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Session Summary Discussion Action Item 

Welcome (M. Kurilla) M. Kurilla welcomed everyone to the call.   

Working Group Process 
(M. Kurilla) 

M. Kurilla provided a brief overview of the Working Group (WG) selection process and 
reviewed the number of members per WG and the subsequent publications along with 
the pain points slide from the in-person meeting.  
 
Discussion: 

• The SC discussed various aspects about the current WG selection process and 
impact. The following points were highlighted: 

o Could be a benefit of having a more organic and less top-down structure 
for WGs that would allow for more participation, idea generation, and 
collaboration across the hubs; there is some inherent value to 
operational capacity for the WGs with this.  

o More concrete deliverables, streamline processes, directive, productive, 
and focused on specific areas.  

o Some of the satisfaction or dissatisfaction seems to come from both 
ways in term of either increasing more flexibility versus imposing more 
structure.  

o WG have been successful at seeding collaboration across hubs, some 
leading to WGs that continue to meet well beyond the lifespan of the 
formal WG. 

o There was discussion about the cost of supporting the WGs to see if 
there could be a determination of the ROI for the work they produce.  

▪ The opinion was expressed that while not a huge effort and a 
relatively short-lived process; would still like an understanding 
of how much it cost for CLIC and for the individual's time 
participating in the WGs.  

o Small WGs should not be discouraged but maybe they should be limited 
in support. Would like to see a move toward WGs taking on consortium-
wide problems.  

o There is a need for a more cohesive, at least in reporting and 
dissemination of the WGs deliverables because this information could 
be very valuable to the consortium.  

 



o There was an expression of agreement with the idea of essentially 
creating a directory of the consortium efforts, in that a systematic 
review allows you to see where work is missing, published, or 
unpublished. 

▪ CLIC relies on the WGs to send updates to CLIC, and the 
response rates vary. CLIC does post resources, stories, social 
media, and email, and sends information out in the newsletter. 

▪ The SC was asked what further modes of dissemination they 
have in mind.  

▪ https://clic-ctsa.org/groups/wgs  
▪ https://clic-ctsa.org/taxonomy/term/9326  
▪ The example provided a resource of compiled DEI resources, 

including several summaries reports. Top of a google search if 
you use “CLIC DEI Resources" as search terms. 

 
M. Kurilla reminded the SC that feedback on the WG process can be included in the POD 
feedback. After discussion, it was agreed that there seems to be no major issue with the 
WG process that the SC has been using. There seems to be a strong desire to narrow the 
focus and to highlight topics that the SC would like to see more of an effort around. The 
other focus seems to be on how best to disseminate the output from the WGs.  

Annual Meeting 
Logistics 
(D. Mitchell)  

D. Mitchell provided an update on the meeting timeframes, meeting and poster session 
themes, and the subgroups. He reviewed the planning timeline, the draft agenda, and the 
session organizers.  
 
Discussion 

• It was suggested to invite someone from the insurance company sector 
o Large insurance companies are investing heavily in programs where 

there are cloud links between companies (Amazon, Google etcetera) to 
create links with the community-based organizations 

• There was a suggestion to be mindful to try to include hubs and presenters that 
have not been involved in the last 2-3 years. 

o The planning is looking for diverse participatory representatives.  
o CLIC can provide a prior meeting agenda and presenters.  

• Another suggestion was to have a panel discussion on how to increase diversity 
in clinical trials and research, not a 45-minute presentation.  

o In terms of the discussions around these topics, the format is not to 
have a 45-minute presentation but, vignettes of illustrated examples 
and leading a discussion on them.  

• SC members are encouraged to share feedback by email to D. Mitchell.  

 

DEI Task Force Survey 
(V. Schick)  

V. Schick reviewed the DEI survey questions for the SC for each of the survey components.  
 
Discussion:  

• Suggestion to add “rural” to the definition of disadvantaged. 

• To ensure Deaf populations are included, it was recommended to add the word 
"Language" to the list of categories not being discriminated against in that 
definition. 

• There was discussion about the hubs overall the catchment area in the survey 
and whether it is referencing the reach for clinical care delivery or the research 
environment. 

• V. Schick will communicate this concern for clarity to the Task Force 
Survey Development Team 

• It suggested that clarifying that the org chart is an example and how they are 
expected to use it in reference to the questions the survey is asking.  

• Clarifying for the multi-site hubs that they might be a place for substantial 
information.  

• About the Community Engagement section, it is very clear that this is about the 
faculty and staff that make up the community core. 

 

https://clic-ctsa.org/groups/wgs
https://clic-ctsa.org/taxonomy/term/9326


• It was suggested to be clear when using the term recruitment, to be very clear 
about whether you are talking about recruitment of faculty and staff or 
recruitment of patients in clinical research.  

 
M. Kurilla thanked everyone for attending and adjourned the meeting.  
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