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Agenda	
  

•  ECOR	
  grants	
  	
  
•  ECOR	
  website	
  
•  SRRP	
  
•  ECOR	
  awards	
  

•  ISF	
  
•  FMD	
  	
  
•  Claflin	
  

	
  



	
  ECOR	
  Grants	
  
ECOR	
  received	
  ~800	
  applica?ons	
  and	
  awarded	
  	
  ~$10M	
  in	
  FY14	
  

Grant	
   Applicants	
   Awards	
  
FY	
  13	
   FY	
  14	
   FY	
  14	
  

Claflin	
   30	
   41	
   5	
  
Goodman	
   37	
   37	
   1	
  
MAO	
   6	
   10	
   2	
  
SAC	
  Abstracts	
   210	
   252	
   12	
  
Scholars	
   81	
   97	
   8	
  
FMD	
  +	
  Tosteson	
  (3	
  Calls)	
   163	
   143	
   23	
  
MGH-­‐MIT	
  Grand	
  Challege	
  #1	
   -­‐	
   33	
   6	
  
ISF	
  (3	
  Calls)	
   97	
   124	
   59	
  
Sequestra?on	
  (3	
  Calls)	
   18	
   16	
   12	
  
Formulaic	
   29	
   25	
   23	
  
SIGs	
   8	
   6	
   6	
  
Totals	
   679	
   804	
   157	
  



Our	
  site:	
  ecor.mgh.harvard.edu	
  	
  









	
  Institutional	
  Nominations	
  





If	
  you	
  do	
  not	
  currently	
  receive	
  MGH	
  Research	
  News,	
  please	
  email	
  
ecor@mgh.harvard.edu	
  to	
  be	
  added	
  to	
  our	
  distribu?on	
  list!	
  



•  Add	
  screen	
  shot	
  of	
  ECOR	
  website	
  
	
  







	
  External	
  Funding	
  
•  COS	
  Pivot	
  –	
  h`p://pivot.cos.com	
  



SRRP	
  Leadership	
  
	
  
Four	
  co-­‐chairs	
  

•  Iain	
  Drummond,	
  PhD	
  (Nephrology)	
  
• Robert	
  Gerszten,	
  MD	
  (Cardiology)	
  
• Karen	
  Miller,	
  MD	
  (Neuroendocrine)	
  
• Kris?n	
  White,	
  PhD	
  (Dermatology)	
  



	
  What	
  is	
  SRRP?	
  
SubcommiUee	
  on	
  Review	
  of	
  Research	
  Proposals	
  (SRRP)	
  
•  Reviews	
  the	
  funding	
  applica?ons	
  submi`ed	
  to	
  ECOR	
  and	
  
performs	
  preliminary	
  reviews	
  for	
  external	
  single	
  ins?tu?on	
  
nomina?ons	
  	
  

	
  
•  In	
  evalua?ng	
  applica?ons,	
  SRRP	
  considers	
  the	
  candidate,	
  the	
  
training	
  environment,	
  and	
  the	
  quality	
  and	
  relevance	
  of	
  the	
  
proposed	
  study.	
  

•  The	
  SRRP	
  Subcommi`ees	
  are	
  panels	
  composed	
  of	
  a	
  diverse	
  
set	
  of	
  reviewers	
  from	
  across	
  the	
  ins?tu?on.	
  



Composition	
  of	
  SRRP	
  
20	
  Professors,	
  28	
  Associate	
  Professors,	
  38	
  Assistant	
  Professors,	
  1	
  Instructor	
  	
  

Anesthesia	
  
6%	
  

Cancer	
  Center	
  
5%	
  

Cardiology/
CVRC	
  
7%	
  

Dermatology/Cutaneous	
  
Biology	
  Research	
  Center	
  

3%	
  

Diabetes	
  Unit	
  	
  
1%	
  

Endocrine	
  Unit	
  
7%	
  

GastrointesGnal	
  Unit	
  
1%	
  

General	
  Medicine	
  
2%	
  

Hematology	
  /	
  Oncology	
  
1%	
  

InfecGous	
  
Disease	
  
7%	
  MarGnos	
  

Center	
  
6%	
  

Molecular	
  Biology	
  
2%	
  

Nephrology	
  
5%	
  

Neuroendocrine	
  Unit	
  
2%	
  

Neurology	
  	
  
10%	
  

Obstetrics	
  &	
  Gynecology	
  
1%	
  

Orthopaedics	
  
1%	
  

Pathology	
  
1%	
  

Pediatrics	
  
2%	
  

Psychiatry	
  	
  
7%	
  

RadiaGon	
  Oncology	
  
2%	
  

Radiology	
  
9%	
  

Ragon	
  InsGtute	
  
1%	
  

ReproducGve	
  Endocrine	
  Unit	
  
1%	
  

Rheumatology,	
  Allergy	
  &	
  
Immunology	
  

2%	
  
Surgery	
  
6%	
  

Reviewers	
  by	
  Department	
  



Become	
  a	
  Reviewer!	
  
