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Switching career from / to academia 

or industry 
Genopole, Evry-Paris (France), 5-6 Mars 2014  

 

 Nous avons développé, lors des ces deux journées, 

différents aspects de la carrière d’un chercheur. Nous 

nous sommes efforcés de traiter les sujets en répondant  

le plus possible aux questions qu’un chercheur se pose 

lorsqu’il/elle doit choisir entre une carrière académique ou 

dans l’entreprise.  Ainsi, les participants ont eu l’occasion 

de : 

 (i) Rencontrer des professionnels de l'industrie, écouter leurs expériences et apprendre plus 

sur l'environnement de l’entreprise et les affaires dans le domaine des sciences du vivant ; 

(ii) En savoir plus sur l'organisation du marché du travail dans la recherche et ce qui est 

nécessaire pour obtenir un emploi ; 

(iii) Apprendre les règles de l'écriture d’une texte scientifique dans le système actuel de 

communication, afin que les chercheurs apprennent à rédiger un article de qualité pour qu’il soit 

publié dans un journal international avec comité de lecture; 

(iv) En savoir plus sur le management des projets de recherche. 

(v) Avoir un contact direct avec l'environnement d'une entreprise 

pharmaceutique lorsque les participants ont visité les laboratoires de 

Généthon-Bioprod. 

(vi) Apprendre à écrire un dossier de demande de bourse, afin que les 

chercheurs puissent trouver le financement pour leur post-doc et les 

séjours de courte durée dans le cadre des collaborations scientifiques tout au long de leur carrière.  

Grâce à la contribution des intervenants des l’entreprises et de l’association ABG, nous avons 

dispensé une revue complète  sur les possibilités d'emploi dans la recherche et comment s’y 

prendre pour accéder  au marché du travail dans la recherche. De plus, la participation des 

doctorants du réseau Marie Curie ADVance a créé un environnement multinationale où tous les 

des participants ont établi un réseau dynamique en partageant les mêmes intérêts professionnels 

et problèmes, en ayant expériences et visions de la science différentes (voire la liste des 

participants plus loin). 

Nous tenons à souligner la qualité et l'originalité de l'atelier. Nos formateurs sont en fait des 

scientifiques et non pas des consultants externes à l'environnement de la recherche. De plus, ils 
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ont expérience du milieu universitaire et l’entreprise, en ayant commencé la carrière dans le 

secteur public et migré par la suite dans l'industrie ou démarré leur propre entreprise. Ces 

collègues connaissent donc parfaitement la situation de la recherche dans les deux 

environnements et les avantages et inconvénients d’une carrière dans l'un ou l'autre secteur. Leurs 

présentations ont été très appréciées pour leur contenu, clarté et interactivité. Des nombreux 

participants ont déclaré dans le questionnaire d’évaluation que les conférenciers sont des « good 

story-tellers ».  

L’ensemble de l’atelier a été très apprécié par les participants, qui ont donné des notes 

généreuses dans le questionnaire d’évaluation pour chaque partie de l’atelier, comme résumé 

dans le tableau ci-dessous : 

Contenu thématique 

et organisation de 

l’événement 

Qualité des six 

présentations 

(score moyen des 6)  

Interactivité entre 

formateurs et 

participants  

Visite des 

laboratoires de 

Généthon Bioprod 

Appréciation globale 

de l’atelier 

4.1 4.2 4.3 3.7 4.2 

Les valeurs sont la moyenne des scores donnés par les 33 participants, de 1 à 5, soit : 1= insatisfaisant ; 2 : 

faible ; 3 moyen ; 4 : bon ; 5 : excellent 

 

Les participants (le pays entre parenthèses indique la nationalité)  

•Le réseau Marie Curie  ADVance :    

Les 13 participants ci-dessous travaillent dans des 

laboratoires  publics et entreprises des 7 pays en UE 
(www.gla.ac.uk/researchinstitutes/icams/postgraduateresearchop

portunities/mariecurieitnadvance/) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                

•Les écoles doctorales et entreprises :   

Les 20 participants ci-dessous travaillent dans des laboratoires en 

Ile-de-France affiliés à 8 Ecoles Doctorales et à 2 entreprises.       

 

            

 

 

Nous remercions vivement :  

• Karine CHARTON, Otto MERTEN, et  Karine POULARD,  

(Généthon, Evry), qui ont organisé la journée et, en 
   

Karine CHARTON Karine POULARD Otto MERTEN        

  

 

http://www.gla.ac.uk/researchinstitutes/icams/postgraduateresearchopportunities/mariecurieitnadvance/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/researchinstitutes/icams/postgraduateresearchopportunities/mariecurieitnadvance/
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particulier, réalisé la visite de Genethon Bioprod. Karine Poulard  

a été le guide de cette visite. 

