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e David Hawke (Chair) - MD Anderson Cancer Center

« Tracy M. Andacht - Center for Disease Control and
Prevention

« Maureen K. Bunger - (Incoming Chair) Research Triangle
Institute

e Cory Bystrom - Quest Diagnostics

e Larry Dangott - Texas A&M University

 Henrik Molina - Center for Genome Regulation (CRG)
 Robert E. Settlage — (outgoing) VBI Virginia Tech
 Robert L. Moritz - Institute for Systems Biology

e Chris Turck (EB Liaison, outgoing) - Max Planck Institute
 Newbies: Keiryn Bennett, John Leczyk, Brett Phinney (EB)
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*The PRG is a volunteer scientific organization
dedicated to sharing knowledge about the
analysis of proteins.

The PRG aims to assist protein scientists and
resource faclilities by sponsoring annual research
studies that examine current techniques and
capabillities.

*Through the promotion of broad participation and
scientific excellence, the PRG aims to raise
awareness, knowledge and education about
modern methods of protein analysis.
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Some Key Reminders

 These studies are NOT a competition

 These studies are meant to be challenging

e Studies are chosen to represent ‘real life’
examples of analyses that are requested of
core facilities

 These studies are useful for laboratories to
benchmark themselves against other groups.
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Recent Research Studies

242 participants
85 members (35%)

PRG2011: The Big Survey (only one was

bigger, JBT 2006).

96 requests .
47 returns (49%)
6 members (18%)

PRG2010: Identifying unanticipated
problems in an otherwise straight-forward
analysis.

PRG2009: A targeted relative protein
guantification study relevant for a biomarker
validation project.

49 requests *
27 returns (55%)
30% members (8)

e E R N atel e

57 returns (50%)
42% members (24)

PRG2008: Identify differences between two
samples that have different lengths of the
same protein sequence

87 requests .
43 returns (49%)
51% members (22)

PRG2007: Relative abundance of 12
proteins spiked into an E. coli lysate
between 3 different samples

91 requests
52 returns (57%)
57% members (30)

« PRG2006: Relative abundance of 8 proteins
betwéen 2 different samples
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 To probe how facilities and clients interact,
assess key factors.

* Find trends In financial operations of
facilities.

* Find trends in technologies available In
facilities, and what users and facilities want.

e Probe how facllities and clients
communicate.

e Assess interest in the ABRF and the PRG.
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e /3 guestions In total.

e« Some common questions — demographics
and ABRF-related.

o Separate tracks for Users, Facility Directors,
and Facility Employees.

e Some other switches for certain responses.

o 242 total responses, but only 142 (59%)
“completed” the survey according to Survey
Monkey.
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Greece

9 The Netherland
1% |ndia e el%:aran s

Hungary _1%
China

2%

1% 1%

Italy
Researcher's

nationality

United Kingdom

5%
Other nationalities include:
Argentina
Austria
Czech republic
Denmark
Ethiopia
Israel
Russia
Switzerland
Taiwan
Thailand
Turkey
Uganda
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Canada
France Australia 2%

o, ltaly
1% 2%

Country of
employment

Switzerland

2%
United Kingdom
6%

-

/Other countries are:
Argentina

Austria

Belgium

Brazil

Greece

Hungary

Israel

The Netherlands

Singapore

Sweden

Taiwan
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Hospital
Workplace o;;: ° Industrial
category — 9%

Private research
Institute
12%
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60 %
40 %
20 %
0%
DIRECTOR of a proteomics WORKING IN, but not a USER of a proteomics
service facility directing. a proteomics service facility

senvice facility
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Is your institution are you affiliated with a medical school?
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Percentage of facilities Overall contribution to
using each type of funding personnel

funding for personnel
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0

How Is the Director Funded?

Percentage of facilities

. Overall contribution to
using each type of

funding the director

funding
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How Is Instrumentation Funded?

it PRG2011
Percentage of facilities Overall contribution to
using each type of funding instrumentation
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60

50

40

ed Instruments?

