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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mario has provided an excellent introduction to enhanced peer review. 
 I will build upon his presentation by conveying to you your role in the process that is responding to peer review, or better known as interpreting your summary statement.  
You will note that much of what I will present to you will enhance the information provided to you in the presentation “Writing a successful NIH application”.   



 Objectives 

• Identify critical elements of a 
summary statement 

• Describe a plan for review of a 
summary statement  

• Discuss strategies for revising an 
application 

 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
However, before we begin, I want to mention the objectives of my presentation.   At the end of this presentation, you will be able to..

Relate elements of a summary statement that provide key information regarding the scientific merit of your application
Discuss a systematic process for review of a summary statement to include 1) the right attitude; 2) identification of fixable problems; 3) the importance of contacting your Program Director
Discuss revising of an application to include the best timeframe for its resubmission 










• The official document describing 
the outcome of the scientific review 
process 

• Summarizes the discussion that 
provides the basis for your impact 
score 
 

 The Summary Statement  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As discussed by Mario, 

The summary statement is the official document describing the outcome of the scientific review of an application. 
The statement enables both the applicant and program staff to understand the reasons for reviewer  criticisms because it contains a summary of the discussion of your application at the meeting which captures the essence (basis)  of your overall impact score. 

 In other words, the issues that drove the impact score.






• An exhaustive critique  

• A teaching tool listing every point 
reviewers found problematic 

• A document stating what you need 
to do to get a better score    

 

 A Summary Statement  

Is Not… 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
It is important to note, however,  that the summary statement is not:   …..

Therefore, it is essential that you understand the nuances of summary statement interpretation so that you can successfully compete when responding to peer review. 



SUMMARY STATEMENT 
   (Privileged Communication) 

PROGRAM CONTACT:  
Jane Doe 
301-594-5971/doe@mail.gov 

Release Date: 06/25/2010 

Application Number: 1 R01 NR0222-01 Principal Investigator 
SMITH, ANNE 
Applicant Organization:  IOWA UNIV-IOWA STATE at IOWA CITY 

Review Group: ZRG1 NRCS-B (01) 
                          Center for Scientific Review Study Section/  Nursing and Related Clinical Sciences 

Meeting Date: 06/15/2010                                                    Council: Sept 2010                                                       
 

                      Project Title: Symptom Clusters and Cancer Treatment  
 
                        SRG Action: Impact/Priority Score: 27  Percentile: 13 
Human Subjects: 30-Human subjects involved - Certified, no SRG concerns 
    Animal Subjects: 10-No live vertebrate animals involved for competing appl. 
                   Gender: 2A-No men included, scientifically acceptable 
                   Minorities 1U-Minorities and non-minorities, scientifically unacceptable 
                   Children:  3A-No children included, scientifically acceptable 
                                     Clinical Research - not NIH-defined Phase III Trial 

 NEW INVESTIGATOR 

Project Year 
          1 
          2 
          3 
 

Direct Costs Requested 
          267,098 
          400,000 
          325,330 
          

Estimated Total Cost 
          434,035 
          600,000 
          450,330 

TOTAL 1,000, 025 2,000, 035 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To begin, let me highlight for you the critical elements of the SS that provide the essential information for helping you understand how reviewers judged the  scientific merit of your application.

This slide is a replication of the first page of the ss statement that you will receive 10 days after the review meeting if you are a new investigator or 30 days if you are not. 

In the first section, is the name and number of your Program Director.  The Program Director is your contact after the review meeting regarding any questions you have about your statement.

Next is demographic information such as the application number and your name….but, this section also includes the institute that reviewed your application and the study section.  As illustrated here, this R01 application was reviewed at CSR by the Nursing and Related clinical sciences scientific review group.

The next section is extremely important.   As noted, the SRG or scientific review group action is reported to you as the overall impact score, and percentile.   This application was given a overall impact priority score of 27 and a percentile of 13.   This score reflects the likelihood that the project will exert a powerful influence on the field.   Because it is an R01, there is a percentile score.   F, and K.s do not get percentiles.  

