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Thank you for agreeing to provide a peer review of a research proposal submitted for funding. For a
description of the Great Lakes Fishery Commission’s (commission) programs, please review the web

site www.glfc.org.

Proposals are reviewed based on four general criteria:

Peer review of proposals - Every research proposal submitted to the commission is subjected to a
review by scientific peers. A recommendation to the commission for funding a project will be
highly dependent upon positive, favorable reviews of the proposal.

Relationships to fishery agency and commission programs - Research projects will have a high
priority for fundingif they relate directly to the Convention on Great Lakes Fisheries, the
commission’s Strategic Vision, Fish Community Objectives, or the research priorities identified
in State of the Lake conferences, by the Lake Committees, or by the Sea Lamprey Control Board.
Most projects supported by the commission’s Fishery and Sea Lamprey Research Programs are
organized under broad research theme areas that describe topics important to fishery or sea
lamprey management in the Great Lakes. These theme areas establish key research questions
and hypotheses that become the focus of specific projects. Research themes for the Fishery
Research Program can be found at http://www.glfc.org/fishery-research.php. Research themes
for the Sea Lamprey Research Program can be found at http://www.glfc.org/sea-lamprey-

research.php.

Importance to conservation, rehabilitation, and sustainability of fisheries - Research projects will
have a high priority for funding if they relate to a species of conservation or rehabilitation
concernor if they are critical to the achievement of healthy Great Lakes ecosystemes.

Past performance - Project leaders should have demonstrated technical expertise to complete the
project or have co-investigators or appropriate partnerships with other organizations to meet
all the requirements of the project. Projects must be non-duplicative with other projects.
Principal and co- investigators should have had successful experience with similar projects.

Please read the attached conflict-of-interest statement for peer reviewers. If you are not sure whether
a conflict of interest exists, please notify the appropriate research program associate (frp@glfc.org or
slrp@glfc.org) before you decline to review.

Peer reviews are completed by answering a number of questions in an online form. A template for
these questions is provided for your convenience below. Explanations for your answers are critically
important to help project leaders revise and improve their proposals. Yes / No answers without
explanation are not helpful. Reviews will be shared with the investigators, but your identity will not
be revealed.

Thank you for your assistance in the commission’s research program.
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Proposal Title:

Name of Investigator:

Please respond to the questions below under four categories: (1) Rationale; (2) Scientific
Merit; (3) Budget, Logistics, and Qualifications; and (4) Summary of Proposal. For each
guestion, choose from the provided descriptions one which best describes your assessment
of that element of the proposal.

Following each question, please provide an explanation to support your choice. Use the text
box to clarify and expand on your selection. These explanations help with the evaluation of
the proposal and provide important feedback to the investigators.

Rationale:

NOTE: Relevance of the proposed research to the commission and its partner mandates,
missions, vision, and objectives has been established by the Board of Technical Experts or
Sea Lamprey Research Board at the pre-proposal stage and should not be considered in
your review.

1. How important is the proposed research to advancing knowledge and understanding

within its own field or across different fields (please explain)?

Research fills a key gap
and could significantly
advance field; could
advance knowledge
across a range of
disciplines.

Research addresses a
key uncertainty and
relates to other ongoing
or required efforts in
field.

Research furthers aline of
inquiry or is a necessary
next step, but will not
likely provide major
advances in the field.

Research not likely
to advance field.

2. Does this proposal adequately review the related scientific literature (please explain)?
If not, what key publications have not been cited and reviewed (please list)?

Literature
extensively
reviewed. All key
publications are
referenced.

Adequate literature
review; some additional
literature could improve
proposal.

Literature review
limited; some key
publications missing.

Inadequate
literature review;
background
knowledge weak.



http://www.glfc.org/

3. Does the proposal demonstrate awareness of similar work being conducted elsewhere
(please explain)? Please describe any related projects not addressed in the proposal
and include, if possible, names and organizations involved.

Related and ongoing
research explicitly
referenced and
proposed research

Acknowledges related
and ongoing research,
but does not explicitly
link proposed research to

Acknowledges some
current related or ongoing
research, but proposal
could be improved by

No demonstrated
knowledge of related
or ongoing research.

integrated. these efforts. referencing additional
related work or
integrating with related
efforts.
Scientific Merit:

1. Aretheresearch objectives clear and focused? Are objectives presented correctly as
statements related to scientific understanding based on interpretation of data
analyses (rather than methodological steps such as collect data, conduct experiments,
analyze data, write report). Do the objectives identify a pattern, process, or
relationship among variables to be examined? Can the objectives be used to evaluate
project progress? Do objectives reflect the research questions to be answered, the
hypotheses to be tested, or the processes to be examined (please explain)?

