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1. Approach to the Problem (20 points)  

a. Did the PI state why the issue/problem being addressed is a high priority for California 

agriculture?  Is the proposed research really a California agriculture problem?   

b. Did the PI establish foundational support for the proposed project through a clear and 

adequate review of the relevant literature?    

c. Were the short and long-term benefits of the anticipated research outcomes provided 

and adequately stated? 

 

2. Statement of Methodology (25 points)  

a. Were the objectives clearly stated and related to the purpose of the project?   

b. Did the PI provide details which clearly state the parts of the project that will be covered 

by the ARI and the parts that will be covered by matching funds? 

c. Did the PI provide enough information within the proposal for the reviewer to evaluate 

the project’s merits and the likelihood for success?   

d. Are resources available and adequate for the proposed project?   

e. Were the experimental design, data collection and analyses adequately presented? 

 

3. Dissemination Plan (10 points)  

Each plan must contain a detailed account of the actions that will be taken to disseminate 

project results to the California agricultural industry and consumers.  Note this requires 

communicating results beyond the PI’s professional society.   

a. Were events (e.g., growers conferences, commodity-sponsored conferences, etc.) listed 

that the PI would attend and present results of research?   

b. Were publication outlets listed (e.g., ARI website, peer-reviewed journals, technical/lay 

reports and/or articles, etc.)? 

 

4. Evidence of Economic Impact (15 points)  

a. Does the PI indicate how the results, if successful and implemented, would impact CA 

agriculture?   

b. Is the research fundamentally basic with an indefinite time frame of impact or is the 

research applied and more likely to have an impact within a relatively short time?   

c. For the proposed project, is there evidence of the presence of the relative industry in 

the state?   

d. Are there letters of support from the industry? 

e. If industry funding was not provided, did the PI provide information about why the 

project has failed to gain industry support?  

 

5. Staffing (10 points)  

a. Were the roles and responsibilities of each member named in the proposal clearly and 

adequately described? 
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b. Are the project members adequately trained and qualified to conduct the proposed 

research?   

 

6. Budget Narrative (15 points)  

a. Does the budget appear appropriate for the stated objectives? 

b. Are enough details included in the budget narrative to properly evaluate the proposal? 

 

7. Outcomes Evaluation Plan (5 points)  

a. Were outcomes/accomplishments adequately described?  Note that these could include 

a change in knowledge, change in efficiency/profitability, methodology in the industry, 

etc.     

 

8. Please provide the overall score for the proposal and a final recommendation.  

a. Fund as is 

b. Fund with minor revision  

c. Major revision needed.  Encourage to resubmit in next round.   

d. Do not fund.  Project does not fit the scope of the ARI.     

 