• Dragomira MAJHEN (CRUCELL, Leiden), et Iva PODGORSKI 

(VMRI, Budapest), post-doc et doctorante, respectivement, dans le 

réseau  ADVance, pour avoir contribué grandement à l’écriture de ce 

compte rendu 

 

 

Genopole, Evry, 5 March 2014  

 

Patrick ROUSSEAU   SPRL-S Rousseau, Charlton & 
Associés / EASCO, Gosselies (B)  
patrickjrousseau@aol.com 

 
Bench-to-business avenues of life science 
 

Business Development Advisor to the WIN Consortium. Patrick brings more 
than 30 years of experience in life sciences and high tech start-ups’ eco-

systems. He has a broad company management expertise with venture capital experience in 
addition to governmental involvement and several executive positions in Oncology diagnostic and 
drug development companies. His experience and expertise also around EU projects was built as 
coordinator, participant, support, coach and independent reviewer mainly in Health, ICT, Security, 
Food and SME related fields. He contributed to numerous successful projects under FAST, 
EUREKA, CRAFT, FP6 and FP7 projects. Patrick received his Commercial Engineer degree from 
the Catholic University of Louvain, Belgium with honors. Patrick is also a co-founder of EASCO, 
where he helps in delievring pedagogic modules on intellectual property, research exploitation and 
entrepreneurship. 

 In his inspirational presentation, Patrick shared his 

experiences gathered during his rich professional career. 

He stressed that the PhD students in the audience are at 

the beginning of the serious life. However, they should 

never do something that is not fun and exciting, because 

students will get bored very soon (he spoke about this 

showing a slide saying: “Do you like pizza?”). He 

emphasized that having life science as a background 

allows students to get employed in different fields spanning 

from bench research, food industry, energy field, 

developing new materials; all these ways are valuable to become stakeholders of their own 

company or being part of governmental organizations. By obtaining PhD in biological sciences 

PhDs leave their status of students and become “problem solvers”: in developing analytical thinking 
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that allow them to walk from point A to point B in a given situation, exploit their creativity to solve 

problems and go forwards and, finally, become very desirable employees in any institution in 

academia or industry.  Nevertheless, there is no pre-prepared roadmap for success in professional 

career. Each professional plan results from skills, personality, personal experiences, educational 

background and decision-making of each student. The home message from his presentation was: 

Think differently! Be different! Be yourself! 

 

 

Christophe DELENDA, VP Program Planning & Scientific Audit, 

CELLECTIS, Paris   christophe.delenda@cellectis.com  

Back on business experience I: CELLECTIS 
 

PhD in Virology, Christophe has worked for several years after his thesis on research on 
paramixoviruses, adenoviruses and retroviruses in different institutions such as at Medical Center 
University in Geneva, Transgene (Strasbourg) and Généthon (Evry) from 2001 to 2006. Here he 
evolved from R&D projects on retroviral and lentiviral vectors to upstream/downstream processes 
of vector technologies. in the research and production platform from 2002 to 2006. After his 

experience in Evry, he continued R&D activities in industry.. 

Christophe presented a brief overview on his professional 

career, highlighting the different expertise gained overtime in 

different areas (i.e. virology, vaccinology, gene therapy and genome 

engineering), regarding different job positions (from PhD to VP) 

held in different biotech companies (i.e. Transgene, Genethon, 

Theravectys and Cellectis). The necessity for a PhD to acquire 

other skills than science has been pointed out, by listing my 

experience acquired in other fields, such as those related in management, coordination, partnering, 

funding, accountability, performance audit and program planning. 

In addition, some professions outside bench have been listed for the students that do not 

want more continuing the standard route of researchers. Without being exhaustive, these include 

patent officers, business developers, product managers, regulatory affairs officers, clinical data 

managers or scientist editors. 

Some general advices have also been given for conducting job interviews. It has been 

emphasized that the preparation for interviews is the first prerequisite of success, wherein different 

types of information related to the company/laboratory are important to collect and have in mind, 

i.e. names and previous experience of the Management Board, technology and applications, 

products and/or service, partnerships, press releases and news, publications, patents, clinical trials 

(if any). 

