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Welcome and Introductory Remarks — Dr. Ruth Kirschgtein, Acting Director, NIH

Dr. Kirschstein welcomed 1 DeA-date representatives and encouraged them to share their ideas for
developing the IDeA program. She emphasized the need for inditutions to network and partner within
dates, establish consortiums, develop faculty, and conduct research feasibility Sudies.

Goalsof the Meeting and L ogistics — Dr. Judith Vaitukaitis, Director, NCRR

Dr. Vaitukaitis provided an overview of the Workshop and encouraged active participation from dl
IDeA-date representatives. The overdl purpose of the meeting wasto dlow NIH and IDeA-state
representatives to exchange information and discuss  gpproaches to address the needs of the IDeA-
eigible dates.

Overview of the I DeA program —Dr. Sidney McNairy, Associate Director for Research
Infrastructure, NCRR

Dr. McNairy discussed the various programs offered by NCRR and presented an overview of the
IDeA program from itsinception in 1993. The IDeA program was authorized by the NIH
Revitdization Act of 1993 with a congressiond intent to enhance geographica ditribution of research
funds. It iscomparable to the NSF Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitiveness in Research
(EPSCoR) established in 1980.

Eligible states for the IDeA program had a success rate of obtaining NIH grant awards of less than 20
percent between 1995-1999. Also included are states with higher success rates, but less than $60
million average NIH funding over those five years. He provided abrief history of funding for the IDeA
program and the characterigtics of the current fiscal year 2000 Centers of Biomedica Research
Excdlence (COBRE):

. Multi disciplinary

. Led by an established funded senior investigator

. Direct cost up to $1.5M/year for 5 years
. Thematic focus as determined by the indtitution
. Collaboration within and between inditutions

. Support of 3-5 pilot projects
. Support for faculty expansion
. Support for core laboratories
. Advisory Steering Committee



Dr. McNairy ended his presentation with a summary of grantsmanship workshops and effective dates
for IDeA/COBRE application deadlines.

Program Staff I nteractions with COBRE applicants — Dr. John McGowan, Director, Divison of
Extramurd Activities, NIAID

Dr. McGowan provided strategies to improve the competitive edge of gpplications from inditutionsin
IDeA-stetes:
. Set expectations for today

. |dentify opportunities

. Redize no one laboratory can doit dl

. Develop amatrix of expertise

. Cooperate and collaborate

. Be aware, connected, truthful, and committed

He encouraged the IDeA dtates to assess their strengths and wesaknesses by obtaining perspectives
from key scientific and adminidtrative people. As part of this assessment, |DeA-date inditutions

Examine specific factors to determine their misson

Decide whether to go big or small

Decide whether to expand ongoing research, launch new research, or do both
Addressissues that are indtitution or state specific

Redlize that marketability is determined by reputation, resume, contacts, and resources
Know what each NIH indtitute or center’s area of emphasisis and target NIH staff in your
research areas of interest.

Development of State-wide or Regional Web-based Networks. Impact on Infrastructure. —
Dr. Jerry Draayer, President, Southeastern Universities Research Adminigiration (SURA) and Ms.
Mary Fran, IT Program Coordinator, SURA

SURA has developed a state-wide and regiona web-based network involving high speed connections
and multimedia conferencing that resulted in a true network-based collaboratory infrastructure. They
shared ideas on how to build a shared resource and the requirements and interactions for each type of
resource. They described ViDeNet, whichisaglobd, virtua network that provides video and
voice-over-1P to the Internet, Internet 2, and advanced networking communities. This project started
with four campuses united in aregiond effort and then grew to an inter-regiona and now internationd
effort. Other effortsinclude EPSCoR and Internet2 which includes over 170 universities, 37 affiliates,
and 78 corporate partners working together.



Reports from Discussion Groups by IDeA-State Representatives

Discussion groups congsting of NIH staff facilitators and | DeA-gtate representatives met to discuss
ideas for developing a competitive biomedica research base for inditutions in IDeA dates.
Representatives from | DeA-gates presented the following summaries of their group discussions.

Group |: Partnershipswithin and among statesto develop scientific partner ships among
ingtitutions — Dr. William Harlan, moderator and Dr. Coleman, Nevada IDeA representetive

The COBRE program provided a framework to create a center which included:
. Adminidgretive Core

. Leader
. Organization Consultation
. Management Information

. Scientific Core
. Career Development/Training

Participants |deas/Concerns/Needs:

Flexibility

. Human Infrastructure
- Criticd mass

. Mentoring and Release Time

. Collaborations
overcomes geographic isolation, lack of people or expertise and no medica school
- Intrarindtitutiona

