
INNOVATIVE AND WE THINK THIS COLLABORATION WILL BE [INDISCERNIBLE]

FOR THE LEADERSHIP, WE REALLY SAY THANK YOU FOR ALLOWING US.
DR. DAVID FINKELSTEIN, WHO IS THE DIRECTOR OF THE METABOLIC REGULATION PROGRAM AT THE DIVISION OF AGING BIOLOGY HERE AT THE NIH.
HE HAS SERVED AS PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR IN THE DIVISION OF AGING BIOLOGY AT NIH FOR OVER 20 YEARS.
AT THE NIH, DR. FINKELSTEIN ADMINISTERS A PORTFOLIO IN THE RESEARCH GRANTS IN THE AREAS OF OXIDATIVE DAMAGE.
HE HAS ORGANIZED WORKSHOPS AND CONFERENCES IN A VARIETY OF AREAS RELATED TO MOLECULAR MECHANISMS OF AGING.
AMONG HIS ACCOMPLISHMENTS WERE THE DEVELOPMENT OF NIH'S THE PILOT PROJECT PROGRAM AT THE DIVISION OF AGING BIOLOGY,
NEW INVESTIGATIVE FORMS.
SO THAT MAKES HIM VERY RELEVANT FOR TODAY'S WEBINAR.
DAVID RECEIVED HIS PH.D DEGREE FROM NIA.
HE WAS SCIENTIFIC DIRECTOR OF THE U.S. LABORATORIES IN PAN LABS INCORPORATED IN SEATTLE, WASHINGTON.
IN THIS POSITION, HE DIRECTED RESEARCH IN THE AREAS OF INDUSTRIAL FERMENTATION DEVELOPMENT, AS WELL AS NEW DRUG DISCOVERY.
HE WORKED AT THE SOUTHWESTERN MEDICAL SCHOOL IN DALLAS, TEXAS, FOR A POST DOC AND STAYED TON AS A FACULTY MEMBER IN THE DEPARTMENT OF BIOCHEMISTRY.
AT SOUTHWESTERN, HIS RESEARCH GROUP INVESTIGATED GENE REGULATION IN THE YEAST, WITH A FOCUS ON THE MATING REACTION OF THIS ORGANISM, AS WELL AS THE RESPONSE OF YEAST TO HEAT SHOCK.
DR. FINKELSTEIN HAS BEEN AN NIA PROGRAM OFFICER ALSO AN NIH GRANT RECIPIENT AND STUDY SECTION NUMBER.
SO WHEN HE DISCUSSES THESE DETAILS ABOUT HOW TO THINK ABOUT GETTING FUNDED, HE KNOWS WHAT HE’S TALKING ABOUT.
HE HAS OVER THE YEARS, LISTENED OFTEN WITH WHITE KNUCKLES TO THOUSANDS OF REVIEWS.
HE WILL ASSIST YOU IN PREPARING A MORE COMPETITIVE APPLICATION.
SO TODAY WE’RE REALLY EXCITED ABOUT ONE, THE COLLABORATION WITH ESPO AND GSA AND REALLY, REALLY EXCITED TO HAVE DR. DAVID FINKELSTEIN HERE TO TELL US ABOUT WHAT YOUR ADVISER NEVER TOLD YOU ABOUT GETTING FUNDED AND WITH THAT I’LL HAND IT OVER TO YOU, DAVE.
>>  THANKS.
ALL RIGHTY, HERE GOES.
FIRST OF ALL, LET ME START OUT.
YOU GUYS PAY MY SALARY.
ASSUMING YOU ARE PAYING INCOME TAX.
SEE MY TELEPHONE NUMBER.
301-496-6402.
SEE MY E-MAIL.
FEEL FREE TO CALL ME.
FEEL FREE TO E‑MAIL.
IT'S PROBABLY EASIER TO CALL, BECAUSE SOMETIMES IT'S EASIER TO SPEAK RATHER THAN GO THROUGH LONG, LONG WRITTEN CONVERSATIONS.
OKAY, LET’S GET STARTED.


LET ME TELL YOU WHAT I’M NOT GOING TO SPEAK ABOUT FIRST.
I AM NOT GOING TO TELL YOU HOW TO WRITE SCIENCE, BECAUSE HOPEFULLY YOU KNOW THAT ALREADY.
BUT LET’S CONSIDER THE GRANT PROCESS.
LET’S START OUT FIRST.
OTTO WARBURG WON A NOBEL PRIZE IN 1931.
HERE IS A GRANT HE WROTE IN THE ‘20s.
THAT’S THE TOTAL GRANT.
“I REQUIRE 10,000 MARKS PAID IN FULL BY THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT.”
THAT WAS THEN.
LET’S LOOK AT NOW.
THIS IS A TABLE OF CONTENTS FROM AN NIH GRANT, FROM AN RO1 GRANT.
IT GOES DOWN AT LEAST 68 PAGES HERE.
IT WILL VARY, DEPENDING ON WHO IS WRITING IT.
BUT CERTAINLY A LOT MORE THAN I REQUIRE, 10,000 MARKS.
OKAY, FOR THOSE OF YOU ON THE WEST COAST, IT’S EARLY.
FOR THOSE OF YOU ON THE EAST COAST, YOU PROBABLY HAD YOUR FIRST COFFEE, READY TO TAKE YOUR MORNING NAP.
READY.
LET ME START OUT WITH A SIMPLE STORY.
PERIPHERAL TO THIS, BUT JUST IN TERMS OF HOW WE SPEAK.

THERE WERE DOZENS OF YEARS AGO, A COUPLE OF RABBIS, RABBI HILO AND RABBI SHAMMAI.
SOMEONE CAME OVER TO RABBI SHAMMAI AND SAID “CAN YOU TELL ME WHAT I NEED TO DO TO BE A GOOD PERSON WHILE YOU’RE STANDING ON ONE FOOT,” THE RABBI LOOKED AT HIM AND SAID “ARE YOU CRAZY?”
HIT HIM WITH A STICK, CHASED HIM AWAY.
WENT TO RABBI HILO, ASKS THE SAME QUESTION AND HILO SAID --LIFTED HIS FOOT UP AND SAID “DO UNTO OTHERS AS YOU’D HAVE THEM DO UNTO YOU.”
THE REST IS COMMENTARY.
NOW GO LEARN.” 
I HOPE TO KEEP THIS SIMPLE.

I HAVE A FEW KEY POINTS.
FOUR KEY SLIDES AND THE REST IS COMMENTARY.
IN A I AM GOING TO SHOW A KEY AND WHEN IT’S A KEY SLIDE, I’LL BANG ON THE TABLE, HOPEFULLY YOU WILL HEAR IT AND CHANGE THE COLOR OF THE SLIDE TO BRIGHT ORANGE.
I LIKE ORANGE.
I WEAR IT WHEN I GO CYCLING.
IT’S GOOD FOR VISIBILITY.
OKAY, SO WHAT ARE THE KEYS TO A WINNING APPLICATION?
KEY SLIDE NUMBER ONE, VERY IMPORTANT.
YOU HAVE TO SELL THE SCIENCE, AND YOU SELL IT IN THE ABSTRACT AND THE SPECIFIC AIMS.
NOW I’LL EXPLAIN FOR THE NEXT 45 MINUTES WHAT I MEAN.
GRANT-WRITING CAN BE VERY INTIMIDATING.
THINK ABOUT – WHAT IT GOES TO SUBMIT A GRANT APPLICATION.
YOU’VE CAREFULLY THOUGHT OUT ALL THE ANGLES.
YOU’VE DONE HAD – DONE IT A THOUSAND TIMES.
IT COMES NATURALLY TO YOU.
YOU KNOW WHAT YOU ARE DOING.
IT’S WHAT YOU’VE BEEN TRAINED TO DO FOR YOUR WHOLE LIFE, RIGHT?
NOTHING COULD POSSIBLY GO WRONG.
THINK AGAIN.
MAYBE THE RIP CORD DIDN’T OPEN.
SO AFTER WE’RE DONE, WHY AREN’T MY APPLICATIONS BEING FUNDED?
WHY AREN’T MY – EVERYONE CALLS UP AND SAID DR. FINKEJSTEIN AND SAY NO, CALL ME DAVID.
WHY AREN’T MY APPLICATIONS BEING FUNDED?
REALLY SIMPLE.
REALLY, REALLY SIMPLE.
SEE, IT’S NOT BECAUSE YOU’RE INEPT, I GUARANTEE THAT.
I’M SORRY, 95% OF THE TIME IT’S NOT BECAUSE YOU’RE INEPT.
WHY DO I SAY THAT?
THERE ARE REALLY VERY FEW BAD GRANT APPLICATIONS, I PROMISE YOU THAT.


MOST APPLICATIONS ARE MERITORIOUS AND REALLY WORTHY OF FUNDING.
SO WHY ISN’T MY APPLICATION BEING FUNDED THEN?
