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the plan
•

I will describe my experience before/during/after the
Marie Curie Fellowship.

•

i.e.:
•

the application itself,

•

aspects of my experience during the two years of the
Fellowship.
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note: all I will be discussing is relevant to the previous European
Commission framework, FP7.
There will be differences with respect to Horizon 2020!
I expect that in spirit at least, they should be similar.
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my light cone
PhD in Pheno:
2007-2011 (U.
Cambridge)

PostDoc at U.
Zürich
starting 2011

the
application
we are here.

Spring 2013:
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the application
keep in mind:
no sure-fire way to get a Marie Curie
Fellowship, or other grants at this level.
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the application
keep in mind:
no sure-fire way to get a Marie Curie
Fellowship, or other grants at this level.
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before the application
•

Spring 2013 (~4-5 months before submission deadline on the
14/08/2013):
•

European Comission’s: FP7-PEOPLE-2013-IEF (call published
March 2013).

•

started reading all documentation available on the European
Comission’s website relevant to the call (April-May 2013).

•

Things to find out:
•

Am I eligible? e.g. mobility requirements.

•

what are the first steps?
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before the application
•

First steps:
•

choose a place that would be easy to justify!

•

decided where I would like to go: CERN.

•

Eligible? Yes: CERN is an international organization
and it does not “count” as Switzerland.

•

Contacted Michelangelo Mangano to ask for support
(3rd of May 2013) and he agreed.
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writing the application
•

reading through the Call’s documentation and highlighting the important
points is a good start.

•

what I found useful:
•

successful applications: they give you a good idea of what you may write
in the different sections.

•

(I had an application of Juan Rojo, who was a MC Fellow at CERN
previously.)

•

online blogs with 1000s of comments! (e.g. http://hubpages.com/
education/EU-FP7-Marie-Curie-People-program-IOF-IEF-IIF-tips)

•

many institutions provide advice to potential applicants: available online.
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writing the application
•

one needs to strike a balance between “realistic” and
“innovative”.

•

make sure you use the right templates!

•

some example points to keep in mind:
•

the research has to diversify or complete your expertise and

•

reinforce your position towards professional maturity and
independence.

•

contribution to the European Research Area (i.e. how?).
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writing the application
•

once the content is there:
•

read it again and again!

•

give it to someone else to read (your supervisor, your
contact point at the institution where you are applying
+ more).

•

submit in advance of the deadline.
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writing the application
•

•

some data:
•

it took me about 3 weeks to write the proposal.

•

after it was done, I was refining for 1-2 weeks.

the submission was smooth and I received
confirmation on the 16th of August 2013.
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evaluation

“Invitation to
negotiate” ~a few
days later

14th August ’13.
A. Papaefstathiou
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received:
28th November ’13.
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evaluation
Proposal Evaluation Form

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

7 th Framework Programme for Research

Call :
Funding scheme :
Proposal number :
Proposal acronym :
Duration (months) :
Proposal title :
N.

Proposal Evaluation Form

FP7-PEOPLE-2013-IEF
MC-IEF (Intra-European Fellowships (IEF))
EUROPEAN
COMMISSION
622071
HiggsSelfCoupling
7 th Framework
Programme for Research
24
Precision Higgs Boson Self-Coupling Measurements

Proposer name

Country

1Call :EUROPEAN ORGANIZATION FOR FP7-PEOPLE-2013-IEF
NUCLEAR RESEARCH
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SUMMARY
REPORT

Type

EVALUATION
SUMMARY
REPORT
Total cost (€)

%

Grant req. (€)

