UAB School of Health Professions

Research Pilot Grant Scoring Sheet

Grant Title: 

Primary Investigator: 

Reviewer: 






Date:

Scoring Rubric: The UAB SHP Review will follow the NIH general guidelines for scoring for grant submissions. 

	Degree of Impact
	Impact Score
	Descriptor
	Additional Guidance on Strengths/Weaknesses

	High
	1
	Exceptional
	Exceptionally strong with essentially no weaknesses

	
	2
	Outstanding
	Extremely strong with negligible weaknesses

	
	3
	Excellent
	Very strong with only some minor weaknesses

	Moderate
	4
	Very Good
	Strong but with numerous minor weaknesses

	
	5
	Good
	Strong but with at least one moderate weakness

	
	6
	Satisfactory
	Some strengths but also some moderate weaknesses

	Low
	7
	Fair
	Some strengths but with at least one major weakness

	
	8
	Marginal
	A few strengths and a few major weaknesses

	
	9
	Poor
	Very few strengths and numerous major weaknesses

	Definitions
Minor: easily addressable weakness that does not substantially lessen the impact of the project.
Moderate: weakness that lessens the impact of the project.
Major: weakness that severely limits the impact of the project.


To arrive at an overall impact score, reviewers consider the following core (score driving) review criteria:

· Significance

· Investigator Qualifications/Potential

· Innovation
· Impact
· Approach

· Future Extramural Funding Strategy
Additional Criteria for consideration include:

· Budget & Budget Justification

· Biosketches & Supplementary materials

· Team composition and letters of support 

· Incorporation of feedback from previous summary statements

· Feasibility

	Research Merit Score Criteria
	Criteria
	Score (1-9)
	Comments

	1. Significance
	Will the findings contribute to generalizable knowledge? Are there implications of the fundings for further research, education, or practice? Does this work align with the mission of SHP?
	
	Strengths:

Weaknesses:

	2. Investigator Qualifications/ Potential
	Is the Investigator capable of carrying out the research in the timeframe proposed? Does the investigator have a solid team (including mentorship) in place?
	
	Strengths:

Weaknesses:

	3. Innovation
	Does the proposal explore new ideas, methodologies, different positions, and alternatives to reach novel outcomes? 
	
	Strengths:

Weaknesses:

	4. Approach
	Is the scientific or scholarly frame of reference stated clearly? Are methods novel, appropriate, or rigorous as required for the success of the project? Does it flow logically from the problem and purpose? Are the statistical analyses appropriate for this proposal?
	
	Strengths:

Weaknesses:

	5. Faculty Development & Future Funding Strategy
	Does the proposal clearly denote how this award will specifically advance the candidate’s career development? Does the proposal include a strong strategy for securing follow-on extramural funding?
	
	Strengths:

Weaknesses:

	 Overall Impact Score (NOTE: Not a sum of the total)
	
	

	Budget & Other Support Pages
	Is the Budget included and appropriate for the scope of the proposal? Does the Faculty have requisite time/FTE to execute the research?
	
	Notes:

	Biosketches
	Do the Biosketches clearly align with the goals of the proposal for the development of the candidate? 
	
	Notes:


Additional Comments:
2
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