Next are the reviewers judgment of the “other considerations” : human subjects protection, and the inclusion of women, minorities and children.   As noted, all of these are acceptale except minority inclusion.  A comment as to why the reviewers judged this unacceptable can be found on the final page of the SS

Lastly, the budget you provided will be on this first page, and then a note delineating if you are a new investigator




   2 

1 R01 NR0222-01  
Smith, A  

                                  
 NRCS-B 

1 R01 NR0222-01  SMITH, ANN 

RESUME AND SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: This study  addresses a significant 
clinical problem related to symptoms clusters in cancer survivors. The study will test 
whether educating cancer survivors about symptoms will assist them to better manage 
their condition. This new, experienced investigator has assembled a strong team. The 
project  is innovative with good institutional support  Weaknesses noted by reviewers 
include lack of power analysis, no report of  reliability of some measures, and no plan 
for subject attrition. Overall, the strengths of this excellent project outweigh the 
weaknesses.  

DESCRIPTION (provided by applicant): Cancer treatment causes many symptoms 
that impact quality of life and increase health care costs. As with other chronic 
diseases, ….. 

PUBLIC HEALTH RELEVANCE: Cancer survivors often suffer from multiple symptoms. 
An intervention to is needed to promote effective self- care of symptoms and assist survivors 
to seek medical treatment.  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The second page of your SS is listed on this slide.   As you can see, the second page contains the RESUME and SUMMARY of Discussion:  :  
The resume and discussion will have 1 or 2 sentences describing your research and then  will state the essential strengths and weaknessess that had a major influence on the overall  impact score. 
 If reviewers had differences of opinions during discussion of your application, this will be noted. 
 Finally, pay particular attention to the last sentence.  This is a concluding comment that conveys the overall scientific evaluation and reflects how to interpret the overall impact score.    

The other information on this page, is your abstract and your statement regarding public health relevance.





   3 
1 R01 NR0222-01  
Smith, A 

                                  
 NRCS-B 

CRITIQUE 1: 
 
Significance: 1 
Investigator(s): 2 
Innovation: 1 
Approach: 3 
Environment: 2 
 
Overall Impact: This highly innovative study addresses a significant clinical problem –symptoms in 
breast cancer survivors. The PI is experienced in research with this population. The environment 
provides adequate resources. A few weaknesses remain  but do not limit study impact  

1. Significance: 
  Strengths 
  • Proposed study addresses a clinically significant problem  
  • Preliminary work of the PI clearly supports the need for this study 
 Weaknesses 
  • None noted 
 
2. Investigator(s): 
  Strengths 
  •Team members have prior experience working together 
 Weaknesses 
  • Limited effort of co-investigator 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The next couple pages of the SS will contain the individual critiques from each of the 3 reviewers who evaluated your application.  

As noted on this slide, the first reviewer will provide critique 1 and the scores for each criterion are provided.  The reviewer will then provide an evaluative paragraph on overall impact.  
This paragraph states the essential strengths and weaknessess that had a major influence on the overall  impact score provided by this reviewer.  Although you do not know the impact score given by this reviewer, based on the comments provided, it suggest that the impact score was probably low, within the 20-30 range. 

The  next component of the reviewers critique includes the  bulleted specific strengths and weaknesses for each review criteria.  Please keep in mind, that these critiques may or may not reflect the outcome of the discussion of your application at the meeting.  However, more and more, reviewers are asked to revise their critiques after the meeting to reflect concerns discussed.  




   4 
1 R01 NR0222-01  
JONES, C  

                                  
 NRCS-B 

     THE FOLLOWING RESUME SECTIONS WERE PREPARED BY THE 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEW OFFICER TO SUMMARIZE THE OUTCOME OF 
DISCUSSIONS OF THE REVIEW COMMITTEE ON THE FOLLOWING 
ISSUES:   

      PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS : ACCEPTABLE 
 
      INCLUSION OF WOMEN: Only women are included and this acceptable due to they 

are primarily affected with breast cancer 
 
      INCLUSION OF MINORITIES:  It is unclear how a sufficient number of minorities will 

be recruited into this study.  This is unacceptable.  
 
