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Research Unit  
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Report 

1  Introduction 

 Date and execution of the visit: 

This visit, which took place on the 30th of November and the 1rst of December 2009, represents the first 
attempt, for AERES and Pasteur Institute, to merge their own evaluation procedures in order to avoid unnecessary 
duplication of site visits. In this still provisional setting, each Pasteur group was evaluated independently, without 
consideration for their being embedded within a larger INSERM or CNRS structure. Accordingly, a general report 
commenting on the activity of the Immunology Department is provided, but not on the INSERM or CNRS unit entities. 

 Staff members 
        Past      Future 

N1: Number of researchers with teaching duties (Form 2.1 of the 
application file) 

0 0 

N2: Number of full time researchers from research organizations 
(Form 2.3 of the application file) 

1 1 

N3: Number of other researchers including postdoctoral fellows 
(Form 2.2 and 2.4 of the application file) 

6 6 

N4: Number of engineers, technicians and administrative staff with 
a tenured position (Form 2.5 of the application file) 

4 4 

N5: Number of other engineers, technicians and administrative 
staff (Form 2.6 of the application file) 

0 0 

N6: Number of Ph.D. students (Form 2.7 of the application file) 4 1 

N7: Number of staff members with a HDR or a similar grade 3 3 
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2 • Overall appreciation on the research unit 

 Data on the work produced : 
 

 

 

A1: Number of permanent researchers with or without teaching 
duties (recorded in N1 and N2) who are active in research  

5 

A2: Number of other researchers (recorded in N3, N4 and N5) who 
are active in research  

 

A3: Ratio of members who are active in research among permanent 
researchers [(A1)/(N1 + N2)] 

5/5 

A4: Number of HDR granted during the past 4 years 
 

0 

A5: Number of PhD granted during the past 4 years  2 

3  Specific comments on the research unit 

 Appreciation on the results 

The group has been consistently productive over a long time period.  It has published over 40 papers in the last 
4 years in well respected peer reviewed journals and 5 review articles. Perhaps most importantly it has recently made 
some very exciting observations that has led their research, in part, into the very exciting area of cancer vaccines and 
they established the infrastructure to pursue the translation of these findings into potential human immunotherapies 
against cancer by forming strong alliances with the Ludwig Institute for Cancer Research and with companies 
interested not only in pursing unique vaccine targeting systems but also who are willing to perform the complex 
monitoring needed to run such clinical trials.  

 Appreciation on the impact, the attractiveness of the research unit and 
of the quality of its links with international, national and local partners 

The group leader is held in very high regard by the international immunology community.  She or members of 
her group are consistently invited to present in national and international scientific meetings (such as the Joint 
Meeting of European National Societies of Immunology, the International Conference on Immunotherapy and 
Immunomonitoring and the European Workshop on Bacterial Protein Toxins). She and members of her group are 
frequently sought-after participants in institutional seminars and Gordon conferences, frequently teach in courses and 
she has been a co-organizer of Vaccinology Colloquium for the past three years.  The lab is well funded.   

 Appreciation on the strategy, governance and life of the research unit 

The group has assembled and obtained funding for a large research team.  These efforts have permitted them 
to pursue, in part, translational aspects of her interests in vaccinology especially for cancer. In that regards a 
wonderful job has been done establishing the infrastructure needed to perform these studies.  On the other hand, the 
interests of the group have clearly become quite unfocussed in the intervening years. While several aspects of the 
research are interesting, it is not clear how they tie together. Moreover, the Scientific Review Committee was 
unconvinced that the expertise of some of the group members is appropriate to pursue some of their proposed studies 
in fields that are extremely competitive and already populated by well-established, highly productive investigators.  
In short, the Review Committee expresses a significant level of concern that the group has lost focus and thus has 
outgrown its capacity to function as a cohesive research group.  The group leader may need to spend time 
reorganizing the group to bring the focus back in line with her own major research interests. 
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 Appreciation on the project 

The proposed research program has both strengths and weaknesses.  There is enthusiasm for the plans to 
pursue the translational and clinical aspects of the very novel vaccine strategies that the group leader has proposed. 
The data provided are extremely convincing and exciting.  This work couples nicely with the group leader’s profound 
understanding of dendritic cell biology, and represents a direct outgrowth of years of high quality work by her group. 
The opportunities that her new vaccines offer in cancer therapy are extremely exciting and the committee supported 
the efforts to pursue the translational aspects of this work vigorously. The group leader is the obvious person to lead 
this effort.  

In addition, the work on neonatal immune dysfunction was exciting, with unexpected insights into mechanism. 
The responsible scientist has done a superb job with this project and has in the process established himself as a leader 
in this field, publishing in first rate journals and obtaining funding to pursue forward-thinking projects.  Again, the 
committee enthusiastically supported further exploration basic mechanisms at play in this system. 

On the other hand, the committee had significant concern about some of the other areas of the proposed 
research.  In the case of the project on plasmacytoid dendritic cells, there is significant worry that the tumor models 
(tumor cells generated many years ago, propagated many times in vitro, and that are then engineered to express 
ovalbumin as a model tumor antigen) are highly artificial and in many circles no longer accepted as suitable cancer 
models.  Moreover, the data that support this project and the rationale underlying the project were not particularly 
convincing.   

The proposed T-reg project is in its infancy, lacks supporting data and there is concern that the project will 
not be competitive in light of the extremely vigorous international effort being expended on T-regs by large and 
mature research teams that are the leaders in the field.   

Finally, the TB vaccine project, while important, seems somewhat confused as to whether its focus should be 
on basic microbial pathogenesis or on developing a strategy to vaccinate against TB (a goal that has proven to be 
extremely difficult in the past).  Moreover, this time- and energy-consuming project appears to be less well 
integrated into the overall efforts of the Unit. 

In sum, the committee felt that this is a highly productive unit with a bright future in vaccine development, 
particularly against tumour targets.  However, more effort should be devoted to focusing the efforts of the various 
investigators in the unit.  Only an integrated working environment will prove competitive in a highly competitive area 
of immunology.  Until it functions as a more effective and cohesive Unit, there is no justification for its expansion. 
Finally, the Scientific Review Committee noted that this Unit might make greater contributions to and derive 
significant benefits from the CIH.  

 Recommendations 

The priority is to re-evaluate the Unit organization, as described, so as to promote the effectiveness of the 
conspicuous strength’s of the Unit’s endeavours. 
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