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The Process at UF:
· You are the Co-PI.  Your chair is the PI.  You cannot submit a proposal on your own.
· As with all NSF proposals, DSR submits the proposal, not you or the PI..
· Your department and college must approve the proposal first, but often are only interested in the budget, not the science.  Your committee chair (the PI) reviews the science.
· You don’t need IRB approval unless your proposal gets funded.  You can submit the proposal with IRB Pending but the university can’t receive the money until the IRB approval comes through.
· If there is a timing issue as to when you start data collection, you should submit your IRB application sooner rather than later.  NSF cannot award the funds until there is IRB approval.
· Although your department may have deadlines for submitting all the pieces, you usually have until a few days before the NSF deadline to make modifications of the text in Fastlane.  The budget should not be changed without departmental approval.
The Process at NSF:
· There are approximately 15 reviewers on each NSF panel.
· Panels may get between 100-140 proposals.
· Some proposals are co-reviewed There is no penalty for submitting for co-review, but you must satisfy both panels
· Watch out for the possibility that the panel will not consider subject matter part of their discipline.  You should make sure your proposal speaks to the literature of at least one of, and preferably both of the disciplines covered by the panels
· Some panels are more burdened than others, and the funding of the panels is not necessarily proportionate to the number of proposals.  Co-review makes sense when you can be reviewed by a panel with a high funding rate.
· Interdisciplinary proposals can be excellent but sometimes reviewers become territorial when something seems too far afield
· The program you list first will be the program that manages the proposal.  If the programs have different budget amounts, page limits or deadlines, the one listed first will be the one that applies.
· Each panelist receives 18-22 proposals about 1.5 months prior to the review meeting.
· Each proposal is read by at least three reviewers.
· Reviewers usually read only the proposals they were assigned, and perhaps a couple that interest them. This means that you can’t rely on experts in your specific field reading your proposal.  Avoid unnecessary jargon.
· Reviewers grade the proposals using Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair or Poor prior to the panel meeting (some reviewers will use combinations if they are on the edge, such as Very Good/Good). Although “very good” sounds very good, it’s only mediocre if the other two reviews aren’t “Excellent.” 
· Reviewers have different criteria for grading proposals, which is a strength of the process.
· Prior to the meeting, the program officer assembles all the reviews and orders them for the panel discussion.
· The panel itself takes two full days.
· Not all proposals are discussed at the panel, although most of them are.
· Those that do not get at least one Excellent or Very Good may not be discussed  – although the PI and Co-PI will still get the three reviews
· Some programs triage proposals that get three very low grades, although some programs do not.  It depends on the number of proposals.
· If there is consensus on a proposal among the three reviews, whether good or bad, it will probably result in limited discussion.  In such cases the panel summary will probably reflect the three reviews.
· If a proposal gets at least one Excellent or Very Good it will be discussed by the panel.  This will result in a panel summary as well as the three reviews.  This will be written by one of the three reviewers assigned as a scribe to summarize the panel discussion.  This is often what is reflected in the three reviews but may contain additional information if the panel has an extended discussion.
· Typically, the reviewer with the highest rating presents the proposal to the entire panel, followed by the second highest then the lowest reviewer.
· Typically the other reviewers are reading the three reviews while it is presented and very often open the proposal for reference.
· When there is discussion, other panelists will typically lend their expertise and opinions
· Ultimately a proposal will be placed in one of five categories ranging from Highest priority to Lowest priority.  These categories differ by program.
· Proposals can be resubmitted even if they receive a Low priority.  There is no limit at NSF on the number of times a proposal can be resubmitted.  Many proposals get funded after the third and even the fourth submission.  Other agencies, such as NIH, have limits.
· NSF is charged with funding basic science while NIH is charged with funding health research.  You can submit an NSF proposal where the subject matter is health-related, but it must address a basic theoretical issue within the discipline of the program.  NSF is not permitted to fund research where the main objective is improvement of health outcomes.  That is the domain of NIH.
· In my experience the panel often reacts favorably to a resubmitted proposal.  In other words, they like that you took the time to fix the problems ... but only if you took the critiques seriously and actually fixed the problems.   
· When the panel is done the program officer takes the panel’s recommendations then decides what to fund.  The program officer is not bound to stick with the panel’s recommendations, although they tend to stay fairly close.
· Expect to have the program officer ask you to reduce your budget so she/he can fund more proposals.
· If you get funding from another source (e.g. Fulbright) expect the program officer to negotiate a reduction.
