
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH COUNCIL RESEARCH GRANT ASSESSMENT

IN STRICT CONFIDENCE
Assessment Form for Urban Atmospheric Science Scheme
(NOT to be used by members of the NERC Peer Review College & Affiliate College)
In providing your assessment, please refer to the enclosed background and guidance notes for reviewers and the pre-award assessment criteria.  To assist the decision making process, it is essential that you address all the questions and tick the appropriate boxes.  Please provide sufficient written comments, these will be used for feedback to the applicants and at the moderating panels.  If possible please submit this assessment form by e-mail to NERC: atmospheric@nerc.ac.uk either as an attached document or in the body of the e-mail, ensuring that you adhere to the structure of this form.  In all correspondence please quote the proposal reference number and the surname of the principal investigator.

Our ref:




Principal Investigator: 


Reviewer name:  
1.
What level of expertise do you have in the subject area of this application?


(Please mark with an “X” the most appropriate single box)

	
	High - High level of expertise

	
	Medium - Sufficiently knowledgeable to provide an informed opinion

	
	Low - Providing a generalist opinion only


2.
Which aspects of the application are you commenting on? 


(Please mark with an “X” the most appropriate box)

	
	(a) Whole application 

	
	(b) Particular aspects (please specify):………………………………………………………………….


3.
Based upon your assessment of excellence, infrastructure, fit to specification, risk - reward and cost effectiveness (see below), would you recommend this proposal for funding? (Please mark with an “X” the most appropriate box)
	
	(a) Yes 

	
	(b) No



If it is not clear from your comments in question 5, please provide a short justification for your decision:
4.
For proposals with a Project Studentship: does the studentship constitute a distinct project, such that the research grant would still be viable without this aspect of the work? (Please mark with an “X” the most appropriate box)
	
	(a) Yes 

	
	(b) No


5.
With reference to the pre-award assessment criteria, please provide your assessment of:
(a)
Excellence (based on Annex 1-A of the pre-award assessment criteria guidance notes)

	Grade:
	Reject
	β
	 1
	 2
	 3
	 3.5
	 4
	 4.5
	 5

	Mark chosen grade with an “X”. 

Only a single grade should be chosen.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


· What are the proposal's particular strengths? (e.g. are theories or approaches novel and timely, are the questions and/or hypotheses well formulated, does it have sound scientific methodology, can the stated objectives be met, are applicants suitable to carry out the project, does the project have potential to make major scientific advances in knowledge or an important incremental step in knowledge, does it have wider applications and/or potential to make a major scientific impact?). (Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)
· What are the proposal's particular weaknesses? (e.g. undefined questions and hypotheses, scientific flaws, duplicates research elsewhere). (Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)

(b)
Infrastructure (based on Annex 1-B of the pre-award assessment criteria guidance notes)

	Grade:
	Reject
	β
	 1
	 2
	 3
	 3.5
	 4
	 4.5
	 5

	Mark chosen grade with an “X”. 

Only a single grade should be chosen.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


What are the particular strengths of the infrastructure? (e.g. appropriate instrumentation and location to deliver the science plan, builds on existing investments, takes advantage of new technologies, sustainable)
(Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)

What are the particular weaknesses of the infrastructure? (e.g. inappropriate instrumentation and location to deliver the science plan, duplicates existing investment, not sustainable) 
(Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)
(c)
Fit to Specification
	Rating based on matrix provided in Annex 1-C of the  pre-award assessment criteria guidance notes.
	E
Poor
	D
	C
	B
	A
Excellent

	 Mark chosen grade with an “X”. 
Only a single grade should be chosen.
	
	
	
	
	

	Comments, if any: 


(d)
Risk Reward


Based on Annex 1-D of the pre-award assessment criteria guidance notes, please mark with an “X” the most appropriate box:

	
	Reward
	Comments if any:


	
	Low
	Medium
	High
	

	Risk
	Low
	
	
	
	

	
	Medium
	
	
	
	

	
	High
	
	
	
	


(e)
Cost Effectiveness

	Rating based on matrix provided in Annex 1-E of the pre-award assessment criteria guidance notes.
	1

Poor
	2
	3
	4
	5

Excellent

	Mark chosen grade with an “X”. 

Only a single grade should be chosen.
	
	
	
	
	

	Comments, if any: 


6.    Projects involving Partners 

For projects involving public or private sector partners please comment on the value added by the partnership. Consider the level of user buy-in, timeliness of research and the impact and potential benefits of the partnership. The letter(s) of support should provide evidence of partner involvement. (Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)

7.    Knowledge exchange plan
With reference to Annex 1-F of the pre-award assessment criteria guidance notes, please provide a grade for the KE plan. 

	Grade
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Mark chosen grade with an “X”. 

Only a single grade should be chosen.
	
	
	


What are the KE plan’s particular strengths? (e.g. comprehensive identification of potential beneficiaries and likely benefits, appropriate methods and techniques to ensure benefits are achievable). (Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)
What are the KE plan’s particular weaknesses? (e.g. missing beneficiaries, clear benefits not identified, inappropriate staff proposed to undertake activities, activities proposed are unlikely to achieve real benefits).  (Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)
8.
Justification of resources

Are any of the resources requested insufficiently justified? (N.B. the level of estates costs, indirect costs and investigators’ salary costs do not need to be justified or assessed). Please consider whether the amount of time it is proposed that each investigator will charge to the project is consistent with their proposed involvement, whether this involvement is necessary to successfully complete the project and whether the time estimate is a realistic expectation.

(Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)
9.
NERC Services & Facilities
(a)
Does the proposal contain costs for work that could be undertaken/supported by NERC scientific infrastructure (NERC Service/Facility/Ship/Aircraft/High Performance Computing)? 


(Please mark with an “X” the most appropriate box)
	
	(a) Yes 

	
	(b) No


(b)
If yes, has this been stated in the Facilities section of the application form? 

(Please mark with an “X” the most appropriate box)

	
	(a) Yes 

	
	(b) No


10.
Are there any additional comments that you wish to make that are not covered by the earlier headings? 

(Please expand the space below as required, or continue on a separate sheet of A4)

