
By	
  Alan	
  Heavens,	
  but	
  presented	
  by	
  the	
  “victim”	
  



 Are	
  the	
  panel	
  specialists?	
  	
  Probably	
  not.	
  
 E.g.	
  large	
  difference	
  between	
  ERF	
  and	
  URF	
  	
  

 Do	
  they	
  have	
  a	
  zillion	
  proposals	
  to	
  read?	
  	
  
Probably.	
  

 Do	
  you	
  need	
  to	
  end	
  up	
  in	
  the	
  top	
  say	
  10%?	
  
Probably	
  yes.	
  

 Do	
  they	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  told	
  why	
  you	
  are	
  doing	
  this?	
  	
  
Yes.	
  



 Proposal	
  is	
  Peder	
  Norberg’s	
  STFC	
  Advanced	
  
Fellowship	
  (e.g.	
  ERF)	
  proposal	
  from	
  a	
  few	
  
years	
  ago	
  
 Signs	
  of	
  accomplishment	
  (2+	
  years	
  after	
  Ph.D.)	
  
  Independent	
  researcher	
  
 Leadership	
  
 Grand	
  vision	
  
 Esteem	
  	
  

  It	
  came	
  close	
  (~12	
  awards	
  from	
  c.	
  200	
  
applications)	
  





  Diversion	
  
  Too	
  many	
  

references	
  (>0)	
  
  Too	
  low-­‐key	
  

  2dF	
  was	
  really	
  
important	
  

  Where	
  is	
  the	
  big	
  
picture?	
  

  What	
  is	
  the	
  main	
  
science	
  goal?	
  



  This	
  is	
  good	
  

Standard	
  theory	
  
may	
  have	
  
problems	
  on	
  
small	
  scales	
  

Why	
  fund	
  now?	
  

Only	
  GAMA	
  can	
  
probe	
  this	
  
regime	
  



75%	
  of	
  the	
  Universe	
  is	
  in	
  an	
  unknown	
  
form,	
  Dark	
  Energy,	
  and	
  it’s	
  WEIRD…	
  

Talk	
  yourself	
  up,	
  not	
  down	
  



  I	
  am	
  co-­‐PI	
  of	
  the	
  GAMA	
  survey,	
  and	
  I	
  lead	
  
the	
  …	
  analysis.	
  

  I	
  have	
  responsibility	
  for	
  delivering…	
  
  I	
  was	
  invited	
  to	
  lead…	
  
  I	
  recognised	
  the	
  capability	
  of…	
  and	
  

proposed…	
  
  NOT	
  ‘I	
  am	
  involved	
  in…’	
  



 Say	
  how	
  you	
  will	
  tackle	
  a	
  problem,	
  don’t	
  just	
  
say	
  what	
  the	
  problem	
  is	
  



  Headings	
  should	
  act	
  as	
  aides-­‐memoire,	
  and	
  science-­‐driven	
  

If	
  they	
  understand	
  it,	
  they	
  may	
  have	
  a	
  strong	
  opinion	
  on	
  it	
  
(good	
  or	
  bad…)	
  but	
  confusion	
  will	
  probably	
  not	
  put	
  you	
  at	
  
the	
  top…	
  



  Peder	
  had	
  >6000	
  citations,	
  but	
  had	
  no	
  first-­‐author	
  
paper	
  from	
  2002-­‐2007	
  

  How	
  should	
  you	
  handle	
  that?	
  	
  Tricky	
  judgement	
  
  I’m	
  not	
  sure,	
  to	
  be	
  honest.	
  	
  My	
  (current)	
  advice	
  would	
  

be:	
  	
  
  Don’t	
  draw	
  explicit	
  attention,	
  but	
  maybe	
  mention	
  

somewhere	
  the	
  publication	
  policy	
  –	
  Peder	
  is	
  in	
  the	
  
first	
  few	
  authors	
  (i.e.	
  those	
  who	
  did	
  the	
  work)	
  in	
  6	
  of	
  
the	
  8	
  highest-­‐cited	
  2dF	
  papers.	
  	
  

  Try	
  to	
  give	
  a	
  panel	
  member	
  who	
  favours	
  you	
  (if	
  there	
  
is	
  one)	
  a	
  response	
  if	
  the	
  weak	
  point	
  is	
  raised.	
  



  Start	
  with	
  the	
  big	
  picture	
  -­‐	
  remember	
  that	
  most	
  
assessors	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  specialists	
  

  Emphasize	
  your	
  role,	
  especially	
  leading	
  
 Why	
  you?	
  	
  
 Why	
  now?	
  
  Include	
  indicators	
  of	
  esteem	
  
 Does	
  it	
  fit	
  in	
  with	
  Research	
  Council	
  strategy?	
  
 Make	
  it	
  clear	
  what	
  the	
  main	
  points	
  are	
  
  If	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  weakness	
  which	
  might	
  raise	
  a	
  
question,	
  consider	
  including	
  an	
  answer	
  obliquely	
  
in	
  the	
  proposal	
  (somewhere)	
  


