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Pre-­‐panel	
  Process	
  



Ini@al	
  Submission	
  
Many	
  programs	
  now	
  require	
  the	
  submission	
  
of	
  pre-­‐proposals,	
  with	
  invita@ons	
  for	
  full	
  
proposals	
  



Ini@al	
  Submission	
  
The	
  evalua@on	
  of	
  pre-­‐proposals	
  and	
  full	
  
proposals	
  is	
  similar	
  
	
  

The	
  primary	
  dis@nc@on	
  is	
  that	
  full	
  proposals	
  
are	
  evaluated	
  by	
  external	
  reviewers	
  and	
  a	
  
panel,	
  while	
  pre-­‐proposals	
  are	
  evaluated	
  by	
  
a	
  panel	
  only	
  



Panels	
  and	
  Reviewers	
  
Panelists	
  and	
  proposal	
  reviewers*	
  are	
  
chosen	
  by	
  Program	
  Directors	
  
	
  

The	
  role	
  of	
  panels	
  and	
  reviewers	
  is	
  advisory	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
*	
  Program	
  directors	
  generally	
  choose	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  reviewers	
  
that	
  is	
  recommended	
  by	
  an	
  applicant	
  and	
  oLen	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  
reviewer	
  



Proposal	
  Review	
  



Merit	
  Review	
  Criteria	
  
Projects	
  are	
  evaluated	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  merit	
  of	
  
what	
  is	
  wriOen	
  in	
  the	
  proposal	
  	
  



Merit	
  Review	
  Criteria	
  
Intellectual	
  Merit:	
  
Importance	
  of	
  the	
  ques@ons	
  (poten@al	
  
impact	
  on	
  the	
  field)	
  
Feasibility	
  (researchers	
  must	
  have	
  the	
  
necessary	
  exper@se	
  and	
  ins@tu@onal	
  
support	
  to	
  accomplish	
  their	
  aims)	
  



Merit	
  Review	
  Criteria	
  
Broader	
  Impacts:	
  
Broaden	
  par7cipa7on	
  
Dissemina7on	
  of	
  results	
  	
  
Integra7on	
  of	
  research	
  and	
  educa@on	
  
Impact	
  to	
  society	
  



Reviewer	
  Scores	
  
Reviewers	
  rate	
  proposals	
  as	
  
Excellent:	
  Excep@onal	
  proposal	
  in	
  all	
  
respects	
  (highest	
  priority	
  for	
  invita@on	
  or	
  
award)	
  	
  
Very	
  Good:	
  High	
  quality	
  proposal	
  in	
  nearly	
  
all	
  respects	
  (should	
  be	
  invited	
  or	
  supported	
  
if	
  at	
  all	
  possible)	
  



Reviewers	
  rate	
  proposals	
  as	
  
Good:	
  A	
  quality	
  proposal,	
  worthy	
  of	
  support,	
  
but	
  may	
  have	
  some	
  problems	
  	
  
Fair:	
  Lacks	
  one	
  or	
  more	
  cri@cal	
  aspects	
  and	
  
some	
  key	
  issues	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  addressed	
  	
  
Poor:	
  Has	
  serious	
  deficiencies	
  	
  

Reviewer	
  Scores	
  



Panelists	
  review	
  pre-­‐proposals	
  (full	
  
proposals)	
  individually	
  and	
  as	
  a	
  group	
  rank	
  
them	
  into	
  categories	
  (which	
  vary	
  between	
  
Programs)	
  
	
  

Panel	
  Reviews	
  



Panel	
  Reviews	
  
High	
  Quality	
  
	
  
	
  

Medium	
  Quality	
  
	
  
Low	
  Quality	
  	
  
	
  
Not	
  Compe77ve	
  

•  Innova@ve,	
  crea@ve,	
  imagina@ve,	
  novel	
  
•  Compelling	
  Scien@fic	
  Merit	
  and	
  Broader	
  Impacts	
  
•  CuXng	
  edge	
  of	
  scien@fic	
  field	
  
•  Convincing	
  and	
  feasible	
  approach	
  

•  Somewhat	
  innova@ve	
  	
  
•  Solid	
  Scien@fic	
  Merit	
  and	
  Broader	
  Impacts	
  
•  Strong	
  case	
  for	
  feasibility	
  
	
  
•  Worthwhile	
  quali@es,	
  but	
  NOT	
  compelling	
  (incremental)	
  
•  Feasibility	
  may	
  be	
  ques@onable	
  
•  Weak	
  Broader	
  Impacts	
  
	
  
•  Lacks	
  poten@al	
  scien@fic	
  impact	
  
•  Contains	
  flaws	
  in	
  logic	
  or	
  approach	
  
•  Discourage	
  future	
  submission	
  



Pre-­‐proposal	
  Panel	
  



Primary	
  Panelist	
  Review	
  

Summary	
  Statement	
  
This	
  is	
  an	
  excellent	
  proposal	
  that	
  studies	
  an	
  unusual	
  animal,	
  making	
  it	
  
easy	
  to	
  have	
  meaningful	
  broader	
  impacts.	
  	
  The	
  PIs	
  collaborate	
  to	
  
integrate	
  outreach	
  ac@vi@es	
  and	
  training	
  of	
  students.	
  



Secondary	
  Panelist	
  Review	
  
Summary	
  Statement	
  
The	
  proposed	
  work	
  would	
  greatly	
  expand	
  
our	
  understanding	
  of	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  olfac@on	
  in	
  
nocturnal	
  naviga@on	
  of	
  a	
  fascina@ng	
  and	
  
understudied	
  group	
  of	
  arachnids.	
  The	
  
outlined	
  research	
  incorporates	
  lab	
  and	
  field	
  
studies	
  that	
  integrate	
  behavior	
  and	
  its	
  
underlying	
  neurophysiology.	
  Given	
  the	
  
emphasis	
  on	
  olfac@on,	
  stronger	
  evidence	
  
that	
  visual	
  cues	
  are	
  rela@vely	
  unimportant	
  
would	
  have	
  strengthened	
  the	
  underlying	
  
ra@onale	
  of	
  the	
  proposal,	
  especially	
  since	
  
arthropods	
  are	
  known	
  to	
  use	
  rela@vely	
  subtle	
  
visual	
  cues	
  effec@vely.	
  Broader	
  impacts	
  are	
  
likely	
  sufficient,	
  but	
  needed	
  more	
  
development.	
  	
  



Ter@ary	
  Panelist	
  Review	
  
Summary	
  Statement	
  
I	
  weighted	
  each	
  component	
  above	
  equally.	
  
I	
  understand	
  space	
  constraints	
  are	
  an	
  issue	
  
in	
  pre-­‐proposals,	
  but	
  I	
  was	
  somewhat	
  
disappointed	
  at	
  the	
  brevity	
  of	
  Broader	
  
Impacts	
  in	
  the	
  project	
  descrip@on.	
  
Addi@onal	
  details	
  would	
  be	
  helpful	
  here,	
  as	
  
described	
  above.	
  I	
  also	
  was	
  interested	
  in	
  
how,	
  exactly,	
  lectures	
  are	
  given	
  to	
  schools	
  
or	
  other	
  general	
  venues	
  (e.g.	
  are	
  any	
  of	
  
these	
  part	
  of	
  an	
  established	
  school	
  
curriculum	
  that	
  the	
  PI	
  helps	
  with?	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  
lecture	
  series?).	
  	
  



The	
  Board	
  



The	
  Board	
  

P0006666	
  	
  



Panel	
  Summary	
  
Intellectual	
  Merit	
  
Strengths:	
  
This	
  is	
  a	
  cap7va7ng	
  proposal	
  that	
  uses	
  olfac@on	
  studies	
  of	
  whip	
  spiders	
  
that	
  navigate	
  at	
  night	
  and	
  return	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  res@ng	
  site	
  during	
  the	
  day.	
  It	
  
is	
  interes7ng	
  because	
  not	
  many	
  arthropods	
  have	
  been	
  shown	
  to	
  use	
  this	
  
modality	
  for	
  this	
  behavior.	
  The	
  proposal	
  examines	
  the	
  sensory	
  organs	
  on	
  
forelegs	
  and	
  aims	
  to	
  relate	
  them	
  to	
  the	
  neuroanatomy	
  of	
  central	
  
structures.	
  This	
  proposal	
  was	
  easy	
  to	
  read	
  and	
  well	
  worded	
  and	
  the	
  
model	
  is	
  very	
  interes7ng.	
  
	
  
Weaknesses:	
  
It	
  is	
  not	
  clear	
  that	
  this	
  would	
  have	
  broad	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  field,	
  although	
  it	
  
would	
  add	
  to	
  the	
  general	
  ideas	
  of	
  naviga@on	
  using	
  an	
  evolu@onary	
  extreme	
  
animal.	
  One	
  reviewer	
  noted	
  that	
  the	
  a	
  proposal	
  lacked	
  an	
  explicit	
  
hypothesis.	
  	
  



Panel	
  Summary	
  
Broader	
  Impacts	
  
Strengths:	
  
The	
  research	
  would	
  involve	
  under-­‐represented	
  groups	
  at	
  the	
  university	
  
level.	
  	
  
	
  
Weaknesses:	
  
The	
  public	
  outreach,	
  while	
  strong	
  for	
  one	
  PI,	
  appeared	
  to	
  only	
  extend	
  the	
  
same	
  programs	
  to	
  a	
  second	
  loca@on.	
  	
  



Panel	
  Summary	
  
Ra7onale	
  for	
  Panel	
  Recommenda7on:	
  	
  
The	
  panel	
  felt	
  that	
  this	
  is	
  an	
  interes@ng	
  proposal	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  broad	
  
impacts	
  were	
  good.	
  However	
  the	
  panel	
  felt	
  that	
  the	
  broader	
  impacts	
  were	
  
mostly	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  con7nuing	
  work	
  of	
  one	
  PI.	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  solid	
  science	
  
proposal	
  that	
  would	
  be	
  contribu@ng	
  to	
  the	
  field	
  of	
  insect	
  naviga@on	
  
because	
  it	
  examines	
  an	
  understudied	
  area.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  summary	
  was	
  read	
  by/to	
  the	
  panel	
  and	
  the	
  panel	
  concurred	
  that	
  the	
  
summary	
  accurately	
  reflects	
  the	
  panel	
  discussion.	
  	
