PHCO Doctoral Written Exam (DWE)
DWE review is an important part of our training program and a critical step for our students to advance to candidacy. Please evaluate this document critically and fairly, keeping the following in mind. 

The goal of the DWE is for each student to demonstrate the ability to compose a sound and well-reasoned research proposal that may (or may not) serve as the basis for their thesis work. 

While DWEs are written in the format of an NIH F30/31 application, they should not be evaluated in the same way. DWEs are often not supported by extensive preliminary data because students begin their writing process in August, only three months after joining thesis labs.  

Please use the evaluation criteria and scoring ranges listed below. 

Provide numeric scores for each section and include comments to students justifying your score. Be clear and constructive, particularly if identifying deficiencies that will require revision. 

Reviewers have told me that they spend between 0.5 to 3 hours per DWE to review. Please spend no more time than necessary to complete a constructive evaluation.

If you have feedback, please send it to Mauro Calabrese (jmcalabr@med.unc.edu).

Reviewer name: 
Student name: 
Overall score:

Scoring scale:
1 = excellent; no revisions required
2 = good; not perfect but formal revisions not required to progress to oral examination
3 = needs some work; minor issues that must be addressed prior to the oral examination, in a 2-week timeframe
4 = needs more work; larger issues that must be addressed prior to the oral examination, in a 4-week timeframe
5 = fail; incomplete DWE or major issues that are unaddressable in a 4 week timeframe

REVIEWER 1 ONLY: 
R1 should complete the SUMMARY section only after discussion with all other reviewers of the same DWE. When complete, R1 will share their summary with the other three reviewers to enable them to review the key points. After all reviwers are in accordance, R1 should send their completed review document along with the completed review documents from the other three reviewers to Christy Aaron (ccaaron@unc.edu). Reviewers will not share these documents with students – only the program will do that.
SUMMARY of all reviewer comments and recommended action for student. If relevant, please also provide a bulleted list of action items that if addressed, would bring the proposal to a pass:





ALL REVIEWERS:
1) Please provide your overall impact score and summary of score-driving elements for this DWE 
Impact Score (1-5):         

Brief summary of score-driving elements:






2) How do you rate the SPECIFIC AIMS: 
*Please evaluate the clarity and effectiveness of language, structure, and format (1 pg). Are the rationale, goals, general techniques, and impact clearly conveyed and organized around independent Aims? Was the significance and potential impact of the work, if successful, clearly explained?

Impact Score (1-5):             

Comments:







2. How do you rate the SIGNIFICANCE section: 
*Please evaluate the student’s communication of existing knowledge relevant to key topic areas, and their use of citations, structure, and organization. Was the rationale for the proposed work including gaps in knowledge and key questions clearly articulated? Was the significance and potential impact of the work, if successful, clearly explained? Students are expected to have sufficient working knowledge of the relevant literature but are not required to provide a comprehensive review nor an INNOVATION section. 
Impact Score (1-5):
 
Comments:








3. How do you rate the APPROACH section. Please evaluate based on the following:
1) Structure and communication of Experimental Plan. Were the approaches and scope feasible? Were methodological details communicated sufficiently? Were key parameters justified (e.g. doses, timepoints, models, replicates, controls)? If preliminary or published data were included, were they clearly explained and considered in the appropriate context?

2) Description and Interpretations of Potential Outcomes and Impact. Were potential outcomes described in adequate depth? Were the potential impacts of the work, if successful, clearly articulated? 

3) Limitations and Alternative Approaches. Were alternatives explained clearly, as necessary? Were any potential issues regarding feasibility explained and mitigated appropriately? Were relevant advantages or disadvantages of primary or alternative approaches explained? 

Impact Score (1-5):

Comments:






