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FUNDING PANEL METHODS 
BEFORE FUNDING PANEL 

Early in the semester students are placed in small groups (typically 4-6 students per 
group) based on related research interests that served as settings for informal peer 
review draft research proposals. Following revisions and First Full Submission (first 
draft of the entire proposal), the small groups were combined into funding panels 
(8-12 students) of related topics; for example, a microbiology peer review group 
might be combined with a genetics group.  We matched Funding Panel topics across 
classes to have students review proposals from another section. This reduced the 
chance that students knew the author of the evaluated proposal. Each student 
reviewed two proposals, one as the lead reviewer.  Each reviewer turned in a detailed 
written review and analysis and edits for their two proposals.   
 

FUNDING PANEL 
The entire funding panel received abstracts for all proposals.  Each proposal was 
‘presented’ by the lead reviewer, with support from the second reviewer.  The entire 
panel ranked each proposal on a scale of 1 to 4 (1 – serious flaws, 2- major revisions 
needed, 3 – minor revisions needed, 4 – fundable in current form).  Each panel then 
selected their top reviewed proposal ‘to be funded’.  To be funded proposals had the 
chance to be exempt from further revisions and submission of the Final Submission 
at the discretion of the course instructor.  In addition to written reviews, each student 
engaged in the panel discussion and scoring. Authors then received two anonymous 
reviews from their peers. 
 

POST FUNDING PANEL SURVEY 
A post-funding panel survey was used to assess students’ perceptions of the 
experience and their learning. Quantitative data were evaluated with a one-sample t-
test and a hypothesized mean of 3. Qualitative data were examined for patterns and/ 
or themes that illustrated students’ development. 
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CURRICULUM 
“Students are introduced to the philosophy and methodology of the scientific 
practice in this discussion-format seminar.  Through self practice and collaborative 
review, students learn: philosophical and practical differences between physical and 
historical science; ethical issues surrounding the practice of science, hypothesis 
generation and testing; experimental design; construction of a research proposal; 
composition of a scientific paper; oral presentation; facilitation of a discussion; and 
critical review of scientific literature and research proposals. The course 
(information) is located at  http://www.fgcu.edu/sciproc/. 

Table 1: Course Objectives 
Elements that were addressed and enhanced by the funding 

are bolded and underlined. 
1. Introduce students to the practice of science (theoretical basis, philosophy and 
practical and theoretical methodology). 

2. Develop the ability to critically evaluate science and relate evaluations to 
peers 

4. Develop skills associated with the presentation of scientific information (e.g., 
proposals, primary journal articles, poster and oral presentations). 

9.  Instill within students an understanding of the ethics of scientific practice. 

Course Elements Reinforced  
in the Funding Panel 

Unit I - Introduction to Scientific Practice:  Philosophy and Methodology 

 C.  Problems of Assumption and the Need for a Mechanism  
 E.  A Model Framework for Scientific Design   

Unit II -  Ethics of Science  

 A.  Ethical considerations of being a scientist  
 B.  Society's application of scientific results 

Unit III - Design of Individual Projects and Generation of a Research Proposal  

 A.  Review Research Proposals & Their Structure  
 B.  Identifying Questions & Defining Hypotheses  
 E.  Peer Review 

ABSTRACT 
The Scientific Process is a required course for science majors in the College of Arts and Sciences.  It was developed and 
is typically delivered collaboratively, through team-teaching.  Students engage the history, philosophy, ethics, and 
methods of scientific disciplines in an interdisciplinary context.  A principle assignment for the course is the 
development of an individual research proposal through which the students demonstrate their understanding of science 
processes.  In the Fall of 2009 we initiated a course modification to include a funding panel simulation where students 
participate in an anonymous peer review of proposals from students in other sections of the course.  We report on the 
results of the multiple efforts to run this simulation where we have modified the size of funding panels, the degree of 
overlap of interest/expertise of the student reviewers, and the preparation and delivery of the simulation. Post-simulation 
assessments indicate the students’ enjoyment of the simulation and perceived increased insight into writing an effective 
proposal.  An unanticipated benefit of the simulation is real-world ethical issues that provide a powerful bridge to the 
unit on science ethics. 

RESULTS 

Figure 1: Students described the funding panel in  
positive terms.  
1. Q1 – Students considered the experience valuable  
(t = 17.7, df = 39, p < 0.001). 
2. Q2 – Students felt that they learned more about writing an 
effective proposal by participating in the funding panel  
(t = 8.48, df = 39, p < 0.001). 
3. Q3 – Students also felt that they learned more about the 
process of science by participating in the funding panel  
(t = 7.41, df = 39, p < 0.001). 

Theme Student Qualitative Responses 

Improved Writing 

Seeing the mistakes in other proposals brought to light the mistakes in my own paper. 
Having the objective view was really helpful. 
I was good to see what others did well and what they could improve on. It made me 
realize the strengths and weaknesses of my own proposal. 
Other reviewers caught things I didn't catch while doing my peer review, so that would 
encourage writing a more complete, thorough proposals. 

Personal Improvement 

It helped me realize by picking apart other's proposals that mine may not have been as 
strong as I thought. 
Other people have observed strengths/ weaknesses that I have not. It was interesting to 
discuss opinions, agreements, and disagreements. 
I learned a lot from it. And I felt that it helped me develop a better methodology in 
constructing my own proposal. 

Enhanced understanding of 
Scientific Process 

It helped me understand the rigorous process of reviewing. It makes me confident in 
science because now I know the reviewing process is very extensive. 
It was really difficult to read every abstract & give useful feedback; a real funding 
(panel) is probably 100X more difficult. Also, looking at the way the other proposals 
were structured helped. 
Specific expectations were pointed out - it was relatively brutal for only a class peer-
review so I'd expect an actual funding panel would be the same or worse. 

Ethical Considerations 

I feel that knowing the individual does bias the judging process, because you are 
constantly thinking about them. 
I wanted to be more honest but I felt bad for who I was reviewing. 

It was really tempting to look up people we are reviewing on Facebook I might have 
graded more harshly and meanly. 
I like to think that I would be as equally honest to anybody, regardless of if I knew 
them or not. 

EMERGING CONCLUSIONS 
• Students find the Funding Panel Simulation both helpful and enjoyable; 
• Collectively discussing and critiquing proposals appeared to help students 
recognize strengths and weaknesses of proposals, illuminate the diversity of 
perspectives on critical evaluation of a proposal, and increase students efficacy 
in their own writing; 
• Students were unexpectedly committed to thorough, critical review; and 
• Students express a deeper understanding and appreciation of scientific process 
and a realization of the value of peer review. 

• Students recognized ethical issues associated with personal knowledge of the 
author and 
• Students also recognized the ethical obligation to engage in honest and 
thorough peer review. 
• In the future, we would like to experiment with funding panels that are 
‘double-blind’ so that the reviewers do not know the authors names. 


