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 Internet Assisted Review Focus Group


Date:
March 18, 2002

Time:
1:30–4:30 p.m.

Location:
Northrop-Grumman, Fourth-Floor Conference Room

Chair:
Eileen Bradley

Chair:
Tracy Soto

Next Meeting:
March 25, 2002, 1:30–4:30 p.m., Northrop-Grumman, Fourth-Floor Conference Room

Action Items

Daniel Fox—check a representative sample of recent meetings to see how frequently Reviewers on the assignment matrix are missing person_ids. 

Dr. Bradley called the meeting to order and introduced Cindy Lassnoff, who provided an abbreviated demonstration of the NIAID Electronic Review (ER) system, which has served as the basis of the IAR module.

During the demonstration, the committee's attention was drawn to several features, some of which need to be replicated in IAR, others of which need modification. Some will require further discussion.

Logon information is provided by the SRAs to the reviewers either in the hard copy mailing and/or by email.

SRAs provide reviewer names and e-mail addresses, assignments, conflict information, and deadlines (for posting, reading, editing, and "archiving" [purging]) to the ER staff, who then must rekey all the data into the ER system, since it is a standalone system with no electronic ties to IMPAC II.

Reviewers may use most Internet browsers to log on. Help is provided on the splash screen in the form of instructions for how to use the system and how to format critiques.

If a reviewer is involved in more than one meeting for that review round, the logon screen brings them to a choice of those meetings.

Typically, the edit phase is timed to start at or close to the start of the actual meeting. At the end of the edit phase, reviewers have no further access to the meeting for posting, reading, or editing.

SRG staff needs to download all critiques before the files are purged. Different ICs may wish to specify longer or shorter periods between the meeting and the purge date.

Based on the phase, only certain options are displayed to the reviewer.

During the posting phase, the reviewer sees the assigned list of applications along with the assignment "priority" (primary, secondary, discussant, etc). In ER, reviewers need to cut and paste their critiques. Editing can be done on screen, but the "best practice" would be to edit the critique in the reviewer’s own word processor and repost, so as to retain an up-to-date copy on the reviewer's computer.

A discussion point will be how to handle some reviewer types that are designed to LACK a "priority." That is, the designation of Reviewer in REV is meant to imply that all given that classification are equal—no one is primary or secondary.

A preview screen allows reviewers to see how the document was actually saved, since some characters may appear to be okay in the paste window but, in fact, get converted to something else when saved. Special characters are likely to get ugly in the translation process. Alphas can be converted into the letter "a" for instance, while Word's "smart quotes," apostrophes, dashes, and grouped periods (…) cause extra problems. Editing cannot be done on the preview screen. Twenty pages or more of text can be posted.

A score window allows users to enter scores. The ER system allows three characters to be captured; for instance, 15, 1.5, EXC, LH. A comment was that the NIH no longer uses descriptors such as Excellent, Very Good, etc.

In the Read phase, a reviewer can access a concatenated version of the critiques posted for a given application in "priority" order, with reviewer identifiers deleted (SRAs would see those identifiers through their access). Reviewers have the ability to print these critiques. Telephone reviewers are only allowed access to their assigned applications, while mail reviewers are not allowed to Read anything. It was pointed out that phone reviewers can have any reviewer role (primary, secondary, discussant, etc). Reviews can't be posted or altered during this phase.

An item for discussion is the need to flag phone reviewers (or make certain they are properly coded in CM) and allow for optional restrictions on their access. For instance, some phone reviewers may be on line for an entire meeting and hence should have access to all applications, not just those assigned to them. Another issue is that conflict checks may not have been performed for phone reviewers, so care needs to be taken in deciding whether or not to restrict their access.

There was discussion about score tables and average scores, which can be produced in ER. A useful feature would be the ability to restrict access to the table based on reviewer type, e.g., phone reviewer might only see assigned application data, while mail reviewers would see none. Some SRAs would want to turn off all access, while others may want to block access on a reviewer-by-reviewer basis (e.g., for a reviewer who has not posted). Some might want to display only the averaged score. Many, however, see great value to displaying the full table so that reviewers can make their own judgments as to where differences lie. A point of discussion will need to be how to handle a mix of numeric and alpha (UN, LH) votes in terms of averaging. Also, the lack of a posted score needs to be considered. Some users may want to block score entry altogether. Multiple sort options would be desirable, including the ability to group subprojects with their parent.

SRAs will need the ability to review critiques either by application or by reviewer.

The SRA views/reports also need to show posting status (who has, who has not) and include a date and time stamp for the posting. Score posting needs to be tracked separately from review posting. Display of whether a reviewer has posted a review on a Discussant assignment might be optional (toggle on).

SRAs need the ability to post reviews for reviewers. They also need the ability to block and unblock reviewers, during the Read phase, from accessing applications for which the reviewer has not posted a review. The ability to have this block be automatic, if desired, was felt to be important. A checkbox system for blocking multiple reviewer assignments at a time would be useful, or at least to not "lose your place" in the list of assignments. The blocking screen should also have a column displaying which reviews have been posted and which have not. Again, discussant assignments should be toggled off.

