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Preparing the Application: 

• Follow precisely the directions provided in the instruction package for filing the 
RO3 application. 

o This will facilitate the NIH Advisory Committee’s review 
• Keep each application to only one target. 

o Combining multiple related targets suggest lack of focus, and can lead to 
confusion with multiple reviewers.  

• Define the specification of the probes as precisely as possible.  
o Aim for success so that what comes out at the end is a useful probe 

without being unattainable.  
• Search PubChem for similar screens. 

o EITHER  describe  why this new screen is a more compelling path 
forward (if a similar screen has already been performed), 

o OR describe the search terms used, and say that no similar screen has been 
used. 

• Explain why screening the MLSMR collection is necessary, as opposed to 
performing optimization on existing probes.  

• Define and name the assays (primary screen, secondary screens, etc.) very 
specifically. 

o Ensure that the secondary assay plan is focused. 
o Provide statements that these assays are already in place. 

• Phenotypic screens are looked at quite favorably. 
o If appropriate, ensure there is a strong cellular rationale 

• Include results from preliminary screens that evidence robustness of the assay 
o 10k – 20k compounds seems to be the right amount for a pilot screen; 

anything over that and the NIH may look upon the screen as already 
completed.  

o Include information on assay Z’, percent CV’s and day-to-day 
reproducibility. 

o If appropriate, explain why any ‘hits’ identified in a preliminary screen 
aren’t adequate. Or, explain that since hits were identified, there is a high 
likelihood that the best probe has yet to be identified.  

• Define clearly the anticipated plan for the use of the probe(s) after probe 
discovery. 

o Ensure the anticipated use of the probe aligns with the rationale. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



BIPDeC Support 
• In our letters of support, we will have three supporting statements: 

o Support for the technical feasibility of the primary screen 
o Support for the secondary assay plan to define the probe 
o Endorsement for the anticipated value of the probe 

• Let us know if you need assistance searching PubChem for similar assays 
• Speaking to Michelle Palmer, or a member of her team early in the process is 

critical 
 

Other points to consider: 
• Technical feasibility and a clear plan are critical. Novelty is secondary, unless an 

apparently similar screen has already been performed. 
• The review panel does not appear to weigh Supplementary Data heavily  
• More specific assays are preferred, rather than very broad assays that need many 

counter screens to pare down; but once the Committee likes the target, it’s easier 
to get the Grant. 

 
 
 
 
 


