Assessment of an Application to the ISAP Fund
Please assess briefly on this form one submitted Application for the ISAP Fund. In order to help the Management Committee with the selection of successful Applications we would ask you to provide for each criterion a star ranking out of 5 and a brief comment (see the matrix at the end). Please use a separate document for each Application. Please keep it in Word format and do not convert to a .pdf file. This will make it easier to extract your text from the document. Your comments may, anonymously, become part of the ISAP feedback to the applicant.
The star ranking is intended to reflect the following scale: 
1 = unfundable; should not be resubmitted
2 = not funded in its current state; requires considerable revision in a number of areas
3 = fundable; but barely meets the requirements
4 = fundable; but could be improved in several areas
5 = fundable; should definitely be funded, requires only very minor, or no, improvements
Please also consult the general guidelines (http://www.archprospection.org/isap-fund) on the ISAP Fund before completing this form.
Name of Proposal’s Principal Investigator
	


Reviewer’s Name

	


1. Application Quality
What is the overall quality of the Work to be funded? Strengths and weaknesses? Depending on the type of Work to be undertaken this may relate to scientific quality, publication relevance or scope of public engagement.
	Stars (1-5): 
	
	


You comments:
	


2. Application Details
How well does the Application address the details and principles required on the application form?
	Stars (1-5): 
	
	

	Is the funding sought realistic?
	yes/no

	If the Work is part of a larger Overall Project, then is the Work to be funded sufficiently self-contained such that it can be concluded independently and a final report provided even if there are problems with the Overall Project?
	yes/no/NA

	Are the publication plans realistic?
	yes/no


Your comments on these items and on other aspects of the fields on the application form (e.g. ethical issues, third-party services, archiving):
	


3. Relevance to ISAP

How relevant and important to ISAP and its members is the Work and its output (scientifically, publicity, engagement with the general public, impact on policy-makers etc.)? How will the outcomes benefit other ISAP members?
	Stars (1-5): 
	
	


Your comments:

	


4. Overall Value
Given the Work to be undertaken, what do you consider to be the overall value of the Application?
	Stars (1-5): 
	
	


Your comments:

	


	Section:
	1

Application Quality
	2

Application Details
	3

Relevance to ISAP
	4

Overall Value

	5 - star
	The Work will make a major contribution to the state of the field.
	The Work is well organised, with a sound methodology, and realistic budgets and timescales. The PI is well placed to deliver the Work as described, with a track-record of delivery.
	The Work satisfies all of the stated aims of ISAP as a Society and the ISAP Fund in particular.
	The Work requires only very minor, or no, improvements and should definitely be funded,

	4 - star
	The Work will contribute to advancing scientific knowledge in the field, complementing other current work. Publications will add new insights. Public engagement will draw in new audiences.
	The Work is well organised, and budgets/timescales seem feasible. The PI makes a convincing case for the viability of the Work, though there may be less evidence of previous delivery, and/or methodological questions.
	The Work satisfies most of the stated aims of ISAP as a Society and the ISAP Fund in particular.
	The Work could be improved in several areas but should be funded.

	3 - star
	The Work will provide supplementary data/evidence within the field. Publications will complement existing knowledge. Engagement will be limited to already established links.
	The Work is methodologically sound, though the organisation of the Work is suspect, with either budgetary or timetabling issues apparent from the Application. 
	The Work satisfies some of the stated aims of ISAP as a Society and the ISAP Fund in particular.
	The Work barely meets the funding requirements, but could be funded.

	2 - star
	The Work is sound, but adds little (if anything) to the state of knowledge in the field. Publications provide little additional insights. Little engagement is achieved.
	The Work is methodologically sound, though the organisation is suspect, with both budgetary and timetabling issues apparent from the application.
	The Work satisfies few of the stated aims of ISAP as a Society and the ISAP Fund in particular.
	The Work requires considerable revisions in a number of areas and should not be funded in its current state.

	1 - star
	The Work is derivative and/or adds nothing new to the state of knowledge in the field. Publications add no new insights. No engagement with relevant audiences is evident.
	The Work as a whole is suspect with methodological, budgetary, and timetabling issues apparent from the application.
	The Work satisfies none of the stated aims of ISAP as a Society and the ISAP Fund in particular.
	The Work cannot be funded and would require a complete change if resubmitted.
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