CSREES Review Process:  Evaluation Criteria

1.
Scientific merit

· Innovative, unique, original?

· Well conceived and thought out?

· Clearly written and presented?

· Adequate preliminary data to demonstrate feasibility?

· Strong likelihood of success?

2.
Qualifications of project personnel and adequacy of facilities

· CV indicates necessary training, background, experience, and expertise of PD and project team

· Appropriate collaborations

· Facilities and support adequate to achieve project goals
3.
Planning and administration of project

· Adequate time to complete project

· Appropriate administration of project and maintenance of partnerships and collaborations

· Planned dissemination of information obtained
4.
Relevance and importance of topic
· Timely, important topic

· Relevant to U.S. agriculture

· Appropriate investment of public funds

· Significant contribution to existing knowledge base
COMPETITIVE PROGRAMS:  Tips for Success
Review Process Attributes
· Review by peers - research, extension, and education experts

· Requires investigators to effectively organize and design proposal

· Provides assessment of work proposed

· Provides constructive advice to improve proposal

· Provides intensive training in proposal evaluation for panel members

Successful Proposals:

· Excited the reviewers
· Were easy to read and understand

· Had clear rationale & objectives that fit program priorities

· Clearly stated hypotheses or research questions

· Literature review was appropriate

· Detailed project description - methods, sample selection, etc.
· Well-communicated importance of topic and potential contributions of research

· Addressed potential pitfalls, including short-comings of data and amelioration plans

· Discussion of expected outcomes

· Good plan for dissemination of results

· Critically reviewed by colleagues before submission

· Followed the submission rules!!!

Reviewers prepare written reviews

· Use evaluation criteria

·  Address strengths and weaknesses

·  Make suggestions for improvement

Reviewers provide summary rating

·  Excellent

·  Very Good

·  Good

·  Fair

·  Poor

During review panel meeting 

1. Primary reviewer summarizes proposal

2. Primary, secondary, and reader provide evaluation and critique in order

3. Ad hoc reviews are summarize

4. Ratings available to all panelists (except those with COI)
5. Panel discussion

6. Consensus and categorizing

· Outstanding

· High Priority

· Medium Priority

· Low Priority

· Some Merit

· Do Not Fund

7. Prepare panel summary

During the Review Process
· Contact NPL if you do not receive an e-mail within 4 weeks acknowledging receipt of your proposal

· Keep program updated of changes in address, phone number, status of other pending proposals, and COI status

· Wait for notification of funding decision
After the Review Process:

· Carefully read panel summary and reviews

· Questions or confusion?  Contact the National Program Leader

· Problems?  Let us hear first!
Awards
1. Phone Call

2. Return of:

      - reviews

      - panel summary

      - relative ranking 

3. Complete award paperwork
Declined Proposals
1. E-mail and/or letter from National Program Leader

2.
Return of:

·  Written reviews

·  Panel summary

·  Relative ranking

Decline Follow-up:

· Understand Relative Ranking

· Prepare for resubmission, if appropriate

· Resubmission of “Fundable” proposals is encouraged

· Guidance regarding resubmission of “Low Priority” or “Some Merit” is indicated in Panel Summary

· Do Not Fund = Do not resubmit

Rationale for Do Not Fund:

· NOT a good fit with program priorities

· NOT a good investment of public research dollars

· Resubmission totally ignored previous review

· Fatal flaws that could not be redeemed