- Inter-indtitutiona

- Interstate
. Inventory of IDeA-gate Ingtitutions
. Physicd Infragtructure

- Large pieces of equipment or specidized facilities

Process
. Grant Sdection Committee within the State
- Allow flexibility in committee Structure
- Eqtablish apped process for grant selection
- Involve dl indtitutions, not just large, research intensive ones
. Allow submission of unlimited grant gpplications
- Keep the gpplication focused on science
. Participation should be inclusive
- Research Indtitutions



- Industry

- Baccaaureate & Masters

- Advisory/Review System in Place
- Timeto prepare the gpplication

. IDeA dates reacted negatively to Washington, Wyoming, Alaska, Montana, and Idaho
(WWAMI) regiond resource — just more money for Washington
. IDeA gates do not want to have to provide matching funds

Group I1: How to best meet the needs of Baccalaur eate and Masters' level ingtitutions;
partner shipswith graduate level ingtitutions. How can I DeA facilitate? Dr. Paulette Gray,
moderator and Dr. James Roberts, Kansas IDeA representative

Faculty
. Encourage joint grant proposals by collaborating Pl at different indtitutions
. Provide opportunities to gather preliminary data

Students

. Attract students to research through indtitutiona collaborations
. Expose high school students to careersin science

. Provide financid support for sudents

Equipment
. Develop resources within aregion

. Egtablish core fadilities for use by ALL inditutions

- acore facility advisory committee should be required

- advisory committee provides oversight and develops guiddines for theuser - community
. Egtablish core facilities for anima resources & smaller ingtitutions

| ndtitutional Support

. Releasetime

. Long-term commitment

. Grantsmanship workshops

Callaborations

. Encourage the development of win/win Stuetions.

. Large research-intensive indtitutions should be encouraged to collaborate with smaler
inditutions.

. Modify language in Request for Applications (RFA) to include ALL types of research
inditutions

. Link undergraduate inditutions with large inditutionsin away that smal indtitutions do not get
logt



. Additiona funding is needed to encourage collaborations

Other

. Consder alowing additiona number of proposals per Sate

. No matching funds requirement

. Should not be too prescriptive in how program is set up regarding faculty, students, equipment,

and inditutiona support.

Group I11: How to effectively build biomedical research capacitieswithin Graduate
Schools and Resear ch I nstitutes. Dr. John McGowan, moderator and Dr. Manud Gomez, Puerto
Rico IDeA representative

| nfrastructur e Development

. Expand development of faculty start up packages to recruit new faculty

. Train post-doctord fellows or graduate students, and recruit laboratory technicians

. Increase support for senior investigators

. Build adminigtrative infrastructure to recruit Saff, purchase/repair equipment and computers,
enable animal research, and support an IRB

. Use IDeA funds to cofund CO6 applications that are just below the payline

. Provide NIH training, education, and outreach programs on the NIH gpplication process with
mock reviews

. Provide travel funds to attend regiond conferences and training seminars

. State matching funds force states to set priorities

Application Process
. Allow flexibility in the gpplications submitted: number and types of mechaniams

. Allow one gpplication from each university, rather than two applications per Sate
. COBRE | for doctoral/research indtitutes and COBRE |1 for non doctora/research ingtitutes
. Implement afive year program where first year is dedicated to infrastructure (facility

congtruction/staff development) grant and consecutive years are COBRE-like.

Collaboration
. Allow collaboration between states that enhance competitiveness or expertise of IDeA dates.

Group IV: Internet Linkage; bioinformatics, forming networkswithin and among | DeA
states. Dr. Steven Hausman, moderator and Dr. James Roberts, Kansas IDeA representative

Cadllaborations
. Partner with industry but be aware of intdlectud property guidelines.
. Deveop research capacity at |DeA-date ingditutions through multi disciplinary collaborations

with non-1DeA-state ingitutions.



Technology Development

. Connect users (biomedical researchers) with developers (computer scientists).

. Develop collaborations between engineering and medica schools.

. Include information technology as a core IDeA component.

. Share technology applications among IDeA sates through regiond networks and other toals.
. Strengthen infrastructure, such as powerful computers and faster Internet connections, in “low

tech” IDeA-date inditutions. However, IDeA-gate inditutions should not invest in expendve
infrastructure that may be underutilized.
. Egtablish collaborations with the Internet2 community

Human Resour ce Development
C Develop avirtud critical mass through network technologies.

. Access information and opportunities in more devel oped states through telecommunications to
retain investigators.
. Expand human resources and training in gpplications development and bioinformatics.

Communication and Outreach Activities
. Sponsor meetings, workshops, and other activities to foster networking.
. Expose next generation of students to latest technol ogies through K-12 outreach programs.

