Guidelines for M2O Research Project Proposal

I. General Instructions and Deadline Information:  Complete the project proposal using the directions provided below.  Assemble eight copies (double-sided copies are encouraged) of the completed proposal and submit them to a Program Director (Clarissa, Jim or Lydia) on or before the deadline.  Do not bind your proposal or place it in a special cover.  Simply staple the pages of each copy in the upper left hand corner.  The project proposal is due on Friday, February 2, 2007 at 1:00 pm.  Peer review will begin on Friday, February 2, 2007 at 4:30 pm and continue through the following week.  An application will not be reviewed if: (1) it is submitted after the deadline, (2) it is incomplete, (3) it does not comply with the guidelines and directions.  

II. Proposal Format:  The proposal should not exceed six double-spaced and numbered pages (see proposal sections below) with 0.8 inch margins all around and a minimum font size of 10-pt.

III. Proposal Sections:

A. Cover Page (Page 1)

Project Title: Provide a concise, one-phrase title that encapsulates the central theme of the project.

Investigators: Names of people who will conduct or oversee the project (three to four persons per project).

Table of Contents: Proposal sections and corresponding page numbers.

B. Abstract, Budget Summary & Disclosure Statements (Page 2)

Abstract: A brief overview of the project.  Briefly state the ideas and reasoning behind the proposed study.  Provide a clear statement of the hypothesis or research questions to be tested.  Provide concise statements of the aims of the proposed research.  Briefly describe the design and methodology of the study.  State the potential outcomes and benefits of the proposed study.

** Abstracts will be used to make initial peer review panel assignments.

** Abstracts should be no longer than 250 words.
Budget Amount Requested & Term: Give the proposed project start date, end date and budget amount for the entire period.

Proposed Budget: Provide a budget breakdown in the following categories: 1) Supplies, 2) Equipment, 3) Other Miscellaneous Costs (i.e. travel expenses, publication fees or presentation expenses), 4) Total Amount Requested.

** This section should include special resources needed (equipment and/or instrumentation) even if there are no costs associated with them.

Budget Justification: Provide a brief explanation for each of the budget categories in which the applicant has requested funds or the use of special resources.

Disclosure Statements: Applicants must disclose if human subjects or animals will be used in the project and obtain the appropriate approval.  Applicants must disclose if the project will involve biohazardous or toxic materials use or production and address disposal/containment concerns.

C. Project Description (Pages 3 – 5)

Follow the format and suggestions below in developing a full descriptive narrative of your project.  Many of the suggestions provided below will be used as criteria in evaluating your proposal. 

Background: Describe the context or circumstances out of which this project arises.  The ideas and reasoning prompting the proposed study should be briefly stated.  Preliminary data can also be included (but is not required) in this section.

Objective/Hypothesis: A clear statement of the hypothesis or research question.  Give concise statements of the objectives of the proposed study.

Study Design & Timeline: Describe the details of the experiments and methodology to be used for testing the hypothesis or answering the research question. Clearly state the measurable objectives in this project.  Provide a detailed timeline (schedule of work) for the project.  Describe how you will organize and move forward in addressing the particular research question.  In what ways will your approach be both effective and creative?  In what ways is it interdisciplinary?  Provide one or two sentences addressing the possibility that your approach may not work.  Do you have an alternate plan or approach?

Potential Outcomes & Significance of the Study:  What are the expected outcomes of this project?  Why is this project important for M2O, Evergreen and the community?  Will this project have value or continue beyond the proposed project period?  If there is intention to do so, discuss how this project will be sustained beyond the proposed project period.

D. References (Page 6)

The reference format should conform to the styles used in either the Public Library of Science journals or the Journal of the American Chemical Society.

IV: Team Evaluation Report:  In the final week of winter quarter, each project group will submit an evaluation report to each of their team members (and one copy to the faculty).  This report should address each person’s effort and contribution to the overall project.  It should critique their fellow team members’ participation in the following areas: initial project design, resource and equipment acquisition, data collection, data analysis, and presentation preparation.  Team evaluations will be due on Friday, March 16, 2007 at 1:00 pm.
V. Peer Review Process:  Project proposals will be reviewed by an independent panel of fellow students.  The reviewers will evaluate the proposal using the following categories and criteria.  The scoring range is 0.0 to 3.0, with 3.0 being the highest merit.  Average scores will be calculated for each individual reviewer across all categories.  The grand overall score for a proposal will be the average of all reviewer scores.

A. General Organization
3.0 – Adheres to requested page limits and format; all sections are complete and included (budget justification, disclosure statements, abstracts and all section of project description are included and complete).

2.0 – One of the above elements is missing.

1.0 – More than one of the above elements is/are missing.

0.0 – Applicants failed to follow any of the instructions provided.

B. Writing Mechanics:

3.0 – Well-written and easily understood; the entire document contains correct grammar; the entire document contains correct spelling; the entire document contains correct punctuation.

2.0 – Most of the grammar, spelling and punctuation is correct in the document.

1.0 – One of the above elements is missing and the others are inadequate.

0.0 – The grammar, spelling and punctuation are highly inadequate throughout the entire document.

C. Budget Summary

3.0 – Total budget is provided including a timeline; budget is reasonable for proposed timeline; requested supplies, instruments and equipment are identified and realistic for the project.

2.0 – Budget lacks one of the designated areas described above.

1.0 – Budget lacks several of the designated areas described above.

0.0 – A budget is not at all feasible or justified.

D. Project Description:
Background, Objectives & Significance: 

3.0 – Stated objective, scope and motivation are clear, valid and logical; proposal provides a summary of the research question or hypothesis, and how the proposed study will contribute to answering the question; the significance and expected outcomes of the project are clearly stated. 

2.0 – The proposal lacks one of the criteria above (for example, the project is not focused, is too broad, the experiments will not lead to an outcome that is directly related to answering the question etc…)

1.0 – The proposal lacks several of the criteria above

0.0 – The proposal lacks most or all of the criteria above; this should result in the committee rejecting the proposal for review

Study Design & Timeline:

3.0 – Plans, methods, techniques are feasible, clear, valid and adequately referenced; timeline is realistic, etc.; a realistic assessment of impediments to a successful plan have been clearly identified; a projected schedule for accomplishing major tasks is reasonable and appropriate to keep the project on budget, on time, and on task.

2.0 – The proposal lacks one of the criteria above (for example, it is too ambitious or it is not feasible).

1.0 – The proposal lacks many of the criteria above.

0.0 – The project design and timeline is not at all feasible.

References:

3.0 – Reference style conforms to either format specified, etc.

2.0 – References are provided but in another format than those specified. 

1.0 – References are not well integrated with the proposal (not relevant or some are missing where there should be citations); references are not formatted. 

0.0 – The proposal lacks references.
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