• All	
  faculty	
  members	
  are	
  welcome	
  to	
  apply	
  join	
  
this	
  subcommi`ee	
  

	
  
•  To	
  be	
  eligible	
  to	
  review	
  ISF,	
  reviewers	
  are	
  
required	
  to	
  have	
  NIH	
  study	
  sec?on	
  experience	
  





Grant	
  Applications	
  Reviewed	
  by	
  SRRP	
  
ECOR	
  Faculty	
  Awards 	
  	
  
•  Claflin	
  Dis?nguished	
  Scholar	
  Awards	
  
•  H.M.	
  Goodman	
  Fellowship	
  
•  MGH	
  MAO	
  Physician-­‐Scien?st	
  Development	
  Award	
  

	
  

ECOR	
  Postdoctoral	
  Awards	
  
•  Tosteson	
  and	
  Fund	
  for	
  Medical	
  Discovery	
  Fellowship	
  

ECOR	
  Interim	
  Support	
  Grants	
  
•  Delibera?ve	
  Interim	
  Support	
  Funding	
  
•  Formulaic	
  Bridge	
  Funding	
  
•  Sequestra?on	
  Relief	
  Funding	
  

External	
  Award	
  NominaGons	
  
•  Pew	
  Scholars	
  and	
  Smith	
  Family	
  Founda?on	
  Awards	
  



How	
  are	
  Reviews	
  Conducted	
  
Online	
  Review	
  
•  Complete	
  a	
  quality	
  assurance	
  check	
  
•  Reviewers	
  are	
  asked	
  to	
  rank	
  all	
  applica?ons	
  

•  Due	
  to	
  sheer	
  volume,	
  some	
  reviews	
  are	
  conducted	
  in	
  
mul?ple	
  rounds	
  

•  In	
  the	
  final	
  round	
  of	
  review,	
  all	
  reviewers	
  read	
  all	
  
applica?ons	
  	
  

•  The	
  review	
  process	
  is	
  about	
  ~4	
  weeks	
  per	
  round.	
  	
  
	
  
Review	
  MeeGng	
  (led	
  by	
  a	
  minimum	
  of	
  2	
  co-­‐chairs)	
  
•  The	
  Co-­‐Chairs	
  establish	
  the	
  mee?ng	
  rules	
  (Policies	
  and	
  
Prac?ces)	
  	
  

•  Open	
  discussion	
  follows	
  



Policies	
  and	
  Practices	
  
•  Conflict	
  of	
  interest	
  policy	
  	
  
	
  -­‐	
  Reviewers	
  should	
  carefully	
  evaluate	
  whether	
  or	
  not	
  their	
  role,	
  
or	
  rela?onship	
  to	
  the	
  applicant,	
  will	
  significantly	
  bias	
  the	
  review	
  
of	
  the	
  applica?on	
  (i.e.	
  a	
  major	
  collaborator,	
  co-­‐author,	
  advisor,	
  
advisee,	
  close	
  friend	
  or	
  rela?ve)	
  

	
  
•  ConfidenGality	
  
-­‐	
  Remind	
  reviewers	
  of	
  the	
  confiden?ality	
  of	
  the	
  process	
  and	
  that	
  
they	
  cannot	
  divulge	
  the	
  results 	
  	
  	
  

	
  
•  Recusal	
  guidelines	
  	
  
-­‐	
  	
  Unlike	
  NIH,	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  expect	
  that	
  reviewers	
  will	
  recuse	
  
themselves	
  for	
  being	
  colleagues.	
  	
  If	
  a	
  reviewer	
  feels	
  unable	
  to	
  
provide	
  an	
  objec?ve	
  evalua?on	
  of	
  an	
  applica?on,	
  they	
  are	
  
expected	
  to	
  recuse	
  themselves	
  from	
  the	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  
applica?on.	
  	
