GUIDE FOR ASSIGNED REVIEWERS' PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON INTERACTIVE RESEARCH PROJECT GRANT (IRPG) APPLICATIONS

The Interactive Research Project Grant (IRPG) program encourages the coordinated submission of related research project grant (R01) applications from investigators who wish to collaborate on research but do not require extensive shared physical resources.  These applications must be scientifically interrelated in some manner, and must describe the objectives and scientific importance of the interchange of, for example, ideas, data, and materials, among the collaborating investigators.  A minimum of two independent investigators with related research objectives are encouraged to submit concurrent, collaborative, cross-referenced, individual R01 applications.  Applicants may be from the same or from different institutions.  Applications will be reviewed independently for scientific merit, in study sections to which they would normally be assigned if not part of an IRPG project.  Applications judged to have significant and substantial merit will be considered for funding both as independent awards and in the context of the proposed IRPG collaboration.

IRPG applications contain a special Section i, Consultants.  For each application, Part 1 of Section i addresses the collaborations that would be necessary to do or enhance the research proposed in that application.  Part 2 of Section i is identical in all component applications of the IRPG and details the interactions/collaborations within the IRPG Group.  Part 2 lists each application that is part of the IRPG, including title, principal investigator and other participating scientists, the rationale of the research proposed in each project, and how the project relates to other applications that are a part of the IRPG.  To clarify the component applications of the IRPG, the percent utilization and dollar amount requested of each interactive resource by each IRPG in the proposed cohort is specified.  Part 2 of Section i is to be evaluated separately from the scientific merit of the application (see IRPG Interactions below).

Please use the following guidelines when preparing written comments on IRPG applications assigned to you for review.  (Your written critiques should not bear personal identifiers because unaltered comments will be sent to the investigator.)

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION:  Briefly summarize the strengths and weaknesses of the project and provide a recommendation of an overall level of merit.

DESCRIPTION:  NIH now scans the abstract on page 2 of an application for use in the Description section of the summary statement.  However, as a reviewer you must be prepared to present the application to the Study Section so that all members can follow the critiques and discussion.  Thus, you may wish to write a description (in prose or in bullet form) to assist you in making this presentation.
CRITIQUE:  Do not include descriptive information in this section.  Provide an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the research plan according to five criteria - significance, approach, innovation, investigator, and environment - as detailed in the "Guide for assigned reviewers' preliminary comments on R01 research grant applications (R01)."  That Guide also describes reviewer responsibilities for recommendations on the budget and other issues.

IRPG INTERACTIONS:  In addition to the traditional evaluation for scientific merit, please comment explicitly on whether the planned collaborations and interactions with the other components of the IRPG and the proposed shared resources described in Part 2 of Section i of the application are effective, adding significantly to the scope, importance, or originality of the research and the methodology being used.  

Assess whether the proposed collaborators complement and extend the expertise being brought to bear on the studies to be done.  Does their association with the project add confidence in the technical competence and scientific ability of the research team?  Consider whether the proposed collaborators make a wider variety and/or higher quality of resources available to conduct the research.  Is the proposed collaboration physically feasible?  Assess whether the proposed collaboration and use of shared resources is appropriate and cost effective.  Recommend modifications to the shared resource scope and budget when needed.

PRIORITY SCORE:  The priority score assigned should reflect the scientific merit of the application on its own, as a typical R01 proposal.  The positive and negative aspects of the IRPG collaborations described under "IRPG Interactions" will be used by Program staff and Institute Councils in making funding decisions about the group of applications that comprise the entire IRPG project.

ANIMAL WELFARE: NIH is committed to protection of all animal and human subjects involved in research projects.  Reviewers have responsibility for commenting on the suitability of safeguards in place whenever animal or human subjects are involved Express any comments or concerns about the appropriateness of the responses to the five required points (see instructions to NIH application Form 398), especially whether the procedures will be limited to those that are unavoidable for the conduct of scientifically sound research.

HUMAN SUBJECTS:  If Exemptions are claimed, express any comments or concerns about the appropriateness of the exemption(s) claimed (e.g., for Exemption 4, is it clear that the information will be recorded by the investigator so that subjects cannot be identified directly or indirectly?).  If No Exemptions are claimed, express any comments or concerns about the appropriateness of the applicant's responses to the six required points (see instructions to NIH application Form 398). Discuss whether the risks to the subjects are reasonable in relation to the anticipated benefits to the subjects and/or in relation to the importance of the knowledge that may reasonably be expected to result from the research. 

GENDER, MINORITY AND CHILD SUBJECTS:  Examine whether the minority and gender characteristics of the sample are scientifically acceptable and consistent with the aims of the project, using the categories of "1" to "4" as follows.  Examine whether there is appropriate inclusion of children (individuals under the age of 21).  Also determine whether the research is a Phase III clinical trial.

	Category
	Gender (G)
	Minority (M)
	Children (C)

	       1
	Both genders
	Minority & non-minority
	Children & adults

	       2
	Only women
	Only minority
	Only children

	       3
	Only men
	Only non-minority
	No children included

	       4
	Gender unknown
	Minority representation unknown
	Representation of children unknown


Evaluate acceptability as "A" (acceptable) or "U" (unacceptable). If you rate the sample as "U", consider this feature a weakness or deficiency in the design of the project and reflect it in the overall score. 

NOTE: To the degree that acceptability or unacceptability affects the investigator's approach to the proposed research, such comments should appear under "Approach" in the five major review criteria above, and should be factored into the score as appropriate. 

BIOHAZARDS:  Note any materials or procedures that are potentially hazardous to research personnel and indicate whether the protection proposed will be adequate.
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