Review panel statements:  Commonly Heard Phrases in Review Committees

Lack of focus

Significance:  how would this be useful clinically?

How would the information be used?

Recruitment of subjects problems

How will they be recruited?

How many people are needed?

Power analysis missing.   (different from statistical analysis)

Statistical analysis missing

Too few patients

Under-powered

Ethnic background not stratified

Confidentiality not mentioned

Human subjects protection not adequately addressed:  e.g. data storage

How will they analyze the data?

How will they use the data?

Did not respond to the previous criticism

Overlooked new and published data

Does the PI have the background and ability

Hypothesis is too specific

If this does not work, what will they do?

What are the alternative methods?

What are the alternative studies?

Not enough work for three years

Aims 1 and 2   or 1, 2, and 3 should really be collapsed to 1

No timeline of what they will do

Previous work of the PI is all over the place and not focused:  not enough evidence they can do this

Sampling strategy is vague

How will they do the screening?

How will they pick the sample?  (e.g. cognitive disorder patients)

Already published  --  what will this work add?

Sampling is a problem

What will the follow-up be?

What is the significance of the work?

They don’t state their hypothesis

Not specific about how many or how to choose their cell lines

Not clear what they want to do

Too much;  they need to focus

No discussion about the problems they might encounter   (said about an application that got the highest

score)

Not addressing the hard questions:   significance and  relative consequences of the two methods

Long term effect not being asked

Not enough preliinary data

Are these the right people to do this work?

Investigator does not know what he wants.   No hypothesis or aim directly with this part.

Gave short shrift on research methods.

No hypothesis in the research design section:  had to look in a later section

Reviewers are writing the grant for them

Lack of detail of the use of human blood

Need to tell us why it might not work and what they will do then

No statistical analysis discussion

Underdeveloped

Diffuse

Premature

Needs to nail down a niche

No mention of problems

Did not spell out the controversy well

Specific aims 1 and 2 not well linked

Aim 3 overlaps with  . . . . .

Not significant numbers

Everyone must get the standard treatment at least

Not enough preliminary data on the new specific aims  (in a second go-round application)

Not enough on other explanations of the phenomenon

Don’t have the experience to do what they say they will do

Wrong percentage of time:  too much or too little

Not hypothesis-based

Difficulty with sample sized:  how did they pick it?

How will they test the tool developed?

Descriptive proposal (as opposed to hypothesis)

No discussion of differences that could be seen;  will they be that observant?

Superficial level  (e.g. bibliography; discussion; preliminary data)

What will they do with the answers?

How to interpret negative results?

Lack of detail

Lack of preliminary detail

Lack of data analysis and interpretation

Face page says no human subjects but they are using tissue samples:  fatal flow   (looks like trying to get

away with something)

Aim 3 is deletable

Poorly written

Figures are lacking legends

Need to go to published articles

No experiments are laid out

Only talking about past experiments

Collaborator is not a geneticist  (for a genetics grant)

No roadmap of what they are going to do

PI is not really engaged

No alternative approaches

Study is naïve

Might not work  -- no alternatives

Can they get enough animals?  (complex system to develop the animals)

Didn’t answer the questions from the last time the application was submitted