  

	
  



Discussion	
  
•  ‘Triage’	
  	
  

•  From	
  the	
  list	
  of	
  ranked	
  proposals,	
  a	
  cut-­‐off	
  line	
  for	
  discussion	
  
is	
  proposed	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  final	
  awards	
  

•  Invite	
  reviewers	
  to	
  “rescue”	
  applica?ons	
  from	
  triage	
  

•  Top	
  ranks	
  	
  
•  Obtain	
  consensus	
  on	
  the	
  top	
  ?er	
  of	
  applicants	
  (number	
  
depends	
  on	
  the	
  award	
  type	
  and	
  number	
  of	
  applicants)	
  

•  Invite	
  reviewers	
  to	
  comment	
  on	
  anyone	
  above	
  that	
  line	
  and	
  
discuss	
  any	
  differences	
  



Discussion	
  (cont’d.)	
  
The	
  middle	
  ground	
  –	
  usually	
  the	
  most	
  complex	
  part	
  
	
  

•  Invite	
  comment	
  on	
  all	
  remaining	
  people	
  above	
  the	
  cut-­‐off	
  
line	
  

	
  
•  Normally	
  ask	
  the	
  person	
  who	
  has	
  ranked	
  them	
  highest	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  and	
  the	
  person	
  who	
  has	
  ranked	
  them	
  lowest	
  to	
  comment	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  why.	
  Then	
  open	
  the	
  applica?on	
  up	
  for	
  discussion.	
  

	
  
•  Applica?ons	
  are	
  ranked	
  by	
  consensus.	
  
	
  
•  Always	
  have	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  alternate	
  selected.	
  
	
  

Final	
  step	
  –	
  Funding	
  recommenda?ons	
  are	
  reviewed	
  for	
  final	
  
approval	
  by	
  the	
  ECOR	
  Execu?ve	
  Commi`ee.	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  
	
  



Why	
  We	
  Can’t	
  Provide	
  Feedback	
  
Applicants	
  are	
  not	
  provided	
  with	
  wri`en	
  or	
  oral	
  cri?ques	
  
of	
  their	
  applica?ons,	
  due	
  to:	
  	
  
•  Volume	
  	
  	
  

•  MGH	
  research	
  is	
  highly	
  diverse.	
  	
  To	
  make	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  broad	
  
exper?se	
  of	
  the	
  review	
  panel,	
  most	
  reviews	
  involve	
  reading	
  20+	
  
applica?ons	
  over	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  2-­‐3	
  weeks.	
  

•  In	
  person	
  panel	
  discussion	
  is	
  important	
  for	
  the	
  final	
  ranking	
  
•  REMEMBER	
  –	
  the	
  review	
  commi`ee	
  is	
  comprised	
  of	
  your	
  peers,	
  
who	
  have	
  many	
  other	
  responsibili?es!	
  

•  Integrity	
  of	
  review	
  
•  Possible	
  detriment	
  to	
  working	
  rela?onships	
  
•  Poten?al	
  for	
  inappropriate	
  pressure	
  on	
  reviewers	
  



• Review	
  by	
  colleagues	
  prior	
  to	
  submission	
  
•  Find	
  people	
  who	
  will	
  give	
  you	
  a	
  true	
  cri?que,	
  not	
  
just	
  fixing	
  a	
  word	
  or	
  two	
  

•  The	
  most	
  useful	
  comments	
  can	
  come	
  from	
  
colleagues	
  outside	
  of	
  your	
  direct	
  area	
  of	
  exper?se,	
  
as	
  they	
  more	
  closely	
  resemble	
  the	
  review	
  panel	
  	
  

•  You	
  can	
  learn	
  about	
  the	
  process	
  by	
  serving	
  as	
  a	
  
reviewer	
  

Other	
  Ways	
  to	
  Obtain	
  Feedback	
  



ISF	
  Overview	
  
Two	
  funding	
  mechanisms	
  exist	
  to	
  support	
  our	
  researchers	
  
during	
  a	
  lapse	
  or	
  delay	
  in	
  funding:	
  
	
  
Formulaic	
  Bridge	
  Support	
  (FBS):	
  
•  Inves?gators	
  whose	
  grants	
  received	
  scores	
  <20th	
  

percen?le	
  	
  
	
  
Delibera:ve	
  Interim	
  Support	
  Fund	
  (ISF):	
  
