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There are two main issues T wish to address
to the membership in this Newslewer.
Firet, the inevitable change of reviewing
— procedures—from—she ADAMHA baced
review structure to the NIH Division of
Research Grants (DRG) based methods.
In conversing with representatives of
MNIDA, NIMH, MIAAA, and DRG, 0
appears that these changes will occursooner
or laver and thelmost likely scenanio is that
they will be. in étfect sooner than origi-
|_'|.1.'||.:|.' :nr.i['.ip.l.lud_

e,

DRG revitgws, while different than what
e have ﬂp-eri:'nl.'l:rl '.n-'i.1.|:'|. J";l:'é"l.}-ﬂ'l."l.. ii
in fact a ressonable method of reviewing in
mey ﬂpini.l:li'l :llhﬂugh decussions and at-
tention to detail on the part of the entire

committes tends to be much shorer inthe

MIH system than with the ADAMHA
system. The major question is who are the
scientists that will conduct peer reviews.
This is an issue we can address by making
an effort to have grant applications in this
cognate area reviewed in the most knowl-
edgeable light. It is incumbent upon the
membership of this Division to volunteer
their services to the DRG by being avail-
able to serve as consultants, ad hoc
reviewers, of regular members of review-

ing committees. In conversations with the
DRG, T have learned that there is a possibality
that study sections currently existent under
ADAMHA could be moved to DRG in their
entirety, but as members of the study sections
are replaced, the DRG will make new ap-

hawe obrained lists of appropriate reviewers
from ADAMHA, but it seems 1o me an
opportune time to be certain that these lists
are updated so that expert advice will be
available for the review process, We owe it 1o
the field to assume the duties of the reviewing
process as part of our scientific responsibility.
The review process has both an up and dowmn
side, On gpe hand, it i intellectually very
Et!l‘&ling_lﬂd challenging and on the other
hand, it i extraordinarily time comsuming
apd as such, can conflict with other vital

demands on a research scientist's time.
WNevertheless, 1 feel that the benefits in
terms of individual and collective good
outweigh the burdensome aspects of the
task. In talking with people at the various
Instirutes including DRG, [ have learned
that there are two mechanisms by which
Wt CAn Promiole parteciparion ofthe mem-
bership of Dhvision 28, 1 propose tha
individuals interested and willing 1o serve
On review committees sand me a current
CV along with a short paragraph detail-
ing research interests and areas of

_pointments, DRG has éﬂéi?‘l_e'il.}hﬁ.}bﬂ..-J:l.p.E‘.E[J'ELI_‘E'Ju then appoint a comot- |

tee 1o review this material and we will
compose a 15t of reviewers to be sent to
the varous Institutes. 1 hawe recerved
assurances thar when our list is received,
detailed questionnaires will then be sent
to each and every persen on the list
requesting further detailed information
which the DRG will subsequemly wse
when research applications are received
for review or when various committees
orented toward our mission, become
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