I DID IT GOOD, BLAH, BLAH, BLAH.
IT’S REALLY SIMPLE, NOT ENOUGH MONEY.
NOT ENOUGH MONEY TO PAY ALL THE MERITORIOUS APPLICATION THAT’S WE HAVE.
APPLICATIONS THAT WE HAVE.
IT’S VERY FRUSTRATING.
FEEL LIKE YOU’RE BATTING YOUR HEAD AGAINST THE WALL.
YOU WANT TO GIVE UP.
I CAN TELL YOU ONE THING FOR SURE BATTING YOUR – BAT YOUR HEAD AGAINST THE WALL, YOU MAY GET FUNDED, EVENTUALLY YOU MAY BREAK THROUGH.
BUT IF YOU DON’T APPLY, I GUARANTEE, YOU WILL NOT GET FUNDED.
I GUARANTEE THAT.
SO ONE THING I CAN SAY WITH ABSOLUTE CERTAINTY – SO HOW CAN I IMPROVE THE ODDS OF MY APPLICATION BEING FUNDED?
WELL, LET’S CONSIDER A LITTLE BIT ABOUT WHAT A REVIEW IS.
THERE ARE RESEARCH APPLICATIONS, R-TYPE APPLICATIONS, F-TYPE APPLICATIONS.
THE REVIEWERS REVIEW VARIOUS CRITERIA, SIGNIFICANCE INVESTIGATOR, INNOVATION, APPROACH, THE ENVIRONMENT, FOR FELLOWSHIPS, CANDIDATE, A SPONSORING ENVIRONMENT, THE RESEARCH TRAINING PROPOSAL TRAN, CAN TRAINING POTENTIAL.
THERE ARE LOTS OF THINGS THEY’RE REVIEWING OTHER THAN THE SCIENCE.
AND IN THE END, WHAT THEY GIVE YOU THE SCORE ON IS THE OVERALL IMPACT.
WHAT DOES OVERALL IMPACT REALLY MEAN?
SOMEONE WRITES AN APPLICATION.
HE SAYS IT’S HIGH IMPACT.
IF HE DOESN’T LIKE THE APPLICATION, AND IT DIDN’T EXCITE HIM, THEN IT’S LOW-IMPACT.
WHAT DOES A REVIEWER DO?
HOW DOES A REVIEWER DECIDE?
THE AVERAGE STUDY SECTION WILL LOOK AT PERHAPS ANYWHERE BETWEEN 50 AND 100 APPLICATIONS.
THE COMMITTEE MAY HAVE 20 TO 40 PEOPLE.
EACH REVIEWER IS GENERALLY ASSIGNED TO PRESENT 8 OR 10 APPLICATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE, WHERE HE OR SHE WILL DISCUSS THAT APPLICATION, LEAD THE DISCUSSION.
FOR EACH APPLICATION, THERE WILL BE 3 PEOPLE DOING THE REVIEW.
BUT CONSIDER, HE HAS 100 APPLICATIONS TO REVIEW.
LIMITED AMOUNT OF TIME TO SPEND ON EACH APPLICATION.
EVEN IF – LET’S SAY HE TAKES TWO WEEKS, FOR WHICH FOR A TWO-DAY STUDY SECTION HE’S GOING TO BE PAID AROUND $400.
HE’S GOING TO GET LESS MONEY THAN HE WOULD GET WORKING AT MCDONALD’S.
SO IT’S A LIMIT AMOUNT OF TIME.
IF HE SPENDS AN HOUR ON EACH APPLICATION, IT’S GOING TO BE TWO WEEKS, SO UNDERSTAND WHERE HE’S COMING FROM.
SO HE’S GOING TO SPEND A DAY, LESS THAN A DAY ON YOUR APPLICATION.
NOW JUST THINK FOR A ULT MINUTE.
IF YOU WRITE AN APPLICATION AND YOU LIST 120 REFERENCES, IS HE GOING TO HAVE TIME TO READ 120 REFERENCES?
WHAT IS HE GOING TO DO WITH IT?
HOW IS HE GOING TO DEAL WITH THIS APPLICATION?
WELL, HE HAS TO ORDER THESE APPLICATIONS.
IF HE COMES INTO THE REVIEW MEETING AND SAYS “EVERY APPLICATION IS WONDERFUL.”
EACH APPLICATION IS GREAT.”
IT WON’T WORK.
BECAUSE BASICALLY WHAT THEY TRY TO DO IS QUOTE UNQUOTE, FUND THE BEST APPLICATIONS.
SO THEY HAVE TO RANK-ORDER.
HOW DOES A REVIEWER RANK-ORDER AN APPLICATION?
HE SCANS THEM THROUGH FIRST.
TAKES A QUICK LOOK.
LIKE IMAGINE YOU ARE GOING INTO A BOOKSTORE.
ALL THESE BOOKS IN THE STORE.
WHICH ONE DO YOU WANT TO READ?

WELL, FOR THE REVIEWER, HE’S GOING TO LOOK AT THE ABSTRACT AND THE SPECIFIC AIM.
THOSE ARE THE FIRST THINGS HE’S GOING TO SEE.
AND BASED ON THAT, HE’S GOING TO DECIDE WHICH ONES HE WANTS TO LOOK AT AND IN FURTHER DETAIL.
HE’LL READ THEM ALL.
DON’T GET ME WRONG, HE’LL READ THEM ALL.
BUT HE’S GOING TO SET HIS FILTERS ACCORDINGLY.
SO PICK UP A BOOK, HAS A NICE COVER A, LOOK AT THE BOOK FLAP.
READ A LITTLE BIT WHAT THE BOOK’S ABOUT.
IF YOU DON’T GET PAST THE BOOK FLAP, ARE YOU GOING TO OPEN IT UP AND SAMPLE THE BOOK?
ARE YOU GOING TO ACTUALLY READ THE BOOK?
WILL YOU BUY THE BOOK?
AND YOU HAVE TO MAKE YOUR CHOICE, BECAUSE YOU CAN’T READ THEM ALL.
YOU CAN’T READ THEM ALL THE WAY THROUGH AND THEN DECIDE I WANT TO BUY THIS ONE.
OKAY, SECOND KEY POINT – 
[BANGING GAVEL] ORANGE.
HELPING THE REVIEWER.
YOU, YOU ARE THE WORLD’S EXPERT ON YOUR RESEARCH.
NO ONE KNOWS AS MUCH ABOUT YOUR RESEARCH AS YOU DO.
IF A COLLEAGUE WHO ISN’T AS FAMILIAR WITH YOUR RESEARCH, IS NOT EXCITED ABOUT YOUR ABSTRACT, NEITHER WILL THE REVIEWER.
WHAT DO I MEAN BY THAT?
AND I SAID – WE HAVE EXCERPTS OF REVIEWING.
>>  WHERE ARE THEY COMING FROM?
BUT THEY’RE NOT QUITE AS EXPERT AS YOU ARE.
YOU ARE GOING TO HAVE TO EXPLAIN THINGS TO THEM A LITTLE BIT.
EVER GO TO A COCKTAIL PARTY WITH YOUR SIGNIFICANT OTHERWISE AND YOU’RE SITTING THERE AND SOMEONE SAYS TELL ME WHAT DO YOU DO?
I DO RESEARCH.
TELL ME SOMETHING ABOUT YOUR RESEARCH.
AND YOU START TO TALK.
AND.
YOU SEE THE PEOPLE PAYING ATTENTION OR SORT OF LOOKING UP AT THE SKY CAN, LOOK AROUND A LITTLE BIT.
HAVE YOU CAUGHT THEIR ATTENTION?
IF YOU HAVEN’T CAUGHT THEIR ATTENTION, CAN YOU GET THEIR ATTENTION?
AFTER YOU TALK FOR TEN MINUTES, IS THERE ANYTHING YOU CAN DO TO GET THEM BACK?

NOW WHAT I MEAN BY – THIS IS AN IMPORTANT POINT.
IT’S NOT SO TRIVIAL.
SOMEONE ASKS YOU A QUESTION, THINK ABOUT IT.
WRITE IT DOWN.
THEY ARE NOT STUPID QUESTIONS.
EVEN IF THEY ARE STUPID QUESTIONS, THERE IS A VERY GOOD CHANCE A REVIEWER WILL BE THINKING THE SAME THING.
WHEN YOU’RE SPEAKING ONE-ON-ONE, YOU CAN ANSWER THEIR QUESTION.


WHEN A REVIEWER IS READING YOUR APPLICATION, HE CAN’T ASK YOU.
SO IF IT’S NOT THERE, AND YOU HAVEN’T ANTICIPATED HIS QUESTION, YOU’RE GOING TO BE OUT OF LUCK.
HERE IS A QUOTE FROM THE NIH WEBSITE BY MARTIN FILBERT, VERY EXPERIENCED REVIEWER.
