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January 8, 2007
Memorandum
TO:

Dr. Walter Schaffer, NIH/OD
FROM:

Christina Viola Srivastava and Oren Grad, STPI

SUBJECT:

Key points noted during MPI post-review teleconference for NCI PAR-06-406, “In Vivo Cellular and Molecular Imaging Centers (ICMICs)”, November 28, 2006
· Many members of this group (at least one third of reviewers commenting explicitly, and many others agreeing) described their discussion of the MPI option as distracting from the review process or as overly time-consuming; there were hints that a great deal of time may have been spent discussing MPI budgets and other administrative details.  By the end of the teleconference it was clear that this issue was the subject of a great deal of frustration among the reviewers.
· Most of the reviewers who commented found the MPI option to be sound in principle, with several mentioning potential benefits: 
· Facilitating sharing of funding, credit, and intellectual property 
· Encouraging and enhancing collaboration, especially multidisciplinary collaboration

· Leveraging strengths

· Easing administrative burden
· Most of the reviewers seemed unimpressed with the way the MPI option had been addressed in the applications they had reviewed.  One commented that “nobody really hit the nail on the head.”  Specific shortcomings of the leadership plans mentioned included:

· Failure to describe potential for scientific synergies

· Situations where a proposed PI characterized his expertise primarily in terms of administrative rather than scientific qualificiations
· Failuare to assign specific roles and duties

· Failuare to explicitly justify use of MPI option

· Failure to discuss sharing of credit and intellectual property

· Apparent use of MPI option to inflate the budget
· Several reviewers observed that the applicants did not seem to understand that a leadership plan could (and in some cases should) be submitted for individual projects rather than for the center award as a whole.  They suggested that this should be clarified in the instructions.
· In addition to implementation issues, there seemed to be a feeling among some reviewers that the MPI option was not as well suited or as useful to this program (ICMIC) as it was to the SPOREs.
  The reviewers didn’t elaborate on why they thought this might be the case, although it was mentioned that center grants are inherently multidisciplinary and collaborative.  However, one reviewer who described himself as a longtime observer of the ICMIC program commented that this is the ideal time to introduce an initiative like MPI to ICMIC.  Unfortunately, he did not explain why.

· Several reviewers observed that, in this round of review, an application exercising the MPI option was at greater risk of being penalized than a regular application that did not take on the additional requirements, but there was no added incentive or “reward” to make it worth the risk.  As one reviewer put it, it “wouldn’t have helped as much if they did as it hurt if they didn’t.”
· In general, the tenor of the discussion suggested that the nature and appropriate use of the MPI option remain a topic of some uncertainty among this group of reviewers.
� 	These commenters appear to have been unaware that the ICMIC program is implemented through the P50 (SPORE) funding mechanism.
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