 

mailto:christophe.delenda@cellectis.com
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Eric LICHTFOUSE, Chief Editor, Head of Communication Department at 

INRA, Dijon    Eric.Lichtfouse@dijon.inra.fr 

 
Scientific writing 

 

Eric Lichtfouse, PhD, has published the textbooks 
Scientific Writing for Impact Factor Journals and  
Rédiger pour être publié ! He is Chief Editor and founder of award-winning 

scholarly journals and series in agroecology and environmental chemistry. He is teaching scientific 
writing and communication in Europe, South Africa and the USA, and has invented educational 
tools such as the micro-article and speed writing sessions. He is actually heading innovative 
Publication Assistance Services at the French Institute for Agricultural Research (INRA) in Dijon, 
France.   His institution, the French National Institute for Agricultural Research (INRA) produces 
scientific knowledge for economic and social innovation in the areas of food, agriculture and 
environment. INRA scientists are inventing alternative cropping systems to provide food, energy 
and materials in a context of climate change See more info at: http://lnkd.in/sr474i    Website: 
http://institut.inra.fr/en/ 

       Publishing science is becoming a critical worldwide issue 

because scientists are increasingly evaluated by articles published 

in impact factor journals. Communicating science is also essential 

in the context of the rapid growth of the number of scholarly 

documents on the Internet. Mastering the art of publication is 

essential not only for the public sector but also for the 

competitiveness of the corporate sector. The way science is 

published is actually moving fast with rising issues such as 

misconduct, authorship, peer review, publishing fees, open access, predatory journals, social 

media and the changing content of scholarly articles. However, most surprisingly, scientific writing 

and communication are almost never lectured in universities and research institutes. This 

presentation explains why academic articles should educate more to reach other disciplines and 

the public. Major writing errors and techniques to show the novelty are presented. The presentation 

also demonstrates that social media such as Facebook, LinkedIn, ResearchGate and Twitter are 

now major tools for research and publishing. 
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Itzik HAROSH, CEO, ObeTherapy, Evry 

Back on business experience II: ObeTherapy 
.  

Itzik did his PhD at The Weizmann Institute of Science in Israel, working 
on DNA repair enzymes which was followed by  four years of post 
doctoral experience at Stanford and at Davis University, California, US. 
From there he moved to France where he worked in the laboratory of 
Miroslav Radman at the CNRS. Dr. Harosh is the author and co-author of 
15 articles and 8 patents all dealing with obesity, diabetes and HTS. Prior 
to the creation of ObeTherapy he was a Group leader in GSK in France 
where he learned the art of drug discovery, targets identification and 
validation. Dr. Harosh is on the editorial board of; Journal of US-China 

Medical Science and is regularly invited to international Obesity, Diabetes and metabolic syndrome 
conferences. 

In his presentation, Itzik told briefly the story of 

ObeTherapy. His company was founded in January 

2000 based on two patents and a business plan that 

he has elaborated three years earlier. He has 

established a new concept to look for genes 

associated to lean and/or starvation phenotype for 

the treatment of obesity and type II diabetes. This 

was an “anti-stream” concept, looking at genes linked 

to lean phenotype, instead of the genes (a thousand) 

associated to the obese phenotype. Thus, he has 

also developed a rapid and sensitive assay for the 

identification of new hit against one of these genes.  

During that year he has raised soft money from the Genopole and business Angel. 

Two years later he has raised money from VC (iXcore) which allowed him to recruit 6 

scientists and to do part of scientific work at ObeTherapy labs. This has facilitated the signing of a 

strategic partnership with Zambon Group in 2004. This collaboration has been contacted until 2008 

and 3 new patents have been filed jointly with Zambon describing new potential molecules for 

obesity and typeII diabetes treatment. Independently from Zambon’s collaboration, ObeTherapy 

has identified a novel target for obesity treatment, which was followed by two new patents. This 

allowed his company to raise more money by the end of 2008, which was enough to complete the 

proof of concept of the enteropeptidase (Two patents and two scientific publications were 

achieved). During these years ObeTherapy’s team has also established a close collaboration with 

the laboratory of Louis-Marie Houdebine at the INRA. In this collaboration they have generated a 

knock-out transgenic rabbit by using the RNAi technology and completed the proof of concept for 

 

 



 

 

7 

apobec-1. During all these years they have closely collaborated with several biotech’s worldwide 

such as; Taconic-Arthemis, CERB, Anthem, Washingtom Biotechnology and more. 

Today they are negotiating new collaboration with big pharmas, which will be press released 

once a contract will be signed.  

In conclusion Itzik said: “The story of ObeTherapy started from a scratch….from an empty 

page and we are still struggling for a success story….Because we are going against the stream… 

we think differently and outside the box” and he cited Peter Madawar (Nobel prize 1960):  « Human 

mind treats new idea like the body treats a strange proteins; it rejects it »  

For more information on what has been done so far from the pharmaceutical industry and 
academia and why there has been a failure in the domain of obesity and diabetes as well as on the 
original approach of ObeTherapy, Itzik gives available on line his article on Current Pharmaceutical 
Biotechnology. 

