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	Army Regulation 70-25 (AR 70-25) requires protocols or test plans to receive a scientific review by individuals qualified by training and experience to evaluate the validity of the project.  The purpose of the peer review is to assure that the protocol design will yield scientifically useful and Army-relevant data which meets the objectives of the study.  The reviewers’ critiques, and investigator’s actions taken in response to the critiques, are submitted with the protocol to the IRB. (AR 70-25 3-2c(3)) 
· You are one of at least three scientific reviewers (with one outside the branch).
· Mark “Yes,” “No,” or “NA” (if available) column with an “x” for each item. 



	[bookmark: Text4]Title of Protocol:      

	[bookmark: Text5]Principal Investigator (PI):      

	Reviewer’s Name:      



	Review Criteria
	Yes
	No
	NA

	1. Does the PI clearly define the objective(s)?
If no, stop review and return to PI.
If yes, state objective(s) here:      
	☐	☐	

	2. Is there Army relevance to this research?
If no, stop review and return to PI.
If yes, state Army relevance here:      
	☐	☐	

	3. Is the background information clear, appropriate, and sufficient?
	☐	☐	

	4. Do the hypotheses logically follow from the background information?
	☐	☐	☐
	5. Does the PI specify independent variable(s) that test hypotheses?
	☐	☐	☐
	6. Does the PI specify dependent variable(s) that test hypotheses?
	☐	☐	☐
	7. Is the proposed sample size justified adequately? 
	☐	☐	

	8. Are inclusion and exclusion criteria for subject selection justified?
	☐	☐	☐
	9. Are the following described with appropriate detail:

	9a. Subject pool (e.g., Soldiers or civilians)?
	☐	☐	

	9b. Recruitment procedures and access to subject pool?
	☐	☐	

	9c. Equipment, materials, and stimuli?
	☐	☐	

	9d. Experimental procedures?
	☐	☐	

	10. Are the instructions (or training) for the subjects adequate?
	☐	☐	

	11. Can the objectives be achieved with the proposed methodology?
	☐	☐	

	12. Are proposed data analyses well described and appropriate?
	☐	☐	

	13. Do all items in the questionnaires (e.g., demographics) provide necessary information?
If no, please list items that are not relevant to the objective(s) on next page.
	☐	☐	☐
	If you checked No for any of the above criteria or have concerns for criteria marked Yes or NA, support your choices with rationale using the following. Please use additional pages, if necessary.
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	Enter Comments

	Review Item Number:  Item #
	Location in protocol:  e.g., page number

	Enter Comments




	Add any other comments below involving specific points not covered already (i.e., on this form or an attached review):

	Enter Comments







Please check one:

☐ I support the protocol advancing to the first line supervisor as is
☐ I support the protocol advancing to the first line supervisor after changes 
☐ I do not support the protocol advancing to the first line supervisor
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	Reviewer’s Information
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