INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH GRANT (IRG)

GUIDE FOR ASSIGNED REVIEWERS
REVIEW GUIDELINES:

The IRG mechanism is designed to support discrete, well-defined projects that will provide the applicant with preliminary data for more extensive applications.  It is important that the proposed studies be structured so that they can be realistically completed within a period of one year period and with limited resources. The types of projects commonly supported by the IRG mechanism include, but are not limited to, the following:

· Pilot or feasibility studies

· Secondary analysis of existing data

· Small, self-contained research projects

· Development of research methodology

· Development of new research technology

Because the research plan is restricted to 5 pages, an IRG application will not have the same level of detail or extensive discussion found in a more extensive application.  Accordingly, reviewers should evaluate the conceptual framework and general approach to the problem, placing less emphasis on methodological details and certain indicators traditionally used in evaluating scientific merit such as supportive preliminary data. Appropriate justification for the proposed work can be provided through literature citations, data from other sources, or from investigator-generated data. Preliminary data are not required, particularly in applications proposing feasibility studies. Applications should not be penalized for lacking preliminary data. However, preliminary data if provided should be evaluated.
Reviewers’ comments should contain the following two sections:

Description:
As a reviewer you will need to be prepared to provide members of the Review Panel sufficient information on the application so that they can follow the critiques and discussion.  This can be a reiteration of the applicant’s description and should provide a brief overview, including the hypothesis or basis for the proposed studies.  Keep this description short.
Critique:
Include as little descriptive information in this section as possible and please address the following:
· Relevance to Cancer:  Does the area of study address an important problem in cancer biology, genetics, therapy, prevention, detection, quality of life, health disparity or survivorship.

· Significance:  Do the studies address an important research question.  How novel are the proposed studies?

· Approach:  Are the conceptual or clinical framework, design, methods, and analyses adequately developed, well integrated, well reasoned, and appropriate to the aims of the project? Does the applicant acknowledge potential problem areas and consider alternative tactics?  This overall evaluation should, in one paragraph, briefly summarize the most important points of the critique, addressing the strengths and weaknesses of the application.
Competitive Renewals:  Competitive renewals must be evaluated from an additional perspective that focuses on progress made during the previous funding period.  Because the time frame is short, reviewers should not penalize applicants for not having publications from their previous work, although if publications have resulted can be taken into consideration.  Instead, progress should be evaluated in terms of whether the applicant was able to complete the goals set forth in the previous Specific Aims which will be listed in the progress report that is appended to the end of the application, the quality of the data that has been produced, and on whether continued support would strengthen the applicant’s chances of obtaining external funding.
NOTE:  Since the applications are only 5 pages long the critiques should be correspondingly brief.  It is recommended that the Critique portion of the reviewer’s comments be no more than two thirds of a page of text (Arial font, 11 point, single spaced).  Please use the Grant Review Template (electronic version available on the ACS IRG web site:  http://www.azcc.arizona.edu/research/pilotproject/acs at the bottom of the web page under “For Reviewers”) to write your critiques.