“IF YOU DO NOT CONVEY THE ESSENCE OF THE ARGUMENT CLEARLY, THEN NO MATTER HOW GOT IDEA IS, IT’S LOST.”
IN OTHER WORDS, YOU HAVE TO SELL THE SCIENCE.
AND HE GOES ON “THERE ARE THREE ELEMENTS OF A PROPOSAL THAT GET ME REALLY EXCITED.
THE MAJOR HOOK IS THE WAY IT’S PRESENTED.”
THAT’S NUMBER ONE – HOW IT’S PRESENTED.
“SECOND, AND PERHAPS MORE IMPORTANT BUT IT’S SECOND IS THE QUALITY OF THE IDEA.”
THIRD IS THE INNOVATION.
IF YOU DON’T PRESENT IT CLEARLY, THEY’RE NOT GOING TO KNOW THAT IT’S A GOOD IDEA.
THEY’RE CERTAINLY NOT GOING TO BE ABLE TO SEE.
OKAY, SO WITH THAT IN MIND, HOW CAN I SELL?
KNOW YOUR AUDIENCE.
LET’S THINK ABOUT WHAT GOES ON AT A STUDY SECTION MEETING.
WILL MY APPLICATION BE DISCUSSED?
YOU’VE ALL HEARD THAT WE DISCUSSED QUOTE UNQUOTE THE UPPER HALF THE APPLICATIONS.
WHICH APPLICATION IS GOING TO BE DISCUSSED?
APPLICATIONS ARE BROKEN DOWN BY CRITERIA, BY TYPE.
SHOWE MAY START OUT WITH RO1, BIG RESEARCH APPLICATIONS AND WE REVIEW THE TOP HALF OF THOSE FROM EXPERIENCED INVESTIGATORS FIRST.
AND WE REVIEW THEM IN ORDER, BASED UPON PRELIMINARY SCORES.
THE PRELIMINARY SCORES GIVEN BY THE THREE REVIEWERS WHO ARE GOING TO PRESENT IT TO THE COMMITTEE.
THEY’VE ENTERED THEIR PRELIMINARY SCORE BEFORE THE MEETING.
THIS LIST IS MADE UP.
THEN WE GO ON.
WE MAKE TAKE – TAKE EARLY STAGE INVESTIGATORS.
THEY GET REVIEWED SEPARATELY SO THE REVIEWER CAN GIVE YOU THE BENEFIT OF THE DOUBT.
ONCE AGAIN THE TOP HALF.
RO21S, SMALLER APPLICATIONS.
TOP HALF BASED ON PRELIMINARY SCORES.
RO3’S, PILOT PROJECTS, TOP HALF BASED ON PRELIMINARY SCORES.
RO3’S.
AREA AWARDS – THESE ARE ACADEMIC RESEARCH ENHANCEMENTS AWARDS, AWARDS WHERE PEOPLE ARE PRIMARILY TRAINING STUDENTS.
ONCE AGAIN, TOP HALF.
IN EVERY CASE, IT’S THE TOP HALF.
SO, LOGICAL PERSON WOULD ASSUME, IF MY APPLICATION WASN’T DISCUSSED, IT MUST HAVE BEEN IN THE LOWER HALF, RIGHT?
WRONG.
DON’T EXPECT LOGIC.
WHY DO I SAY THIS?
LET ME GIVE YOU AN EXAMPLE OF WHAT GOES ON -– SOME REAL DATA FROM THE STUDY SECTION.
ON THE X-AXIS, WE HAVE THE INITIAL SCORE, THE AVERAGE OF THE THREE INITIAL SCORES.
ON THE Y-AXIS, WE HAVE THE FINAL SCORE.
NOW THAT’S A SCORE VOTED BY EVERYONE ON THE COMMITTEE.
THE DOTTED LINE IS THE SLOPE OF 1, ALL RIGHT?
IF THE INITIAL SCORE IS 2, THEN THE FINAL SCORE WILL BE THE AVERAGE OF WHAT EVERYONE GAVE IT TIMES 10, SO THE FINAL SCORE WOULD BE 20.
[bookmark: _GoBack]IN THIS CASE, FOR THIS STUDY SECTION, THESE ARE RO1, STANDARD RESEARCH APPLICATIONS.
THERE WERE 28 APPLICATIONS BEING REVIEWED.
OKAY?
SO WE SHOULD HAVE REVIEWED THE TOP 14.
EXCEPT IN THIS CASE, 8 WERE TIED WITH A SCORE OF 3.
EACH DOT SHOWS THE FINAL SCORE.
NOW IF YOU LOOK AT SOME OF THESE THINGS – SO LET’S CONSIDER.
IF YOU HAD AN INITIAL SCORE OF 3.3, THAT IS, IF TWO OF THE REVIEWERS VOTED 3 AND ONE OF THE REVIEWERS VOTED 4 – OR SOME OTHER COMBINATION – IT WOULDN’T HAVE BEEN DISCUSSED.
YET, THERE WOULD HAVE BAIN SCORE OF 33.
AND WE SEE HERE, WE HAVE MANY THAT WERE DISCUSSED THAT HAD SCORES OF 40, 45, MAYBE EVEN 50.
BECAUSE HERE THEY REVIEWED IN FACT 70%.
BUT WHAT I AM TRYING TO GET AT IS IF SOMETHING IS IN THE LOWER HALF, IT’S REALLY IN THE MIDDLE HALF.
IF YOU HAVE ONE REVIEWER WHO PERHAPS IS MUCH MORE CRITICAL AND ANOTHER REVIEWER SAYS NO, THIS IS REALLY MUCH BETTER THAN THAT.
BUT WE NO THAT WE CAN ONLY FUND 10, 15% OF THE APPLICATIONS.
THE NIH FUNDING LINE IS LISTED AS 11%.
IS MUCH MORE.
SO A REVIEWER KNOWS WE CAN’T DISCUSS EVERY APPLICATION.
AND IF I SPEND MY POLITICAL CAPITAL TO MAKE PEOPLE LISTEN TO THE REVIEWER – THIS APPLICATION, WHICH WILL END ONE A SCORE OF 30 OR 35%, THEN THE ONE APPLICATION WHICH I REALLY WANT TO SEE FUNDED, WHICH I REALLY WANT TO PUSH BECAUSE I THINK IT’S REALLY BRILLIANT.
BY THE TIME I GET TO DO THAT, THEY’RE NOT GOING TO BELIEVE ME.
I AM NOT GOING TO BE CREDIBLE ANYMORE.
SO WHERE DO WE GO FROM THERE THEN?
LET’S CONSIDER THE SCORING.
I WAS THINKING HERE ABOUT A SCORE OF 3, A SCORE OF 3 BEING DISCUSSED AND A SCORE OF OVER 3 NOT BEING DISCUSSED.
HERE IT’S THE INSTRUCTION THAT THE REVIEWERS ARE GIVEN.
HOW TO SCORE, HOW TO SCORE CRITERIA.
WHAT IS A SCORE OF 3?
HIGH SCORE, EXCELLENT, VERY STRONG WITH ONLY SOME MINOR WEAKNESSES.
OUTSTANDING IS A SCORE OF 2 IS NEGLIGIBLE WEAKNESSES.
A SCORE OF 1 – AND WE ACTUALLY SEE SCORES OF 1, SAYS THERE ARE NO WEAKNESSES WHATSOEVER.
NOW LET’S BE REALISTIC.
WHAT ARE PEOPLE SAYING HERE?
WHAT IS A MINOR WEAKNESS?
EASILY ADDRESSABLE.
THAT’S – DOES NOT SUBSTANTIALLY LESSEN THE IMPACT.
MAJOR WEAKNESS, SEVERELY LIMITING THE IMPACT.
THAT’S A SCORE OF 7.
WE’RE TALKING ABOUT SCORES OF 2 AND 3 HERE, MINOR WEAKNESSES, IT’S EASILY ADDRESSABLE AND YET SOMETIMES PEOPLE WILL GIVE YOU A 3, BUT THE APPLICATION IS NOT GOING TO BE DISCUSSED.
SO WHAT IS YOUR CHANCE OF GETTING FUNDED THE FIRST GO-AROUND?
I DON’T NEED TO SAY.
YOU KNOW.
SO AFTER THE MEETING, ALL RIGHT, YOU FAILED.
GET USED TO IT.
IT’S YOUR CHOSEN CAREER.
YEARS AGO, WHEN I WAS A CHILD, MOST APPLICATIONS WERE FUNDED AND WERE GIVEN INSTRUCTIONS THAT SAID “IF AN APPLICATION – IF YOU HAD AN INFINITE AMOUNT OF MONEY AND AN APPLICATION STILL HAD NO MERIT WHATSOEVER, THEN YOU WOULD DISAPPROVE IT AND THAT WAS PERHAPS NO MORE THAN 10% OF THE APPLICATIONS.
TODAY, IF YOU FUND 10% OF THE APPLICATIONS, THEN JUST THINK FOR A MINUTE.