•  Inves?gators	
  whose	
  grants	
  received	
  scores	
  >20th	
  

percen?le	
  

•  Inves?gators	
  whose	
  grants	
  were	
  not	
  scored	
  or	
  whose	
  
scores	
  were	
  not	
  converted	
  to	
  a	
  percen?le	
  ranking	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  



ISF	
  Eligibility	
  
•  PIs	
  pursuing	
  either	
  basic	
  or	
  clinical	
  research	
  are	
  eligible	
  
	
  
•  MGH	
  appointment	
  at	
  the	
  ?me	
  of	
  applica?on	
  and	
  during	
  the	
  
en?re	
  award	
  period	
  

	
  
•  Types	
  of	
  Awards:	
  

•  R01,	
  R21,	
  DOD	
  	
  
•  Program	
  Project	
  Grant	
  (PPG)	
  applica?ons	
  are	
  eligible,	
  but	
  
awards	
  are	
  limited	
  to	
  50%	
  (e.g.	
  a	
  PPG	
  with	
  four	
  projects	
  
cannot	
  get	
  Delibera?ve	
  ISF	
  for	
  more	
  than	
  two	
  Projects	
  
ever)	
  

•  New	
  award	
  applica?ons	
  and	
  compe?ng	
  award	
  applica?ons	
  
(both	
  A0	
  and	
  A1)	
  are	
  eligible	
  

•  A	
  PI	
  can	
  only	
  submit	
  one	
  applica?on	
  per	
  review	
  cycle	
  



Updates	
  to	
  the	
  ISF	
  Program	
  
•  Increased	
  interim	
  support!	
  

•  From	
  $50,000	
  to	
  $75,000	
  (plus	
  15%	
  =	
  $86,250	
  TDC)	
  	
  
•  For	
  all	
  RO1s	
  (formulaic	
  and	
  delibera?ve)	
  
	
  

• Addi:onal	
  ISF	
  funds	
  available	
  under	
  excep:onally	
  
difficult	
  circumstances	
  

•  A	
  maximum	
  of	
  $150,000	
  	
  in	
  extra	
  funds	
  
•  This	
  extra	
  support	
  will	
  be	
  sourced	
  50:50	
  with	
  Dept	
  
	
  

	
   	
  $150,000	
  	
  	
  ($75K	
  base	
  +	
  $75K	
  addi?onal)	
  from	
  ECOR	
  
	
   	
  $	
  	
  75,000	
  	
  	
  	
  sourced	
  from	
  Department	
  
	
   	
  $225,000	
  	
  	
  	
  maximum	
  total	
  award	
  



New	
  Sequestration	
  Relief	
  Fund	
  
•  Researcher	
  with	
  funding	
  shorvalls	
  on	
  federal	
  funded	
  grants	
  
due	
  to	
  sequestra?on	
  can	
  pe??on	
  ECOR	
  for	
  financial	
  support.	
  

	
  
ELIGIBILITY	
  
•  Only	
  Direct	
  Costs	
  (DC)	
  can	
  be	
  requested.	
  	
  

•  NIH	
  Indirect	
  Costs	
  (IDC)	
  are	
  not	
  covered	
  by	
  this	
  award	
  
	
  

•  All	
  funding	
  requests	
  received	
  via	
  this	
  mechanism	
  must	
  include	
  
jus?fica?on	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  a	
  sequestra?on-­‐related	
  shorvall.	
  
	
  

•  PIs	
  should	
  consolidate	
  their	
  requests	
  into	
  a	
  single	
  applica?on.	
  
	
  
•  Requires	
  departmental	
  endorsement	
  

•  Awarded	
  support	
  will	
  be	
  sourced	
  50:50	
  with	
  Department	
  



Mechanism	
   NIH	
  %	
  	
  
(if	
  applicable)	
  

Grant	
  Type	
   Base	
  Award	
  
Amount	
  

AddiGonal	
  
Funding	
  	
  

(up	
  to	
  $150K)	
  
available?	
  

