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Send this form, together with a completed copy of your application, to each of your referees.  

Referees are requested to complete this form and e-mail it (as an attachment) to:

eldp@soas.ac.uk
All references must be received no later than midnight (GMT) on 2nd January 2008.
1 Principal Applicant and Project Details  
	Title and family name
	

	First name
	

	Title of project 
	


2 Referee Details  
	Title and family name
	

	First name
	

	Position held 
	

	Address of employing institution
	

	Email address
	


3 Referee Comments 
As a referee, you are invited to comment on each of the points below.  Please write within the boxes, and extend the boxes as required. In commenting, you may wish to refer to the Panel’s assessment criteria attached to this form. Our aim is to provide as much feedback to the applicant as possible, but feedback will not be linked to any named individual. If you have any comments that you do not wish to be passed on, please indicate this clearly.

3a. Outline the significance and importance of the project, and the contribution it will make, if successful, to the documentation of endangered languages 
	


3b. Comment on the appropriateness, effectiveness and feasibility of the proposed research methods and the likelihood that it will produce the proposed outcome in the timescale proposed 

	


3c. Comment on the ability of the applicant(s) to bring the project to fruition, as evidenced not only in the application itself, but also in their previous track record
	


3d. If you are in a position to judge, state whether the project   represents good value for money, that is, whether the significance and quality of the projected outcomes reflect the amount of funds applied for
	


3e. Highlight any weaknesses you have identified in the proposal
	


3f. Highlight strengths you have identified in the proposal
	


3g. You are invited to provide any other comments which you consider we should take into account when assessing this project
	


PARAMETERS

The relevance of particular criteria will obviously vary with the specific nature of the projects involved.  As such, not every proposal need contain detailed information relating to all the categories:  

Criteria

1. Language context

· Degree of endangerment of the languages under study
· Uniqueness of the language and the culture within which it is spoken
· Typological interest of the language and the research project
· Experience and qualifications of the researcher in the context of the particular language(s) to be documented
2. Documentation methods (projects that are exclusively devoted to the compilation of grammars and/or dictionaries will not be given a high priority.) 
· Familiarity with the documentation theory and practice

· How the project is shaped by specific factors of the language and community (ie. the degree to which the project is tailor-made rather than being generic)

· Type of equipment used and demonstrated expertise in using the equipment well

· Ratio of time spent in the field and annotating the corpus in relation to overall project time

· Sensitivity to issues of data structuring and handling, metadata, and archiving

· Willingness to innovate and explore possibilities and the boundaries of documentation                             

3. Community contexts

· Demonstrated links to communities and organisations

· Skills transfer from the researcher to students and community members

· Team-based approach with active contribution from speaker community

· Demonstrated familiarity with principles of ethical research

4. Budget

· Well-formulated budget that matches ELDP budgetary criteria

· Appropriate levels of expenditure for equipment and fieldwork in the overall budget context

· Appropriate levels of budget for the community context (eg. allocating less than 1% of the budget to local community training, payments or support will not be highly rated)

5. Research Outcomes

· Rich data set documenting language use and socio-cultural practices (as opposed to only grammar or only linguistics)

· Usefulness of project outcomes for future research and language support

· Media products as primary output

· Outputs as a contribution to furthering understanding of language documentation and support for endangered languages

· Extent of material to be annotated and deposited in the Archive (e.g. number of hours of recordings)
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