  
	
  
Panel	
  Recommenda7on:	
  Medium	
  Quality	
  
	
  



Post	
  Panel	
  Process	
  



Invita@ons	
  (Awards)	
  
Program	
  directors	
  use	
  panel	
  ranks	
  and	
  
panelist	
  reviews*	
  to	
  decide	
  which	
  pre-­‐
proposals	
  to	
  invite	
  (for	
  full	
  proposals)	
  
	
  

Panel	
  ranks,	
  panelist	
  reviews	
  and	
  external	
  
reviews	
  are	
  used	
  to	
  determine	
  which	
  full	
  
proposals	
  are	
  recommended	
  for	
  an	
  award	
  

*	
  Reviews	
  are	
  advisory	
  documents	
  for	
  the	
  NSF	
  and	
  they	
  may	
  or	
  
may	
  not	
  contain	
  useful	
  informa@on	
  for	
  the	
  applicant	
  



Awards	
  
Program	
  Directors	
  aOempt	
  to	
  balance	
  their	
  
por_olio	
  (awards)	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  areas	
  of	
  
scien@fic	
  interest	
  to	
  the	
  field	
  are	
  covered*	
  
	
  

They	
  also	
  balance	
  their	
  por_olio	
  based	
  on	
  
the	
  geographic	
  loca@on	
  of	
  ins@tu@ons,	
  
ins@tu@on	
  type,	
  the	
  gender	
  and	
  race	
  of	
  
inves@gators	
  and	
  the	
  status	
  of	
  inves@gators	
  
	
  

*Do	
  you	
  know	
  the	
  areas	
  of	
  interest	
  to	
  your	
  Program	
  Directors?	
  



Awards	
  
Program	
  Directors	
  are	
  typically	
  provided	
  
with	
  a	
  budget	
  and	
  they	
  decide	
  how	
  to	
  
allocate	
  funds	
  (that	
  is,	
  Program	
  Directors	
  do	
  
not	
  receive	
  special	
  funds	
  to	
  support	
  CAREER,	
  
EAGER,	
  RAPID,	
  INSPIRE	
  or	
  DDIG	
  proposals)	
  	
  



What	
  Did	
  the	
  Program	
  
Director	
  Decide?	
  



Pre-­‐proposal	
  Decision	
  
The	
  project	
  we	
  discussed:	
  
Appears	
  solid	
  scien7fically	
  
Has	
  a	
  strong	
  team	
  of	
  researchers	
  
Would	
  likely	
  have	
  a	
  modest	
  impact	
  on	
  field	
  
Has	
  underdeveloped	
  Broader	
  Impacts	
  
	
  
Decision:	
  DO	
  NOT	
  INVITE	
  



What	
  Should	
  You	
  Do?	
  



Sugges@ons	
  
Examine	
  the	
  abstracts	
  of	
  funded	
  proposals	
  
in	
  Programs	
  that	
  cover	
  your	
  scien@fic	
  area	
  



Sugges@ons	
  
Then,	
  contact	
  your	
  Program	
  Director	
  and	
  
discuss	
  your	
  scien@fic	
  ideas	
  
	
  

Determine	
  specific	
  areas	
  of	
  interest	
  to	
  the	
  
Program*	
  and	
  how	
  well	
  your	
  ideas	
  fit	
  (if	
  
interest	
  seems	
  low,	
  discuss	
  how	
  you	
  could	
  
modify	
  your	
  ideas	
  to	
  be	
  of	
  more	
  interest	
  to	
  
the	
  Program)	
  
	
  
*	
  Are	
  there	
  gaps	
  in	
  the	
  desired	
  por_olio?	
  

	
  



Sugges@ons	
  
If	
  your	
  pre-­‐proposal	
  (full	
  proposal)	
  is	
  not	
  
invited	
  (recommended	
  for	
  an	
  award)	
  study	
  
your	
  panel	
  summary	
  and	
  reviews	
  and	
  
contact	
  your	
  Program	
  Director	
  to	
  discuss	
  
what	
  happened	
  at	
  panel	
  (panel	
  summaries	
  
do	
  not	
  always	
  fully	
  reflect	
  the	
  tone	
  of	
  the	
  
discussion)	
  and	
  how	
  you	
  might	
  revise	
  your	
  
pre-­‐proposal	
  (full	
  proposal)	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  
compe@@ve	
  



Become	
  a	
  NSF	
  Ci@zen!	
  
Contact	
  your	
  Program	
  Director	
  (send	
  your	
  
vitae)	
  and	
  offer	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  reviewer	
  or	
  serve	
  on	
  
panel	
  
	
  

Progress	
  in	
  science	
  depends	
  on	
  par@cipa@on	
  
by	
  scien@sts	
  like	
  you!	
  


