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Behind the 
Biographical 
Sketch ENJOY what you do & 

Do what you ENJOY… 

Checkpoint I 
PhD 
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Post-doc 

Checkpoint III 
Program Building 
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Now 

What? 



The “FIVE YEAR” Rule 

PhD --- TRAINING 
Post-Doc --- TESTING 

Getting STARTED 

Getting ESTABLISHED 

Staying FRESH 

OVER the hill 

1992 

1996 

WEHI 

STANFORD 

DUKE 

TSRI 

2002 

2008 

1988 

TSRI 

MMW Timeline 



Checkpoints  
are also  

Developmental 
JUNCTURES 

Getting a job? 
Keeping a job? 

Being promoted? 
Making a difference? 

For 
Me: 

Effective Research Program 
Science & People & FUN 

Publishing 
Moving the field forward 

Being INVOLVED 

ENJOY what you do &  
Do what you ENJOY… 



+ People are 
Everything 

Scientists Need 

Intellectual Capacity 
Inquisitiveness & Curiosity 

Desire to Question 
Creativity 
Boldness 
Integrity 

Persistence 

Artisan to Artist 

Producer / Director / Actor 
What Type of Team!!! 

Best Analogy 

P
ersonal 

P
hilosophy 

Accept a CHALLENGE --- OBSTACLES are 
OPPORTUNITIES 

KNOW 
YOURSELF 



People are 
Everything Interactivity & Communicator 

Whether in academic or industry 
Consistent throughout career: 

 CONNECT with OTHERS 
 CONNECT with your Community 
 Seek FEEDBACK 
 Find MENTORS 

For ME: 

Sometimes you’re disagreeing 
Sometimes you’re agreeing 

It’s not personal…  
Its fun 

It’s a privilege 
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+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

An imperfect process  

with personality  

and peer-level accountability 

A personal perspective  

S
urvival 

S
kills 

: 

CREDIBILITY & IMPORTANCE 



+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

1.   PUBLISH – post doctoral work  

2. CONVERT – don’t wait! 

Two GOLDEN Rules 

A Personal Perspective 

: 

Transition is a critical time 

DISTINGUISH, DISTINGUISH, DISTINGUISH 

TO WAIT OR NOT TO WAIT??? 



+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

Read THEN review   
(TWO PASSES = DETAILS) 

Read AND review   
(ONE PASS = CLARITY) 

Two Types of Reviewer 

: 

SUBSTANCE is everything but don’t forget FORM 



+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

1.  One paragraph to define the problem, establish its importance and 
your presence, state the hypothesis and outline your approach 

2.  Summarize everything for the reviewer here 

3.  Give them the arguments and information to use in your favor at the 
study section 

4.  Write it as a guide then come back and RE-WRITE it to fit the details 

SIGNIFICANCE 
: 

The most CRITICAL page of the Proposal 

The First and Major Hurdle! 



+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

1.  Don’t summarize the whole literature…FOCUS 

2.  Detail what they need to know to evaluate  
YOUR PROPOSAL … not the entire field 

3.  Lead into each specific aim…Rationale 

4.  Repetition:  
  -Tell them what you’re going to tell them   
  -Tell them 
  -Tell them what you’ve just told them 

BACKGROUND 
: 



+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

1.  Don’t assume the reviewer is familiar with your work 

2.  Organize by results pertinent to each specific aim 

3.  Keep relating back to the proposed experiments 

4.  Demonstrate that you have the capacity and experience 

5.  Preliminary results that indicate plausibility of approach 
and likelihood for success 

PRELIMINARY RESULTS 
: 

For ME : This is the MAJOR FOCUS of my CRITIQUE! 

Your Opportunity to Impress! 



+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

1.  Leave yourself plenty of room…don’t die out on the last aim 

2.  Don’t be OVER-AMBITIOUS…depth not breadth! 

3.  Don’t be BORING either! 

4.  Keep RESET the scene …assume the reviewer is starting here 

RESEARCH DESIGN 
: 

Structure well to cover all bases…details and ease of reading 

Don’t Burn Out HERE!! 



+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

1.  SIGNIFICANCE 

2.  APPROACH 

3.  INNOVATION 

4.  INVESTIGATOR 

5.  ENVIRONMENT 

ROI CRITIQUE 
: 

Weight the review criteria as you feel appropriate 



+ Reviewing 
RO1s in 

Immunology 

SUBSTANCE is everything but don’t forget FORM 

: PUBLISH 
& 

CONVERT 

S
urvival 

S
kills 

DISTINGUISH, DISTINGUISH, 
DISTINGUISH 