Research objectives are
clearly stated, focused
and correctly expressed
as statements related to
scientific understanding
based on interpretation
of data analyses rather
than expressions of
methodological steps.

Research objectives are
understandable and
correctly expressed as
statements related to
scientific understanding
based on interpretation
of data analyses rather
than expressions of
methodological steps.

Research objectives are
understandable, but may
lack focus and/or clarity
or may not directly
relate to scientific
understanding.

Research objectives
require clarity and focus
and must be linked to
scientific understanding
rather than
methodological steps.

2. Will the proposed methods accomplish the objectives? Is the experimental design
correct (e.g., sample size, sampling frequency, spatial/temporal distribution of
sample collection)? What modifications should be incorporated (please explain)?

Experimental or
investigative methods
proposed to achieve the
objectives are
appropriate.

Experimental or
investigative methods
sufficient to achieve the
objectives, but
alternative procedures
may be more
appropriate.

Experimental or
investigative methods
could benefit from
updated/alternative
procedures. An
inappropriate method
may be present, but is not
considered a “fatal flaw.”
Methods incompletely
documented.

Experimental or
investigative methods
flawed and not
appropriate to achieve
objectives. Experimental
methods inadequately
detailed.




3. Arethe proposed statistical tests appropriate and sufficient to achieve the
objectives? What other types of analyses should be considered (please explain)?

Statistical methods are
up to date and
appropriate to achieve
objectives. No
additional/alternative
analyses required.

Statistical methods are
appropriate to achieve
objectives; however,
additional and/or
alternative approaches
could improve the power
of the study.

Statistical methods could
partially achieve
objectives; however,
additional and/or
alternative approaches
could improve the power
of the study.

Statistical methods
flawed and/or
inappropriate. Statistical
methods inadequately
detailed.

4. |sthe proposed research feasible? What is the probability that the objectives will be

achieved

(please explain)?

Attainment of objectives
is feasible.

Attainment of objectives
is likely feasible; may be
ambitious or some
uncertainties exist.

Attainment of
objectives may be
feasible with revised
sampling and/or
analytical design.

Attainment of objectives is
not feasible as proposed.

n lifications:

1. Isthe budget appropriate for the research proposed? (please explain)

Budget appropriate
and cost efficient.

Budget appropriate,
but some uncertainties
exist.

Budget differs from
expected; some line
items deficient in detail;
unanticipated costs; or
missing costs.

The budget is
inappropriate or lacking
sufficient details; budget
not linked to methods.




2. Arethe proposed research personnel (e.g., graduate students, technicians, postdocs)
and equipment (e.g., lab facilities) appropriate to achieve the objectives? Are the test
subjects or specimens available or can they easily be collected? Is the schedule for
completion reasonable? What is the probability that the objectives will be achieved
in the time frame proposed (please explain)?

Resources (personnel
and equipment)
appropriate and
available. The proposed
objectives are
appropriately
scheduled and are very
likely to be achieved
within the time frame
proposed.

Resources (personnel and
equipment) acceptable;
however, additional
personnel may be
required; samples or
equipment may not be
available. Proposed
objectives are
appropriately scheduled
and are likely to be
achieved within the time
frame proposed; some
minor resolvable issues in
program delivery
schedule.

Resources (personnel and
equipment) may not be
adequate to achieve
project objectives.
Questionable whether the
schedule to complete the
proposed objectives is
feasible.

Resources (personnel and
equipment) to achieve
project objectives
inadequate or
unavailable. Objectives
not likely to be achieved
within the proposed time
frame.

3. Towhat degree are the investigators qualified by education, training, and/or
experience to conduct the proposed research? Are there other investigators,
collaborators, or agencies that should be involved in this project? If so, what
organizations, or types of expertise, are missing and what are your recommendations
for dealing with this deficiency (please explain)?

Expertise, relevant
organizations, or
investigators appropriate
to achieve objectives.
Research team highly
qualified with required
experience in relevant
fields.

Research team could be
strengthened by
additional expertise in
particular field.

Additional expertise,
relevant organizations,
or investigators
required. Research
team minimally capable
of achieving objectives.

Additional expertise,
relevant organizations,
or investigators
required. Research
team does not have
adequate training or
experience to achieve
research objectives.

Summary of Proposal:

1. Does this proposal contain any critical flaws that would affect the feasibility,
applicability, and/or timely completion of the proposed research (please explain)?

2. Does the proposal apply new conceptual or technological approaches to solving
problems or investigating processes (please explain)?




Given your overall impression of the proposal, would you support this research?
Strong proposal; would strongly support.

A well-written proposal requiring minor revisions; would support if minor revisions were
addressed.

Research question is relevant but proposal requires major revisions; suggest
resubmission.

Research question is inherently flawed or irrelevant, do no support.
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