 

. 
 

 

VISIT to Genethon Bioprod 

In the afternoon on March 5th, the fellows visited the 

facilities of the biotechnology platform of GENETHON, 

guided by Karine Poulard. Genethon is currently a world-

leading center for preclinical and clinical research and 

development in the 

field of gene therapy. 

It is a bio-

manufacturing 

platform for clinical-

grade vectors and is 

involved in building the world's largest facility for pre-industrial 

pilot production. Genethon was created in 1990 by The 

French Muscular Dystrophy Association (Association 

Française contre les Myopathies, AFM) and is funded through 

the donations collected annually during the Telethon fund-

raising event, which makes it a unique not-for-profit 

biotherapy R&D organization aimed at providing cure for rare 

genetic diseases in 

general and 

neuromuscular diseases 

in particular. Together 

with designing gene 

therapy products, 

Genethon ensures their 

 

http://www.easco.org/home/sites/default/files/files_rep/pdf/Harosh-CPB-MS%5B2%5D.pdf
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pre-clinical and clinical development as well as their production in order to provide patients with 

access to these innovative treatments. 

Genethon Bioprod building is 5,000 m2 in two floors, together with 7500 m2 technical area. 

Genethon has the world’s largest GMP-compliant production capacity for gene therapy products 

including bio-production and product control facilities, classified and confined laboratories. Level 3 

classified containment laboratories are suitable for handling GMO and virus systems. Production 

capacity is 20 clinical batches per year, i.e. 800 liters of bioreactor capacity for AAV vector cultures 

per production run (four 200-liter bioreactors) and 100 liter scale for lentiviral vector productions. 4 

suites production will eventually produce annually more than 20 lots for everyone to provide a 

phase II trial (from 10 to dozens of patients according to the diseases and projects).  

On 11 July 2013, Genethon Bioprod obtained from the National Security Agency of the Drug 

(ANSM) the status of pharmaceutical establishment. The production center, opened in November 

2010, is authorized to produce advanced therapy medicinal products. 

 

 

 

 

 
Amandine BUGNICOURT  Adoc Talent Management, Paris 

   ab@adoc-tm.com 
  

Career plan and research management 
 

Amandine Bugnicourt is PhD in Microbiology, Biochemistry , Biotechnology and 
Molecular and Cell Biology.  She has worked in the academic research world 

before starting a business. She created the company Adoc Talent Management wher she is now 
Associate Director.  Her company (www.adoc-tm.com) is the first one specializing in the 
recruitment consulting doctors, experts and scientists. Adoc Talent Management is the first 
recruitment consultancy specialized in PhDs. In addition to its recruitment activity, Adoc Talent 
Management has also developed a training department for PhD candidates and an R&D center, 
working on skills and employability of PhDs. The company has an Irish subsidiary, Adoc Staffing 
Solutions, and a French subsidiary, Adoc Mètis, dedicated to consultancy for Higher Education and 
Research. Find out more or send your application on: www.adoc-tm.com  

Career plan (part I)  In order to define their professional plan, PhD students and PhDs have to 

identify their wishes, motivations and skills in order to be able to determine towards which job(s) 

they wish to go. The professional project must be both personal and realistic. Therefore, they have 

to think about what they can do, what they want to do and what are the recruiter’s needs. 

PhD students must be aware of the variety of job opportunities opened to the PhDs. Indeed, 50% 

enter the private sector within 3 years after their graduation. In the R&D department of companies, 

they can work a R&D engineer / preclinical scientist, R&D project leader, Clinical Research 

associate, Pre-manufacturing Engineer, Scientific Watch Manager, intellectual property officer, etc.. 

 

http://www.linkedin.com/in/amandinebugnicourt
http://www.adoc-tm.com/
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Outside R&D, PhDs work in the support functions (administrative, legal, finance, etc.), teaching, 

consulting, computing, top management, production, marketing, communication.  

To convince the recruiters to hire them for such position, 

they can highlight their high scientific and technical 

expertise (depending on the Research subject), but also 

their transferable skills (Scientific approach, Analytical 

thinking and management of uncertainty, Technical 

watch, analysis and synthesis of information, Creativity 

and innovative approach, Questioning and resilience, 

Proactivity and ability to convince, ability to learn fast, 

Project Management, Collaboration and networking, 

Knowledge of the International Research Ecosystem). 

