extent to which target groups are mentioned and involved.

® A good mix of dissemination and implementation activities.

Analysis of factors facilitating or hampering those activities.

Participation of stakeholders, other than target groups.

Prospect of structural incorporation in system.

Adequacy of process and effect of the evaluation design.

® Involvement of stakeholders from outside traditional scientific communities in the preparation, uptake, translation and application of relevant research issues and

[CETCN

LS WARE CH Ee EoTo To [Te TETFT

2.7 Overall quality assessment

Please assess the entire application with regard to the quality of the proposal based on the elements above.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad
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2.8 Budget

Please give your opinion on the budget of the proposal considering the criteria below. Please note that your assessment of these criteria should not be taken into

ELL TT AT RTTV [VENT lel | Te AT

(os EG TRGERGVTs RETRGT EH
® The requested budget is realistic.

®
The requested budget contains an extensive overview of activities that need to be funded per organisation.

® The requested budget is divided over the work packages and platforms in a logical, sufficient and realistic manner.

La GER CLTCY HT LS A ELT Rete ET Gl Te) NER CELESTETY
® The requested budget is appropriate given the nature of the network and the need for highly qualified staff.

®
Cost-benefit ratio (the balance between effort, input, use of resources and the likely outcomes and yield).

® A portion of the budget is allocated for patient participation and data stewardship.

5.1.2i Wetenschappelijk beraad


