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NIH review by review groups / study sections led by 
Center for Scientific Review (CSR)

https://public.csr.nih.gov/StudySections

YOUR 
Fellowship

YOUR PI’s R01

https://public.csr.nih.gov/StudySections


NIH Fellowship Study Sections

See Roster -
do not contact

Review expertise

SRO is not a program 
officer-

do not contact



What happens at application review? 
• Reviewers read and submit initial scores
• NIH 1 (great) to 9 (not great); usu don’t discuss higher than 5
• Present/ discuss your application in about 15 minutes
• Whole group scores
• Run by Scientific Review Officer (NIH staff)
• Often Program Officer attends 



NIH Scoring Rubric 



Application Review Process

Reviewers 
• Use scoring rubric, bullet strengths and weaknesses
• provide initial overall impact score
• describe Strengths & Weaknesses at mtg
• provide final scores

Entire study section votes
avg x 10 = Impact Score
avg over study sections => Percentile

Summary statement compiled by SRO using reviewer critiques



Write Application for Reviewers

• Busy
• Overworked
• Skeptical
• May not know 

details

• Smart
• Accomplished
• Dedicated
• Fair

Reviewers are:

See member rosters of NIH Center for Scientific Review

Always use topic sentences to summarize main points
Write clearly, concisely, without errors

Address review criteria

https://public.csr.nih.gov/RosterAndMeetings/MeetingRosters/Pages/default.aspx


Address Review Criteria in FOA
Your summary statement will contain criterion scores

Fellowship Applicant
Sponsors, collab’s, consultants
Research training plan
Training potential
Institutional Envir and Commitment 

Scored by each 
reviewer

Overall impact score 
is not the average!

Different reviewers 
same fellowship



Common Errors

1. Little significance to work
2. Project is not innovative/ incremental advance
3. Grantsmanship: poorly written/legends missing, no citations
4. Methods not feasible
5. Faulty strategy: ambitious/ unfocused/ dependent aims
6. Does not test hypothesis
7. Modest training potential
8. Weak letters of recommendation, support
9. Modest sponsor experience, funding

Some are easy to address, others need complete re-design



Jean Fan F31 CA released 11/2015
https://jef.works/assets/docs/f31/F31CA206236-01.PDF

https://jef.works/assets/docs/f31/F31CA206236-01.PDF
https://jef.works/assets/docs/f31/F31CA206236-01.PDF


Your Abstract,
verbatim

Summary by 
SRO from 
discussion

IMPT!



UAb Grants Library-
examples of F, 
summary statements
Introductions for revised applications

Another summary of discussion:

https://www.uab.edu/ccts/research-commons/grant-help/proposal-development/grant-library


NIH Data Book
Research 
Workforce

Many applications get funded on the A1 revision

applications 
resubmitted 
count as one



NIH Success Rates https://report.nih.gov/success_rates/

Different Institutes support fellowships
Scored & 
unscored

Resubmit, 
count as 1

https://report.nih.gov/success_rates/


If it’s awarded

NIH contacts Sponsored Projects
Just in time
Start-date? Sign activation notice
Notice of Award to Institution 
GW creates spending account number
You write progress report for each year of award



What if it is not paid?

See score eRA Commons, usually within a week
Do not contact your Program Officer--yet
Summary statement posted 2-4 weeks
Read fast, then share and reflect
Then contact program officer 
Resubmit revised application
One page Introduction is KEY



Think about the resubmission
Introduction 1 page 
Respond to summary statement-big picture

Mark portions of all documents that you changed
(eg left bar in margin)

Reviewers get your previous summary statement, 
but not your previous application

Often one reviewer in common on both first and 
second submission

Same submission dates for re-submission



1 page Introduction--KEY
Respect the reviewers and thank them for their input to 
strengthen your proposal. Repeat any laudatory remarks, 
acknowledge criticisms and provide overall responses (new 
data, clarify support, describe updated aim, etc). 

Make it clear what changes you have made, and make it 
easy to locate them in the text. Do not re-litigate. Reviewers 
will read your responses and check for your revisions.

Add in new information. It’s ok to make changes outside 
of what the reviewers suggested. If it doesn’t address a 
specific concern, though, don’t count on it to make up for 
other critiques. 