      INCLUSION OF CHILDREN PLAN (Resume): Only adults 21 years and older will be 

included.  This is justified and acceptable. 
 
     COMMITTEE BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS:  The budget was recommended as 

requested 
 
     SCIENTIFIC REVIEW OFFICER’S NOTE: 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And, finally, there is the last page of your SS. 

This page provides mainly the judegment of the reviewers regarding “other considerations”.   For example, in this SS inclusion of minorities was unacceptable.   A statement  as to why this minorities is unacceptable will be included in this section of the SS.   If you have an unacceptable in any of these areas, you may be contacted by your Program Director to provide a statement to address the reviewers concern.   

Also, on this final page, you will find information as to whether the reviewers concurred with the budget you submitted.  And, occassionally the SRO may write a comment.  



 Can you Believe this Summary Statement? 

“They said my grant proposal was too preliminary, 
not focused, too ambitious, a large fishing 
expedition, did not have an adequate animal model, 
did not provide a clear rationale, and was viewed 
with a low level of enthusiasm.  

And that's just in the opening summary paragraph! 
There are four more pages of specific comments.  

What am I going to do?"  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Although familiarity with the critical elements of a SS is necessary,  many investigators find that this more or less concrete information does not adequately prepare them for the “experience”  of  reading a SS.   
 
In fact, Many investigators mistakenly experience a mixture of anger and depression when they initially read the SS and easily lose perspective.

The “can you believe this summary statement?’  is a common reaction.   As is the question, What am I going to do?

 






 Can you Believe this Summary Statement? 

“One critique was very realistic and cited expected 
holes in my application” 

“Another reviewer loved the grant…quite a bit more 
than I really thought was deserved” 

“The third reviewer totally, I mean TOTALLY, hated 
the application.  Some criticisms were fair but there 
were also several obvious biases” 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In addition, investigators are amazed and overwhelmed at The dichotomy of how one reviewer’s WOW is another reviewer’s  “ugh”.   

Because of these common experiences, it is generally recommended that you put the summary statement away for about a week.  

And, During this time, you can begin to develop the correct attitude for interpreting the reviewers comments. 



 Attitude for Interpreting Comments? 

• Assume comments are helpful 

• Be grateful not defensive 

• Be open-minded 

• Be a learner  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What is the right attitude?
 
The right attitude is to Assume comments are helpful, be grateful  not defensive, be open minded and self evaluative,

 if reviewers did not get it, it is lkely your fault. Hence, BE A LEARNER…LET THE REVIEWERS HELP YOU FIX IT 

It is best to take this attitude even if the comments seem wrong.  




     Remember…… 

• The reviewer is always right 

• Assume all read the same application 

• Assume more flaws exist in the 
application than cited 

Presenter
Presentation Notes


And,  Remember,  THE REVIEWER IS ALWAYS RIGHT AND YES…THey all read the same applications….and no, they did not provide you with all the criticisms especially because the new format is bulleted.  

The key is…do not take the criticisms personally.  And, realize there is nothing to gain and everything to loose by contesting a reviewers comment….




 Can you Believe this Summary Statement? 

• Read your critique thoroughly and 
dispassionately 

• Determine if the application is “worth 
fixing” 

• Respond sensibly to the queries and 
concerns of the reviewers 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

 After about a week, when  you have had time to bounce back with a SS attitude,  You want o…



• Major Flaws 

• Lack of reviewer enthusiasm 

• Fixable problems 

 

 Is it Worth Fixing? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Almost any grant that is scored has a chance of funding in the second round of revision.  But, you do want to carefully think about whether the application is worth fixing. 

To do this, it is important to note that each fundable application falls into one of 3 categories when one tries to determine …is it worth fixing. 