AccepGng	
  
ApplicaGons	
  

ApplicaGon	
  
Deadlines	
  

Formulaic	
  
Bridge	
  Funding	
  	
  

<	
  or	
  =	
  20th	
  
percen?le	
  

R01s	
  &	
  R21s	
   •  $75,000	
  
(R01s	
  or	
  
equivalent)	
  

•  $37,500	
  
(R21s)	
  

Yes	
   Monthly	
  	
   7th	
  day	
  of	
  each	
  
month	
  

DeliberaGve	
  
Interim	
  
Support	
  
Funding	
  (ISF)	
  

>20th	
  
percen?le	
  &	
  
un-­‐scored	
  

R01s,	
  R21s,	
  P01s,	
  U01s,	
  
DOD	
  &	
  NSF	
  

•  $75,000	
  
(R01s	
  or	
  
equivalent)	
  	
  

•  $37,500	
  
(R21s)	
  

Yes	
   3	
  calls	
  per	
  
year	
  	
  

•  April	
  1	
  
•  August	
  1	
  
•  December	
  1	
  

SequestraGon	
  
Relief	
  Funding	
  

Sequestra?on	
  
related	
  funding	
  
shorvall	
  

A	
  funded	
  grant	
  which	
  
has	
  been	
  short	
  funded	
  
or	
  cut	
  or	
  federal	
  
agency	
  (e.g.	
  NIH)	
  grant	
  
type	
  not	
  covered	
  by	
  
the	
  ISF	
  mechanism	
  

No	
  base	
  amount	
  
(N/A)	
  

N/A	
   3	
  calls	
  per	
  
year	
  	
  

•  April	
  1	
  
•  August	
  1	
  
•  December	
  1	
  

ECOR’s	
  Interim	
  Support	
  Overview	
  	
  



Caveats	
  
•  If	
  a	
  PI	
  has	
  already	
  received	
  Formulaic	
  Bridge	
  Funding	
  or	
  
Delibera?ve	
  Interim	
  Support	
  on	
  their	
  A0	
  grant	
  applica?on,	
  
they	
  must	
  apply	
  through	
  the	
  Delibera?ve	
  ISF	
  regardless	
  of	
  
the	
  score	
  they	
  received	
  on	
  their	
  resubmi`ed	
  grant.	
  

•  If	
  an	
  ISF	
  or	
  FBS	
  grant	
  is	
  given	
  and	
  the	
  submi`ed	
  proposal	
  
to	
  the	
  NIH	
  is	
  funded,	
  any	
  unspent	
  por?on	
  of	
  the	
  ISF	
  award	
  
must	
  be	
  returned	
  to	
  ECOR.	
  

•  If	
  any	
  departmental	
  funds	
  were	
  used	
  to	
  match	
  the	
  ECOR	
  
award,	
  ECOR	
  will	
  consult	
  the	
  chief	
  prior	
  to	
  collec?ng	
  the	
  
unspent	
  funds	
  and	
  closing	
  the	
  account.	
  

 



What	
  Makes	
  a	
  Good	
  ISF	
  
Application?	
  

Reviewers	
  consider	
  these	
  factors	
  in	
  ranking	
  your	
  applicaGon:	
  	
  
•  ScienGfic	
  quality	
  of	
  the	
  proposal:	
  	
  reviewers	
  judge	
  the	
  scien?fic	
  
quality	
  and	
  enthusiasm	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  research,	
  and	
  the	
  scien?fic	
  
standing	
  of	
  the	
  principle	
  inves?gator.	
  

	
  
•  The	
  likelihood	
  of	
  funding	
  on	
  resubmission:	
  The	
  Response	
  to	
  Reviews	
  
is	
  a	
  very	
  important	
  element	
  in	
  a	
  resubmission.	
  A	
  complete	
  and	
  
thorough	
  response,	
  whether	
  it	
  is	
  with	
  new	
  data,	
  or	
  removal	
  of	
  
troublesome	
  aims,	
  or	
  by	
  a	
  well-­‐reasoned	
  rebu`al,	
  is	
  a	
  strong	
  
indicator	
  of	
  the	
  likelihood	
  of	
  success.	
  



What	
  Makes	
  a	
  Good	
  ISF	
  
Application?	
  (cont’d.)	
  

•  Applicant’s	
  research	
  trajectory:	
  The	
  Biosketch	
  provides	
  a	
  pre`y	
  clear	
  
indicator	
  of	
  where	
  the	
  PI	
  stands	
  in	
  his/her	
  field.	
  A	
  strong	
  publica?on	
  
record	
  indicates	
  a	
  highly	
  produc?ve	
  research	
  program.	
  

•  Importance	
  to	
  the	
  department	
  and	
  insGtuGon:	
  Does	
  the	
  chief’s	
  
le`er	
  indicate	
  that	
  the	
  PI	
  is	
  a	
  valued	
  member	
  of	
  the	
  department?	
  
