
backgrounds had minimal prior exposure to computational model-
ing, computer engineering and the verbage of communicating math-
ematical algorithms. While this may have slowed our progress we
learned that by asking questions and engaging every member it was
easier to delegate tasks effectively. Once our team reached an overall
understanding of each member’s goals there was a steady progress in
the project, with new results and new methods of analysis being
tested every week. DISCUSSION/SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT:
We expect that our on-going collaboration will result in the develop-
ment of new and novel modalities to understand and diagnose pedi-
atric undernutrition, and can be used as a model to tackle several
other problems. As with many team science projects, credit and
authorship are challenges that we are outlining creative strategies
for as suggested by International Committee of Medical Journal
Editors (ICMJE) and other literature.
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Evaluation of a Team Leadership Assessment Center
Study for Scientists
Joseph A Kotarba1 and Kevin Wooten
1University Of Texas Medical Branch At Galveston

OBJECTIVES/SPECIFIC AIMS: The objective for the present study
is to evaluate qualitatively the Team Leadership Assessment Center
(LAC) at UTMB-Galveston. There has been much discussion about
the need for leader development within team science (Börner, et al,
2010; Falk-Krzensinski, et al., 2011). The LACwas designed to exam-
ine the study participants’ beliefs and perceptions of and competen-
cies in team leadership by means of a multi-trait multi-method
approach. Our team competency model involves seven dimensions
and twenty-five specific competencies. There were two complemen-
tary components to the evaluation: a quantitative survey and a series
of qualitative interviews, to be discussed here. METHODS/STUDY
POPULATION: The study population for the qualitative component
consisted of seventeen volunteers from the pool of fifty-one LAC
participants, including trainees (KL2 scholars, TL1 scholars) as well
as assistant professors, and early career associate professors. Each
volunteer respondent was engaged in a twenty to thirty-minute,
recorded, conversational, telephone interview. They were asked to
describe and evaluate their LAC experience in their own words,
perceptions, and values. The study was reviewed by the Committee
for the Protection of Human Subjects at UTMB. RESULTS/
ANTICIPATED RESULTS: Major findings from respondents’ over-
all assessment of their Center experience include:. All respondents
stated that the LAC was a worthwhile experience. All respondents
stated they would be willing to participate in any follow-up LAC
activity. Before the LAC experience, most respondents indicated that
they perceived leadership as a condition or feature of a job, appoint-
ment, or profession and not an individualistic feature of personality
or experience. Ideational or conceptual definitions of leadership
were superseded by administrative or managerial tropes. Major cat-
egorical indexes were related to occupational status. The generally
belief is one is not trained to be a leader, but to perform leadership
tasks. Significant differences among respondents tended to cluster
around occupational positions and statuses at UTMB, for example:.
Surgeons feel they are team oriented and their work is organized
according to necessary tasks. Assistant professors and post-docs
generally perceive the design of leadership as defined by the demands
of their specialized field, not determined institutionally or professio-
nally. A general take-away was the sense that, although some partic-
ipants did not consider themselves to be “leaders” before the training,

most felt that the “pressure” to be or become a leader was relieved
a bit by the LAC. One was only expected to develop leadership
skills and strategies, not change one’s Self-Identity. DISCUSSION/
SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT:. The more complex the job status,
the less critical is the need to achieve the Self-Identity of “leader.”
Complaints about the LAC were very few and non-modal in occur-
rence. A general recommendation would be for the facilitators
of programs like LAC to take cultural differences more into consid-
eration. The most highly rated feature of the LAC is the personal
attention given to participants during the one-on-one evaluation
profile.
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Longitudinal analysis of research collaborations and
emerging networks
AnnMarie Dozier1, ElizabethWayman1, Camille Anne Martina, PhD1,
Nicole O’Dell2, Eric P. Rubinstein, JD, MPH, MBA1 and
Thomas T Fogg2
1University of Rochester Medical Center and 2Yale University

OBJECTIVES/SPECIFIC AIMS: To longitudinally track emerging
research collaborations and assess their development and productiv-
ity. METHODS/STUDY POPULATION: In four administrations
(2011, 2013, 2015, 2017), all full- and part-time University of
Rochester Medical Center faculty received an email invitation to
complete a research collaborators survey. Respondents indicated
whether they were involved in research, and if involved in research,
identified collaborators from a drop-down list of investigators in the
institution. Space was provided for write-ins. Full- and part-time
status, faculty rank, and departmental affiliation was associated with
each investigator. Grant data were obtained from a grant manage-
ment database maintained by the institution’s Office of Research
and Project Administration. Grant data included all submissions
(funded and not funded), award number, award effective data, award
final expiration date, funding amounts, principal investigator and
co-investigators. Using Mathematica SNA software, for each year
we identified collaborator dyads (including their characteristics such
as inter/intradepartmental; investigator characteristics) and net-
works (e.g. size, density). RESULTS/ANTICIPATED RESULTS: On
average, 1800 (range 1730-2034) full- and part-time faculty received
email invitations to complete the survey. An average of 403 respon-
dents (range 385-441) completed the survey each administration.
While the response rate seems low, the survey was distributed to
every faculty member regardless of their primary appointment.
Thus it included a large number of individuals whose role is exclu-
sively clinical. Grant data included 4429 awards received between
2011 and 2018, involving 1395 investigators as principal or
co-investigators. Survey respondents naming collaborators ranged
from 233 to 280 (average 257) with 1594 to 2265 (average 1988) col-
laborations named each year. Overall density increased from.0204 in
2011 to.0342 in 2017. Density within the group of female investiga-
tors increased from.0219 in 2011 to.0412 in 2017. Within the group
of male investigators, density increase from.0226 to.0333 in the same
time span. Analysis by rank, changes over time and those with grant
funding is underway. DISCUSSION/SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT:
This methodology captured a consistent number of collaborations
over an 8 year period. Analyses reveal network growth over time
and of increasing heterogeneity (by gender). Analyzing research net-
works overtime provides an important metric to assess how research
networks evolve and devolve and the characteristics of those that
grow or stagnate. Further these analyses can demonstrate the impact
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