PhD students must analyze their work and extra-curricular experiences to define their skills 

(knowledge, know-how and behavior skills). Also they have to think about their motivations, values, 

natural role, achieving factors, preferred working environments. 

Once they have defined all these individual characteristics, they can think about the kind of 

positions and sectors in which they would find those. It might be helpful for them to use the 

individual careen plan tool designed by Science Careers: http://myidp.sciencecareers.org/. 

Therefore, they are recommended to stay open minded on positions that might seem surprising to 

them at the first sight! Networking is the key to gain a better knowledge on each job (see the 

Sophie’s presentation). 

Research management (part II)  Project management is an important skill to develop because it 

enhances the chances of employability. 

In order to design a project, PhD students should define exactly what is requested (goals and 

requested tasks, responsibilities of each team member), evaluate duration and order of the tasks, 

take resources and constraints into account (QCD: quality, Cost, Deadlines).  

One important concept of research management is to set SMART goals (Specific, Measurable, 

Ambitious, Realistic, Timely constrained). The project must be clearly marked out with milestones 

and time table. Amandine said: “Do not wait for the last moment to react and remedy on the 

deviations. It might be too late and the project might collapse. Also, secure the outcomes of the 

project and dissemination of the results!” 

Tools like the Pert and Gantt diagrams (Integrate tasks, duration, interdependences, associated 

resources, impact of delays, etc..). 

The Key to success as a Project Leader is to evaluate the conscientiously the feasibility and 

anticipate throughout the project to limit the failure risk! 

 

 

http://myidp.sciencecareers.org/
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Sophie PELLEGRIN, PhD, Training Project Manager, ABG 

239 rue Saint-Martin, 75003 Paris, France 
Tel. +33 1 427 427 40 – www.intelliagence.fr – direction@abg.intelliagence.fr  

The job market for researchers and your job search 
strategy 

PhD in physics, Sophie Pellegrin has an international experience of 
research. She then chose to focus her career on service provision for scientific activities, first 
through events organization and progressively accompanying and counseling researchers in their 
career. She joined the ABG (Association Bernard Gregory) in 2008 as a Training Project Manager. 
She designs and animates training courses to help early-stage and senior researchers to work out 
their professional project, to apply for jobs outside academia and to develop their career. She’s 
also in charge of disseminating ABG’s programmes by training universities’ career advisors as well 
as private consultants. Since 2014, she coordinates the whole training programme of ABG. 

The presentation of Sophie Pellegrin was divided in three parts: in the first one, she 

described the mission of the ABG (Association Bernard Gregory), where she works.  This 

organization, founded in 1980, aims at promoting research training in the socio-economic world in 

helping the professional integration of young doctors of all disciplines in the labor market by using a 

network of 120 braches in France and abroad. The ABG provides access to employers and PhDs 

to a database of projects, post-doctoral contracts and job vacancies in public and private sectors, 

as well as of several thousands of active CVs. The association offers to Master’s students and 

PhDs training services to help them to implement their skills to obtain a job (skills self assessment, 

written and oral communication, how to set up a professional project that makes sense, networking 

and job search strategies …). Such training is 

dispensed with courses combined with individual 

coaching and networking initiatives between 

PhDs, ABG alumni, human resource experts, 

headhunters etc.   

In the second part of the presentation, 

statistical data were presented on: (i) the 

evolution of permanent position opportunities 

occurred in France during the last ten years in 

universities and public research institutions. 

Sophie showed that the number of jobs 

increased  during the years from 2005 to 2008 

and then decreased slightly but progressively up 

to 2012. (ii) Other data were on the distribution of research jobs (including fixed-term contracts and 
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fellowships) in function of the different disciplines (math/physics, engineering sciences, chemistry, 

life/earth sciences, humanities and law, economics and management) at 3 years after the thesis 

defense in the public and private sectors. The histogram showed that only in the engineering 

sciences the employment rate is higher in the industry (55%), whereas in all other fields the 

employment proportion in public vs private bodies varies between 57% and 74%. (iii)  A third data 

concerns the evolution of the number of researchers employed in companies; this number 

increased almost 5 times from 1980 to 2010 (30,000 vs 140,000) in France.  The main messages 

that Sophie forwarded to the students with these data were: (i) Three years after the doctoral 

thesis, a significant proportion of doctors perform functions other than the functions of research, 

regardless of their discipline and whatever the sector in which they are (public or private). (ii) 

Positions in public research opportunities represented about 2300 in 2011 and decrease steadily 

since 2006 (iii) Doctors who wish to focus their career towards private research spontaneously 

think for large groups or SMEs are important sources of employment for doctors. 