HOW MANY ARE YOU GOING TO HAVE TO WRITE THOGET FUNDED?
IF IT’S A RANDOM WALK, IT’S GOING TO BE ONE IN 10.
SO YOU ARE GOING TO BE – THE SUN COMES UP IN THE MORNING, YOU’RE GOING TO BE WRITING APPLICATIONS.
THE FLOWERS COME UP IN THE SPRING, YOU’RE GOING TO BE WRITING AP /KAEUGTSS.
APPLICATIONS.
SO YOU FAILED.
YOU HAVE TO MAINTAIN YOUR PERSPECTIVE.
YOUR APPLICATION IS NOT A REFLECTION OF YOUR PERSONAL WORTH.
I TOLD YOU THESE ARE NOT BAD APPLICATIONS.
YOUR MOTHER STILL LOVES YOU.
OKAY, POINT NO. 3 – THIS IS A VERY IMPORTANT POINT ALSO. 
[BANGING GAVEL].
SUMMARY STATEMENTS.
SUMMARY STATEMENTS DO NOT CONTAIN A COMPREHENSIVE LISTING OF FAULTS.
WHAT WILL BE THE COROLLARY OF THAT?
RESPONDING TO ALL POINTS ON THE SUMMARY STATEMENT IS NO GUARANTEE THAT THE REVIEWER IS GOING TO FIND YOUR APPLICATION EXCITING, I.E EXCITING, INTERESTING.
HOW DOES THE REVIEWER PREPARE HIS REVIEW?
WHEN HE’S WRITING HIS SUMMARY STATEMENT, IF HE’S MAKING A PRESENTATION TO THE COMMITTEE – IF IT’S A POSITIVE APPLICATION, HE THINKS THIS IS THE BEST APPLICATION I’VE SEEN, BEST SINCE SLICED BREAD.
I WANT THE COMMITTEE TO REALLY GIVE THIS A VERY GOOD ZERO CAN – SCORE.
I’LL JUSTIFY THAT.
I WANT TO SHOW THEM WHY IT’S REALLY GOOD.
WELL, THERE IS A REALLY MINOR WEAKNESS.
BUT IF I LIST EVERY WEAKNESS – AND OF COURSE THERE ARE GOING TO BE WEAK WASN’TS.
WHAT ARE PEOPLE ON THE COMMITTEE ARE GOING TO SAY?
GEE, HE LISTED SO MANY WEAKNESSES, HE’S SAYING IT’S A 1, BUT IT DOESN’T SOUND LIKE A 1 TO ME.
SO HE’LL MINIMIZE THE WEAKNESSES.
WHAT ABOUT A NEGATIVE STATEMENT?
HE SAYS “I HAVE TO SHOW PEOPLE I’M CREDIBLE?” THE REVIEWER WILL READ THE APPLICATION AND UNTIL – AT SOME POINT THE REVIEWER SAYS THIS IS NOT GOING TO MAKE IT.
I CAN SEE IT’S NOT GOING TO MAKE IT.
I’LL READ IT ALL THE WAY THROUGH, BUT YOU KNOW, THIS IS JUST-GOING TO GET GAY SCORE.
AND I CAN LIST THIS POINT AND THIS POINT AND THAT POINT AND THEY SHOW THIS VERY CLEARLY.
REVIEWERS – THEY DO IT, BUT YOU KNOW , PEOPLE DON’T LIKE TO DO THINGS LIKE THIS.
THEY’RE GOING TO INCLUDE A CERTAIN NUMBER OF POSITIVE STATEMENTS.
WHY NOT?
IT’S AT A POINT VARY OF SCIENCE.
IS THERE SCIENCE THAT AREN’T IMPORTANT?
WHEN READING THE SUMMARY STATEMENT, IMAGINE THE SUMMARY STATEMENT WAS SENT TO ANYONE BUT YOU.
WHEN YOU READ YOUR SUMMARY STATEMENT, WHAT HAPPENS IS ANYTHING THAT’S POSITIVE, BIG FONT LOOKS VERY GOOD.
ANYTHING THAT’S NEGATIVE, THE FONT LOOKS VERY, VERY SMALL AND IT’S A MINOR POINT.
NOW, IT’S VERY HARD.
IT REALLY IS.
YOU’VE BEEN KICKED IN THE TEETH, UNLESS THEY SAY THEY LOVE IT.
IF YOU’RE IN THE TOP 2 OR 3% AND THEY SAY THIS IS THE GREATEST THING EVER, YOU’RE OKAY.
BUT EVEN THEN AT LEAST ONE OF THE REVIEWERS WILL HAVE SOMETHING NEGATIVE TO SAY.
I GUARANTEE.
I HAVE NEVER, EVER SEEN A SUMMARY STATEMENT THAT DIDN’T HAVE SAT LEAST ONE – AT LEAST ONE STUPID COMMENT.
IGNORE THE POSITIVE STATEMENTS.
IS THERE ONE MAJOR PROBLEM IDENTIFIED?
IF ALL THE REVIEWERS ARE IDENTIFYING THE SAME PROBLEM, MAYBE THIS IS SOMETHING THAT – THIS IS VERY – THERE IS VERY LIKELY SOMETHING YOU SHOULD BE ADDRESSING.
OTHER REVIEWERS NIT PICKING.
WILL THE REVIEWERS NIT PICKING?
I CAN’T FIND ANYTHING REALLY WRONG HERE.
ONE, IT MAY BE THAT YOU’RE JUST NOT UNDERSTANDING THE LANGUAGE THEY’RE USING.
BUT NUMBER TWO, IT MAY BE IN FACT THAT THEY WERE NIT PICKING.
WE’RE ASKING THE REVIEW – I SAID WE START OUT THE APPLICATIONS ARE GOOD.
MOST OF THEM ARE MERITORIOUS.
WELL, YEAH, THE REVIEWERS KNOW IT’S MERITORIOUS.
IT’S NOT THE GREATEST THING IN THE WORLD BUT IT’S FINE.
IT’S NOT A BAD IDEA.
A REASONABLE PROJECT.
IF WE HAD MONEY, IT WOULD BE A NICE THING TO PAY.
OH, OKAY, WHAT CAN I SAY ABOUT IT?
IF I SAY IT’S A WONDERFUL APPLICATION AND I SAY EVERY APPLICATION IS WONDERFUL, WE HAVEN’T DISTINGUISHED ANYTHING.
SO I HAVE TO HAVE SOMETHING TO SAY.
I HAVE TO HAVE SOMETHING NEGATIVE.
THE DIFFERENT REVIEWERS FIND FLAWS IN DIFFERENT THINGS.
WHAT FAY REVIEWER ONE SAYS, I LIKE AIM ONE BUT I DON’T LIKE AIM TWO?
REVIEWER 2 SAYS, I LIKE AIM 2 BUT I DON’T LIKE AIM ONE.
GOT TO TELL YOU.
I CAN’T HELP YOU, AND I DON’T KNOW HOW TO HELP THAT.
THERE ARE WAYS THAT YOU CAN TRY TO DEAL WITH IT.
IF A.
AND I’LL GET TO THAT IN A MINUTE.
IF THERE WAS A DISCUSSION, IF THE APPLICATION WAS DISCUSSED AT THE BEGINNING OF THE SUMMARY STATEMENT, THERE WILL BE A DISCUSSION SUMMARY.
THIS WILL BASICALLY BE THE REVIEW OFFICER OR THE PERSON – THE CHAIR OF THE STUDY SECTION WRITING A SUMMARY OF WHAT THEY HEARD.
DOES IT SOUND LIKE ONE OF THE CRITICS OR DOES IT CONTAIN INFORMATION NOT IN ANY OF THE CRITIQUES?
IF IT SOUNDS LIKE ONE CRITIQUE, WELL, THAT WAS A REVIEWER IN THE CRITIQUE THAT CARRIED THE NAME.
IF THAT WAS – AND THINK ABOUT IT.
THAT REVIEWER THEN WANTED YOUR APPLICATION.
IT’S A POSITIVE THING.
WANTED YOUR APPLICATION TO BE FUNDED.
THAT REVIEWER – YOU WANT TO GET THAT REVIEWER INFORMATION WHEN YOU’RE WRITING AGAIN, TO HELP HIM OR HER SELL THAT APPLICATION TO THE OTHER PEOPLE.
SO YOU HAVE TO SELL YOUR APPLICATION TO THAT PERSON, TO SELL IT TO THE NEXT PERSON.
WHAT ABOUT IF THE SUMMARY STATEMENT CONTAINS INFORMATION THAT’S NOT IN ANY CRITIQUE?
REMEMBER I SAID THREE PEOPLE PRESENTED, BUT THE REST HISTORY COMMITTEE DISCUSSS IT.
AND IT MAY BE SOMEONE ELSE ON THE COMMITTEE FOUND SOMETHING, THAT HE OR SHE REALLY THOUGHT – WAIT, THIS IS A CRITICAL ERROR.
