Research funding opportunities and
position search for young scientists
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*position search: post-doc

*You
-what sets you apart from the pile?

*short to-the-point letter

*CV/ bio
recommendation letters

*Your future PI

- the slave-driver
- the legendary lab head



*position search: post-doc
*Legendary Lab Heads (nvas an.0s)

RELIGIOUS ABOUT RECRUITING

While great lab leaders unanimously disdain micromanagement,
hiring is one function they control carefully. “When you try to
appear to run a laissez faire lab, you have few leverage points,”
says Church. “The big one is whom you select. That affects tone,
ambiance, and subject matters, so you need to exert quite a bit
of certitude.”

Surprisingly, brilliance isn't necessarily the first trait they seek
in postdocs. “I don't look for people who are very smart,” says
Church. “If you got into grad school at Harvard or MIT, I don't
have to worry if you're smart. I'm mainly looking for people who
are nice.” Church says he is careful to not let his lab revolve around
him, and he also shuns candidates who seem most concerned
about their own success.




*position search: faculty

*Academia vs. industry

In academia the driving question is “is this interesting™?
In industry the question is “is this useful”?
Ira Mellman (Yale>Genentech)



faculty search: academia

*You (future faculty)
* good pubs
* great letters (star; etc)
* great research proposal



faculty search: academia

*You (future faculty)

* good pubs

* great letters (star; etc)

* great research proposal
*Your future institution
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e Research funding

Postdoc level

- mostly through private organizations

(your sponsored programs office has lists)
- sometimes through NIH
- through your PI

*Best to get your own funding If possible
(even If a little bit); it sets you apart later on



e Research f undbclevgl at

*What funding agencies look for:

- your PI’s prior record

- your prior record

- recommendation letters
- research plan



e Research funding
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US Budget FY2007
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DHHS Budget FY2007 (697 billion $3$)
Composition of the Budget

(dollars in millions)
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NIH Budget FY2007 (~28.9 billion $)

NIH Total Funding
(dollars in billions)
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Trends in Research by Agency, FY 1976-2007 (as of 1/07)*
in billions of constant FY 2006 dollars
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The NIH system

Grants Process At-A-Glance

The following NIH "Grants Process At-A-Glance" chart is provided as a sample of the general time element necessary for a competing application to proceed from Receipt
and Referral through the Peer Review process to negotiation and award.

Planning, Writing, Submitting

Planning: Applicant should start early, Writing: Applicant often begins Submitting: Applicant organization submits application to
collect preliminary data, and establish writing application several months MIH/Division of Receipt and Referral (DRR), Center for Scientific
internal deadlines. prior to application due date. Review (CSR) (using Grants.gov and eRA Commons for electronic

submissions).

Receipt and Referral

Months 1-3
Application arrives at CSR. CSR assigns application to an NIH Scientific Review Officer (SRO) assigns applications to reviewers
(Applications compliant with NIH Institute/Center (IC) and a and readers.
policies are assigned for review and Scientific Review Group (SRG).
funding consideration.)

Peer Review
Months 4-8
Initial Level of Review: Priority Scores: Summary Statement: Second Level of
SRG members review and Available to PD/PIs on eRA Available to PD/PIs on eRA Review: Advisory
evaluate applications for Commons. Commons. council/board reviews
scientific merit. applications.
Award
Months 9-10
Pre-Award Process: IC grants Notification of Award: IC issues Congratulations!
management staff conducts final and sends Notice of Award {(MNoA) to Project period officially begins!
administrative review and negotiates applicant institution/organization.
award.*

*Requests additional information needed just-in-time for award.

Post-Award Management

Administrative and fiscal monitoring, reporting, and compliance.




NIH Budget Stagnation = a broken pipeline?

Flat Funding of the NIH Puts a Generation of Science at Risk

An unprecedented five consecutive years of stagnant funding for the National
Institutes of Health is putting America at risk—slowing the pace of medical
advances, risking the future health of Americans, discouraging our best and
brightest researchers, and threatening America's global leadership in
biomedical research. Unfortunately, President Bush's budget proposal
recommends a sixth year of flat funding for the NIH in 2009.And in the
meantime, promising young researchers in the U.S. are dropping like
flies...Scientists are forced to spend less time doing research and more time
writing and rewriting grants because fewer applications are funded on first
submission (29% in 1999; 12% in 2007). Most successful grants now require
two or three submissions to the NIH peer review process before being
funded. This trend represents a clog in the system that is causing researchers
to abandon promising work, downsize labs, and spend more time searching
for other financial support.

(fr om: “A br oken
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http://brokenpipeline.org/index.htm

NIH Budget Stagnation = a broken pipeline?

Percentage of NIH Roa* Applications Funded,

Fiscal Years 1995-2005
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*RO1 Equivalents: RO1, R29, R37
Source: National Institutes of Health



NIH Budget Stagnation = a broken pipeline?

Challenging Times for All Researchers

on first submission

1999 2007
Overall success rate for
NIH RO1* Proposals 32% 24%
Success rate 29% 12%

Especially for Young Investigators

first-time investigators

Then Now
1990 2007
Age at first Ro1* grant 39 43
*
% of Ro1s* that go to 29% 25%

*RO1 Equivalents: RO1, R2g, R37
Source: National Institutes of Health




Declines in NIH RO1 Research Grant Table 1. Fate of unamended, unsolicited
Funding
Mandel & Vesell

“RO1 Equivalent™* research grant applications (4)|

FY Number Number Total $, Success

Science 10 October 2008: 189. reviewed awarded millions rate %
awarded

Type-1 grants (new submissions)

2000 10,284 2084 616.1 20.3
2001 9851 1864 599.6 18.9
2002 10,083 1831 617.5 18.2
2003 11,511 1733 587.6 15.1
2004 13,370 1595 551.8 11.9
2005 13,578 1236 443.9 9.1
2006 13,659 941 332.5 6.9
2007 12,021 864 321.1 1.2
Type-2 grants (renewal submissions)

2000 3374 1787 589.9 53.0
2001 3218 1687 598.8 52.4
2002 3270 1614 582.7 49.4
2003 3922 1765 654.9 45.0
2004 3955 1606 613.2 40.2
2005 4128 1335 525.3 323
2006 3881 998 389.0 25.7
2007 3605 909 372.9 25.2

* “R0O1 equivalents” include a small number of R29 and R37, as
well as P.A. grants.
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*big budget crunch

(more to come?)

*results: reverse brain-drain
*remember: we are paid to have fun!
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