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Initial Steps: You have a clear research idea

ldentify Possible NIH institute (www.nih.gov)

Use CRISP data base to identify related funded
research and investigators

ldentify review panels and panel members

Find current and past RFA, RFP, and PA’s for
the selected NIH Institute.


http://www.nih.gov/

UNM Home Page:
Research option
Access the Midas databases of funding Sources

Choose data source
Electronic Funding Publications

NIH Guide

Forms
Announcements (bi-weekly)



NIH Grant Mechanisms:

R Series: R13, R21, R03, RO1, ...
K Series: K01, K02, K23, K24, ...
U Series: Collaborative research

F Series: Training grants



Good Initial mechanisms:

RO Stage 1, 2, and 3 studies
ROS: Pilot study;, 2-year 50k per year
R21: Develepment studies

K'S: Investigator development.



Currently Funded NIH 12-Step Research: CRISP

Grants

10 2] 14 grants
4 grants

IN[VAVZVAN NIDA



What do these Acronyms Mean?




Simplified Flow Chart of NIH Review

Center X
Scientific Review [l
NIH
Institute

’ IRG: Integrated Review: Group

S

CSR Referral Officer -

Institute Liaison

Study Sections
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Study section assignment
Streamlining
Institute representation at review



“ypical”
Eranit Reviewer

Demographics:

Viodestly everweight
Reguires Reading Glasses
Recognizes “ Research Fads”
Mean Age, 48 (SDi=10.5)

Professional Interests:

Has Independent Funding
Always has Power Notebook
Critical but Fair

Field Reviewer for Many Journals




10 Common Pitfalls
Research Applicaiions

Ealliure ter understand andl capitalize on the
PIECESS Off the application! review.

1. Pre-awardl activities, processes, and
application assignment

2. Resubmission considerations



Pitfall #1.: Visual presentation

Complex graphs do not scan well

Poor use off sul headings
1. Use sulbheadings toe: claniy/ logic
2. SUb-headings previde reoadmap

pack as muchitext on a page
that 1s allowed, omitting blank lines
petween paragraphs, etc..

Avoid excessive use of acronyms, especially
ones that vary by a single letter.



Pitfall #2: Abstract & Biosketch

Typically the last elements completed, often
Under extrieme duress andl sleep deprivation.

Abstract: Used for study sectien assignment and

only pertien el application many: reviewers will
\VIew.

Biosketech: Carefully reviewed, forms deep
Impressions, concordance between biosketches



RO1 Abstract (Tonigan, PI): A Transtheoretical Model of AA-Related Behavior Change

The overall aim of this study is to test a transtheoretical model of behavior
change in AA, and to identify the specific AA-related behaviors that mobilize such change. This
application proposes a 2-year longitudinal study (N = 300) of AA-exposed individuals, with
participants recruited from AA and outpatient treatment. The study has five aims that
prospectively test how prescribed AA-related behaviors mobilize AA-specific and non-specific
change mechanisms, and how such mechanisms once mobilized predict reductions in drinking
and other drug use. A theme in this application is to argue for ecologically sound AA studies,
but not at the expense of sacrificing rigorously designed and executed science. To this end, AA-
related behaviors, behavior change mechanisms, and substance use are each defined
multidimensionally, using assessments with strong psychometric properties.



Pitfall #3: Unnecessary, llacit, &
Unsubstaniiaed AdVocCacy.
(Bzleejratiniel ziglel Siiejallflceirice)

Eerms oiff undesired advocacy:
1. Alcohelismiis a big proklem
2. MHexposure/ participation Is unidimensional

3. Drinking behavior is unidimensional
Communicate fairly the extant MH Literature



Significant Delay in Days te Eirst Drink

Eor IISE Outpatient Clients

Proportion
Avoelding

Elrst
Drink 60
50 ISE: 24Y%
J CE I 15%
VIE T L4906
40

270 Days 360 Days

End of Treatment 90 Days 180 Days




53.51 (SD = 85.30)

Catency
o) Elrst
IHEaVA/
DrRking
[Day/

CBT MET  TSFE



Pitfall #4: Boilerplate Letters of
SUP PO

Well intentioned efforts to ease the burden of

Indicating grant suppoit, e.g9.,consultant,
institutional support, by boeiler plate letters

communicates a lack of commitment.



Ritfiall #5;

EallUreErto J LISy} 510
SclPIIENEHOCEE IESREISIEUSSIIN g /vn/
?MT@rnrwJ/e CAlo]

mzermrul vrll clity.

Concordance netween study aims: and
sampling procedures




Pitfall #6: Loese-te-Pooer Linkage
Between Sty Aims andsStatistical
Alaly/Ses;

Need a 1-te-1 correspendence hetween aims
and analyses.

Need a clear description of the measures in each aim,
andi the assessments Used to produce measures.

Justification fior the selected analytical approach.



Pitfall #7: Weak Plan re: Attrition,
Spuous; Results & Statisticall Power

Especially salient cencern with self-selected
Participant research.

1 Internalland external validity: and: attritien.

2. 1ype | error rate.
3. Type lI'error: Study attrition;, effect size estimates,
and cell sizes associated with study aims.



Your Application Is Scored!

Reviewer Guidelines

50% applications unscored

1.0 to 1.9 (substantial strength, , * '
minor weaknesses) ‘1

2.0 to 2.9 (strengths and
WEEUGQERNSES))

3.0 to 5.0 (unscored)



Pitiall #8: Decide not te resubmit,
DECIdEeNtIS Eelier terWalt;
(Declcla o crlziic)e celfesr)

Known cases oif 200-260'scored applications
that were not resubmitted.

ime may Increase the probvability of different
feviewers.

Scores can Improve dramatically with re-
submission, e.g., 210 —»124.



RPitfall #9: Theughtless Response
e Reviewer Comments

IHIgh respoensiveness Without recegnition hiew,
fevised changes) may. impact ether, nighily
valued, aspects of the application), €.a.;
pSychopathelogy and ethnicity.

Misunderstanding Reviewer Comments

1. Get feedback from Institute Rep.
2. Post-it Technigue



Pitfall #1.0: Peorly Coenstructed 3-Page
Letters off Respoense

Eaill to acknewledge theme(s) ofi reviewer
CONCENRNS, and hew Specific reviewer comments
ielated te these themes.

EFalll to explicate how! respending te reviewer
comments Impacted other, highly valued, aspects
of the application (and how: this was dealt with).

Fail to concisely describe your response, and
Identify location(s) of revisions in application.



Aveiding descrined pitfalls will not
salvage aweak application.

IHowever, excellent applications
that iIgnore these pitfalls are less
likely to receive outstanding Scores.
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