In the third part, Sophie showed a diagram representing the scenario of job opportunities in 

academia and industry, which the PhD students have to consider for their career plan, and the 

evolution of the career in academia or industry: post-doc or R&D engineer  research assistant or 

manager/expert  assistant professor or expert manager/senior consultant scientific director.  

Finally, Sophie explained the winning strategy to obtain a job. This strategy involves, first, to 

develop a “professional network” by establishing and multiplying personal connections with a 

variety of people who might be useful for the professional projects and career (other students, 

PhDs, team leaders, professional in different area etc ). The best way to develop a dynamic 

network is to participate in professional events (meeting, conferences, exhibitions…), become 

member of professional associations and be active in organizing events, creating blogs and 

developing outreaching activities. Only thanks to these activities a researcher acquires and 

develop communication skills and an open-minded personality which will enhance his/her visibility. 

Second, thanks to this network, the PhD student will identify the potential boss for a target job and 

start to communicate with her/him. Third, the PhD student must implement further her/his 

communication skills in order to present the best of herself/himself in the job interviews. ABG, 

EASCO and ADOC will guide/assist PhD students and PhDs to go through this training process au 

to the achievement of their employment. 
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  EASCO, Paris, 6 March:  Long & short term fellowships applications 

Learning how to 

prepare a fellowship 

application is one of the 

priorities of PhD students 

in order to go forwards 

the next step of their 

career, find funds for their 

post-doc and start thus the process driving to the independency. Furthermore, ADVance fellows 

should also be aware that it is often difficult to visit other laboratories or attend workshops, due to 

limited financial availability. Thus, it is very important that they know the short term fellowships 

available from the several national and international granting organizations.  

The session on March 6th in Paris was dedicated to this topic, and Otto and Mauro gave two 

interactive lectures presenting the most relevant fellowships.  

 

Otto-Wilhelm MERTEN, PhD, is head of Department of Applied 
Vectorology and Innovation at GENETHON. He is one of the 
founders of EASCO. Expert in cell biology, he developed industrial 
methods of vectors production and published 70 Medline-cited 
papers on the upstream/downstream processes of vectors. He has organized all 

practical courses in the international symposiums that EASCO organized so far and he contributes 
by setting up the scientific programs and educational modules of the EASCO training program. 
  
 After a short presentation of Marie Curie (MC) Actions (ITNs, IAPPs, Researchers Nights, 

IRSES…) Otto developed the IEF, Intra European Fellowships, a fellowship scheme for which all 

ADVance fellows are eligible. His presentation was shared into 4 parts concerning: (a) the eligibility 

 

 



 

 

13 

of applicants; (b) the composition of the proposal; (c) the criteria to evaluate the proposals and (d) 

an example of a proposal of a post-doc that was evaluated by the Commission.  

(a) The primary eligibility criterion is the transnational mobility of the applicants. This means 

that the ADVance fellows must change the laboratory for their post-doc and this laboratory must be 

in one of the EU members or associated countries. If a fellow wants to visit a non-EU country (e.g. 

USA, Canada, Asia….) another MC fellowship scheme exists, the IOF (International Outgoing 

Fellowship) allowing visiting a third country. The duration, proposal composition and evaluation 

criteria of the IOF are quite similar or identical to the IEF.  

(b) An IEF proposal is composed of a part A, for the administrative information, and a part 

B, for all other elements of the proposal (see following). This part B is the core part of the proposal.  

shared in the following 5 sections: 1. S&T quality of the research project (objectives, approaches, 

scientific impact etc); 2. Quality of the training program foreseen during the tenure; 3. Quality of 

researcher (CV, past work, publications, mobility etc…); 4. Implementation of the research project 

(work plan, milestones, deliverables) and the description of host institution; 5. The impact that the 

tenure will have on the career of the applicant.   Each of these sections corresponds to an 

evaluation criterion and it will receive a score (see below). A very important item in the proposal is 

the personal Career Development Plan (CDP) that must be elaborated together with the research 

project in connection with the receiving laboratory. The host laboratory is responsible in fact for 

her/his CDP of the appointed fellow. The CDP is extremely important, since the expected impact of 

the IEF (criterion n° 5) is to catalyze the career development of the researchers by adding more 

competences and enhancing their professional maturity in order to maximize their contribution to 

the knowledge-based economy and society, rather than merely providing employment 

opportunities.  

