PAGE  
Relaxing with Reviewers Workshop 2

Relaxing with Reviewers
March 26, 2003


Charles Hawkins, Ph.D., Chair, Department of Physics & Geology. Reviewer for National Science Foundation’s (NSF) Course, Curriculum, and Laboratory Improvement (CCLI; on 2 separate occasions). Hawkins@nku.edu; 572-5309

Kristi H. Martines, Ph.D., Director of Grant Development, Office of Research, Grants, and Contracts.  Reviewer for a private foundation and Department of Education’s Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education (FIPSE). martines@nku.edu; 572-5168

Phillip Schmidt, Ph.D., Director of CINSAM.  Reviewer for NSF’s Math and Science Partnership (MSP) and the Air Force Office of Scientific Research. schmidtph@nku.edu; 572-6571


REVIEWERS:

1. The Abstract or 1st paragraph is the “attention getter”

2. Panel composition – funding agencies get reviewers from a wide variety of institutions, different ages and experiences – each bringing their unique perspective to the review process.  Target your proposal to these reviewers. 

3. Reviewers have very little time to review your proposal – clarity is key.

PLANNING:

1. Procrastination is the #1 reason why proposal quality is low 

2. The program officer or representative from the funding agency is the BEST person to discuss your idea with and to determine whether it will fit with their program goals

3. GUIDELINES, GUIDELINES, GUIIDELINES… Every single step must be followed, every single question must be answered

4. Collaboration helps – but only if you are true partners and the collaborators are adding a unique angle to the project. 

5. All senior personnel involved must have a track record of success proving they can contribute to the project

6. The proposal needs a focus that is evident throughout the entire document; proposals that promise everything under the sun will not be reviewed favorably.

PROPOSAL:

1. Great proposals center around a novel, innovative idea!

2. Jargon and acronyms make proposals difficult to read

3. Appendices should be kept to a minimum, landscape pages should be avoided

4. A professional proposal is vital (no typos, readable type, appropriate margins and language, appropriate literature review, etc)

5. The proposal must be pleasing to the eye

6. Using exact phrasing from the program solicitation makes the proposal easier to review

BUDGET:

1. A professional budget developer will help you (Mary Ucci in RGC does this, x5136) – at NKU, RGC must approve final budget

2.  If the budget is too big or too little, you look like you don’t know what you’re doing

EVALAUTION:

1. The evaluation must be realistic 

2. External vs. internal evaluation

3. Summative vs. formative evaluation

4. There are many evaluation tools available for a variety of disciplines

a. http://www.flaguide.org/ - Assessing student outcomes in learning

b. http://ec.wmich.edu/evaldir/Evalmenu.htf
- Database of external evaluators

c. http://www.resources4evaluators.info/  - Various organizations and evaluation materials

BEFORE SUBMISSION:

1. A colleague’s opinion always helps! (ask them to conduct the 15 minute test)

RE-SUBMISSION (if you proposal is rejected):

1. While the reviewers’ comments are going to help many times, it is a mistake to resubmit a proposal with specific rebuttals to comments made by past reviewers.  Each review panel is different.  

