Review Policy of FAS-RC
	The Arts & Sciences Research Committee has recently revised its criteria for recommendation of funding for URB proposals for the current academic year 2005-2006. As stated by the URB, this process is competitive and it is not necessarily the case that all proposals receive even a portion of the requested funds. In the following, please find (1) the procedure followed by the committee to evaluate such proposals, (2) some of the most important criteria used in this evaluation, and (3) general guidelines for the applicants.

	
Evaluation Procedure 

1. General proposals (small budget not exceeding $10,000) will be reviewed by faculty members from within the AUB community. In exceptional cases and/or upon the suggestion of the applicant(s), external reviewers may be consulted.

2. Group/collaborative proposals will be referred to external reviewers. The committee encourages such proposals, to which an amount greater than $10,000 can be allocated. 

3. Applications for renewal of multi-year grants will be reviewed.

4. The reviewers' comments will be sent to the applicant(s), but the names of the referees will remain confidential. A copy of the ‘referee evaluation form’ can be downloaded from this “webfasrc” web page. 
5. Applicant(s) should submit electronic versions and three hard copies of their proposals with the names of two possible reviewers. These will be added to the list of reviewers chosen by the committee before final selection. Applicants for group proposals MUST send (by e-mail to the Acting Chair of the committee) an electronic version of their proposals in addition to the three hard copies. 

6. On the basis of the criteria outlined below, proposals will be ranked and classified into four categories: highly recommended, strongly recommended, recommended, not recommended. Budgets may have to be adjusted depending on this ranking. 

	
Criteria for Evaluation 

1. Quality of presentation. (Wherever possible, the structure of the proposals is expected to correspond to the main sections specified by the FAS-RC, which can be found on the web page of the committee)
  

2. Importance of the projects as assessed by the reviewers in the relevant field and also by the committee.
  

3. Realistic, itemized, and carefully justified budgets.
  

4. Outcome of prior URB research grants (if any).
  

5. In the case of applications for renewal, a detailed and well written progress report will be absolutely essential. (Quality publication(s) resulting from work carried out so far, while not a pre-requisite, should guarantee renewal.) 

	
General Guidelines 

1. In the case of applications for renewal, the budget may not exceed that recommended for the previous year (Authors of proposals for multiyear grants should take this into account when preparing their applications.)
  

2. In the case of all proposals (including group proposals), the amount of money allocated for RAs should not exceed $4000. This is due to budget constraints.
  

3. Applicants are expected to have filled out the relevant supplementary forms (animal, radio-active materials, etc.)
  

4. The submission deadline set by either the OGC or by the committee is binding.
  

5. If an application is submitted to other funding agencies in addition to the URB, then this 
should be clearly stated.
  

6. Applicants should clearly indicate previous URB projects (if any) and resulting publications.

7. Final budget decisions are not made by the committee but rather by the URB. 
  

8. The committee strives to be fair and objective and to follow the criteria stated above. There is no mechanism for revision of its decisions. 