These include…
   



• Work has already been done 

• Hypotheses or Questions not supported by 
data 

• Methods are not suitable 

• Insufficient statistical power 

• Lack luster of past productivity of investigators 

• Poor resources or facilities 
 

 Major Flaws:  Research Grant Awards 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What are the common major flaws?   This slide specifies the Common major flaws for the R series grant awards  Hence, Reviewer criticisms that indicate major flaws for the research grants include:  

Reviewers find that work will not advance the field because there is a lack of new or original ideas.  
Hypothesis ill-defined, unfocused and not supported by preliminary data.  Hence, the hypotheses are not sound.  
Methods unsuitable, not feasible or not likely to yield resusts,,
 inappropriate instrumentation, data management and analysis vague, 
Sample size too small or too large
inadequate experise or knowledge of field for PI 
Environment is not conducive to support the research
 
These major flaws can be difficult to correct..and it may be that a new application is better than a revision.



Mentorship  
• Mentor overcommitted 
• Mentor lacks relevant expertise 

Training Plan  
• Lacks sufficient detail to develop 

candidate into a promising scientist 
• Research project is weak (unspecific 

aims, methodological  issues) 
 

 Major Flaws: Training and Career Awards 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Common major flaws for Training and Career Awards are listed on this slide.   Criticisms that indicate major flaws for the F’s and K’s are generally within two categories:  Mentorship and Training Plan  

In the area of mentorship, the experience and expertise that the mentor will bring to your study is very important.  As is, 
their commitment to helping you throughout the funding period.   Hence,  Comments that indicate major flaws under the criterion of mentorship are “mentor is overseeing 10 doctoral students, this is too many”;  Or,” mentor does not have the requisite expertise to assist this student”

An unfocused training plan without sufficient detail is a major flaw.  As is a research project that has many multiple weaknesses.  Because the research project is the major vehicle for the applicant to achieve their stated career goal,  this indicates that the training plan is very weak.  Generally, these flaws are reflected back to the lack of mentorship.  




  
• Major flaws fixable if good 

mentorship is available 
• Seek out a long distance mentor 

• Detail a plan for regular meetings  
with a mentor not at your institution 

 

 
 

 Major Flaws: Training and Career Awards 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

The good news regarding major flaws for the Training and career grants is that in general, these major flaws could be fixed if you can find good mentorship.  If appropriate mentorship is not available at your institution, you can seek our a long distance mentor.   However, if you do have a long distance mentor, a detailed account of how you and mentor will be communicating on a regular basis is essential.



• Were the reviewers appropriate? 

– Yes…then problem not fixable 

– No…consider another review group 
 
 
 

 Lack of Reviewer Enthusiasm 

If you get little criticism and a high score… 

 
 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The second category is related to lack of reviewer enthusiasm.

If you get little criticism  and a high score, this  this often means reviewers were not excited about your idea.   Even though this is not stated explicitly.   

Generally, if overall enthusiasm for the project is low,  if it is a “dull” topic, it often indicates the application is not worth fixing

On the other hand, in this situation,  you need to ask if the reviewers were appropriate.   If yes….



• Poor Writing 

• Diffuse Aims 

• Significance is not convincing 

• Insufficient information, experimental 
details, or preliminary data 

• Research not feasible by proposed staff 
 
 

 Fixable Problems? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide displays common criticisms that are considered fixable problems for both research, training and career grants.   
The most common problem….Poor writing, is easily fixable……Rewrite. get help

Significance not convincing…  Again, fixable, Add to that section…. show importance to NIH mission your science area, public health  
 
Diffuse aims… more difficult to fix, but aims need to be testable. And, never dependent on each other    

Diffuse, unfocused research plan.   Assess what is missing….sad it to the research plan, 

Research not feasible by proposed staff….easily fixed by getting consultants with required expertise






• Too much work for the project period 
requested 

• Insufficient attention to how data will 
be interpreted 

• Insufficient discussion of obstacles 
and alternative approaches 

 
 
 

 Fixable Problems? 

Fixable Problems? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Other generally fixable problems include:

Project is too ambitious,   lessen the work, revise or cut an aim

Insufficient detail regarding data interpretation…..Add to how data will be interpreted.

