Summary Comments v2 - 14240
Overall, the proposal is much improved in terms of organization and clarity. Congrats. I have gone over the draft a second time and have made suggestions in the margins that are summarized below. I think the final main issue is being sure your terminology is well-defined and used consistently throughout. This will avoid any reviewer confusion. Also, I interchanged some text stating your goals (Comment 6), which I think are more logical and progressive in adding details as reviewers read through the proposal. I hope this helps. This is an interesting proposal, I hope the work will be funded as it is valuable.   

Main text
1.  Defining dynamic resilience (line 11). This is the first instance of the term “dynamic resilience”. I suggest defining the term here to avoid confusion. What is the difference between resilience and dynamic resilience? They seem different in meaning in this paragraph. But at later locations in the text, they seem to be treated interchangeably. If they are interchangeable, I suggest using one term to avoid reviewer confusion. 

2. Critical goals (line 101). This statement is broader than the one at line 30. This seems more like the lab’s goals. For example, there is not much in the proposal that addresses health within complex biological systems. Additionally, there does not seem to be much in the proposal that will identify processes and factors underpinning homeostasis. At this stage, it seems to be about identifying markers rather than mechanisms. However, I think about mechanisms in terms of biochemistry and molecular biology. Perhaps in physiology, the term "mechanism" is defined differently. Regardless, I suggest defining this for reviewers. See also comment 3. 

3. Mechanisms. (line 148). I suggest explaining what is meant by “physiological mechanisms”. How will biomarkers lead to understanding such mechanisms? I did not note any explanation of this in the first draft I edited. Perhaps this is well understood in your field, but I am worried reviewers will ask this question.

4. Reference to the Preliminary Results section (line 231). There is no Preliminary Results section. Section 2.5 (Previous Relevant Work) provides the preliminary results. I suggest that this be clarified. Otherwise, reviewers may look for a Preliminary Results section. Also, I suggest being explicit that the data presented are unpublished and are thus truly preliminary.   

5. Clarifying direct goals from longer-term goals (lines 143 and 240). If I understand correctly, the statement at line 240 indicates nothing about the objective of understanding the mechanism of resilience, as stated at line 143. I suggest stating your goal (line 143) as identifying markers with the long-term goal of understanding mechanisms rather than a direct goal of the proposal. This is also a goal of the lab. I understand the goals are related. I am concerned that reviewers understand the direct output of the proposal is biomarkers. The overall goal of the lab's research is to understand the mechanisms based on the knowledge gained through this proposal. Again, assuming my understanding is correct, I suggest reviewing the different statements of your goals to be sure the proposal goals are distinguished from long-term goals beyond the proposal.    

6. Objectives (lines 45-60 and line 263). As written, the objectives statement at lines 263 is less detailed than the one at lines 45-60, which describes more detailed objectives and hypotheses. I took the liberty of interchanging the texts. The Statement of Objectives is now at line 245. I suggest it reads more logically now and is a major improvement. I adapted the texts for their new locations, so please read carefully to be sure they express your true intent. At line 45, please check that the primary hypothesis is understandable based on the information provided up to line 45 in the text.

7. Are adaptive and resilient behaviors redundant? (see, for example, line 333). My understanding is that resilience is defined as adaptive behavior. If they are really the same, then I suggest staying "resilient" throughout rather than "adaptive/resilient". Overall. There is mixing of the terms resilient, resilient behavior, dynamic resilience, and dynamic resilience behavior. This may become confusing for reviewers. For clarity, I suggest defining key terms and not deviating from them once defined. 

8. The text is now just under 15 pages. If more space is needed for additional text, there are gaps in the spacing that can be removed or filled with text. For example, at line 183. Figure 3 also has open space that can be eliminated by arranging the figure panels vertically rather than horizontally. 

9. Last page, line 551. You have room for a summary sentence. For example, “Our team is uniquely positioned to discover new markers of clinical significance and provide new tools to understand the mechanisms of resilience, which is critical to a high quality of life for our aging population”. This is an example of broadening the scope and leaving reviewers with a final sense of the proposal's significance.   

Abstract
1. I edited the Abstract quite extensively for clarity and brevity. Please read it over carefully to be sure I have not altered your intent. 

2. Terms. Again, I suggest being clear about the terms "resilience", "dynamic resilience", and "dynamic physiological resilience," which was not used in the main text. Based on my understanding, these terms seem mostly redundant. You could define resilience as the ability of individuals to adapt (or respond) dynamically and through physiological changes in response to stressful challenges such as loss of balance.  You could then just use "resilience". 

3. As written, the ending does not leave readers with a broad sense of importance. Readers of such short texts will probably glance at the goals, hypotheses, and endings. I suggest ending the Abstract with a summary of the short-term and longer-term outputs. This tells reviewers and non-experts who will read the Abstract that there are clear benefits to funding this research. I wrote an example last sentence to demonstrate the concept. This is just an example, the actual text is for you, the PI, to decide. 

I hope these edits and suggestions have been helpful overall and that you feel the proposal is improved. I wish you the very best of luck with this submission! Let me know if you have any questions. Be safe and well. 
Glenn