%

CH

Funding scheme :
MC-IEF (Intra-European Fellowships (IEF))
Total:
Proposal number :
622071
Abstract
Proposal:acronym :
HiggsSelfCoupling
What
is perhaps
the :most important piece
Duration
(months)
24 of our theory of elementary particles and their interactions, aptly named the "Standard Model" (SM), has
finally been discovered. The discovery of this particle, the Higgs boson, at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) at the European Organization for Nuclear
Proposal title :
Precision Higgs Boson Self-Coupling Measurements
Research (CERN), marked the culmination of years of hard work by thousands of experimental and theoretical Physicists. However, this discovery
has
left us with many unanswered questions, some of which the applicant's workCountry
aims to address.
Specifically,
the proposed
project
aims to improve
N. Proposer name
Type
Total cost (€)
%
Grant req. (€)
%
the prospects for measuring the Higgs boson self-coupling, an important quantity in determining the role of the particle in the mechanism of the
1
EUROPEAN ORGANIZATION FOR NUCLEAR RESEARCH
CH
generation of masses in the SM. The proposed project will accomplish this by developing advanced Monte Carlo event generator tools for the
production of pairs of Higgs bosons at the LHC, as well as improving the search strategiesTotal:
for channels via modern jet sub-structure and statistical
techniques.
Abstract : Additionally, the effects of potential New Physics that could appear in the process will be examined and quantified in detail. The
applicant's knowledge and experience as an author of the Herwig++ general-purpose Monte Carlo event generator, an important tool used by
What is perhaps the
important
of ourhis
theory
of elementary
particles
and their
interactions,
named
the "Standard
Model" (SM),
experimentalists,
aremost
crucial
towardspiece
achieving
objectives.
The Host
Organization,
CERN,
providesaptly
the ideal
location
for the application
to has
finally
been
discovered.
The
discovery
of
this
particle,
the
Higgs
boson,
at
the
Large
Hadron
Collider
(LHC)
at
the
European
Organization
for
Nuclear
strengthen his ties with the experimental physicists working there, as well as maintain his excellent global collaborative connections.
Research (CERN), marked the culmination of years of hard work by thousands of experimental and theoretical Physicists. However, this discovery
has left us with many unanswered questions, some of which the applicant's work aims to address. Specifically, the proposed project aims to improve
the prospects for measuring the Higgs boson self-coupling, an important quantity in determining the role of the particle in the mechanism of the
Marie Curie Intra-European Fellowships for Career Development (IEF)
generation of masses in the SM. The proposed project will accomplish this by developing advanced Monte Carlo event generator tools for the
SCORING
production of pairs of Higgs bosons at the LHC, as well as improving the search strategies for channels via modern jet sub-structure and statistical
Scores must
be in the range
0-5. Decimal
marks
may
be given.
techniques.
Additionally,
the effects
of potential
New
Physics
that could appear in the process will be examined and quantified in detail. The
Interpretation
of
the
score:
applicant's knowledge and experience as an author of the Herwig++ general-purpose Monte Carlo event generator, an important tool used by
0- The proposal fails
to address
the criterion
under
examination
orHost
cannot
be judged due
to missing
or the
incomplete
experimentalists,
are crucial
towards
achieving
his objectives.
The
Organization,
CERN,
provides
ideal location for the application to
information.
strengthen his ties with the experimental physicists working there, as well as maintain his excellent global collaborative connections.
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
Marie
Curie
Intra-European
Fellowships
for Career
Development
(IEF) would be necessary.
4– Very good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, although certain improvements are still possible.
SCORING
5– Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion in question. Any shortcomings are
Scores must be in the range 0-5. Decimal marks may be given.
minor.
Interpretation of the score:
0- The proposal
to address
the criterion under examination or cannot be judged due to missing or incomplete
Criterion
1. S&Tfails
QUALITY
(award)
information.
Issues
to be
addressed
when
assigning
aninadequate
overall mark
for this or
criterion:
1– Poor.
The
criterion is
addressed
in an
manner,
there are serious inherent weaknesses.
2–
Fair.
While
the
proposal
broadly
addresses
the
criterion,
there
significant weaknesses.
- Research/technological quality, including any interdisciplinary andare
multidisciplinary
aspects of the proposal
3– Good. The proposal
addresses
the criterion
well, although improvements would be necessary.
- Appropriateness
of research
methodology
and approach
Very good.
proposal
addresses
criterion
well, although
certain
are still
possible.
- 4–
Originality
andThe
innovative
nature
of the the
project,
and very
relationship
to the 'state
of improvements
the art' of research
in the
field
Excellent.and
Therelevance
proposal of
successfully
- 5–
Timeliness
the project addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion in question. Any shortcomings are
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minor.
Please use the following structure in your comments to this criterion:
Criterion
1. S&T
- Strengths
of theQUALITY
proposal (award)
(bullet point structure):
- Weaknesses
of the proposal
(bullet point
structure):
Issues
to be addressed
when assigning
an overall
mark for this criterion:
- Overall comments:
- (reflecting
Research/technological
quality, including
any interdisciplinary
and multidisciplinary
aspects of the proposal
the relative importance
of the strengths
and weaknesses
above mentioned)
- Appropriateness
of
research
methodology
and
approach
( copy the text above in the comment box )
- Originality and innovative nature of the project, and relationship to the 'state of the art' of research in the field
Strengths
the proposal:
- Timeliness
andofrelevance
of the project

