[image: image1.jpg]Impact | Score Descriptor Additional Guidance on Strengths/Weaknesses
1 Exceptional Exceptionally strong with essentially no weaknesses
High 2 Outstanding Extremely strong with negligible weaknesses
3 Excellent Very strong with only some minor weaknesses
4 Very Good Strong but with numerous minor weaknesses
Medium 5 Good Strong but with at least one moderate weakness
6 Satisfactory Some strengths but also some moderate weaknesses
7 Fair Some strengths but with at least one major weakness
Low 8 Marginal A few strengths and a few major weaknesses
9 Poor Very few strengths and numerous major weaknesses

Additional Information for Scoring Guidance Table

Non-numeric score options: NR = Not Recommended for Further Consideration,
DF = Deferred, AB = Abstention, CF = Conflict, NP = Not Present, ND = Not Discussed

Minor Weakness: An easily addressable weakness that does not substantially lessen impact
Moderate Weakness: A weakness that lessens impact
Major Weakness: A weakness that severely limits impact
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Stanford Pediatrics Resident Research Grant Reviewer Form

Applicant Name:  







Year in Training: 



Applicant’s Scholarly Concentration:
Reviewer Name:  
Please complete all gray areas below
1. OVERALL SCORE:  _____________ Assign score from 1 (highest merit) to 9 (lowest merit)
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2. Significance. Does this study address an important problem in child, public or global health, health care delivery, or medical education? Does this study fill a clearly stated gap in the current literature? If the aims of the study are achieved, how will scientific knowledge or clinical practice be advanced? 
	


3. Study Design and Methods. Are the conceptual or clinical framework, design, methods, and analyses adequately developed and appropriate to the aims of the project? Is the project feasible and appropriate in scope so it can be successfully completed during residency? 
	


4. Innovation. Is the project original and innovative, e.g., does it challenge existing paradigms or clinical practice or address an innovative hypothesis or critical barrier to progress in the field? 

	


5. Investigators. Are the investigators appropriately trained and well suited to carry out this work? Has the applicant’s primary project mentor approved and signed off on the application?  

	


6. Budget. Is the budget appropriate to the project?  Are there any questions or comments to the applicant with respect to the budget? 

	


7. Timeline and Back-Up Plan. Is the timeline for project completion appropriate and feasible? Has an adequate back-up plan been developed? 
	


8. List any recommendations for improving the proposed research:
	


9. Please share any other questions for the applicant:
	


10. Conflict of interest/disclosure:
 FORMCHECKBOX 

I have served as a mentor to the applicant or other investigators on this grant.  

**Please return your review form to Alyssa Bogetz at abogetz@stanford.edu**
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