AND GENERALLY THEY WILL WRITE A LITTLE COMMENTARY.
SOMETIMES THEY DON’T.
BECAUSE IT MAY BE NOT THAT MAJOR.
OKAY, SO ONCE AGAIN WE HAVE THESE THREE CRITIQUES, AND WE’RE TRYING TO FIGURE OUT HOW TO DEAL WITH THEM.
WE’VE DETERMINED IT’S GOING TO BE ONE STUPID STATEMENT.
DON’T WORRY ABOUT THAT.
THAT PROBABLY DIDN’T MATTER.
IT’S REALLY TRUE.
THE THING THAT IS GOING TO IRK YOU THE MOST IS PROBABLY THE LEAST IMPORTANT PART OF THE REVIEW.
IF YOU PROCRASTINATE.
OKAY, REPEATING THE SLIDE.
FRUSTRATION.
YOU’RE BOUNCING YOUR HEAD INTO THE WALL.
IF YOU DON’T APPLY, YOU WON’T GET FUNDED.
WE’VE SAID THIS BEFORE.
REPEATING THE APPLICATION BECAUSE SOMETIMES YOU MAY HAVE TO REPEAT SOMETHING IN AN APPLICATION.
WHEN A REVIEWER IS READING, HE MAY EXPECT TO SEE A GIVEN BIT OF INFORMATION AT A GIVEN SITE IN THE APPLICATION.
IF HE OR SHE DOESN’T SEE THAT INFORMATION, HE’S GOING TO BE DISTRACTED UNTIL HE DOES SEE THAT ANSWER.
AND HE MAY NEVER SEE IT IF IT’S ONLY THERE AS ONE SENTENCE.
SO GOING BACK TO WHAT I SAID PREVIOUSLY, YOU HAVE TO PSYCHE OUT WHAT ARE THE QUESTIONS THEY’RE GOING TO HAVE?
WHEN ARE THEY GOING TO HAVE THEM?
THAT’S WHEN YOU ANSWER IT.
THE NOTION OF SAYING WELL, I’LL ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS AT THE END MAY WORK AT SEMINARS.
BUT IT WON’T WORK FOR A REVIEW.
OKAY, I SAID I REPEATED THIS ONE.
BUT LET’S TAKE IT SLIGHTLY DIFFERENT TACK ON THIS.
TAKE A.
IF YOU KEEP DOING IT, EVENTUALLY YOU WILL BREAK THROUGH THAT WALL.
AND THEN YOU WILL GET FUNDED.
CONTACT YOUR PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR ONCE YOU’VE GOTTEN A SUMMARY STATEMENT.
CONTACT YOUR PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR AFTER YOU’VE SEEN THE SCORE.
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR CAN PROVIDE DETAILS INTO WHAT WENT ON AT THE REVIEW MEETING.
WE CAN OFTEN HELP YOU INTERPRET YOUR SUMMARY STATEMENT.
WE MAY NOT AGREE.
REMEMBER, WHEN KARL INTRODUCED ME, HE COMMENTED THAT I SAT, LISTENED TO MANY REVIEWS WITH WHITE KNUCKLES.
WE GO TO THE REVIEW SESSIONS AS OBSERVERS-ONLY.
WE CANNOT SPEAK.
I CAN HEAR SOMETHING THAT I MAY NOT AGREE WITH, BUT THAT’S THE NATURE OF THE SYSTEM.
I CAN LET YOU KNOW ONE REVIEWER MAY HAVE BEEN -- I WON’T TELL YOU WHO THE REVIEWERS ARE, ABSOLUTELY NOT.
BUT IT MAY BE ONE REVIEWER HAD A REAL PROBLEM WITH THIS AND WAS ABLE TO CONVINCE THE REST OF THE COMMITTEE.
THIS WAS THE COMMENTARY BY KEITH THAT SEEMED TO BE DRIVING THE DISCUSSION.

VERY EXPERIENCED, THE REVIEWER AND SCIENTIST.
IN AN NIH GRANT APPLICATION, PERHAPS THE MOST COMMON MISTAKE IS OVERAMBITIOUSNESS, KIND OF ASPREADING OUT AND TRYING TO COVER TOO MUCH TERRITORY.

FOR NEW APPLICANTS AND FOR FIRST-TIME APPLICANTS, YOUNG APPLICANTS, THIS IS A GIVEN.
I GUARANTEE.
SOMEONE IS GOING TO SAY YOU NEED THREE SPECIFIC AIMS.
VERY OFTEN SOMEONE^-- THE REVIEWER LOOKS AT THREE SPECIFIC AIMS.
EACH OF THEM COULD BE AN RO1 APPLICATION.
WHY IS THAT?
AND I TELL YOU EVERYONE MAKES THE SAME MISTAKE THE FIRST TIME.
DON’T FEEL BAD.
EVERYONE DOES IT.
WHY IS THAT?
BECAUSE YOU SIT DOWN AND YOU SAY OH, I’M ASKING FOR A GRANT FOR FIVE YEARS.
THAT’S THE PLAN.
FIVE YEARS’ WORTH OF WORK.
I’LL DO THIS EXPERIMENT AND THEN I’LL DO THIS KERMIT AND I’LL DO THAT EXPERIMENT.
AND YOU PLAN YOUR EXPERIMENTS ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT EVERY EXPERIMENT WILL WORK.
THE FIRST TIME.
YOU KNOW, IF THAT WERE TRUE, WE WOULD HAVE ALL GOTTEN OUR PHD’S IN SIX MONTHS.
THE SECOND ASSUMPTION YOU MAKE EQUALLY WRONG.
THE PERSON DOING THE WORK IS AS GOOD AS I AM.
WELL, IF THAT WERE THE CASE, YOUR STUDENTS WOULD GET THEIR DEGREES IN FACT IN 6 MONTHS.
BUT THEY’RE STUDENTS.
AND THEY DON’T KNOW.
OR THEY’RE POST-DOCS AND THEY HAVE A PH.D. BUT THEY ARE STILL TRAINING.
OR THEY’RE TECHNICIANS AND STARTING TECHNICIANS REALLY NEED TRAINING ALSO.
THIS TAKES TIME.
SO HOW MUCH DO YOU PROPOSE?
IN A FIVE-YEAR RO1?
MODULAR BUDGET?
ONE WAY IS TO LOOK – HOW MANY PAPERSLY GET OUT OF THIS?
IF EVERYTHING WORKS?
AND IF YOU SIT DOWN AND YOU COUNT THE NUMBER OF PAPERS YOU ARE GOING TO GET AND YOU SAY YE – GEE, LET ME GET 15 PAPERS, YOU ARE PROBABLY BEING A LITTLE BIT UNREASONABLE.
I FIND A GOOD RULE OF THUMB – WHEN I WAS WRITING A GRANT, IS TO SAY THE AMOUNT OF WORK THAT A GOOD POST DOC CAN ACCOMPLISH IN THREE YEARS IS WHAT YOU SHOULD BE ASKING FIVE YEARS FOR.
WHEN I WAS IN INDUSTRY, AND WE WOULD PROPOSE RESEARCH AND WE HAD TO FINISH ON TIME.
I WOULD JUDGE HOW LONG I THOUGHT IT WOULD TAKE.
I WOULD JUDGE WHAT TYPES OF PROBLEMS I WOULD HAVE.
I WOULD MAKE MY MOST CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE AND THEN I WOULD DOUBLE IT.
AND WE WERE ABLE TO FINISH ON TIME.
BUT NOT THAT MUCH CLOSER, BECAUSE THAT’S HOW LONG RESEARCH REALLY TAKES.
OKAY, LET ME GO THROUGH A COUPLE OF QUICK CASE STUDIES.
NOW ONE OF THE THINGS TO MENTION.
EVERY STUDY SECTION, EVERY DIFFERENT STUDY SECTION HAS ITS OWN IDEA OF WHAT I GOOD PROPOSAL IS.
AND IT’S SOMEWHAT OF A CHANGING TARGET.
SO IF YOU ASK ADVISER A AND HIS APPLICATIONS GO TO A DIFFERENT STUDY SECTION, THE ADVICE HE GIVES YOU MAY NOT BE ABSOLUTELY RIGHT.
OKAY, SO HERE, THIS IS A PRE-DOC FELLOWSHIP.
REVIEWERS SEVERAL CONCERNS.
REVIEWERS HAD CERTAINLY CONCERNS CAN OVER THE SPONSOR AND THE OCOSPONSOR.
SPONSOR IS A JUNIOR FACULTY MEMBER.
NO RECORD OF TRAINING FELLOWS.
ALTHOUGH THE TRAINING IS EXCELLENT.
WE’RE WORRIED ABOUT THE TRAINER’S EXPERIENCE.
WELL, WHEN I WAS TRAINING STUDENTS, MY VERY FIRST STUDENT GOT MUCH MORE ATTENTION THAN ANY OTHER STUDENT EVER DID.