(c) Otto reviewed thus the 5 criteria one by one: (i) the weighting of the score for a given 

criterion; (ii) the threshold that defines the minimum score required for a given criterion, when a 

threshold is assigned. In fact, if the score is lower than the threshold for one criterion, the proposal 

is ineligible for funding.  (iii) the priority in case of ex-aequo of the total score with proposals, and 

(iv) the signification of each score: from 0 to 5, as shown in the table below.  

  

Criteria 

1. S&T Quality 

Threshold: 3, 

Weighting: 25% 

2. Training 

Threshold: 3, 

Weighting: 15% 

3. Researcher 

Threshold: 4,  

Weighting: 25% 

4. Implementation 

no threshold 

Weighting: 15% 

5. Impact 

Threshold: 3.5, 

Weighting: 20% 

Priority in case of ex aequo 

3 2 1 5 4 

Scores 

0 - The proposal fails to 

address the criterion 

under examination or 

cannot be judged due 

to missing or 

incomplete information 

1 – Poor. The 

criterion is 
addressed in an 
inadequate 
manner, or there 
are serious 
inherent 
weaknesses. 

2– Fair. While 

the proposal 
broadly 
addresses the 
criterion, 
there are 
significant 
weaknesses. 

3– Good. The 

proposal addresses 
the criterion well, 
although 
improvements 
would be 
necessary. 

 

4– Very good. 

The proposal 
addresses the 
criterion very 
well, although 
certain 
improvements 
are still possible. 

5– Excellent. 

The proposal 
successfully 
addresses all 
relevant aspects 
of the criterion in 
question. Any 
shortcomings are 
minor. 
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  . 
 

Based on the above table, the maximal total score possible is 100 points (i.e. the sum of all 

weightings: 25+15+25+15+20). For instance, if a proposal got a score of 4 for the criterion n° 1, this 

will implement the total score of 20 points, i.e. 25 / (5/4) = 25/1.25 = 20, and so on for the 4 other 

criteria. Globally, a proposal eligible for funding must obtain a minimum total score of 70/100, and 

all individual scores-criterion must be higher than the corresponding threshold.  

(d) Otto showed as an example a proposal of a post-doc proposing a research program on 

gene therapy of Parkinson disease. He showed the Evaluation Summary Report, that the 

applicant received from the Commission, where all strengths and weaknesses are reported for 

each criterion.  This proposal got a final score of 79.20/100, but it was ineligible for funding, 

because the 3rd criterion got a score of 3.8, i.e. lower than the threshold of 4. We discussed this 

evaluation report and, in particular, the main weakness for the criterion n° 3, i.e. an insufficient 

maturity of the applicant to develop the project independently, although the good CV and scientific 

background. In our discussion we agreed that if the feeling of the evaluator was of insufficient 

maturity of the applicant, this is because this feeling was transmitted by reading the text in the 

proposal and not because the evaluator knows personally the applicant. 

Therefore, a perfect understanding of the evaluation criteria - that are extensively described 

in the MC work program and the guidelines of the IEF - is the condition-sine-qua-non to write a 

competitive application, since the evaluators will give the score by following the same guidelines 

and their score depends upon to which degree the criteria are addressed. Furthermore, the fellows 

must write each section with maximal clarity, to allow the evaluators to seize immediately the 

information and convince them that the guidelines’ requirements are fully addressed. This will 

increase the chances to get a score comprised between 4.5 and 5.  The evaluators have a very 

limited time to evaluate a proposal and, if they do not get the information rapidly they will give a low 

score. In addition, since the Commission choose the evaluators according to a balanced 

geographical distribution of them among the 28 EU-member and the 10 associated countries, the 

chances of a proposal to be evaluated by an expert who is not really specialist of the domain, are 

significant. 

 
 

 
MauroMEZZINA, PhD, Research Director CNRS, Paris. is one of the founders of 
EASCO. He has expertise in different areas of genetics, biochemistry and 
biotechnology (vectors, stem cells, immunology, animal experimentation, 
processes…), he coordinated several EC-funded projects in these areas and, in 

particular, the training projects of EASCO, where he works officially detached by the CNRS since 
December 2010. He has published 50 Medline-cited paper plus several other works (books, special 
issues of journals) and reviews and dissemination articles. 
 

