Internal Review Procedures for Grant Applications
Highlights

· Near final or final proposals including cost forms should be submitted for internal review to the Deputy Director of Research (DDR) at least 4 weeks in advance of deadline for submission to funding body. 

· All applications require peer review of normally two colleagues. When submitting its proposal for internal review to the DDR the applicant must suggest one potential reviewer that is willing to review. Co-applicants cannot be reviewers of their own proposal. 

· In advance to submission for internal review applicants need to contact Research and Enterprise (R&E) for detailed grant application guidance, costing, intellectual property and contract advice and services. Final Costing forms will be prepared by R&E in parallel to the internal review process.  R&E will send the final proposal and cost form to the Head of Department (HoD) for approval. Only applications that have completed the internal review will be signed off by the HoD. Once the proposal has been signed off by the HoD, R&E will submit the proposal to the funding body
· In cases when funding is announced at short notice, agreement should be reached with DDR in advance to allow for a shorter lead in time but not less than 10 working days in advance of the deadline.
· For large grants - over £250,000 - an early review route is available where applicants are entitled to submit for approval three weeks in advance of the final deadline. To opt for this route, an abstract and statement of intent should be sent to the DDR no least than 8 weeks in advance of deadline for submission to funding body. 

· Mentorship can be offered to researchers without experience in funding, or applications identified by reviewers/DDR as in need of support. 
· All colleagues are requested to provide comments of funding organizations to the DDR
Background: 

There is a need to have procedures in place to assure the quality of funding applications submitted by researchers in the School. This practice is common in most university departments and indeed has been the case in our own, but over time the process has become unclear or not universally followed. Thus the purpose of this document is to clarify and update the system. This is particularly important in the context of the potential of institutions being blacklisted by funding bodies if they submit too many applications which are deemed to be below average quality standards. From this perspective, the review process is about guarding the interests of the majority at the School, not hindering individuals. The internal review process is not meant to be a bureaucratic hurdle. It aims to be an open and developmental process aimed to improve the quality of grant proposal, where reviewers can give advice and work with the applicants to improve the quality of the application. However, it is very important, and mandatory in this context, that reviewers’ advice is taken on board and used to amend the proposal by authors. The key aspect of the process is to endeavour to submit only proposals that stand a reasonable or good chance of success, therefore grant proposals should be improved sufficiently by the authors after they have received the review comments as a condition for its approval for submission. 
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1. Timelines 
Near final or final proposals including cost forms should be submitted to the Deputy Director of Research (DDR) at least 4 weeks in advance of deadline for submission to funding body. This timescale will allow appropriate time for feedback to be provided (up to 2 weeks) and considered by applicants (1 week). Once the application has been internally reviewed, a revised version should be submitted to the DDR 5 working days before the deadline to complete the internal process. The revised version should include: i) Grant Application, ii) Costs form, iii) Internal Peer Review and iv) Response to reviews. 

For large grants - over £250,000 - an early review route is available. An abstract and statement of intent should be sent to the DDR no least than 8 weeks in advance of deadline for submission to funding body. The statement of intent is a brief summary of the intended proposal objective/methods and outputs, participants and reasons why the applicant believes it can be successful. Grants opting for the early route will receive guidance from reviewers at this stage and are entitled to submit for approval three weeks in advance of the final deadline (reviewers will have a week to oversee the revised application).

In advance to submission for internal review applicants need to contact Research and Enterprise (R&E) for detailed grant application guidance, costing, intellectual property and contract advice and services. Final Costing forms will be prepared by R&E in parallel to the internal review process.  R&E will send the final proposal and cost form to the Head of Department (HoD) for approval. Only applications that have completed the internal review will be signed off by the HoD. Once the proposal has been signed off by the HoD, R&E will submit the proposal to the funding body. 

2. Review Process 
All applications require peer review of normally two colleagues. Co-applicants cannot be reviewers of their own proposal, but the applicant should suggest one potential reviewer. Reviewers should be at the reader/professor level, but exceptions can be allowed for review of small grants and early career applicants. The review process will be an open process where the name of reviewers will be known to applicants. However, at reviewers’ request, 
anonymity owing to special circumstances will be considered in a one-to-one basis. The reviewers will review the draft submission within 2 weeks, to give time to implement changes, and offer advice on general content, format, presentation, research plan, competitiveness and suitability. Reviewers will summarise their opinion by assigning the application into one of four categories: i) No changes suggested, ii) Minor changes suggested, iii) Substantial changes recommended, iv) Major concerns, submission not advised. 
After receiving the reviews, authors should amend the proposal accordingly and resubmit for approval. A full description of how reviewer’s comments have been addressed should be attached to the proposal. The reviewer will receive the revised proposal and comment on the extent of improvement in light of the review. Reviewers will have no obligation to revise multiple drafts of a proposal. The DDR will inform the HoD to what extent the comments have been addressed and advice on its approval. 

The applicant should propose one reviewer when submitting the proposal for internal review; such reviewer should have been previously approached by the applicant and willing to review. Subject Group convenors will further provide a pool of reviewers with appropriate expertise and willing to review. The subject group will identify colleagues with experience of participating on bids securing external funding from a range of organizations and across disciplines, propose qualified reviewers per topic and type of grant and confirm they conformity to collaborate in the review process. Lists of reserve peer reviewers who would be well placed to respond to requests received at short notice should be organised (“Emergency peer review”) and held with administration to allow last minute reviews when necessary. 

3. Flexibility 
In cases when funding is announced at short notice, agreement should be reached with DDR in advance to allow for a shorter lead in time but not less than 10 working days in advance of the deadline. Exceptional cases (such as colleagues with a proven track record in similar grants, grants involving more than one department or more than one university) and small grants (less than £10,000) can have only one review. If there are no emergency peer reviewers available, the onus will be on the applicant to identify a reviewer willing to revise the proposal at short term notice. 

4. Support 
Mentorship can be offered to researchers without experience in funding, or applications identified by reviewers/DDR as in need of support. Subject Groups are to identify potential mentors volunteering from within the school. Mentoring will be available to all colleagues on request (subject to availability of mentors) and where a colleague had three consecutive funding applications that have not been successful in a rolling 24 months period the Director of Research will present this option to the researcher. If refused and the application is not awarded, mentoring will be compulsory. All mentoring provision should be tailored specifically to the needs of the researcher 

5. Sharing 
All colleagues are requested to provide comments of funding organizations to the DDR. This applies to both successful and unsuccessful applications and all information will be treated confidentially with the aim of distilling key areas of concern of each funding body, thus learning collectively from individual experiences.