BUT THAT’S NOT WHAT THESE REVIEWERS SAY.
THE TRAINING APPLICATION WILL BE STRENGTHENED BY THE INCLUSION OF AN EXPERIENCED MENTOR, COMENTOR.
THAT GOT A SCORE OF 38.
CO-MENTOR.
THAT GOT A SCORE OF 38.
WHEN IT CAME BACK AGAIN, NOW IT GOT A SCORE OF 15.
THIS WAS A FUNDED APPLICATION.
THE APPLICATION WAS STRENGTHENED SIGNIFICANTLY BY INCLUSION OF AN EXPERIENCED CO-SPONSOR WHO HAS A FINE RECORD OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS.
SO THIS DOESN’T SAY ANYTHING ABOUT THE SCIENCE.
HMM.
THIS IS ABOUT GRANTSMANSHIP.
INTERESTING.
MENTOR TRAINING AWARD.
FIRST SUBMISSION, A SCORE OF 26.
BLAH, BLAH BLAH, THIS IS POSITIVE.
CONSIDERED A SUITABLE CANDIDATE, WELL-PLENTED.
CANDIDATE HAS EXCELLENT TRAINING, SOLID RECORD OF PRODUCTIVITY.
BUT SOME DETRACTION NOTED.
THE MENTOR’S CURRENTLY AREA FUNDED OF INVESTIGATION AND THOSE DESCRIBED BY THE APPLICANT WERE NOT WELL-DEMARCATED.
INSUFFICIENT JUSTIFICATION FOR THE NUMBER OF ANIMALS TO BE USED.
AIM WAS CONSIDERED TOO MECHANISTIC INTO THE SECOND AIM AND THE BENCHMARKS FOR EVALUATION OF THE PROGRESS MADE BY THE CANDIDATE WERE NOT CLEARLY OUTLINED.
WELL, HE’S LISTED A NUMBER OF POINTS.
NOW ONE CAN IGNORE THEM AND SAY WELL, IT’S – IT REALLY DOESN’T MATTER.
BUT REMEMBER, WHEN IT COMES BACK, THEY’RE GOING TO LOOK AND THEY’RE GOING TO SEE THE SUMMARY STATEMENT AND THEY’RE GOING TO ASK HOW DID YOU RESPOND?
HOW DID YOU RESPOND TO THE CRITIQUES?
SO THE SECOND SUBMISSION THIS TIME GOT A FUNDABLE SCORE THIS TIME.
HE DID THIS, HE DID THAT, IT’S GOOD, HE INCLUDED A DETAILED PLAN NOW.
BASICALLY, BASICALLY ANSWERED ALL THE QUESTIONS.
LINGERING CONCERNS ABOUT PRODUCTIVITY, CONCERN ABOUT RATIONALE, STILL SOME WEAKNESSES, BUT NOW GOT A SCORE OF 19,, AND THAT WAS FUNDABLE.
SO IT SHOWS IF YOU BE DON’T RESPOND YOU DON’T HAVE TO ANSWER AND EVERY QUESTION PERFECTLY.
THE LIKELIHOOD THAT YOU ARE GOING TO DO IT APPROACHES ZERO BUT YOU HAVE TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT YOU’VE HEARD EVERYTHING.
OKAY.
HERE IS AN RO1.
EARLY STAGE INVESTIGATOR.
FIRST SUBMISSION 49, A SCORE OF 48%.
USED AN ANIMAL MODEL, BLAH, BLAH BLAH, WELL-TRAINED, SO ON AND SO FORTH, POSITIVE.
CAN IGNORE THOSE.
THE APPROACH IS NOT VERY SYSTEMATIC.
SPECIFIC AIM 3 IS POORLY DESCRIBED.
THE AIMS ARE NOT INTEGRATED WITH A COMMON THEME.
INTEGRATED.
USED THE INFORMATION IN AN INAPPROPRIATE WAY TO DESIGN THE STUDY.
EFFORTS TO LOOK FOR MECH MECHANISTIC EXPLANATIONS WERE NOT EXPLORED.
TESTS AUTILIZED ARE TOO RUDIMENTARY TO GAIN MUCH INSIGHT.
SO THEY WERE POSITIVE BUT THERE WERE VERY SPECIFIC, SPECIFIC THINGS THAT THEY’RE SAYING HERE THAT ONE CAN RESPOND TO AND ONE HAS TO AT LEAST ACKNOWLEDGE THAT ONE HAS HEARD THEM.
SOME OF THEM ARE EASIER AND SOME OF THEM ARE MORE DIFFICULT.
SECOND TIME GOT A SCORE OF 20.
SO A SCORE OF 10%.
FUNDABLE APPLICATION.
APPLICANT HAS BEEN HIGHLY RESPONSIVE TO PREVIOUS CRITIQUES.
HE’S FOCUSED ON SOMETHING AND FOCUSED ON MECHANISTIC ASPECT IS CONSIDERED A STRENGTH.
TWO MINOR POINTS NOW.
ONCE AGAIN, MINOR POINTS.
YOU’VE RESPONDED.
THEY’VE LET YOU KNOW WHAT THEY WANT.
YOU’VE RESPONDED.
IT DOESN’T HAVE TO BE PERFECT.
BUT YOU DO HAVE TO RESPOND.
YOU DO HAVE TO LISTEN.
LISTEN TO WHAT THEY SAY.
WHEN YOU SUBMIT A SECOND TIME, WILL IT BE THE SAME REVIEWER?
NOT ALWAYS.
OKAY.
WHAT CAN YOU DO?
WELL, THIS SLIDE IS NOT MEANT TO SAY PAY OFF THE REVIEWERS.
CLEARLY, YOU CAN’T DO THAT.
BUT THEY NEED TO BE EXCITED WHEN THEY READ YOUR APPLICATION.
IT HAS TO LOOK LIKE A POT OF GOLD TO THEM.
TOOK ME A WHILE, BUT I THINK I FINALLY WROTE SOMETHING PEOPLE WILL ACTUALLY WANT TO READ.
IF YOU DON’T GRAB YOUR READERS FROM THE FIRST IN SENTENCE, YOU ARE GOING TO LOSE THEM FOR GOOD.
OKAY, KEYS TO A WINNING APPLICATION.
WE SPOKE ABOUT THIS BEFORE.
YOUR ABSTRACT AND THE SPECIFIC AIMS.
OKAY, 
[BANGING THE GAVEL] 
FINAL POINT, THE SIGNIFICANT OTHER TEST.
IF YOUR SIGNIFICANT OTHER DOESN’T FIND YOUR ABSTRACT EXCITING, NEITHER WILL THE REVIEWER.
WHY DO I SAY THAT?
YOUR SIGNIFICANT OTHERWISE IS NOT A STUPID PERSON.
YOUR SIGNIFICANT OTHER OFTEN ASKS VERY, VERY BASIC – IS NOT EMBARRASSED TO COMMUNICATE WITH YOU.
YOUR SIGNIFICANT OTHER WILL OFTEN ASK THE MOST INSIGHTFUL QUESTIONS.

MY WIFE’S AN ATTORNEY, NOT A SCIENTIST AND YET HER QUESTIONS ALWAYS DRILLED RIGHT DOWN TO THE KEY ISSUES.
EVEN NOW WE’LL BE READING THE NEWSPAPER AND OCCASION /HRA*EUL SHE’LL SAY DAVID, CAN YOU EXPLAIN THIS ARTICLE TO ME?
I DON’T UNDERSTAND IT WHEN SOMEONE’S SPEAKING ABOUT SCIENCE.
AND I SAY YEAH, THAT’S BECAUSE THEY DIDN’T SUBMIT THIS KEY BIT OF INFORMATION TO YOU.
OKAY.
SO WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?
RIGHT, THANK YOU VERY MUCH.
HERE IS A SUMMARY OF THE KEY POINTS.
AND I’LL BE HAPPY TO TAKE QUESTIONS NOW.
>>  OKAY, THANK YOU, DAVID.
LET’S SEE IF WE CAN GET OUR VIDEO ON.
SO WE’RE ON THERE.
ARE PARTICIPANTS ABLE TO SEE US?
LET US KNOW IN THE CHAT.
CAN YOU SEE DAVID AND I?
OKAY, ALL RIGHT, VIDEO IS COMING IN.
ALL RIGHT, GOOD.
SO THANK YOU FOR THAT.
I THOUGHT WELL – WAIT A MINUTE. 
[BANGING GAVEL].
I LOVE THE GAVEL EFFECT.
THAT WAS FUN.
ONE QUESTION THAT I’LL HAVE, AND IF OUR PARTICIPANTS CAN PLEASE POSE QUESTIONS VIA THE CHAT, WE’LL GET TO THOSE THAT ARE MOST RELEVANT TO THE GROUP.
BUT HOW WOULD APPLICANTS DECIDE WHERE TO SEND A PROPOSAL?
>>  THAT’S A WONDERFUL QUESTION.