Does	
  the	
  success	
  of	
  the	
  PI’s	
  research	
  program	
  influence	
  other	
  
research	
  in	
  the	
  department?	
  Has	
  the	
  PI	
  provided	
  valuable	
  service	
  to	
  
the	
  department	
  or	
  ins?tu?on?	
  	
  

•  Financial	
  need:	
  Is	
  there	
  evidence	
  of	
  financial	
  need?	
  Will	
  the	
  applicant	
  
face	
  loss	
  of	
  his/her	
  posi?on	
  at	
  MGH	
  if	
  no	
  ISF	
  support	
  is	
  offered?	
  	
  



Return	
  on	
  Investment	
  
ROI	
  =	
  Gain	
  from	
  Investment	
  –	
  Cost	
  of	
  Investment	
  

Cost	
  of	
  Investment	
  

ISF	
  Awards	
  and	
  NIH	
  Funds	
  Received	
  from	
  2006	
  –	
  September	
  2014	
  

Total	
  ISF	
  Awarded	
   Total	
  NIH	
  Received	
   ROI	
  

Formulaic	
  
	
  

219	
   $	
  	
  	
  	
  13,000,000	
   129	
   $	
  213,000,000	
   15:1	
  

Delibera?ve	
  
	
  

305	
   $	
  	
  19,700,000	
   101	
   $	
  163,600,000	
   7:1	
  

Total	
  
	
  

524	
   $	
  32,700,000	
   230	
   $	
  376,600,000	
   10:1	
  



	
  Tosteson	
  &	
  FMD	
  Fellowships	
  	
  
The	
  Tosteson	
  &	
  FMD	
  Awards	
  are	
  intended	
  to	
  

support	
  junior	
  inves?gators	
  	
  
•  There	
  are	
  three	
  calls	
  for	
  these	
  award:	
  	
  

	
  -­‐	
  Two	
  calls	
  for	
  basic	
  or	
  clinical	
  research	
  
	
  -­‐	
  One	
  call	
  focused	
  on	
  clinical	
  research	
  	
  
	
  

•  Amount	
  of	
  each	
  award:	
  	
  $40,000	
  plus	
  applicable	
  	
  fringe	
  
benefits	
  and	
  15%	
  indirect	
  costs	
  for	
  one	
  year	
  

•  Number	
  of	
  Awards	
  given:	
  22	
  	
  



FMD	
  Clinical	
  Fellowships	
  	
  
The	
  following	
  defini?on	
  for	
  Clinical	
  Research	
  (from	
  the	
  NIH	
  Grants	
  Policy	
  
Statement	
  Glossary)	
  is	
  used	
  to	
  assess	
  eligibility:	
  
	
  
1.	
  PaGent-­‐oriented	
  research:	
  Research	
  conducted	
  with	
  human	
  subjects	
  (or	
  on	
  
material	
  of	
  human	
  origin	
  such	
  as	
  ?ssues,	
  specimens,	
  and	
  cogni?ve	
  
phenomena)	
  for	
  which	
  an	
  inves?gator	
  directly	
  interacts	
  with	
  human	
  subjects.	
  	
  
In	
  vitro	
  studies	
  that	
  u?lize	
  human	
  ?ssues	
  that	
  cannot	
  be	
  linked	
  to	
  an	
  individual	
  
are	
  therefore	
  not	
  eligible	
  for	
  this	
  award.	
  Pa?ent-­‐oriented	
  research	
  includes:	
  
•  	
  	
  	
  	
  Mechanisms	
  of	
  human	
  disease	
  
•  	
  	
  	
  	
  Therapeu?c	
  interven?on	
  	
  	
  
•  	
  	
  	
  	
  Clinical	
  trials	
  
•  	
  	
  	
  	
  Development	
  of	
  new	
  technologies	
  
	
  
2.	
  Epidemiological	
  and	
  behavioral	
  studies	
  
	
  
3.	
  Outcomes	
  and	
  health	
  services	
  research	
  



What	
  makes	
  a	
  good	
  application?	
  
Reviewers	
  consider	
  these	
  factors	
  in	
  ranking	
  your	
  applicaGon:	
  	
  
•  ScienGfic	
  quality	
  of	
  the	
  proposal	
  

•  Is	
  the	
  proposal	
  designed	
  to	
  address	
  an	
  important	
  ques?on	
  
and	
  have	
  a	
  significant	
  impact?	
  	