Service contracts Service/parts
purchased as
needed

Self Supported

M Mass Spectrometers

M Liquid Chromatography
Equipment
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Mass Spectrometers Liquid Chromatography Equip.
B Academic M Industrial = Hospital ® Academic M Industrial = Hospital
85,70% 85,70%

61,70%
57,10%

42,90%
40,00%

Service contracts  Service/parts Self supported Service contracts  Service/parts Self supported

purchased on an purchased on an
as-needed-basis as-needed-basis



AlD

How do you deal with Fiscal Constraints?

E!:Iu};auan P R G 2 O 11

M No current fiscal
constraints

B Reduce staff

M Reduce services

M Raise prices

M Reduce prices

M Subcontract services out
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(.omm nication * Educatio

Mo current fiscal

o constraints

40 % —

20 % -

0%

IInited States Spain Germany IInited Kingdom
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* Industry labs are more likely to have funding come from
one source (user fees or institute, not both).

* Industry labs had, on average, twice as many personnel (12
VS 6) as academic labs.

* Industry labs were more likely to lease instruments (14% vs
7%).
* Industry labs were more likely to have service contracts on

some mstrurnenlfc (QRO/n VS RQO/n\ h||1' ::Icn more !llzel\/ to

report a proportion of instrumentation was self- supported
(71% vs 38%).

* Industry labs were more likely to coordinate operations with
other cores to control costs (83% vs 23%).
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10 most used Software Number of search algorithms
used in a facility

1
2

M 3 or more
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PRG2011

Software

Vendor supplied software is

sufficient to complete most of

40 -

30 -

20 4

10 S

0]

the analyses we do.

—1

Strongly DISAGREE

I I ] I 1

Strongly AGREE

We use open source software as
part of our analytical pipeline
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] ] ] ]

Strongly AGREE

Third party software is
necessary for us to accomplish
our mission
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0 [ I
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Strongly DISAGREE Strongly AGREE

We engage in custom software
development for specific
projects
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Services

As seen from Unit

M Protein ID from gel
spots/bands digestion

Quant

PTM/targeted analysis
In-solution

B Open access to
instrumentation

As seen from user

M Protein ID from gel
spots/bands digestion
Quant
PTM/targeted analysis

In-solution

M Open access to
instrumentation
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Proteomics core consults extensively

PRG2011
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B Providers
M Users

Percentage of respondents

uncomfortable very comfortable
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If you deliver your samples for analysis in-
person, how long does it take to reach the
proteomics service facility?

20 -
"' - o -
15 - .- "
T ¢ °

10 - ‘\

5 0"\

1
0
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% 4 [/
%, Y, N /5%
Yo Yo 7 Vs
%, %, %. %,

Local Labs are CLOSE!

The proteomics lab that you
mostly use is:

Internal
M External



o~ PRG2011

g Important Factors in Lab Choice

Timely delivery
of results

State-of-the-art

instrumentation
B | east Important
B Series?
B Series3

Bl Most important
Fees

Individualized support

15 20
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Local service is
not available

Because of past
collaborationfuse | use
an external service

Higher quality
of raw data

Better quality of support
and data interpretation

Desired technology
not available
at local facility

Collaborative or
administrative agreements

Lower cost —

Timeliness —

Mone of the above

3.5
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Local vs. External Lab
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It is important
to have a local
proteocmics service

Controlling costs is
wvery important to me

Direct interaction
with facility staff
is important to me

My samples/data are too
valuable to consider
off-sitefexternal analysis

| would be willing to
have basic analyses
carried out off-site

| would be willing to
have complex analyses
carried out off-site

B Strongly disagree
s Series?
B Series3
B Seriesd

N Strongly agree
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« The largest fraction of respondents were academics. The
US, Spain, Germany and the UK accounted for about % of
the responders.

 Although some labs have rather old instruments (~20 yrs!)
the median oldest instrument age is 7 yrs, while most labs
have bought a new instrument within the last 3 or 4 years.

