
IP-X Research Stimulus 
 

The Application Review Process 
 

Overview 
 
The IP-X Research Stimulus applications will be evaluated based on the concepts and 
procedures used in the NIH scientific peer review process.  In addition to determining whether a 
proposal meets the goals of the IP-X Research Stimulus, the reviewers will evaluate it for 
evidence of quality, accountability, soundness of design, and feasibility. The core values of the 
peer review are to seek the highest level of scientific and ethical standards.  
 
The peer review system will be a two-level process.  The first level of review will be performed 
by a Scientific Review Committee (SRC) comprised of faculty from the University of Michigan 
health science schools who have expertise in the proposed area of research. The second level 
of review will be performed by the Health Science Council, which consists of the deans of the 
seven health science schools on the Ann Arbor campus (i.e. Dentistry, Kinesiology, Medicine, 
Nursing, Pharmacy, Public Health, and Social Work). 
 
First Level of Review-Scientific Review Committee (SRC) 
 
At the first level of review, at least two reviewers will assess each application. They will provide 
numeric overall scores and written critiques that will be discussed at a peer review meeting. The 
main points to consider are based on the NIH reviewer criteria and are described below. 
 
Overall Impact: What is the likelihood for the project to exert a sustained, powerful influence 
on the research field(s) involved? While the assessment will be based on the five scored 
scientific criteria described below, it should be considered an independent core and not a 
numeric summary of those items. 
  
Scored Scientific Criteria: These criteria will provide the foundation for assessing the overall 
impact.The SRC will base its scientific evaluation on the NIH Scoring System shown in Table 1 
(see also NIH Scoring System and Procedure). The scale will be used by the assigned 
reviewers to evaluate five individual criteria: Significance, Investigator(s), Innovation, Approach, 
Environment. In their evaluation, reviewers will consider the strengths and weaknesses within 
each criterion. For example, a major strength may outweigh many minor and correctable 
weaknesses. 
 

● Significance: Does the project address an important health care challenge or a critical 
barrier to progress in the field? Is there a strong scientific premise for the project? Will 
mechanistic, diagnostic and/or therapeutic understanding of a clinical problem be 
advanced? 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 principal investigators/co-investigators, collaborators, and other 
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researchers well suited to the project? Have they demonstrated an ongoing record of 
accomplishments that have advanced their field(s)? Because the proposal is expected to 
emphasize multidisciplinary collaboration, do the investigators have complementary and 
integrated expertise?  Do they have a viable leadership, 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? Have the investigators 
presented strategies to ensure a robust and unbiased approach, as appropriate for the 
work proposed? 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? Have the 
investigators presented adequate plans to address possibly relevant biological variables, 
such as age or gender, on the research outcomes?  

 
● Environment: Will the scientific environment in which the work will be done contribute to 

the probability of success?  Is 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?  Is there any cost- or facility-sharing present?  If so, what is 
its likely impact on the project results? 

 
Additional Review Considerations (not scored):  Reviewers will be asked to provide 
comments on several other aspects of the grant proposal as outlined below.  While not scored 
individually, they will be considered when assigning an Overall Impact score.  
 

● Budget and Period of Support: Is the budget and the requested period of support fully 
justified and reasonable in relation to the proposed research?  

 
● Human Subjects Review: If the project involves human subjects and/or NIH-defined 

clinical research, are the plans to address 1) the protection of human subjects from 
research risks, and 2) the inclusion (or exclusion) of individuals on the basis of 
sex/gender, race, and ethnicity, as well as the inclusion (or exclusion) of children, 
justified in terms of the scientific goals and research strategy proposed? 

 
● Meeting Program Guidelines:  Overall, does the application meet the objectives of the 

research guidelines and/or goals of the Pilot or Early Implementation Grant Program?  
 

● Research Translation and Impact: Is there a clear and viable plan for dissemination of 
research findings? Is it clear how the research will facilitate the development of 
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interventions to improve health? Does the applicant plainly describe how the proposed 
research will impact patients, students and/or the community in the future?  Has the 
potential overlap with other projects been adequately addressed? 

 
● Specific Comments to the Applicant: Reviewers may provide guidance to the 

applicant or recommend against resubmission without fundamental revision.  
 

Table 1: Scientific Review Committee Scoring System (based on NIH) 
 

Overall Impact or Criterion 
Strength Score Descriptor 

High 
1 Exceptional 
2 Outstanding 
3 Excellent 

Medium 
4 Very Good 
5 Good 
6 Satisfactory 

Low 
7 Fair 
8 Marginal 
9 Poor 

 
 
Second Level of Review- Health Science Council (HSC) 
 
The HSC Deans will perform the second level of review and make the final funding decisions. 
They will be provided with a ranked listing of all the applications submitted, organized by grant 
category.  They will also have access to the grant application details and reviewers’ comments.  
 
Final funding decisions will be based on the following criteria:  
  

● Overall impact 
● Scientific quality 
● Likelihood of future funding or implementation 
● Fit with the mission of the IP-X Research Stimulus 
● Amount of funds available for that application category (i.e., Pilot or Early 

Implementation) 
 

Questions 
 
Please review the general grant question and answers. If additional information is needed, 
please contact: IPEcenter@umich.edu. 
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