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— grants.nih.gov/grants/guide/pa ‘

 Contact the Program Officer

¢

L

ow do | know wherd@which Institute




National Institutes of _(NIH) Structure

¥

Comprised of 21 Institute, |

1) (1937)
1968)
ng, and Blood (NHLBI) (1948)
Genome Research (NHGRI) (1989)
IA) (1974)
| Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) (1970)
and Infectious Diseases (NIAID) (1948) :
itis and Musculoskeletal and Skin Diseases pd Alternative Medicine
MS) (1986) (NCCAM) (
omed Imaging and Bioengineer (NIBIB) (2000) National Cente
Child Health and Human Devel (NICHD) (1962) Sciences (NCATS) {2
Deafness and Other Communication Disorders ~ (1953)
(NIDCD) (1988)
Dental and Craniofacial Research (NIDCR) (1948) .
Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney Diseases
(NIDDK) (1950) Drug Abuse (NIDA)
(1974) Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) #
(1969) General Medical Scig IS

‘Nursing Research (NINR) (1986) National Library
of Medicine (NLM) (1956)
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Institute St kture

‘Headed by a Director ‘
Intramural: internal labs/clinit
e Extramural: grants, conferences, ¥

e Each Institute has Advisory Council

— New directions — appro’ve requests for app
(RFA) and program annpuncements

Institute Struct,

- Organized into Programs "
* Each Program headed by Progra '
— Scientist with knowledge about field

— Responsible for promoting grants in their p

— “Training officer” may be responsible for NRSAs
Programs

6/7/2013



6/7/2013

o IMPORTANT: you want your grant sent
appropriate study secgion!

)

ere which
d recommend?

How do | know \
stitute/study sectior

' http://projectreporter.nih.§
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Influencing As

Communicate with Inst{#te program
officers | “

 Write cover letter with grant, recom
study section and Institute
— May indicate people NOT to review (rarely n
. ’ -

- Study sections headed by Sciefific Review Officer
(SRO) who works for CSR — a sci®@il8Etrained in area

e Study section members (reviewer

— Usually 1-2 dozen members

— Outside scientists appointed for multi-year te
hoc members for one meeting

* SRO puts together reviews after meeting, put,
Commons web site




status grant
(new, renewal)

hat Happens Whe
NIH Gre

' "

You submit (Sponsored Research actually'§
Assigned to Institute, IRG and Study Sectio
e Assignment based on your title and abstract; co

e You get notice with assignment to study section and
program director and grant number

v

fou Submit an

Type

Institute

Year of
project
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rant assigned to 3 reviewers by SRO
Reviewers are scientists
— You cannot recommend reviewers

You can highlight people who might be in (negative) co

May be your friends, but with no conflict of interest
. ! ¢ . .
Each reviewer will have several grants to review in ~ 6weeks

e Write independent critiques based on their knowledge and guidel L

Submit review in advance

Efmeeting ¥*hen can see other reviewe

ow do | know what
for?

http://public.csr.nih.gov/

ley are looking
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Reviewing the ABblication

Reviewer assigned to cover crite
e Sell grant to reviewer

— Write so reviewer can easily address a
points in the review

If recommend discussion, primary the
and review

* Second, third reviewers then state their agree
differences '
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Study Sectiof

¥

Everyone votes scores, but |
grant!

e Scores from 1to 9.

— NRSAs not percentiled:'training staff has latil

Program REWiew

Each Institute Advisory Council mak : ecommendation
Generally simple process — go down t
- * Program directors can recommend funding ¢
— “Programmatic need”

— Young investigator ’

e |nstitute staff makes final decision
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Summary St@ement
sume and Summary of Discus

Attempt to highlight main strengths ¢
at the meeting

Critique 1

— Written by reviewer 1 before meeting but ma ' ied gfter
meeting if they feel the need .‘

— Addresses each point:
e Critique 2,3 —same thlngs
s Will also addregs@ , 'us admlnl

nesses as discussed

Tracking Pri@@ress

" Log on to NIH Commons

* Check for info on your grant
— Date of meeting
— Get summary statements

6/7/2013
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p Ten Criticism:¢ ave Heard

p Ten Ciriticism: ave Heard

0 Doesn’t fit the mechanism

9 Training Potential
» Will not increase marketability
* Been training Ioﬁg enough

L
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p Ten Criticisms

Candidate
* Productivity
e Academic history

Mentor

p Ten Criticisms

Rationale for Experiments *
* Flawed logic _
* Naive understanding of thE

Experimental design
» Fatal flaws in lqgic or design

6/7/2013
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op Ten Criticisma@ Have Heard

Promise/Feasibility

e “What if it doesn’ t come out tt
over?”

* “Preliminary data difficult to interpret/
+ “If they can do it.....” (risky)

« “Neither applicant nor mentor have expertis
method” ¢

p Ten Criticismsi&Have Heard

Hypotheses L
«  Not Hypothesis-driven
 Not original, important or excl
» Correlative results, not mecha

e Descriptive *
A "fishing expgdition”

6/7/2013
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p Ten Criticismsi&Have Heard

- Grantsmanship K
» Poor organization — (ou \
» Careless preparation
* Not clearly written

¢

1 Overambitious!

Good Predoctor: Proposals

- Good ideas; exciting ~ *§
» Clear What, Why, and Can®
* Hypothesis-driven

« Good “training opportunity”
* Must make you competitive for job at next |
isky:gnust b& able to complete anc

6/7/2013
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he Grant — Based |

Theory-driven

would be cool if”, etc.

« Some rationale for why you think this"
pursuing

¢

- Feasibility! ‘
» Do-able, and do-able by you, ar !

timeframe ,
* Have you or your sponsor published '

preliminary data?
« Include collaborators for strength — don’ t t
expert at everything — if there is not publisheg
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Over-ambitious” #&.Major Error

criticized because
4 Not propose enoug
.common to be critl

Fit the Mecl

» Every funding agency has

— Every type of grant mechanié t
goal

* NIH vs NSE_

17
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What to Propose
Send

' First identify the NEED ‘
* Find out what is a priority fort
— NIH RePorter: http://projectreporter;

ld Where to

- |dentify significant gap inf

(impact)
« Find novel solution to fill that ge
(creativity)

» Something relativeh; new but which
some confirmation already (timely) .

18
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Factors for

' Commit to the process (timMe§

— Think ahead/Plan Backwards
e Don’t work in vacuum
— Bounce idea around apd refine plan

* Be a good salesman

« Confirmatory projects of a X
 Bad ideas.....

19



- Be your own critic:

— Do you have the expertise,
preliminary data

— Do you know the literature

— Will this make you a long-term contribt
the field (particularly'for early awards) |

Important for&Liccess

- Contact Program Officer!
* When? ‘

— As soon as a general plan is in plae SK
* How?

A
— Email: list of contacts is posted in Program
announcement

L ]

g

—Isthea particular Al section that | should reques

6/7/2013
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— Does it qualify for the mec

— Does the work fit the mission?

» Can something be done to maximize

* May give advice on better pitch to curren

— Is there a particular gtudy section to rec
i iblic.csy.
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