* The primary service offered remains basic protein
Identification, but high on the wish-list for new services are
top-down, ion-mobility and SRM.

 Mascot is the most-used search engine, but most labs
employ more than one.

* Internal facilities are hugely preferred, and cost is low on
the factors list, communication and local support are high.
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1. Are you an ABRF [Association of Biomolecular Resource Facilifies, www abrf org) membes?
Response Response
Percert Count
Yes 38.1% a5
e B4 5% 157
answerzd question 242
——
skipped guestion 0

\/
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If not, why not?
1% /
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3E. Are you aware of ABRF [Association of Biomolecular Resource Facilities, www_abrf.org)?

Yes

Response
Percent

93.1%

Mo

2.9%

answered question

skipped gquestion

Response
Count

94

1

141
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Yes
Attended an ABRF meeting? 42%
Aware of Research Groups? 12%
Does PRG make useful contributions? 71% what is PRG? 26%
PRG studies useful for benchmarking? 79%
Requested PRG samples? 57%
Completed Study? 71%

Should xPRGs conduct joint studies? 46% no opinion 44%
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Please describe your ABRF meeting experience

10,7 % (6)

At the annual ABRF
meeting, | get useful
information which
helps my research.

54 !5:. (3

143 % (8)

B Strongly disagree
B Series?
B Series3
B Seriesd

21.4‘55' 12)

At the annual ABRF
meeting, | get useful
information which helps
me manage the operation
of my core facility.

ha ‘.’-; (3 EEl Strongly agree
11.5 % |['E§:|
212% [‘! 1]
HE % (18)

2';5.5 %4
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| look forward to the
PRG study each year
and always try them

Useful way to
benchmark myself

Good training exercise

Challenge for

developing new methods

My organization

requires/encourages this test )
tick all that apply
Necessary evil to N=30
attend a conference |
0 ) 10 15

40
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Would you try and do this type of experiment again?

N Yes, it was fun

Mo, it was too

- time consuming

Mo way, never again
B Other (please specify)

N=29

41
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other RG participation impact on PRG effort?
N=10 N=23

could not put desired effort to PRG

not really

42




V2 Time and CompIeX|ty s Deterrents (from

Ran out of time

Too complex/time
consuming

Only wanted to try for
personal purposes

Concerned about -
anonymity

Did not want to be in
a “competition”




'A"B If you did not complete or perform the study (from PRG2010),

':a ’n why not?

oo, P RG2011

simply ran out of time by the
time samples arrived

ran gel, saw no bands, stopped
other (please specify)
started, but ran out of time

ran samples, but no time to analyze

read study description, decided against N=17

1 (tick all that apply)

study description too confusing

frustrated with Survey Monkey

another RG study took my time

DOH! | totally forgot!! (0) | really thought we were going to get a t-
shirt or something ... (0)
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Conclusions

The 2011 PRG survey results presented a surprisingly upbeat
assessment of the relationship between proteomics service
laboratories and their users. By in large, users desire a reasonably
staffed local lab that can provide extensive consultation and quality
data throughout the life of a project and agree that their needs are
being met. Fortunately, local service labs assess their own
performance favorably and report being highly involved in
consulting, training and outreach. Of particular interest, few service
labs reported significant fiscal constraints and users consistently
ranked the costs of working with a service lab as being much less
Important to their satisfaction than the ability to obtain essential data
from a local lab. This indicates that the value proposition of a core
lab lies in its ability to provide high quality data and personal
attention to users. We feel that the results reflect favorably on the
collegial relationships that have been established between users
and providers and should be viewed as a strong, positive
commentary on the value of proteomics research facilities.




AlP,
Acknowl ment
NI cknowlegements

sducation P R G 20 11

he Proteomics Research Group (PRG)
gratefully acknowledges the ABRF and
the Executive Board for their generous
support in the production of this survey.
Special thanks to all the participants In
this year’s and previous studies.

Thank You!

46