evaluation

- Host research expertise in the field
- The
has a veryinstrong
record of achievements, appropriate for his scientific age.
- Quality
of applicant
the group/scientist
charge
- The researcher has a very strong academic record, including a number of awards, obtained during his PhD studies.
Please- The
use researcher’s
the following interests
structureand
in your
to match
this criterion:
priorcomments
experience
those of the project very well.
- Strengths
the proposal
(bullet point structure):
- The of
applicant
has a demonstrated
ability to generate new ideas for projects like the process of Higgs boson pairs
- Weaknesses
of and
the proposal
(bullet point
structure):
production
the measurement
of the
Higgs boson self-coupling which are the main topics of the proposal.
- Overall
- Hecomments:
developed managerial skills working in the HERWIG++ collaboration.
(reflecting
relativehas
importance
of the
strengths and
weaknesses
above mentioned)
- Thethe
applicant
established
collaborations
with
leading researchers
at Zurich University.
( copy- the
text
above
in
the
comment
box
)
He will have the opportunity to work at the interface of experimental and theoretical particle physics improving his
Strengths
of the
knowledge
andproposal:
visibility and increasing his professional maturity.
- The applicant has demonstrated his ability to acquire new knowledge by becoming an expert on QCD and learning
- The
objectiveslanguages.
of the project are described clearly.
programming
- The study of the process of Higgs boson pair production and measurement of the Higgs boson self-coupling is highly
Overall score (Threshold: 4.00/5.00, Weight: 0.25)
relevant and timely.
- The project proposes innovative methodology in the accurate and precise determination of the self-coupling.
Criterion
4. IMPLEMENTATION
(selection)
- The project
is challenging considering
that Higgs boson pair production has a very low rate and will require an
improvement
in analysis
techniques.
Issues
to be addressed
when
assigning an overall mark for this criterion:
- The applicant will have the opportunity for close contacts with experimentalists.
- Quality of infrastructure / facilities and International collaborations of host
- The scientist in charge is an internationally recognized expert in the thematic area of the proposal.
- Practical arrangements for the implementation and management of the research project*
- Feasibility and credibility of the project, including work plan
- Practical and administrative arrangements, and support for the hosting of the fellow* Overall score (Threshold: 3.00/5.00, Weight: 0.25)
Please use the following structure in your comments to this criterion:
Criterion
2. TRAINING
(award)
- Strengths
of the proposal
(bullet point structure):
- Weaknesses
of the proposal
(bullet point
structure):
Issues
to be addressed
when assigning
an overall
mark for this criterion:
- Overall comments:
- (reflecting
Clarity andthe
quality
of the
research of
training
objectives
the researcher
relative
importance
the strengths
andfor
weaknesses
above mentioned)
- Relevance
and
quality
of
additional
research
training
as
well
as
of
transferable
skills offered, with special attention to
( copy the text above in the comment box )
exposure to the industry sector, where appropriate.*
Strengths
of the
proposal:
- Measures
taken
by the
host for providing quantitative and qualitative mentoring/tutoring

e.g. “scientific and technological quality”:

4.70

4.70

e.g. “Implementation”:

- The CERN theory group possesses the necessary infrastructure for the successful completion of the project.
- The scientist in charge is a world-wide expert in particle physics.
- All practical arrangements will be taken care of by the CERN administrative staff.
Report- generated
14-11-2013
16:34:51
The workon
plan
is presented
in detail, and includes credible objectives and milestones.
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Weakness of the proposal:
- The interaction of the applicant with experimentalists is not described.
Overall score

4.60

Criterion 5. IMPACT (award)
Issues to be addressed when assigning an overall mark for this criterion:
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after invitation to
negotiate
•

most of the bureaucratic part after receiving the
invitation to negotiate was (is) arranged by Seamus
Hegarty here at CERN (many thanks!).

•

starting date chosen to be 1st of November 2014.
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being a Marie Curie Fellow @ CERN
•

the MC travel budget is generous.

•

(and can be used to buy books as well.)

•

how much did my produced research results match the
research proposal?
•

some projects became less relevant and new things
appeared, but looking back I would say 3/4 of the
application’s plans have been accomplished.
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being a Marie Curie Fellow @ CERN
•

working at CERN as a Marie Curie Fellow has been a
very rewarding experience:
•

close contact with experimental colleagues (for a
phenomenologist).

•

a lively international environment with highlymotivated, highly-skilled people.
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my light cone
at the end:
“Periodic
Report”[by
the end of
2016.]

Fellowship

we are here.
(Postdoc at UvAmsterdam/Nikhef)
at end of 1st year: progress report.
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Thanks for your attention!
& Please feel free to ask questions!
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