Comments (Version 3)

Yuri, as I said before, this is an interesting proposal with a potentially significant impact, and it is much better organized now. So now we should focus more on details. 

1. I did not want to attempt to alter your code to add line numbers in Overleaf, so I restricted my comments to the margins of the document. My comments here are general to the document. You will find examples of these points in the margin comments. 

2. Impactful words. I looked for words that communicate more impact. For example, instead of "better understanding", I suggest terms like "comprehensive understanding" or a" solid understanding". At each step of the proposal, you will achieve a goal. From that goal and the ones that follow, you will develop a successful program. This is the concept you want to convey with more selective and bolder wording. Of course, deciding whether a point is overstated is for you to decide. I am addressing the writing style to improve the impact of the proposal.  

3. Less wordy sentences. You are working in a complex field with a lot of jargon. The complexity makes reading by non-experts challenging, especially sentences written in the third person. Throughout, I have tried to streamline the writing and simplify sentences. As a guide, I try to discuss no more than two ideas or concepts per sentence. This approach will help to avoid long, compound sentences that may give reviewers pause as they work to decipher the ideas. 

4. Writing in the first person. The proposal is currently a mix of the first and the third person. This mixture is typical, but the amount of the third person seems a bit excessive, and these sentences read as complex and less easily interpreted. I edited it to increase the first person, which will simplify the text and make clear what is proposed and what is known. 

4. Equivocal statements. "we wish to propose" or "we believe it may" seem less confident without need. As a friendly reviewer, this is a proposal. It is implicit that the research plan may not be entirely successful in addressing hypotheses. I suggest other wording with more impact and confidence, like "we propose" and "we predict that it will". These phrases say the same thing more positively. Unnecessary equivocating communicates to reviewers that you are not sure of your plans or the evidence they are built upon unless this is accurate. I have addressed this throughout. 

5. Figure locations. After editing, I suggest checking the positioning of the figures to be sure they follow the text of the first reference as closely as possible.

6. There are many abbreviations throughout the text. I am limited in the tools I can use in Overleaf to search for undefined abbreviations defined more than once or used only once. I have done this manually (eyes and memory). Thus, I may overlook instances and encourage you to scan the document.

7. Re-iteration of Objectives and Aims. Immediately before the Aims are described in detail (about page 11 of the PDF), I reiterated the central hypothesis, four objectives, and experimental aims to remind reviewers. As we discussed, the Objectives are much earlier in the proposal, and reviewers may not recall them precisely. The concept is to re-enforce the structure and goals at this point to reduce instances of reviewers referring to the earlier section as they examine the Aims. I hope you find this helpful. 

8. Aim 5. I suggest making sure you have enough detail to pre-emptively answer reviewer questions. In this case, how will you propose or develop practical applications?

9. Final summary statement. After Aim 5, I suggest a separate closing statement re-emphasizing what will be achieved overall and the broad significance of those achievements. This position is the last point at which you can bring reviewers back to the overall goals and communicate to reviewers why this proposal should be funded. Alternatively, it is possible to place this statement at the end of the Expected Results and Pitfalls section. But the statement will probably read more logically when placed immediately after Aim 5.  

10. Figure placement. I suggest checking the placement of figures. There are instances where terms are defined in the text after the abbreviations are used in a figure legend. See Figure 1 for example. But overall, figures should be inserted immediately after their first mention in the main text. 

12. Length. The main text is now just over 15 pages. Please check the spacing throughout. There are locations where twice the normal spacing is used between paragraphs or sections. If you are unsure, please check the ISF guidelines, as I know they are strict. But this may give you the space to add text based on the comments here and in the margins. 
  