  

•  Is	
  the	
  proposal	
  well	
  wri`en	
  and	
  clearly	
  organized?	
  
•  Is	
  the	
  proposal	
  innova?ve	
  or	
  has	
  the	
  applicant	
  developed	
  a	
  
new	
  system	
  to	
  make	
  discoveries?	
  

•  Can	
  the	
  work	
  reasonably	
  be	
  done	
  in	
  a	
  year?	
  	
  
•  Are	
  pivalls	
  and	
  alterna?ve	
  approaches	
  adequately	
  
considered?	
  

•  Is	
  the	
  preliminary	
  data	
  convincing?	
  
	
  



What	
  makes	
  a	
  good	
  application?	
  
•  Trajectory	
  

•  Do	
  their	
  publica?ons,	
  proposal	
  and	
  the	
  mentor’s	
  le`er	
  
indicate	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  formula?ng	
  their	
  own	
  research	
  
ideas?	
  

	
  
•  Does	
  the	
  applicant	
  have	
  an	
  appropriate	
  number	
  of	
  
publica?ons	
  from	
  their	
  graduate	
  and	
  postdoc	
  years?	
  
Are	
  the	
  publica?ons	
  important	
  to	
  the	
  field?	
  

	
  
•  Is	
  there	
  an	
  indica?on	
  that	
  the	
  applicant	
  is	
  on	
  a	
  
pathway	
  to	
  independence?	
  



What	
  Makes	
  a	
  Good	
  Application?	
  
•  Mentorship	
  

•  Does	
  the	
  applicant	
  have	
  strong	
  support	
  from	
  their	
  
mentor?	
  Is	
  the	
  mentor	
  commi`ed	
  to	
  developing	
  the	
  	
  

•  Applicant’s	
  independent	
  career?	
  	
  
•  Does	
  the	
  mentor	
  provide	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  training	
  
plan	
  for	
  the	
  applicant,	
  including	
  opportuni?es	
  to	
  learn	
  
new	
  techniques,	
  present	
  their	
  research	
  data,	
  and	
  
interact	
  with	
  other	
  researchers?	
  Does	
  the	
  training	
  plan	
  
fit	
  with	
  the	
  applicant’s	
  career	
  goals?	
  

•  Has	
  the	
  mentor	
  successfully	
  trained	
  other	
  fellows?	
  



What	
  Makes	
  a	
  Good	
  Application?	
  
General	
  suggesGons	
  
•  Make	
  sure	
  that	
  you	
  are	
  eligible	
  to	
  apply,	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  
informa?on	
  provided	
  in	
  the	
  call	
  for	
  applica?ons.	
  

•  Consider	
  whether	
  this	
  is	
  the	
  best	
  Gme	
  for	
  you	
  to	
  submit	
  a	
  
proposal.	
  Only	
  one	
  applica?on	
  per	
  year	
  is	
  allowed,	
  so	
  if	
  you	
  
will	
  be	
  in	
  a	
  be`er	
  posi?on	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  publica?ons	
  or	
  
preliminary	
  data	
  in	
  a	
  few	
  months,	
  it	
  is	
  best	
  to	
  wait.	
  

•  Please	
  carefully	
  proofread	
  all	
  secGons	
  of	
  your	
  proposal.	
  
Prepare	
  well	
  in	
  advance	
  and	
  ask	
  your	
  mentor	
  to	
  read	
  the	
  
en?re	
  proposal.	
  If	
  you	
  need	
  help	
  with	
  grammar,	
  please	
  have	
  a	
  
colleague	
  read	
  a	
  final	
  proof.	
  

•  More	
  Gps:	
  
h`ps://ecor.mgh.harvard.edu/GrantManager/content/files/
How_to_write_a_compe??ve_FMD_applica?on.pdf	
  	
  



ClaUlin	
  Awards	
  
•  In	
  1993,	
  the	
  Claflin	
  Awards	
  were	
  established	
  by	
  the	
  
Women	
  in	
  Academic	
  Medicine	
  Commi`ee	
  	
  

•  First	
  chair:	
  	
