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About the InterActions Collaboration 

> international group of 

representatives in charge of 

communication for major pp labs 

in their country 

> CERN, DESY, Fermilab, STFC, 

SLAC, KEK, Triumf,… 

> our mission: “To support the 

international science of particle 

physics and to set visible 

footprints for peaceful 

collaboration across all borders.” 

> 2 collaboration meetings each 

year at a pp lab 

> outcomes:  

 global coordination of comms 

activities (e.g. press releases) 

 building an important and strong 

expert network 

 strategic communication 

planning 

 website www.interactions.org 

 worldwide activities (e.g. 

photowalks) 

> report to ICFA every year 
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InterActions Peer Review (1/2) 

> decision in 2008 to review 

communications activities of 

InterActions members conducted 

by comms professionals 

> goals 

 evaluation of effectiveness of 

selected communication aspects 

 Focus on strategic 

communications 

 strengthen the relationship 

between comms teams and their 

management 

 

> 1 review each year 

> final report should be published 

on www.interactions.org  

> report of results on next 

collaboration meeting 
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InterActions Peer Review (2/2) 

> the review is free of charge, 

but… 

 the lab pays all travel costs, 

 is in charge of the travel 

organization, 

 makes all the necessary meeting 

rooms available 

 delivers all relevant materials for 

the reviewers 

> the reviewers have to 

concentrate on the review 

 for 3 days 

 8-24 o’clock 

 

> After we published the first final 

report on the web, lots of non-

InterActions member showed 

interest in being reviewed (e.g. 

universities) 
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InterActions Peer Review 

REVIEW PROCESS 



Christian Mrotzek  |  InterActions Peer Review  |  6 November 2014  |  Page 7 

6 months before the review 

> Lab management sends an 

official charge letter to the 

InterActions collaboration 

 Review topics have to be 

specified here 

> InterActions collaboration… 

 recommends a chair for the 

review panel (member of the 

relevant scientific community) 

 nominates 6 experts of the 

InterActions collaboration for the 

review 

 recommends possible dates for 

the review 

 

> The reviewed lab can also 

nominate 1 or 2 experts 

> Lab management sends an 

official invitation letters to the 

chair an the experts 

> Lab starts to prepare the review 

an collect relevant material… 

 Strategy and annual goal-setting 

 Media statistics of the last years 

 Brochures 

 … 
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Charge Letter 
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2 weeks before the review 

> The lab hands over all material 

to the reviewers 

 Strategy 

 Annual plan of activities 

 Budget plan 

 Press and media statistics 

 Brochures 

 Press releases 

 … 

 All material and information are 

treated confidential. 

 

> Software Basecamp 

 Collaboration tool 

 Website to download and upload 

of documents and share 

information 

 Experts can communicate 

through this tool and share 

information 
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The Review (1/2) 

Day before review 

> Arrival of reviewers and dinner 

with lab management 

Day 1 

> Open session: Official welcome 

by lab management 

 Open for all lab staff 

 Lab management addresses 

expectations 

 Reviewers introduce themselves 

shortly 

> Panel sessions: Presentations of 

lab staff or reviewed key tasks 

Day 2 

> Review panel discusses 

presentations from day 1 

together 

> In-depth interviews by sub-

panels (2 reviewers) 

> Sub-panels write their final 

reports as Powerpoint 

presentations 
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The Review (2/2) 

Day 3, morning 

> Panel session: Presentation of 

all reports, discussion and 

finalization of reports 

> Final rehearsal 

Day 3, afternoon 

> Closing session: Official 

presentation of the results by the 

reviewers to… 

 the board of directors 

 all reviewed lab staff 

 interested people 

 

Day 3, late afternoon 

> Reviewers leave the lab 

 

> 4-6 weeks after the review:  

printed final report is sent to lab 

management; also available 

online 
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Lehman Review 

> The Peer Review uses the US 

DoE Lehman process 

> 6-8 experts review for 2-3 days 

specific areas of lab 

communication 

> The review panel presents all 

results at the 3rd day in an open 

session 

 

> Results of the review (2 pages 

for each topic) 

 Findings 

What have the experts heard, 

seen, experienced? 

What is the situation? 

What are the overall conditions, 

strengths? 

 Comments 

How do the experts assess the 

situation? 

 Recommendations 
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Some very important aspects… 

> The atmosphere during the 

review has to be very informal,  

respectful and appreciative. 

> Panel sessions are generally not 

attended by head of the comms 

team 

 All people should speak as open 

as they can 

 All information stay inside the 

review. 

 

 

> The review has to be very 

positive 

 Success should be addressed 

(Findings) 

 Capabilities should be addressed 

(Comments) 

 Action items should be prioritized 

(Recommendations) 

> Final results will be reported at 

the following InterActions 

meeting 

 This is a great benefit for all 

InterActions members 
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InterActions Peer Review 

E.G. CERN 
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Specified topics at CERN review 
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Findings, Comments, Recommendations 
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Findings, Comments, Recommendations 
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Lessons learned 

> “If you think you’re not ready for 

a review, then you should do it.” 

 Preparation of the review is a 

very important part of the review. 

> “Yes, it is work! But it’s worth 

doing it and it’s also a lot of fun.” 

> “It is absolutely fascinating what 

the reviewers have found out in 

such a short time.” 

> Management’s perception of 

comms teams were 

strengthened. 

> Management’s perception of the 

reviewers/experts were 

strengthened. 

> Re-evaluation after 2 years 

seems to be very useful. 
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InterActions Peer Review 

FULL REPORTS ONLINE: 

WWW.INTERACTIONS.ORG 


