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Guidance note for the Case-handling unit: peer review teams and the role of 
associate 
 
The main purpose of the peer review teams is  is to ensure the highest possible quality of 
work (on substance and style); to ensure high degree of maturity (in terms of quality) of 
drafts submitted to the HoU for approval; and to reflect on whether there are things we can 
do better: Could we improve our handling of this type of cases? How? This question 
concerns not only our own procedures (as an example, we have already created templates for 
some EPSO cases), but also whether we see room for improvement on the side of the 
institution(s) (we already have some ideas in the pipe for EPSO on how it could communicate 
certain issues better to candidates). This purpose can be achieved by working together in a 
team and profiting from each other’s knowledge, skills and experience.  
 
The peer review teams will also be a knowledge management hub for the case area in 
question. Each team will assign a member who will be responsible for a “knowledge 
management corner” in CMS in that particular area. Training will be provided on how to 
upload information in CMS.  
 
 
Case portfolio 
 
In addition to becoming an expert in a specific case area, CHs in the Case-handling unit will 
continue to have a mixed portfolio of cases. CHs will get PI cases, strategic work and cases 
in all four peer review areas. In other words, a CH in the EPSO team will not only deal with 
EPSO cases. There will be many interactions between the peer review teams. If you are in the 
EPSO peer review team and you get an infringement case, you shall bring that case for 
discussion with the infringement peer review team, if so indicated at assignment or later.  If 
there is no such indication, but you consider that it would be useful to consult a peer review 
team, please liaise with your HoU.  
 
 
Case assignment  
 
The case assignment indicates which peer review team a case should go to (for some cases it 
might not be obvious). Some cases the CHs can handle on their own (normally FTRs, to give 
an example) and this will then be indicated in the assignment. Cases in which an “associate” is 
assigned (see details below) do not go to a peer review team in the sense described in detail 
below. However, the Director may decide to consult a peer review team in any PI case.  
 
In other words, essentially all inquiry cases other than those which have an “associate” or are 
very straightforward (to be handled by the CH on their own) should go to the peer review team. 
“No grounds” proposals are brought to the peer review team on a case-by-case basis.  
 
 
Role of associate 
 
'Associate' is the term we use when two people work on a case – there is a lead CH and an 
associate. If the case also falls within the area of one of the peer review teams (for instance, it 
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is a PI infringement case), the guiding principle is that either the lead CH or the associate is 
from the relevant peer review team.  
 
Both CHs will have full access to the case file in CMS (archive and working area). The 
associate should know the file and everything that is happening in the case. It is not just a 
'second opinion'. If the lead case-handler is absent, the associate will be expected to stand in. 
As such, associates will also receive the relevant CMS notifications whenever there are 
developments in the case. To reflect the work involved, cases in which a CH is 'associate' will 
also be counted in the caseload for that case-handler. Case-activities in CMS will, however, 
continue to have just one owner. The necessary changes in CMS is being worked on, but may 
take some time. Until then, the associate work load will be recorded manually.  
 
 
 
Cases for a peer review team - type of inquiry (inquiry steps/desk inquiry) 
 
It is sometimes clear from the outset what kind of inquiry there will be in a case, but not always.  
 
 
Clear that it will be a desk inquiry 
 
It is essentially up to the CH to choose at which stage to consult the peer review team on the 
approach to take in the case. If time allows, this can be done before the admissibility letter is 
presented to the HoU. It can also be done before starting to draft the decision or at the stage 
of a final draft decision. The CH can consult the HoU as to at which stage the peer review 
team should be involved. 
 
Important: The CH should not spend too much time thinking about whether and when 
to consult the peer review team. It is better then to just “throw the case in there” and 
brainstorm with the peer review team to get started. It is important that we find a way 
of working that does not lead to delays.  
 
Clear that there will be an inquiry towards the institution 
 
It may be useful to discuss the inquiry approach with the peer review team, unless obvious. It 
is up to the CH to choose to consult the team during the inquiry. Again, the CH can check 
with the HoU whether to consult the team on an issue.  
 
Not clear whether desk inquiry or inquiry towards the institution 
 
The CH should consult the team as soon as possible.  
 
Case handling steps that are discussed and agreed on in IAC do not have to be discussed 
also in the peer review team.  
 
 
Peer review work in practice 
 
Each peer review team should get two meeting slots per week and these slots should not 
overlap, as cases will be discussed “across teams” (the ICT team is working on arranging 
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meeting slots). Both slots might not be used, but it is important to have the possibility to meet 
twice a week without having to spend time on making a meeting request.  
 
The CH submits a draft or a question/issue to the coordinator, preferably by noon the day 
before the meeting. The coordinator should be the owner of the meeting invitation so that s/he 
can update it by attaching documents and inviting CHs. The HoU should also be in all 
invitations to know what is in the pipe. The HoU will attend meetings on a case by case basis, 
but at least once a month (more frequently in the beginning).   
 
The coordinator chairs the meetings and the discussions, by determining (orally) which 
points are agreed on and which points need further discussion outside the team, such as with 
HoU, advisor, language team.  
 
The CH implements the ideas or discussion points from the peer review team meeting in the 
draft with tracked changes (where need be after first having consulted the language team), 
so that the HoU can see the original draft as well as the suggestions that are being made and 
the points that need further discussion. (Accordingly, the coordinator does not have a 
supervisory role.)  
 
Before consulting one of the advisors, please first check the issue with the HoU to see if it 
can be resolved at that level. How to consult with the advisors depends on the case and the 
means are flexible: phone call, e-mail or through CMS. The input from the advisor should be 
recorded in the case file (for instance by updating the case note, registering an e-mail in the 
file). 
 
The HoU might also choose to consult the peer review team on any changes s/he makes in the 
draft (in cooperation with the CH). The CH should share the final draft, with the changes 
made by the HoU, with the coordinator to be circulated in the team for information.  
 
It might be worth pointing out that the work in the peer review teams does not affect the 
workflow in CMS. 
 
 
Role of trainees 
 
Trainees are of course welcome to join the peer review team meetings. They should primarily 
follow their mentor. When assisting on cases dealt with by other CHs, they may follow that 
CH to the relevant peer review meeting.  
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