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	No.
	Activity Code
	Mechanism
	Proposal Title
	Reviewers

	
	
	
	
	Primary
	Secondary
	Reader

	1
	K01
	Career Development Award
	Defining the impact of bisphenol A on a mouse model of multiple sclerosis
	Safe
	Welsh
	Skow

	2
	F32
	Individual Postdoctoral Fellowship
	The influence of stress on immune response to Theiler’s virus
	Skow
	Safe
	Welsh

	3
	ACORN
	In-house grant
	Utility of Plasma NT-proBNP for assessing hemodynamic significance of patent ductus arteriosis in dogs…
	Welsh
	Skow
	Safe


NIH Proposal Review, Criteria, and Scoring

Two-tiered:
1. Initial peer review (SRGs, IRGs, “study sections”)
2. I/C Advisory Council or Board (“Council”)
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The Center for Scientific Review (CSR) is the component of NIH that manages peer review of most grant applications. After a proposal is submitted, staff in the Division of Receipt and Referral analyze the scientific areas involved and assign the application to an appropriate Initial Review Group (IRG) or Study Section. The Study Section is managed by a Scientific Review Officer (SRO; formerly Scientific Review Administrator).

Scientific Review Officer (SRO): The SRO is an extramural staff scientist and oversees the scientific and technical review of applications assigned to a particular Study Section, either at CSR or in the Review Branches of NIH Institutes and Centers. The SRO analyzes the scientific areas involved in a group of applications, selects members of the peer review committee, assigns reviewers to applications based on topic areas and methods, manages the study section meetings, and prepares summary statements after the review is conducted.
Study Section Chair: The Chair serves as moderator of the discussion of scientific and technical merit of the applications under review and also serves as a peer reviewer for the meeting. 

Study Section Reviewers: Reviewers receive access to the grant applications approximately six weeks prior to the peer review meeting, prepare a written critique for each application assigned per the SRO based on review criteria and judgment of merit, assign numerical scores to each of five review criteria, and make recommendations concerning the scientific and technical merit of applications under review, concerning appropriateness of budget requests.

Program Director (Project Officer): Program Staff administer research programs as part of the scientific Divisions with the NIH Institutes and Centers. Grant applications are assigned to Project officers on the basis of scientific field and technical approach. PO’s provide policy and program guidance, assist applicants in interpreting summary statements, make funding recommendations on the basis of priority scores and program priorities, monitor grants after funding, and review progress reports.

National Advisory Council: Each NIH Institute or Center has a Council comprised of senior scientist as well as lay members. The council provides guidance to the Institute on policy and budgetary issues, and conducts the second-level review of new and competing grant applications. In this capacity, Council members review applications and summary statements for each of the three cycles per year. In general, they concur with the recommendations and priority scores of the study sections.
Institute Director: The Institute Director sets the overall goals and funding priorities for the Institute and makes the final decision for funding on all grant applications assigned to the Institute.

Grants Management Staff: Grants Management staff process new and competing grant awards, assure that grants adhere to the Institute and NIH policies and fiscal guidelines, and administer grants after funding. Applications that are recommended for funding are assigned to a staff member who processes financial aspects of the award and manages the grant throughout its duration.
Enhanced Review Criteria
Enhanced Review Criteria were implemented in January 2009. Each assigned Reviewer an Discussant gives a score on the five Scored Review Criteria. Each assigned Reviewer also gives a preliminary Impact score. If discussed at the Study Section, each member, without a conflict of interest, will give a final Impact score to the proposal. An Overall Impact score is calculated by averaging the final Impact scores to one decimal place and multiplying by ten.

Overall Impact. Reviewers will provide an overall impact/priority score to reflect their assessment of the likelihood for the project to exert a sustained, powerful influence on the research field(s) involved, in consideration of the following scored review criteria, and additional review criteria (as applicable for the project proposed).

Scored Review Criteria. Reviewers will consider each of the five review criteria below in the determination of scientific and technical merit, and give a separate score for each. An application does not need to be strong in all categories to be judged likely to have major scientific impact. For example, a project that by its nature is not innovative may be essential to advance a field.

· Significance. Does the project address an important problem or a critical barrier to progress in the field? If the aims of the project are achieved, how will scientific knowledge, technical capability, and/or clinical practice be improved? How will successful completion of the aims change the concepts, methods, technologies, treatments, services, or preventative interventions that drive this field?

· Investigator(s). Are the PD/PIs, collaborators, and other researchers well suited to the project? If Early Stage Investigators or New Investigators, or in the early stages of independent careers, do they have appropriate experience and training? If established, have they demonstrated an ongoing record of accomplishments that have advanced their field(s)? If the project is collaborative or multi-PD/PI, do the investigators have complementary and integrated expertise; are their leadership approach, governance and organizational structure appropriate for the project? 

· Innovation. Does the application challenge and seek to shift current research or clinical practice paradigms by utilizing novel theoretical concepts, approaches or methodologies, instrumentation, or interventions? Are the concepts, approaches or methodologies, instrumentation, or interventions novel to one field of research or novel in a broad sense? Is a refinement, improvement, or new application of theoretical concepts, approaches or methodologies, instrumentation, or interventions proposed?

· Approach. Are the overall strategy, methodology, and analyses well-reasoned and appropriate to accomplish the specific aims of the project? Are potential problems, alternative strategies, and benchmarks for success presented? If the project is in the early stages of development, will the strategy establish feasibility and will particularly risky aspects be managed? If the project involves clinical research, are the plans for 1) protection of human subjects from research risks, and 2) inclusion of minorities and members of both sexes/genders, as well as the inclusion of children, justified in terms of the scientific goals and research strategy proposed?

