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The UK Policy Framework for Health and Social Care requires that the Sponsor “ensur[es] that research proposals and protocols […] are scientifically sound (e.g. through independent expert review)”.
The reviewer should be independent and expert, and the peer review should be proportionate to the study.
For student projects, peer review can be provided by the supervisor.
The below table should be completed by the reviewer, and returned using an institutional email address for validation purposes.
If you have any questions, please contact the Research Governance Team.

	Project title
	

	Chief Investigator
	

	Please comment on the research value of the project
	For example:
· Is the research important
· Is it likely to lead to new understanding
· Is similar work underway or published elsewhere
· Who will the research benefit, and how

	Please comment on the clarity of the research aims and objectives
	

	Please explain whether the methods proposed will meet the aims of the project.
	For example:
· Is the proposal/protocol scientifically sound
· What are the strengths and weaknesses of the proposed research design
· Are any proposed quantitative methods suitable for the project; if complex, do they require the advice of a statistician
· Are any proposed qualitative methods suitable for the project

	Please comment on the feasibility of the project within the stated timeframe
	For example:
· Are participant numbers realistic



	Please comment on any ways in which the study could be improved
	









	If the study is applying for NIHR Research Delivery Network (RDN) Support, please comment on whether this peer review has met the following NIHR criteria for high-quality peer review. 













	Independent: At least two individual independent experts should have reviewed the study. The definition of independent used here is that the reviewers must be external to the investigators’ host institution, have no conflicts of interest, and not involved in the study in any way. Reviewers do not need to be anonymous.   






	
	Expert: Reviewers should have knowledge of the relevant discipline to consider the clinical and/or service based aspects of the protocol, and/or have the expertise to assess the methodological and statistical aspects of the study.







	
	Proportionate: Peer review should be commensurate with the size and complexity of the study. Large multicentre studies should have higher level (more reviewers with broader expertise and often independent review committee or board), and potentially international peer review.








	Please make any other comments
	

	Reviewer details
	Name/position/email address

	Review date
	dd/mm/yyyy




Thank you for completing this review.
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