Insufficient discussion of obstacles and alternative approaches….Describe what you will do if get negative results, Include decision trees

Hence the key to fixable problems is to pick a strategy that suits the problem.




• Shows they are interested in the 
idea 

• Indicates the application is 
worth fixing 

 

 Reviewers Note Fixable Problems 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The good news is that when reviewers note fixable problems, it is an excellent sign.   It indicates that the reviewers are interested in your ideas.  

Hence, even if the for mentioned problems are numerous, the application is probably worth fixing.  



Deconstructing the Summary Statement 

• Identify most important concerns  

• Cluster other concerns by critique number  

• Organize concerns within criteria areas 
(e.g., Significance, Innovation) 

• Note all positive comments 

 

 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

But, how do you systematically determine if your application has “major flaws or fixable problems”?

The first step is to DECONSTRUCT the SS.   You should deconstruct your SS even if your grant was scored low, high or not scored.  
 
The steps to this process include:    Initially Identify all concerns/weaknesses.  Start with concerns cited in the resume and summary of discussion…these are the most important comments    

Then, group other concerns by critique #  .

Organize all concerns within criteria areas

Make a list of all positive comments.   These will be helpful later when writing the initial paragraph of the introduction when you respond to reviewers comments



• Evaluate if there is consistency of 
responses among reviewers 

• Choose the concerns that seem most 
salient 

• Seek out advice on what reviewers need 
to be convinced and enthused about 

Deconstructing the Summary Statement 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Next, note areas of consistency among reviewers comments and choose the concerns that seem most salient. With the shorter application format, you may not be able to address all concerns. 

Therefore, it is best to focus on  those criteria areas with scores 4 or higher when  determining what flaws exist and whether they  are fixable even if the weaknesses outweigh the strengths 

Finally, Before you start revising, its is important to get several persons’ advice on what the reviewers need to be convinced and enthused about.  

Therefore, ask colleagues in your institution who is experienced in grantsmanship and not involved in your proposed research to review your application and summary statement,. 



 Common misconceptions 

• “Read between the lines” of a statement 

• Insight into subtle differences between 
reviewers 

• Share notes from review meeting 

 

Advice from Program Director 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Once you have an organized framework from which to view the concerns of your ss statement  and spoken to colleagues, your may receive a suggestion to call your PO.  

In fact, sometimes There is a standard administrative note on the ss that SRO’s put routinely which states to call your Program Director.  (ADD THE NOTE FOR NEW INVESTIGATORS HERE)

However,, before you call the PO, note that there are some common misconceptions as to what advice a PO can provide to applicants 

For example, because PO’s may have observed at the meeting where your application was reviewed,  it is assume that they can “read between the lines” of the summary statement.  They can tell you what reviewers really meant.

Or that the PO can share notes or give additional insight into subtle points of contention among the reviewers of your application. 

 However, this advice cannot be provided.
 



 Questions that cannot be answered  

• Do notes taken match the critique? 

• Were scores divergent initially and less so 
at the end of the discussion? 

• Did one reviewer feel less favorable about 
the grant than the others? 

• Is my score fundable? 
 

Advice from Program Director 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide presents QUESTIONS commonly asked to the PO,  THAT CANNOT BE ANSWERED.  All these questions  relate to what happened in the review.

Do the notes taken at review match the critiques?

 Did one reviewer present a slightly different take on the grant and feel more or less favorable than the other.  

Were the scores divergent at the beginning of the discussion and less so at the end?   

Is this a fundable score?



• A 20 at  9 percentile  

• A 33 at 20 percentile 

• An 80 at 59 percentile  

 

 

 What “Score” is Good News? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Whether your score is fundable is probably the most common question asked to the PO. Hence, When speaking about fundable scores…what score is good news? In short, How should you interpret your “score”
 This slide provides examples of difference ranges of impact scores and percentiles.  
For the most part, as Chelvi indicated, if you receive an impact score of 20 and a percentile of 13 it indicates highly important research and your suggest that your application was ranked one of  the best within those applications scored within the last year. 
 Generally, this could be a fundable “score”  if it meets the mission and priorities of the designated primary institute.  
Also, the Institute will consider  other factors such as the existence of other grants funded by NIH that cover similar scientific territory and whether the application comes from a new investigator.  
As mentioned, if you are a new investigator, special considerations apply such as an NIH target number for funding new R01 investigators

If you receive a 33 and 20, your research has moderate impact and the 20th percentile suggest  your application was well-ranked; And, since  other factors are considered in making funding decisions, this may well be a fundable score and/or percentile.    

