Evaluation Criteria for Research Statement

Past Research- Scientific field and research questions within the field: Why is the scientific areal/field
studied important? What specific questions did the candidate set out to address? Are the questions
fundamental to the field or incremental? Are the questions relevant to the larger scientific community?
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Research
questions

Candidate’s contributions: How did the candidate contribute to the project (main driver, collaborator)? What
challenges did the candidate face during the project? How did the candidate overcome these challenges?
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Scientific advancements: What were the major findings resulting from the candidates work? How did these
findings help advance the field? How did these findings impact related fields or the broader scientific
community? What new questions arise from the candidate’s work?
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Future Plans — Significance of the scientific problem: Which specific questions does the candidate seek
to answer? If the hypothesis is tested, do we care about the answer? Are the questions fundamental to the
field or incremental? Are the questions relevant to the larger scientific community?
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Focus and approach: What will the candidate do to answer their questions? Is the plan logical? Will the
results address the hypothesis? If the approach succeeds, will it result in understanding of a biological
problem at the molecular level?
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Innovation and scope: Is the perspective pioneering? Are new methods used or proposed? Are the aims
well balanced between short-term/feasible and longer term/ambitious?
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