ACTUALLY, THERE ARE TWO QUESTIONS – THERE ARE TWO KEY QUESTIONS THERE.
OBVIOUSLY, YOU WRITE TO THE NIH, NO DOUBT.
BUT YOU – SOMEONE SAYS YOU WRITE THE NIA.
YOU DON’T WRITE APPLICATIONS TO THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON AGING.
IN FACT, YOU WRITE APPLICATIONS TO THE NIH.
THE APPLICATION COMES IN, TWO DECISIONS ARE MADE.
NUMBER ONE, IT’S ASSIGNED TO AN INSTITUTE BY THE CENTER FOR SCIENTIFIC REVIEW.
AND NUMBER TWO, IT’S ASSIGNED TO A STUDY SECTION.
MOST STUDY SECTIONS ARE RUN BY THE CENTER FOR SCIENTIFIC REVIEW.
NOW, LET ME JUST EXPAND ON THAT I LITTLE BIT, BECAUSE YOU CAN PUT IN THE COVER LETTER WHAT INSTITUTE YOU THINK IT SHOULD GO TO, WHERE IT WILL BE MOST EXCITING.
BUT PEOPLE WILL CALL UP AND SAY WELL, I WANT TO WRITE AN APPLICATION TO NIA AND I WANT IT TO GO TO AN NIA STUDY SECTION.
WELL, THE NIA REVIEWS A LIMITED NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS WITHIN THE NIA.
WE SET UP OUR OWN STUDY SECTIONS TO REVIEW, K AWARDS, MEETING AWARDS, RFAS, SPECIFIC SOLICITATIONS, NOT PROGRAM ANNOUNCEMENTS, NOT MOST APPLICATIONS.
THEY GO TO THE CENTER FOR SCIENTIFIC REVIEW.
YOU HAVE TO LOOK.
YOU CAN GO TO THE SITE FOR THE CENTER FOR SCIENTIFIC REVIEW, AND YOU CAN SEE A LIST OF STUDY SECTIONS.
WHEN YOU LOOK AT THE STUDY SECTION YOU CAN SEE WHO IS ON THE STUDY SECTION.
HALF THE MEMBERS WILL BE REGULAR MEMBERS WHO WILL ROTATE EVERY THREE YEARS IN ROTEATING BASIS AND OTHERS WILL BE AD HOC.
WELL, YOU LOOK – THEY WILL DESCRIBE WHAT IS REVIEWED IN THE STUDY SECTION.
BUT IF YOU LOOK AT WHO THE REVIEWERS ARE AND YOU’VE NEVER HEARD OF THE REVIEWERS, THEY HAVEN’T HEARD OF YOU.
SCIENCE IS SMALL.
IF YOU’VE READ THEIR APPLICATIONS, I GUARANTEE – IF YOU READ THEIR PUBLICATIONS, I GUARANTEE THEY’VE READ YOUR PUBLICATIONS, BECAUSE OTHERWISE THEY WOULDN’T BE KEEPING UP ON SCIENCE.
OKAY, SO THIS IS A CRITICAL THING.
IF YOU WANT IT ASSIGNED TO A GIVEN INSTITUTE, YOU INCLUDE A COVER LETTER IN YOUR APPLICATION AND SAY “I THINK IT SHOULD BE ASSIGNED TO NIA OR FOR THIS, OR THAT REASON.”
I THINK IT SHOULD BE ASSIGNED TO THIS STUDY SECTION BECAUSE THEY HAVE THIS PARTICULAR EXPERTISE.” 
 >>  SO ANOTHER QUESTION FROM SAMANTHA, AND THIS HAS BEEN HOTLY DISCUSSED IN VARIOUS FORMS WITH THE NEW GUIDELINES BETTER TO SUBMIT AS A NEW SUBMISSION?
IS IT BETTER TO SUBMIT AS A NEW SUBMISSION OR RESUBMISSION?
>>  THAT’S A WONDERFUL QUESTION.
WE’VE BEEN BATTING THAT ONE AROUND BACK AND FORTH IN OUR OFFICE, AND I GUESS THE QUESTION I WOULD ASK DISH WOULD ASK YOU A QUESTION.
IS THERE SOMETHING IN THE SUMMARY /STAEUPBLT THAT UB WANT THE REVIEWERS TO SEE?
STATEMENT.
SIMILARLY, IS THERE SOMETHING IN THE SUMMARY STATEMENT THAT YOU FEEL IS REALLY OUT OF LEFT FIELD AND MAYBE YOU DON’T WANT THEM NECESSARILY TO SEE THIS AGAIN?
WHEN IT’S A RESUBMISSION, THE REVIEWERS, IN FACT, BEFORE THEY EVEN LOOK AT THE ABSTRACT AND SPECIFIC AIMS, GENERALLY, WILL LOOK AT THE SUMMARY SAYING WHAT SCORE DID THEY GET?
WHAT DID THE REVIEWERS SAY INITIALLY?
SO THAT PRIMES THEM FOR WHAT THEY SHOULD BE LOOKING AT WHEN THEY READ IT.
WELL, I MEAN, WHEN I SAID YOU HAVE TO RESPOND, IF SOMETHING IS REALLY, ILLEGAL /TKHUFRB AND THERE ARE SOMETIMES REALLY DUMB AND WILL COME BACK AND A REVIEWER WILL SAY YOU KNOW, THAT THING IN THE LAST SUMMARY WAS REALLY STUPID.
AND THE REVIEWER LISTENED TO IT.
AND WE SHOULDN’T PENALIZE THEM BUT IT REALLY WAS A DUMB COMMENT.
BUT ON THE WHOLE, IF I WERE WRITING – AND ESPECIALLY GIVEN THE FACT THAT OF THE 3 REVIEWERS OF THE NEW APPLICATION, ONE WILL PROBABLY HAVE REVIEWED IT PREVIOUSLY, REVIEWED IT – WHEN I SAY PREPARED IT FOR DISCUSSION – ONE HAVE BEEN A MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE PREVIOUS TIME, GOOD LIKELIHOOD, SO THAT THEY WILL HAVE AT LEAST SCANED IT AND THEY MAY OR MAY NOT REMEMBER THE APPLICATION BECAUSE NOW IT’S NINE MONTHS LATER.
AND THE THIRD REVIEWER MAY NEVER – HAS NOT SEEN IT BEFORE.
OKAY?
SO THAT’S ALL I CAN SAY.
I’M REALLY QUITE CURIOUS MYSELF TO SEE WHAT’S GOING TO HAPPEN.
AND ASK ME THAT QUESTION NEXT YEAR.
>>  ALL RIGHT, OKAY.
THANKS, DAVID.
AND HERE IS ANOTHER ONE FROM TERRY.
IF YOUR PROPOSAL IS NOT REVIEWED, DO YOU GET ANY FEEDBACK AT ALL?
>>  YES, ABSOLUTELY.
ABSOLUTELY.
YOU CERTAINLY GET A SUMMARY STATEMENT WITH THE 3 CRITIQUES AND IT SHOWS THE 3 SCORES AND IT SHOWS THE CRITERIA AND THE PEOPLE MAKE COMMENTS.
AND VERY OFTEN, THEY CAN ADD COMMENTS AT THE VERY END TO TRY TO ADVISE YOU, OKAY?
WHAT YOU DON’T SEE – YEARS AGO, WHEN EVERYTHING WAS DISCUSSED, OCCASIONALLY A REVIEWER WOULD SAY YOU KNOW, WE DON’T WANT TO SEE THIS ONE AGAIN.
THERE IS NOTHING TO FIX IT.”
I SAID APPLICATIONS ARE GOOD BUT SOME APPLICATIONS ARE JUST SORT OF PEDESTRIAN.
WHAT DO I MEAN BY PEDESTRIAN?
WHAT DO I MEAN – IT WAS NOT EXCITING.
A GOOD EXAMPLE.
YOU ARE INVITED TO GIVE A SEMINAR.
OKAY?
WHAT’S THE BEST THING TO DO?
WHO IS MY AUDIENCE?
YOU GO AND SIVE YOUR SEMINAR, AND OF COURSE, YOU FOCUS ON THE PEOPLE WHO ARE PAYING ATTENTION.
BUT I’M SURE NO ONE CAN GIVE A SEMINAR WITHOUT AT LEAST ONE PERSON FALLING ASLEEP IN THE BACK.
IF THAT REVIEWER – IF YOUR REVIEWER IS EQUIVALENT TO THE GUY FALLING ASLEEP IN THE BACK, IT’S REALLY HARD.
AND THEY MAY NOT HAVE THAT MUCH WEIGHT WHEN AN APPLICATION IS ACTUALLY DISCUSSED.
BUT YOU NEED TO GIVE THE PRIMARY REVIEWER A WAY TO RESPOND.
YOU CAN CALL THE PROGRAM OFFICER.
WE CAN HELP YOU INTERPRET WHAT THE SUMMARY STATEMENT SAYS.
