South Carolina Sea Grant Consortium
PROPOSAL REVIEW

	Concept Letter #:
	     

	Full Proposal #:
	     

	Seed Proposal #:
	     


A. Rationale – The degree to which the proposed project addresses an important state and/or regional issue, problem, or opportunity in the development, use, and/or conservation of marine or coastal resources.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (10)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (8)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (6)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (4)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (2)


B. Programmatic Justification – The degree to which the proposed project addresses the priorities outlined in the guidance provided by the S.C. Sea Grant Consortium in its Request for Proposals and other program information.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (10)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (8)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (6)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (4)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (2)


C. Clarity of Objectives – The degree to which the proposed objectives address the problem or opportunity identified in the Rationale and Programmatic Justification sections and, in the case of research proposals, the relevance of the hypotheses upon which the objectives are based.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (15)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (12)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (9)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (6)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (3)


D. Scientific/Outreach Methods – The degree to which the feasibility of the proposed methods and design of the proposed project will address the stated objectives, as well as the degree to which the use and extension of innovative, state-of-the-art methods to be used in the proposed project will advance the scientific or outreach discipline.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (15)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (12)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (9)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (6)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (3)


E. Expected Outcomes – The degree to which the planned outcomes are clearly defined, in terms of interim and final measurable results and products, and with a reasonable timeframe for completion and delivery. (Outcomes should be identified for each year, be measurable, and have a positive impact on the systems, technology, or management practices under study (e.g., cost savings, revenue generation, jobs created, new products/tools developed, workforce development.) 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (15)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (12)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (9)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (6)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (3)


F. User Engagement – The degree to which targeted users of the results of the proposed activity have been brought into the planning of the activity, will be brought into the execution of the activity, and will be kept apprised of progress and results, the adequacy of the methods to be used to engage the users, and whether resources have been allotted for stakeholder engagement.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (10)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (8)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (6)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (4)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (2)


G. Dissemination of Results – The degree to which the proposed project includes specific strategies for information delivery to and product development for identified targeted users (e.g., through the scientific literature, Sea Grant Extension and Communications products, educational efforts, etc.).

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (15)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (12)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (9)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (6)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (3)


H. Investigator’s Knowledge of Field – The degree to which the investigator(s) is (are) experienced, proficient, and recognized in their respective fields.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (5)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (4)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (3)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (2)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (1)


I. Adequacy of Budget – The degree to which the proposed budget will adequately support the proposed work and provide the necessary and appropriate amount and distribution of funding across budget categories.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Excellent (5)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Very Good (4)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Good (3)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Fair (2)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Poor (1)


	Total Score:
	     


Written comments are desired and can be provided on the next page.
Explanation of Ratings/Additional Comments: 
	     


___________________________________________

(Reviewer’s Signature)

	Print Name:

	     


	Date:
	     


All reviewers’ names will be kept confidential.

	Do you wish to remain anonymous?
	Yes
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



	Suggested additional reviewers:

	Name:
	

	Address:
	

	Phone:
	

	E-mail:
	

	Name:
	

	Address:
	

	Phone:
	

	E-mail:
	


Please return this form with your cover letter in the postage paid envelope included to:

Proposal Review Desk

South Carolina Sea Grant Consortium

287 Meeting Street

Charleston, SC 29401

Or e-mail this form and your cover letter to:

john.dwyer@scseagrant.org