Mauro’s presentation was focused on the fellowship programs of EMBO, FEBS, BIF and 

FEMS. First, he stressed the similarities and differences between the IEF and the long term EMBO 

fellowship. While both fellowships are quite prestigious and offer similar amounts of remuneration 
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(covering travel expenses and granting extra funds for family dependents), their nature is different: 

with an IEF the fellow benefits from an employment contract with full social security coverage 

(insurances, full pension plans etc…), whereas the EMBO grant is a fixed amount fellowship with 

minimal social security coverage. Other differences concern:   (i) the complexity of the application:  

the IEF application is quite complex (see Otto’s presentation) whereas the EMBO application is 

much simpler, involving only 7 short sections where the information is given in very short 

paragraphs. (ii) The agenda, i.e. the time from the deadline and the starting date of the fellowship 

is 9-12 months for the IEF, versus 4 months for EMBO fellowships. (iii) the frequency of deadlines: 

only one per year for the IEF (falling on August) and 2 per years for EMBO (February and August).  

He outlined the special format of the EMBO fellowships, where an important part such as 

the research project, for instance, must be written with 1500 words only!   If the EMBO application 

is simpler and shorter than IEF, it is not easier to win an EMBO fellowship, however. In fact, even if 

the fellows have learned the writing settings of a research paper (according to the Eric 

LICHTFOUSE’s presentation in this workshop and to Maarit SUOMALAINEN’s and Hugo 

STOCKER’s presentations in Zurich in 2013), the writing settings of a fellowship application are 

quite different, since the applicant must describe herself/himself and the project and not 

research data.  

Mauro stressed the necessity to learn these settings with the practical approach to apply 

for all fellowships available (see the table below). The different format of the applications will 

force the applicant to learn how to organize concepts and information in fitting them in prefixed 

sections of 200, 500, 1500 words, or other formats. The IEF and EMBO application formats present 

in fact, in their diversity, complementary pedagogic aspects. With the IEF proposal, in fact, the 

applicant has at his/her disposal extensive guidelines that drive her/him paragraph by paragraph 

up to the completion, as well as of a final check-list allowing to check if all criteria are fully 

addressed. In the EMBO application, no such “pedagogic” guidelines are available, thus obliging 

the applicants to check themselves if all information is given. Furthermore, no Evaluation Summary 

Report is provided with the letter notifying the acceptance or rejection of the application. The long 

term EMBO fellowships applications are evaluated in two rounds: a first set of dossiers is selected 

where the applicants will be invited to be interviewed by an EMBO board member, and then the 

winning dossiers are selected among those of the interviewed applicants.  Therefore, the 

applicants are forced to work also on their oral presentation skills. 

Concerning the short-term fellowships, 4 organizations allow PhDs and PhD student 

fellowships with the duration of one week to 3 months. The application forms are quite similar or 

identical to those for long-term fellowships involving essentially the description of the research 

project and of the receiving laboratory and the CV. The aim of short term fellowships is to help 

collaborations between laboratories in exchanging techniques and approaches through the mobility 

of young researchers. Some topic specificities or restrictions are applied, as indicated in the table 

below.  
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               IEF                FEBS                BIF               FEMS 

L-T fellowship yes yes yes yes no 

- Application complex simple simple simple  

- Agenda long fast fast fast  

- Duration (years) 1-2  1-2 1-3 1-3  

- Yearly deadlines 1 (Aug) 2 (Feb, Aug) 1 (Oct) 3 (Feb, Jun, Oct)  

- Stipend (€) 3000-3500 3300 1800-2500 1900-3000  

    Family allowance yes yes yes yes  

    Social coverage yes no no no  

S-T fellowship no yes yes yes yes 
-  Duration  Up to 3 months Up to 2 months Up to 3 months Up to 3 months 

-  Obligation  Inter-country mobility 

-  Eligibility 
      (PhD/students) 

 
PhDs in priority 

PhD or one 
paper published 

all all 

-  Age  

No restriction 
Up to 6 years of 

experience 

• Students 30 y. 
max 

•  PhDs 32 y. 
max 

36 years max 

-  Restrictions  

No industry 
involvement 

Be member of 
FEBS 

No applied 
research nor 

plant/prokaryotic 
research 

• Be FEMS 
member  

• Research on 
microorganisms   

-  Deadline  No deadline No deadline No deadline 01/12 and 15/06 

-  Remuneration  80 € / day + 
travel 

60 € / day + 
travel 

Flat rate + travel 4000 € max 

 
 In addition to the above organizations, the ADVance fellows should get information on the 

local funding organizations in their countries of origin and countries of work. Several public and 

private organizations exist in fact to fund research and mobility of researchers in EU countries. In 

addition to the governmental funds for research, the European Commission transfers, through the 

COFUNDING program, a part of its budget to regional/local organizations that distribute funds 

locally for short/long term fellowships, small research grants, organization of training events… 

 ADVance fellows and PIs should look at these organizations in their countries to increase 
the chances to find funds for their domestic research, collaborations and fellowships for their 
researchers. 
 

 

 

   
  