SOMETIMES THEY WILL SAY THE MENTOR – WE’RE WORRIED ABOUT THE MENTOR’S FUNDING.
THAT DOESN’T SEEM LIKE AN IMPORTANT POINT.
WELL, THAT’S ENOUGH TO KILL AN APPLICATION.
SO WE CAN HELP YOU THERE.
BUT SINCE THERE WAS NO DISCUSSION, WE DON’T KNOW.
WE CAN’T OFFER ANYTHING OTHER THAN INTERPRETATION OF THE WRITTEN.
AND WE ALSO DON’T HAVE A CLUE WHO THE REVIEWS REVIEWERS WERE.
EVEN IF WE DO KNOW, OFFENSIVE SAY ONCE AGAIN, THAT IS INFORMATION WHICH IS KEPT TOTALLY CONFIDENTIAL, BECAUSE IT’S IMPORTANT THAT THE REVIEWERS CAN SPEAK WITH A FREE VOICE.
>>  A QUESTION AND COMMENT FROM CHING.
THANK YOU FOR THE TALK.
COULD YOU GIVE SOME SUGGESTIONS OR ADVICE ABOUT HOW TO MAKE THE FIRST SENTENCE OF THE ABSTRACT INTERESTING TO THE REVIEWERS? 
[LAUGHING].
>>  HOW TO MAKE THE FIRST SENTENCE EXCITING?
IT DEPENDS ON WHAT THE SCIENCE IS.
IT REALLY DOES.
I MEAN YOU KNOW, THE FIRST SENTENCE CAN BE TRITE.
WHAT IS THE SECOND SENTENCE?
HOW DOES IT GO?
I DON’T THINK – VERY FEW OF US CAN BE LIKE BEETHOVEN.
BEETHOVEN – DADADATONG.
OMOSTLY – MOSTLY A LITTLE BIT SUBDUED.
AND SO IT’S OKAY, BUT IT HAS TO BE SHORT.
YOU HAVE BASICALLY A PARAGRAPH OR TWO TO DO IT AND THAT’S ALL YOU HAVE.
AND IT HAS – YOU HAVE TO LOOK AT THAT AND LOOK AT IT AGAIN AND PUT IT DOWN AND PICK IT UP AND THEN I HATE TO SAY IT, BUT AFTER YOU SUBMIT IT WHEN YOU LOOK AT IT NEXT MONTH, YOU’RE STILL GOING TO HAVE PROBLEMS WITH IT.
THAT IS THE NATURE OF THE GAME.
YOU WRITE YOUR APPLICATION.
IT’S LIKE A – YOU DO SOMETHING.
NINE MONTHS LATER YOU’RE GOING TOING TO HEAR.
>>  WITH THAT, WE’RE GOING TO MOVE TON ANOTHER QUESTION.
IF A SUBMISSION IS MADE WITHOUT A SENIOR, EXPERIENCED SCIENTIST VERSUS A BUNCH OF NEW PHD’S, IS IT LESS LIKELY TO BE FUNDED?
>>  NO.
WHEN I SPOKE ABOUT SENIOR SCIENTISTS, THESE WERE ALL MENTORED AWARDS, F AWARDS, K AWARDS.
THEY WERE ALL MENTORED AWARDS.
FOR A REGULAR RESEARCH APPLICATION, ABSOLUTELY NOT.
YOU DON’T NEED TO ADD LOTS OF SENIOR PEOPLE.
WHAT YOUR ADVISERS SHOULD BE TELLING YOU NOW IS THEY’RE NUMBER OF THINGS THAT YOU CAN ADD.
IF YOU ARE NOT EXPERIENCED IN A GIVEN TECHNIQUE OR A GIVEN METHOD, IT NEVER HURTS TO HAVE A LETTER FROM SOMEONE WHO SAYS I’M WILLING TO COLLABORATE, I’M WILLING TO HELP YOU.
THEY DON’T NEED TO BE LISTED NECESSARILY ON THE APPLICATION.
BUT THEY’RE A SUPPORT FOR YOU.
IF YOU’RE JUST STARTING OUT AND YOU’VE JUST GOTTEN YOUR OWN LAB AND NOW YOU ARE TRYING TO SHOW YOU’RE INDEPENDENT, ADDING YOUR PREVIOUS VISSER AS A CO-INVESTIGATOR IS NOT NECESSARILY A GOOD IDEA.
WHAT’S GOING TO HAPPEN?
THE FIRST THING YOUR REVIEWER IS GOING TO SAY?
WHO IS THIS GUY?
HOW IS HE DIFFERENT FROM HIS ADVISER?
GIVING THE OLD ADVISE HER ANOTHER WAY THOGET MONEY.
NO, YOU CERTAINLY DON’T NEED A SENIOR PERSON ON AN APPLICATION.
>>  OKAY, AND THAT QUESTION WAS FROM ADRIAN, AT THE UNIVERSITY OF BUFFALO.
SO HERE WE GO.
MAYBE ONE LAST QUESTION.
AND WE’RE RUNNING UP ON TIME HERE.
FROM ROSA MARIE.
“DO YOU RECOMMEND RESPONDING OR ANSWERING NON-DISCUSSED PROPOSAL?
>>  ONCE AGAIN, CERTAINLY I’VE SEEN APPLICATIONS THAT WERE NOT DISCUSSED RECEIVE QUOTE UNQUOTE FUNDABLE SCORE THE NEXT GO AROUND.
MORE THAN LIKELY THAN NOT IF YOU HAD A SCORE OF 25%, THE NEXT LIKELIHOOD IT’S LIKELY – IT’S MORE LIKELY TO BE FUNDS.
WHAT’S GOING HAPPEN WITH THE NEW STUFF, I DON’T KNOW.
AND OH, ONE FINAL POINT.
TWO REALLY QUICK ONES.
NUMBER ONE, WELL, SHOULD I WRITE AN RO2 APPLICATION FIRST, ABSOLUTELY NOT.
MY FIRST APPLICATION?
ABSOLUTELY IS NOT.
WHAT IS IMPORTANT TO THE REVIEWERS IS THE PLACE IN THE QUEUE.^ YOU THINK THEY’RE GOING TO BE NICE TO YOU BECAUSE YOU’RE ASKING FOR LESS MONEY, YOU ARE WRONG.
I’LL REPEAT THAT.
IF YOU THINK BY ASKING FOR LESS MONEY, THE REVIEWERS WILL BE MORE LIKELY TO GIVE YOU GAY SCORE, YOU ARE WRONG.
VERY OFTEN THEY’LL SAY HE CAN’T DO THE RESEARCH FOR THE AMOUNT HE’S ASKED.
ALL RIGHT?
AND NUMBER TWO, RO3 APPLICATIONS SAY THEY DON’T NEED PRELIMINARY DATA.
IF YOU DO INCLUDE PRELIMINARY DATA – AND THIS IS TRUE BETTER TO ANY APPLICATION – DON’T OVERINTERPRET YOUR DATA.
IF YOU OVERINTERPRET YOUR DATA, WHAT WILL HAPPEN IS THAT THE REVIEWERS ARE GOING TO SAY THIS IS THE QUALITY OF THE SCIENTIST?
HE CAN’T INTERPRET THE DATA?
I DON’T TRUST HIM.
>>  OKAY, ALL RIGHT AND WITH THAT, WE WILL THANK YOU FOR A VERY, DAVID, FOR A VERY, VERY INFORMATIVE AND ENGAGING PRESENTATION.
I TELL YOU, USING THE TECHNOLOGY, YOU HAVE TO HOLD PEOPLE’S ATTENTION, AND I THINK YOU DID A GREAT JOB OF THAT, DAVID.
SO THANK YOU FOR THAT, DR. FINKELSTEIN, FOR THIS GREAT PRESENTATION.
THANK YOU, ESPO MEMBERS, FOR COMING AND NIH STAFF, PARTICULARLY ANDREA GRIFFIN, FOR COORDINATING AND ORGANIZING THIS EVENT.
WE ARE ENCOURAGED AND WE LOOK FORWARD TO YOUR THOUGHTS AND FEEDBACK ABOUT THIS WEBINAR.
SO I’M HOPING THAT WE CAN SEND OUT A CALL FOR INFORMATION TO GIT YOUR FEEDBACK ON THAT.
GET.
AND WE’LL CONTINUE THIS COLLABORATION WITH ESPO IN THE COMING MONTHS, FOR A NEW WEBINAR.
SO STAY TUNED.
THANKS, EVERYONE, FOR PARTICIPATING, AND WE’LL DO IT AGAIN REAL SOON.
THANK YOU, DAVID.
THANK YOU, THANK YOU.
>>  AND ONE LAST POINT, WE RECORDED THIS WEBINAR, AND WE WILL POST THIS TO THE OFFICE OF SPECIAL POPULATIONS WEB PAGE ON THE NIH SITE.
AND ALSO SHARE THIS WITH THE GSA ESPO -- 