  Mrs.	
  Jane	
  D.	
  Claflin	
  
• Recogni?on	
  that	
  a	
  significant	
  obstacle	
  to	
  
career	
  advancement	
  of	
  female	
  junior	
  faculty	
  
members	
  is	
  the	
  difficulty	
  of	
  maintaining	
  
research	
  produc?vity	
  during	
  the	
  child-­‐rearing	
  
years	
  

• With	
  sponsorship	
  and	
  funding	
  from	
  ECOR,	
  the	
  
Claflin	
  Dis?nguished	
  Scholar	
  Award	
  Program	
  was	
  
established	
  
•  First	
  grants	
  were	
  awarded	
  in	
  1997	
  



Purpose	
  of	
  the	
  ClaUlin	
  Awards	
  
•  Support	
  the	
  research	
  programs	
  of	
  junior	
  female	
  
faculty	
  at	
  MGH	
  who	
  show	
  evidence	
  of	
  promising	
  
academic	
  careers	
  during	
  a	
  ?me	
  of	
  significant	
  
child-­‐rearing	
  responsibili?es	
  

•  Funds	
  may	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  support	
  a	
  technician,	
  
study	
  coordinator,	
  postdoctoral	
  fellow,	
  
graduate	
  student	
  and/or	
  supplies.	
  	
  	
  
•  Cannot	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  support	
  the	
  inves?gator’s	
  salary	
  

• Provides	
  $50,000	
  per	
  year	
  in	
  direct	
  costs	
  



Retention	
  as	
  of	
  2012	
  

82	
  	
  
recipients	
  	
  
awarded	
  
between	
  	
  

1997	
  –	
  2012	
  

66	
  	
  
recipients	
  are	
  
s?ll	
  faculty	
  at	
  

MGH	
  

Of	
  the	
  66	
  awardees	
  s?ll	
  at	
  MGH	
  	
  
•  46	
  have	
  been	
  promoted	
  (70%)	
  
•  53	
  had	
  received	
  grants	
  (80%)	
  



• Both	
  basic	
  and	
  clinical	
  MGH	
  inves?gators	
  are	
  
eligible	
  to	
  apply	
  

• MD,	
  PhD,	
  or	
  equivalent	
  advanced	
  degree	
  
• Candidate	
  must	
  be	
  within	
  10	
  years	
  of	
  first	
  full-­‐?me	
  
faculty	
  appointment	
  at	
  the	
  ?me	
  the	
  award	
  is	
  
ini?ated,	
  cumula?ve	
  of	
  all	
  ins?tu?ons,	
  inside	
  or	
  
outside	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  

• Academic	
  appointment	
  at	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  instructor	
  or	
  
assistant	
  professor	
  at	
  Harvard	
  Medical	
  School	
  

• Primary	
  full-­‐?me	
  appointment	
  at	
  MGH	
  
• Conduc?ng	
  research	
  at	
  MGH	
  

Eligibility	
  for	
  ClaUlin	
  Awards	
  	
  



Eligibility	
  for	
  ClaUlin	
  Awards	
  
(cont’d.)	
  

•  Evidence	
  of	
  salary	
  support	
  from	
  a	
  grant	
  or	
  other	
  
funding	
  source	
  

•  Submission	
  of	
  a	
  project	
  descrip?on	
  on	
  which	
  the	
  
applicant	
  is	
  clearly	
  the	
  principal	
  inves?gator	
  and	
  
whose	
  academic	
  progress	
  would	
  benefit	
  from	
  such	
  
funding	
  support	
  

• Responsible	
  for	
  care	
  of	
  children	
  



What	
  are	
  the	
  Elements	
  of	
  a	
  
Competitive	
  Application?	
  

•  Evidence	
  of	
  poten?al	
  for	
  a	
  successful	
  academic	
  
career	
  
• Research	
  proposal	
  of	
  high	
  scien?fic	
  quality	
  
•  Strong	
  publica?on	
  record	
  with	
  first-­‐author	
  
papers	
  

•  Strong	
  suppor?ng	
  le`ers	
  
• Other	
  evidence	
  of	
  early	
  academic	
  success	
  

• Awards	
  or	
  other	
  recogni?on	
  for	
  academic	
  
achievement	
  



What	
  are	
  the	
  Elements	
  of	
  a	
  
Competitive	
  Application?	
  

• Evidence	
  of	
  funding	
  
• NIH	
  (for	
  example,	
  a	
  K	
  or	
  R	
  award),	
  
founda?on	
  or	
  other	
  similar	
  award(s)	
  
more	
  strongly	
  weighted	
  than	
  
departmental	
  support	
  
• Provide	
  evidence	
  of	
  successful	
  peer	
  
review	
  and	
  candidate’s	
  poten?al	
  to	
  
secure	
  future	
  funding	
  



Questions?	
  