· Be aware that it may take 2-3 months following notification to actually receive the funds.
Writing the proposal:
· State the objective within the first three sentences.  Reviewers need to know quickly what you are trying to achieve.  Don’t make reviewers read too far before they know what you want to do.  
· Do not be an advocate.  While it is OK to be passionate about your research topic, the proposal must reflect a question and your proposal should be neutral and not reflect a stake in the outcome.  Your proposal should be written so that an alternative to your hypothesis is acceptable.
· Never use the words “I will show that”.  This implies you have already drawn a conclusion.  NSF funds research questions.
· Think of your NSF proposal as a story without an ending (that will come later in your dissertation).  
· Every part of the proposal should be able to relate back to that objective.  Try not to deviate too far from the research objective.
· The proposal should be written so any motivated undergraduate student can understand it.  Keep in mind that the panel must review a wide range of proposals.  There is a good chance the reviewer will not be an expert in your field.  
· Related to this is the literature review.  Since most reviewers aren’t experts the literature review should not take up more than three pages, preferably two.  But get the key references, particularly the ones that directly point to your research question.
· Be parsimonious about theories and methods.  If you include too much you will be expected to have literature showing your familiarity.
· Avoid using the term “gap” or “lacuna” (which means gap) when talking about the literature.  You can make a great case for doing more work standing on the shoulders of others rather than saying the field is deficient.  Sometimes you will get reviewers who are experts in your field and they may not agree that a gap exists.  Don ‘t say there is a gap unless you are really sure there is one. And never, ever say “little is known about “ anything.
· Writing your proposal so that it is difficult to understand will not make you look smart; it will keep you from getting funded.
· Most proposals should have hypotheses, although I have seen wonderful proposals that don’t have hypotheses.
· Hypotheses should not be completely obvious.  A good check is to create an alternative hypothesis for each.  If you can’t, then it is not a hypothesis.  Hypotheses must be falsifiable.
· Avoid long lists of questions you want to ask.  A paragraph of questions makes the proposal seem like a fishing expedition.  That is not science.
· Science does not have to be quantitative.  I have seen excellent proposals that are well-conceived but rely entirely on qualitative data.
· You do not have to include everything you are going to do in your NSF proposal, only the part you want to get funded.
· Don’t try to get extra words by using a small point type; stick to 12 point.
· Always edit your proposal very carefully, and if you are not strong in the English language, have someone else edit for you.  Reviewers are typically intolerant of spelling and grammatical errors.
· When you are making last minute changes and moving sections around, check to make sure the proposal still reads well.  Keep in mind that you may be very tired during the final days of making changes and you have already read the proposal many times.  It’s very easy to miss inconsistencies you introduce at the last minute.  A good way around this is to get someone to read the proposal who has never read it.
· Be reasonable about getting your chair or committee members to read your proposal.  They will also become less useful if they read it over too many times.  Expect committee members to read it once, maybe twice, and your chair to read it three, and maybe four times.
· Don’t worry if your proposal is not exactly 10 pages if there is a 10 page limit, but if it is 8 pages it must be thorough. 
· Describe methods in detail.  Saying you will use a software program is not describing a method.
· Citing a general methods text is also not a description of a method.
· Do not forget to describe the analysis in detail.  Say how you will decide if your hypothesis was accepted or rejected.
· Avoid cute titles.  People often become slaves to a title, particularly titles that reflect a conclusion.  Use descriptive scientific titles.  
· A table at the end summarizing your research schedule with specific tasks is advisable.  Include how each task is related to each hypothesis and analysis.
· Broader impacts are important.  You should be able to learn something from your work that can be applied to other research situations like it.  
· Do not list “training of a graduate student” as a broader impact – that goes without saying.
· If you are resubmitting, be sure to address the previous reviewers’ comments.  Panelists may serve up to six times consecutively, so the chances of getting at least one of the same reviewers  twice are high, although not certain.  
· If you are resubmitting and already collecting data, you need to address that in the proposal.  Reviewers will want to know what they are paying for.
· There is no reason to cut your budget by small amounts (<$5,000).  Most reviewers will not care much about the budget unless you are asking for a very small amount (<$10,000).
· Think of the budget justification section as a place to demonstrate how your research will be conducted.
· Budges are not written in stone.  They can and often will be changed once a project has been awarded
· Do not hesitate to contact the program officer, by phone or by e-mail to ask questions.
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