· Environment. Will the scientific environment in which the work will be done contribute to the probability of success? Are the institutional support, equipment and other physical resources available to the investigators adequate for the project proposed? Will the project benefit from unique features of the scientific environment, subject populations, or collaborative arrangements? 

Enhanced Scoring

The scoring system described below was implemented for applications submitted for funding consideration in January 2009. 
Before the SRG meeting, each reviewer and discussant assigned to an application will give a separate score for each of five scored review criteria. For all applications, even those not discussed by the full committee, the individual scores of the assigned reviewers and discussant(s) for these criteria are reported to the applicant.

In addition, each reviewer and discussant assigned to an application gives a preliminary overall impact/priority score for that application. The preliminary scores are used to determine which applications will be discussed in full. For each application that is discussed, a final impact score is given by each eligible committee member (without conflicts of interest). Each member's score reflects his or her evaluation of the overall impact that the project is likely to have on the research field(s) involved, rather than being a calculation of the reviewer's scores for each criterion.

The new scoring system utilizes a 9-point rating scale (1 = exceptional; 9 = poor). The final overall impact/priority score for each discussed application is determined by calculating the mean score from all the eligible members' impact (priority) scores, and multiplying the average by 10; the final overall impact/priority score is reported on the summary statement. Thus, the final overall impact/priority scores range from 10 (high impact) to 90 (low impact). Numerical impact (priority) scores are not reported for applications that are not discussed.

An application may be designated Not Recommended for Further Consideration (NRFC) by the Scientific Review Group if it lacks significant and substantial merit; presents serious ethical problems in the protection of human subjects from research risks; or presents serious ethical problems in the use of vertebrate animals, biohazards, and/or select agents. Applications designated as NRFC do not proceed to the second level of peer review (National Advisory Council/Board) because they cannot be funded. 

The following guidance has been given to reviewers to determine individual review criterion and overall impact/priority scores:
	Impact
	Score
	Descriptor
	Additional Guidance on Strengths/Weaknesses

	High
	1
	Exceptional
	Exceptionally strong with essentially no weaknesses 

	
	2
	Outstanding
	Extremely strong with negligible weaknesses 

	
	3
	Excellent
	Very strong with only some minor weaknesses 

	Impact
	Score
	Descriptor
	Additional Guidance on Strengths/Weaknesses

	Medium
	4
	Very Good
	Strong but with numerous minor weaknesses 

	
	5
	Good
	Strong but with at least one moderate weakness 

	
	6
	Satisfactory
	Some strengths but also some moderate weaknesses 

	Low
	7
	Fair
	Some strengths but with at least one major weakness 

	
	8
	Marginal
	A few strengths and a few major weaknesses 

	
	9
	Poor
	Very few strengths and numerous major weaknesses 

	Non-numeric score options: NR = Not Recommended for Further Consideration, 
DF = Deferred, AB = Abstention, CF = Conflict, NP = Not Present, ND = Not Discussed

	Minor Weakness:  An easily addressable weakness that does not substantially lessen impact
Moderate Weakness:  A weakness that lessens impact
Major Weakness:  A weakness that severely limits impact 


Sources:

NIH Office of Extramural Research > About Grants > Peer Review Process
http://grants.nih.gov/grants/peer_review_process.htm 
NIH Center for Scientific Review, Submission and Assignment Process
http://cms.csr.nih.gov/ResourcesforApplicants/Submission+And+Assignment+Process.htm 

The Proposal Review Process by Agency
NIH Center for Scientific Review
http://cms.csr.nih.gov/
NIH Review Criteria
http://funding.niaid.nih.gov/ncn/grants/cycle/part08.htm#f8
NIH Peer Review Process
http://cms.csr.nih.gov/AboutCSR/OverviewofPeerReviewProcess.htm
NIH Review Groups
http://cms.csr.nih.gov/PeerReviewMeetings/CSRIRGDescriptionNew/
NIH Study Section Rosters
http://www.csr.nih.gov/Committees/rosterindex.asp
Peer Review Policies & Practices
http://grants1.nih.gov/grants/peer/
Review Criteria At-a-Glance

http://grants.nih.gov/grants/peer/guidelines_general/Review_Criteria_at_a_glance.pdf
K01 Guide for Reviewers
http://grants1.nih.gov/grants/peer/k_awards/k01_guide_for_reviewers.pdf
Definitions of Criteria and Considerations for K Critiques

http://grants.nih.gov/grants/peer/critiques/k.htm
F32 Guide for Reviewers
http://grants.nih.gov/grants/peer/f_awards/f32_guide_for_reviewers.pdf
Definitions of Criteria and Considerations for F Critiques

http://grants.nih.gov/grants/peer/critiques/f.htm
CDC Peer Review Process
http://www.cdc.gov/od/science/PHResearch/peerreview.htm
NSF Overview of Merit Review
http://www.nsf.gov/bfa/dias/policy/meritreview/
NSF Review Process (GPG Sec. 3)
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/policydocs/pappguide/nsf08_1/gpg_3.jsp
Six Merit Review Facts from NSF
http://www.nsf.gov/bfa/dias/policy/meritreview/facts.jsp
NSF Review Process – Presentation

https://www.signup4.net/Upload/BOOZ12A/NATI309E/Spring10_MeritReview_Handout_100318.pdf
NSF Report to National Science Board on Merit Review Process

http://www.nsf.gov/nsb/publications/2009/nsb0943_merit_review_2008.pdf
Air Force Office of Scientific Research Review Process (Sec. 2.14)

DARPA Review Process

USDA Reviewer Guidelines
http://www.nifa.usda.gov/business/reviews.html
NASA Review Process (App. C)
http://www.hq.nasa.gov/office/procurement/nraguidebook/
DOE Review Process
http://www.sc.doe.gov/grants/process.html
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