Review guidelines
[bookmark: _GoBack]Turn in a ½-1 page (single spaced) critique of your classmate’s proposal (assignments to be given). Describe the strengths and weaknesses of the Significance, Innovation, and Approach secations, using the criteria described below.  I realize that these sections are not explicitly scored for F31s, but reviewers might not remember that (and this will give you practice for other future grants).  Give each a score of HIGH or MODERATE each category and write bullet points for the strengths and weaknesses. See the 
Scoring Table for Research Grants
	Impact
	Impact/Priority 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

	Moderate
	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

	Definitions

	Minor: easily addressable weakness that does not substantially lessen the impact of the project. 
Moderate: weakness that lessens the impact of the project. 
Major: weakness that severely limits the impact of the project.



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?

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?
For training grants (F31s): Is the proposed research plan of high scientific quality, and is it well integrated with the applicant's/proposed training plan? Is the research project consistent with the applicant's stage of research development? Is the proposed time frame feasible to accomplish the proposed research training?  Based on the sponsor’s description of his/her active research program, is the applicant’s proposed research project sufficiently distinct from the sponsor’s funded research for the applicant’s career stage?
For K awards: 
· Are the proposed research question, design, and methodology of significant scientific and technical merit?
· Is the research plan relevant to the candidate’s research career objectives?
· Is the research plan appropriate to the candidate's stage of research development and as a vehicle for developing the research skills described in the career development plan?