Per spectives of Two | DeA-state Representatives - Dr. Frank Waxman, Universty of Oklahoma
and Dr. Tom McCoy, Montana State University

Dr. Waxman, Chair of the Oklahoma State EPSCOR committee, shared his views about how the
IDeA program should be shaped for FY 2001. First, he described the advantages and disadvantages of
funding another round of COBRE gpplications. COBRE could help states that were not successful in
FY 2000 but each round of COBRE applications obligates five years of funding with questionable
impact on infrastructure development and promotes inter-state competition rather than cooperation.
Instead, Dr. Waxman recommended 1 DeA-gate ingtitutions build infrastructure according to an NSF
modd. Under the model, one application is submitted per state and is coordinated by the state
EPSCoR Committee. Specificdly, thismodd:

would be flexible to meet each state’' s needs

could include core facilities, equipment, and personnel

should not require matching funds

should not alow direct support for specific research projects

include a strategic plan, only if necessary

promote inter-ingtitutional cooperation and planning

include NIH peer review but dlocate sufficient fundsto al sates

provide NIH guidance for state program development

DO OOO OO e



C phase in a cofunding program gradudly

Dr. Waxman aso discussed the need for outreach activities. He encouraged 1DeA-state conferences
on priority research themes and visits from NIH program officidsto IDeA dates. He aso suggested
that funds be alocated to cofund C06 applications from IDeA dtates that are just below the payline.

Dr. McCoy described the following ways to enhance competitiveness at |DeA-date ingtitutions:

C Sadary package supplements and start-up funds

C Graduate student support

C Renovation funds

C Cofund Shared Instrumentation Grant gpplications from IDeA datesthat are just below the
payline

C Support for personnel and technicians to maintain instrumentation

If the IDeA program isfunded at $60M in FY 2001, Dr. McCoy suggests that NCRR support the
current COBRE recipients with $30M, and dightly modify the COBRE program to fund another round
of gpplicants a $30M. If the IDeA program receives $100M, the additional $40M should be used for
infrastructure awards to IDeA states to enhance biomedica research excellence. He recommended that
programs should be flexible to dlow states/ingtitutions to do a combination of the above and provide
some generad comments about funding infrastructure development in IDeA-dates.

. Competitive funding based on qudity science

. Competition not limited to one proposal

. Fund only PhD-granting ingtitutions in biomedicd-related sciences

. Co-fund only those gpplications that just missed the cut off and would not be funded.

What Makes a Good Application? - Dr. Charles McCall and Dr. Mark Lively, Wake Forest
Univergty

Dr. McCdl stated that the best proposas are skillfully choreographed, well rehearsed, contain a
promise of commitment and leadership, touch dl points of the RFP, and guide the reviewers through the
application. The presence of, or aplan to procure and secure, scientists with peer reviewed research
and mentorship skills should be included in the structure of an application. Each application should so
reflect acommitment to COBRE and make research amgor component of the mission of an academic
ingtitution. The application should contain an updated strategic plan for research and research
education as well as offer a quantifiable commitment of resources. Applications that do not farewdl in
peer review have week advisory committees, padded resumes, and missing information. Other
“zingers’ tha are often found in gpplications are wimpy leadership, questionable support |etters,
Research Assigtants and Associate Professors (RAPS), tiny print, a ponderous proposal, and no
tracking of investment outcomes.



Dr. Lively advised gpplicants to detail the need for core facilities and instrumentation in their
gpplications. Applicants should keep COBRE objectives in mind while writing their proposas and they
should describe how the mentoring relaionship is going to be developed. He noted that it is difficult to
eva uate science when no preiminary datais required for the application.

Research Administration/Grants M anagement (expectations'r equirements from the NIH and
per spective from theinstitutionsin | DeA states) - Ms. Carol Tippery, OPERA, NIH and Dr.
Delwood Collins, University of Kentucky

Ms. Tippery offered suggestions on how to minimize inditutiona problems and maximize public trust by
offering saff education and training, defining individud roles within an organization, and making sure
research is conducted in a safe and ethicd manner that complies with federa rules and regulations. She
aso indicated that the different NIH ingtitutes and centers are good information sources to get questions
about policy issues answered.

Dr. Callins provided an overview of the organizationd structure of the University of Kentucky which
has an extengve research administration and management personnel infrasiructure. He emphasized that
research cannot succeed without adequate research administration and management.

Four Breakout Sessonswith NIH Program Staff: “Making Contacts’
The meeting concluded with four breakout sessions for IDeA-dtate representativesto talk to NIH
program officids.

Group I NIA, NIAA, NIDA, NINDS, NIDCR, NIMH, NIDCD, NIAID
Group I1: NCI, NICHD, NIEHS, NIDDK, NHLBI, NIAMS, NEI, FIC
Group I1I: NCRR, NIGMS, NHGRI, NLM, NINR, NCCAM, CIT

Group IV: Grants Managements and Review gaff



