Clinical Translational Science (CTS) Review Template
(based on the NIH critique template)
Principal Investigator(s):  
Title of application:  
SUMMARY

Provide a brief summary of the proposal.

	Summary




The NIH scoring system defined below should be used for the scored criteria and the overall impact score (use only integer scores, no decimals).

	Impact


	Score
	Descriptor
	Additional Guidance on Strengths/Weaknesses

	
	1
	Exceptional
	Exceptionally strong with essentially no weaknesses 

	High
	2
	Outstanding
	Extremely strong with negligible weaknesses 

	
	3
	Excellent
	Very strong with only some minor weaknesses 

	
	4
	Very Good
	Strong but with numerous minor weaknesses 

	Medium
	5
	Good
	Strong but with at least one moderate weakness 

	
	6
	Satisfactory
	Some strengths but also some moderate weaknesses 

	
	7
	Fair
	Some strengths but with at least one major weakness 

	Low
	8
	Marginal
	A few strengths and a few major weaknesses 

	
	9
	Poor
	Very few strengths and numerous major weaknesses 

	 

	Minor Weakness:  An easily addressable weakness that does not substantially lessen impact 
Moderate Weakness:  A weakness that lessens impact 

Major Weakness:  A weakness that severely limits impact 


Overall Impact

Reviewers will provide an overall impact score to reflect their assessment of the likelihood for the project to breakdown or eliminate barriers to clinical and translational research by reducing the impediments to the translational process. The overall impact should be reviewed by the following five scored review criteria, and the additional unscored review criteria.  An application does not need to be strong in all categories to be judged likely to have major scientific impact.
	Overall Impact
Score (1-9): 

	Strengths

Weaknesses

· 


Scored Review Criteria

Reviewers will consider each of the five review criteria below in the determination of scientific and technical merit, and give a separate score for each. 

	1. Strength of the Research: Significance / Approach
                   Score (1-9):
 
Does the project address an important problem or a critical barrier to progress in translational science? If the aims of the project are achieved, how will scientific knowledge, technical capability, and/or clinical practice be improved? Are the overall strategy, methodology, and analyses well-reasoned and appropriate to accomplish the project? 

	Strengths 

Weaknesses

·  


	2. Translational Potential
                                                                   Score (1-9):
 

Does the project demonstrate a potential impact on human health and/or how may it be translated to impact human health concerns in the future?  
· Does it focus on understanding the scientific and operational principles underlying each step of the translational process while not focused on any specific disease state.  
· Does the project address the process of turning observations in the laboratory, clinic and community into interventions that improve the health of individuals and the public — from diagnostics and therapeutics to medical procedures and behavioral changes. 
· Is the goal of the project to reduce, remove or bypass significant bottlenecks to success clinical and translational research.

	Strengths 

Weaknesses

·  


	3. Guidelines
                                                                   Score (1-9):
 

Is the project aligned with the guidelines for this RFA? E.g., does it: 
· Initiate or continue to improve key processes in translational science (see above) that have very strong and clear potential to clear barriers for healthcare implementation and delivery.  
· Does the project have potential for publishing key findings.



	Strengths 

Weaknesses

·  


	4. Investigator(s)
                                                       Score (1-9):
 
Are the PD/PIs, collaborators, and other researchers well suited to the project? If early stage investigators or junior faculty, do they have appropriate experience and training? If established, have they demonstrated an ongoing record of accomplishments that have advanced their field(s)?

	Strengths 

Weaknesses

·  


	5. Study Timeline
                                                                        Score (1-9):
 
Is there a clearly articulated plan for achieving the project’s goals within the 12 month timeframe of the RFA? Is it reasonable and acceptable that project can be completed within 12 months?

	Strengths

Weaknesses

·  


Other Criteria (not scored)

Although these criteria will not be evaluated with a specific score, the overall evaluation of the application should take these factors into account.
	Budget and Period of Support

	Recommended budget modifications or possible overlap identified:

·   


	

	Comments (if applicable):

·  


Additional Comments to Applicant

Reviewers may provide guidance to the applicant or recommend against resubmission without fundamental revision.

	Additional Comments to Applicant (Optional)
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