
GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF PROPOSAL REVIEW

1. The review forms and the proposal sections (including Appendix E) should be aligned and consistent regarding the duties of the writing team and the reviewers.
2. Research committees (NC, S, W, and NE) proposals are distinctly different from Coordinating Committees (CCs) and Education/Extension and Research Activities (ERAs), and these differences should be made clear to the writing committees via directions within the proposal, as well as on the review forms.  
3. The format of the review form is less important than  gaining thoughtful input from the reviewers (AA, assigned reviewers, MRC) to help achieve consistent meaningful reviews.  

a. The review forms should “help steer” projects toward approval (the majority of project review outcomes) rather than focus on reasons for denials (the minority).

b. Reviewer instructions should be provided informing them that the review forms should contain useful, critical feedback.

c. Reviewer instructions may also include: 

i. The importance of including stakeholders in the project development process (Development Committees – DCs)) and throughout the activities of approved projects (research committees and CCs and ERAs).  
ii. The importance of engagement/outreach (this is more important than a few journal articles). 
iii. The importance of specific outcomes and impacts that can be measured (economic, social, or environmental benefits to society). 
iv. The expectation of interdisciplinary involvement.
d. The reviews should be streamlined when possible with the goal of minimizing project administrative work and maximizing project impacts and outcomes.  
4. Review forms must be filed electronically in the NIMSS system.  
Review Timing: 

Research Committees, CCs and ERAs – Reviewed every five years. 
Midterm reviews of Research Committees, CCs and ERAs (if applicable) – Reviewed in their third year of existence.  
DCs and Series-500 Committees – Maximum two-year existence. 
Research Committees, CCs and ERAs Reviews Based On:

· Evaluation of progress toward objectives, quality of science, scientist participation, meeting attendance. 
· SAES-422s, Meeting Minutes, AA evaluations, NCA evaluations
· Research Committees, CCs and ERAs must comply with requirements of NIFA and AREERA
For additional information on project requirements, refer to the Multistate Guidelines (http://ncra.info/MSR_NCRA_Guidelines.php).  
APPENDIX C
Peer Review Guidelines:
Performance Standards and Operational Guidelines for
State Agricultural Experiment Stations
Intention:  This appendix sets out performance standards and operational guidelines for peer reviews of research to be supported at State Agricultural Experiment Stations (SAES) by federal formula funds.  The intention is to facilitate individual stations and their collective multistate activities in complying with the provisions of the federal Agricultural Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (AREERA). 
Definition:  Scientific review of an individual research project proposal is defined as: the evaluation of the conceptual and technical soundness of an intended research activity by individuals qualified by their status in the same discipline, or a closely related field of science, to judge a project's worthiness and relevance to a set of stated program goals. 
Scope: The topics covered by this document pertain to research project proposals that are to be sanctioned and funded as part of the federal-state partnership in agricultural research.  These standards and guidelines do not apply to proposed research that is subject to peer review by competitive grant agencies and peer review of research publications.  However, in the aggregate, all research projects sponsored by stations and the regional association's adopting these guidelines will have been formally peer reviewed, before the expenditure of any federal funds. 
Process:  Prior to the initiation of any research project (to be supported wholly or in part by federal formula funding or by a special research grant), the responsible SAES director (or, in the case of multistate projects, the administrative advisor) will call for a review of the proposed research activities.  A minimum of three peer scientists (i.e., individuals qualified by their status in the same discipline, or a closely related field of science), one of which may be a CSREES representative, will be asked to read and provide written comments on the proposed activities. NCACs perform this function in the NCRA
Terms of Reference: The terms of reference for the reviewers will focus their attention on questions of the quality of the proposed science, the technical feasibility of the research, the validity of the scientific approach, relevance to stated programmatic goals and on the likelihood for completing the stated objectives.  Additional comments may be sought on the project's relevance to a station's (or regional, or national) priorities, the degree of integration with extension (as appropriate), responsiveness to stakeholder needs, and the accuracy of any claims for multi-disciplinary and multistate collaboration.
Responsibility:  All review activities for proposed station projects are the responsibility of the station's director.  All review activities for a proposed multistate research project are the responsibility of the administrative adviser. 
Appointment of Reviewers:  Reviewers may be selected from the same campus or from another institution, at the discretion of the SAES director (or the regional associations) or by the person delegated this authority.  In the selection of reviewers consideration may be given to the expenses associated with reviewing individual project proposals.  Consideration will be given to appointing reviewers who are without any apparent conflicts of interest. In the NCRA, NCACs are assigned to do this.  
Documentation:  Reviewers will be asked to present their findings in writing (see Appendices H, I, J, and K), and records of the reviewers’ comments will be preserved for the life of the project, or for a period of three years in the event that a project is not initiated. Document storage will, for the most part, be electronic. 
Research not Covered:  Projects funded by competitively awarded grants, federal contract research projects, and federal cooperative agreements are not subject to these provisions, as they would be reviewed under other authorities. 
Performance Standards:  Peer review of proposed projects is expected to provide the following performance outcomes:  
· Maintain and/or enhance the quality of science funded by the federal-state partnership;
· Identify more opportunities to partner with other states, federal research agencies, and our Cooperative Extension counterparts; and
· Assure relevance to programmatic goals, and, in turn, provide responsiveness to stakeholder needs.
Performance outcomes from reviews will be monitored by the responsible station director (or the regional associations) through the annual process of reporting results and impacts, which is in turn made part of the Plan of Work reporting requirements. Adjustments to this review process will be made, as needed.










