
  

Applicant Reviewer Date reviewed 
   
 
CRITERION 1 – UNSATISFACTORY 2 – POOR 3 – GOOD 4 – VERY 

GOOD 
5 - EXCELLENT SCORE 

Scientific merit 
of applicant 

Premature or too late in applicant’s 
training. Publication record is poor 
with respect to training stage. No 
relevant peer-reviewed 
publications. 

 A bit early/late in applicant’s training, 
but reasonable. Publication record is 
reasonable with respect to training 
stage. At least one publication with 
any level of authorship. 

 Timing matches well with 
applicant’s training. Publication 
record is reasonable with respect 
to training stage. At least one first-
author publication. 

 

Scientific merit 
of proposed 
research 

Reasonable research question. 
Experiments can likely be 
performed at home institution or as 
a local collaboration. Proposal is 
not within biochemistry or molecular 
biology. 

 Reasonable research question. 
Experiments require training and/or 
instrumentation outside home 
institution. Partnership represents an 
existing collaboration between the 
applicant and host laboratories. 

 Compelling research question. 
Experiments require training 
and/or instrumentation outside 
home institution. Represents a 
new collaboration between the 
applicant and host laboratories. 

 

Training 
environment 

Host is not well-established in the 
field and methodology as evidenced 
by a poor publication record. No 
mention of training opportunities, 
such as attending a seminar series, 
writing manuscripts, attending local 
conferences, or networking. 

 Host is moderately well-established 
in the field and methodology as 
evidenced by their publication 
record. Host implies training 
opportunities, such as attending a 
seminar series, writing manuscripts, 
attending local conferences, or 
networking. 

 Host is well-established in the field 
and methodology as evidenced by 
their publication record. Host 
explicitly offers training 
opportunities, such as attending a 
seminar series, writing 
manuscripts, attending local 
conferences, or networking. 

 

Feasibility of 
completing 
work in the 
time frame 

Research plan is overly ambitious. 
OR 

Time frame is significantly 
overestimated. 

 Time frame largely matches the 
experimental plan. Time frame does 
not allow for troubleshooting OR 
time frame allows too much time to 
complete experiments. 

 Time frame matches the 
experimental plan well. Time 
frame allows for troubleshooting 
errors. 

 

Should this fellowship be granted? (Circle one) YES UNSURE NO TOTAL SCORE (out of 20)  
       
Feedback to be given to applicant:      
Two strengths 1. 

 
2. 
 
 

Two areas for improvement 1. 
 
2. 
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