What about an 80 at 59 percentile?:   This score probably means that either the study section discussed all proposals, or someone took an interest in your otherwise triaged –destined application and advocated for its discussion.   Although the score is poor, the idea might seem to have merit, it was discussed.   Hence, it may be able to be resubmitted.  



 Advice from Program Director 

 
• What the score and reviewer comments 

may mean 
• Budget issues 
• Resubmission of application 

• Appropriateness of your response to 
reviewers comments 
 

 Program Director always available to assist 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So, after being able to interpret to some extent whether your score is within a fundable range,   should you call the PO?
The answer is yes, most definitely.  If you have any questions at all related to your summary statement, then The PO is always available to assist you. 
The PO at NINR cannot provide information as to whether your score is fundable, but can  discuss with you what the impact and criterion scores as well as reviewer comments may mean.
In addition, the PO can give advice regarding budget issues. Economic aspects of an application can affect enthusiasm levels. 
The PO can offer advice on  Resubmission even though this is an investigative team decision.  However, once you have deconstructed your SS, you will have an excellent framework by which to make this decision.  Your team can decide whether fixing the application is the best plan or it is best to start over.   
For the most part, resubmission is usually suggested by the PO  even when impact/percentile scores are low.  This is because if the application does not get funded, valuable time has been lost to polish the application and have it ready for the next submission date.   Hence, 99.9% of the time,  it is best to always get started on improving your application and design the plan for resubmission. 
Once you have deconstructed your sis and prepared responses to reviewers, you can contact your PO for advice as to the appropriateness of your responses

Therefore, definitely call your PO if you have questions regarding your SS.   



 

• Most common problem:  Poor 
presentation 

• Reviewers influenced by writing 
and application appearance 
 

 What if Reviewer is Wrong? 

Before you call your Program Director: 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What if….In deconstructing your SS, you believe a reviewer is wrong in a stated criticism???   

This is an issue that you should call your PO and discuss.  However, before you call, critically read your application again.  
Because…most likely, The problem is with the application.  Whether reviewers are assessing primarily the science  or the potential of an individual to become a productive scientist (i.e. F and K grants), they are always  influenced by the writing and appearance of your application 




 
• Missing a point 
• Misunderstand 
• Conclude you are a careless 

scientist 
• Non-involvement of mentor   
 

 What if Reviewer is Wrong? 

Poor presentation can result in reviewers: 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Therefore, If your application has multiple errors and internal inconsistencies, or is hard to follow, your score can suffer.   
Poor presentation can cause reviewers to 
Miss a point 
Misunderstand 
Conclude you are a careless scientist

Hence, You must do an outstanding job of writing and organizing your application.  This is particularly important when submitting a training and career award application.  Reviewers are rather intolerant of poor presentation with these applications because it raises the red flag that you and your mentor are not working closely together. 




Revise or APPEAL? 

" With regard to the initial review, after examining 
the summary statement containing the results of 
that review for the grant application, an 
investigator may have concerns about, and wish 
to contest a procedural aspect of the process…,  

.. that the review was biased, that conflict of 
interest existed, that the review group lacked 
appropriate expertise, that factual errors entered 
into the review."  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
However, if you feel that reviewer is wrong, you can consider an APPEAL

The NIH has an official appeals process. NIH defines an appeal as quoted on this slide: 

With regard to the initial review, after examining the summary statement, an investigator may have concerns and wish to contest  that the review was biased, that conflict of interest existed, that the review group lacked appropriate expertise, or  that factual errors entered into the review. 

However, it is important to note that very few investigators appeal the review process.  Rather, they revise and resubmit their applications.