Most felt that reviewers should be allowed to post an initial review during the Read phase without SRA intervention. That action should automatically unblock read access to the critiques for that application.

With complex applications such as those in the P series, the system should handle cores and subprojects as well as special scoring characteristics such as "interaction," although this may be in a later version. It was suggested that REV can be used to set these up, with the Order of Review screen allowing clustering.

During the Edit phase, reviewers should have the ability to post critiques to unassigned applications.

Summary statement generation in ER does not add any of the template information required for IMPAC II summary statement. It does include the reviewers name and "priority," and it puts the critiques in priority order. It was suggested that IAR allow SRAs to designate a different order or to reorder critiques on an application basis. The system should allow both Word and WordPerfect downloads and should have the ability to allow users to download individual summaries or to download the entire set of critiques for the meeting into a single document. Users would also like the ability to paste the document into an existing shell. The File/Save As ability could be improved. Also, collapsing all subproject reviews into a single document is needed for, e.g., P type reviews. SRAs may want the ability to include subproject scores in the download, but would then delete them in the resulting document. [Editorial note: these will be pre-meeting scores; I'm guessing the SRAs would rather have subproject scores from the Review module score screen itself, not the IAR.]

Dr. Bradley thanked Ms. Lassnoff for an instructive demonstration. She then introduced Dr. Richard Kaplan, from the NCI, who gave an abbreviated demonstration of its own version of an on-line review system.

The goals of the system are somewhat different in that awards have already been made, but weekly conference calls are needed to evaluate proposals to make use of the various cancer center facilities. The system is one in which the reviewers are both on-line and on the phone simultaneously during the conference call. Before the call, however, reviewers will post and read critiques for the various proposals. Reviews are in multiple pieces, since several review criteria are evaluated and ranked separately. A cut and paste box is used, as in ER. A different feature is the ability to save a draft to the system before releasing it to the group. Graphics can be captured. Users can view and/or print some or all. During the call, users who wish to speak can add (and delete) their names to a queue of people who wish to speak on a topic.

While the basic system was designed for a core group who now have great facility with it, it has also been used for one time situations. Novice users do require a training session; being computer savvy is a major advantage.

The system can store PDF documents, but then all users would need to have the reader software.

Other features of the system are the ability to send reminders, store messages, and produce management reports. In addition, the users maintain their own profile information, providing a significant savings in staff time.

Dr. Bradley thanked Dr. Kaplan for the interesting demonstration.

Tracy Soto led the rest of the meeting, which involved a review and continued discussion of the items discussed at the previous meeting.

There was considerable discussion about the preparation that the SRA/GTA team will need to do to use the IAR system. Since IAR will require IMPAC II IDs for the reviewers as well as an MLG address, it became clear that some users will need to amend their practices to take advantage of the system. It was agreed that a roster must be prepared in the CM module, including an MLG address for each reviewer. For some, this will mean moving up roster preparation some several weeks earlier than current practice.

A related issue is the need for IAR to link entries in the assignment matrix to those CM Person IDs. Some SRAs may complete their assignment matrix in the 1500 screen without ever importing a roster or otherwise associating Person IDs with the entries in the Reviewer List on the 1500 screen. An ACTION ITEM is for Daniel Fox to check a representative sample of recent meetings to see how frequently this happens. Depending on the outcome, one option would be to have IAR perform a validity check on the Reviewer List/assignment matrix to see if there are any entries lacking a Person ID (this would be required in any case). If people were found who were missing an ID, a Roster Reconciliation screen could appear which would allow the user to link people from the CM roster to people listed on the Reviewer List. No person search would be required, and the process would be straightforward and quick for the user. IAR could then "transfer" the assignments to the CM identified reviewers. On the other hand, if only a small percentage of users don't have fully IDed people on their Reviewer Lists, the system would send the user a message to address that problem before attempting another link to the IAR.

Daniel Fox noted that people used by the IAR system will be tagged for priority in having their Profiles cleaned up.

In terms of phasing, it was suggested that the times listed be clearly labeled as Eastern. An enhancement would be to also display those times using the reviewer's local time.

There was also considerable discussion on the trigger for purging of assignment information. In the end, it was agreed that this purge should remain linked to pressing the "Release Meeting" button in REV. However, if an Edit Phase End Date is in the IAR system and that End Date is later than the current date and time, the user should get a warning that continuing will delete the assignment information from IAR (in addition to the warning about running the Conflict report). Even if it is deleted, reviewers would still be able to post. However, they would have to select from the entire list of application (a screen needed to allow for unassigned posting anyway) rather than a list restricted to their own assignments. Retention of conflict information would be very nice.

Items 17–20 describing sending batch email to reviewers from IAR and items 22–24 describing ability to use IAR to display meeting related documents online were held for discussion at the next meeting, while all other items in section 5.2, “Release Meeting to IAR / IAR Control Center,” were approved as revised.