 Revising the Application 

 
• Revisions should be substantive 
• Sources for revision 

– Summary statement comments 
– New preliminary data 
– Recent findings from others 
– Colleagues reviews of statement and 

application 
– Re-review of all aspects application 
 

 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

So, once you have read your sis dispassionately, deconstructed the SS,  determine if only minor flaws exist,  Talk to colleagues, and  the PO,  you are truly  ready to make a decision as to whether you want to resubmit. 

If the decision is to resubmit, you must remember that A resubmission will only receive an improved score if one seriously makes substantive revisions.

You need to address all the salient reviewer concerns and re-review all aspects of the application .  Some sources to draw from in revising your application include…

If you are revising your training or career application, work directly with your mentor.   If you and your mentor cannot meet regularly, then find a new mentor!



 Revising the Application 

 
• Training or career award: Work 

directly with your mentor 

• Mentor not readily available? 

 
 

 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

If you are revising your training or career application, work directly with your mentor.  
However,  If you and your mentor cannot meet regularly, then find a new mentor!



 Revising the Application: Be Mindful 

 
“….we appreciated the recommendation 

and considered the approach, 
however, for the following reasons we 
choose to ..” 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
When revising your application however, 

Do not mindlessly adopt all the suggestions of the reviewers. Rather, think critically, and then decide with your team if you will reject the recommendation. Then,  as indicated on this slide, Note the recommendation was considered and why not adopted. 



 Introducing the Revisions 

“This application has been revised in response to the 
XXX SS.  As noted (p1), overall, reviewers were quite 
excited about this proposal.  Critique 1 noted that the 
application has the potential to significantly improve 
knowledge about XXX.   

The PI thanks the reviewers for their helpful 
comments.  The revised proposal contains 1) findings 
from 8 preliminary studies (5 update and 3 new) and 
significant revisions to XXX. The most salient concerns 
from the SS are discussed briefly below” 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Once you have made revisions, you want to make sure the reviewers know what you revised.   

This slide provides an example of an introductory paragraph that illuminates what changes to the application were made.  And, how appreciative you were that reviewers took the time to help you improve your application. 

As this brief paragraph highlights, making the reviewers job easier by clear writing and plain language is essential.



 Is it Best to Resubmit ASAP? 

• Are issues raised quickly fixed? 
• Are additional manuscripts in 

submission? 

• Can colleagues review the application? 
• Is the application the strongest 

possible? 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As mentioned, if resubmitting your application, start early because the revisions must be substantive. 

 But, what timeframe to should be chosen for the revision process is often difficult to gauge.  
Should you strive for the next round?   Is it best to resubmit sooner than later?

The answer to this difficult decision is…
Always wait to resubmit when you have the strongest application possible.   Better to wait for the next receipt date than to send an application before it is ready.  Spend the time you need polishing your application.  

The take home message….is…..The resubmission application must be more compelling and exciting than the A0.  

Therefore, consider….are the issues raised able to be fixed quickly, do you have new data, or additional manauscripts submitted or in press?  The answers to these questions will determine the timing of resubmission. Give time for colleagues to read it



 After Revision…Remember 

 
• No guarantee of funding even if 

respond adequately to criticisms 

• Summary is not an exhaustive 
critique 

• Risk of introducing new problems 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As a final note, you must always keep in mind that after revision and submission  there is no guarantee of funding. 

 Even if you respond adequately to the criticisms in the summary statement, you are not guaranteed an award. 
This may happen because a summary statement is not meant to be an exhaustive critique; some problems discussed by the reviewers may not appear in it. Also, when you make changes, you risk introducing new problems.

 



 After Revision…Remember 

 
• Membership of review group 

changes 

• Response to prior review receiving 
less attention  

• Science moves on 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Finally, membership in scientific review groups changes. Your application may be seen by some new reviewers who may have different views of your project. And,  Responses to prior review receiving less attention because the goal is to fund more Ao’s than A1’s..   

And, what was significant science on first submission is not by the time of resubmission.  



 
 

Questions 
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