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Zoom Conferencing 

 

SC Attendees: John Buse 
Barry Coller 
Chris Chute (for CD2H) 

Daniel Ford 
 

Phil Kern  
Rachel Hess 
Julianne Imperato-McGinley 
George Mashour 
 

Donald Lloyd-Jones 
Tim Murphy  
William Powderly 
 

Gerald Stacy 
Joel Tsevat 
Pat Winokur 
Martin Zand 

SC Regrets: Kathleen Brady  
Harold Collard 
 

Melissa Haendel 
 

Reza Shaker  
 

Susan Smyth  
 

NCATS Attendees: 
 

Jane Atkinson 
Christopher Austin 
Ken Gersing 

Carol Lambert 
Mary Purucker 
Erica Rosemond 

Joni Rutter 
Clare Schmitt 
Anna Ramsey-Ewing 

Samantha Jonson 
 

 

Session Summary Discussion Action Item 
Welcome (C. 
Austin, B. Coller) 

C. Austin welcomed everyone to the call, shared the agenda items and reminded everyone 
about the Pod Feedback that is due on December 31st, 2019 to be submitted through the 
suggestion box on the CLIC website. The feedback will be discussed on the January SC call. He 
also shared about the status of the federal budget.  
 
B. Coller shared his excitement about the coming discussion on the evaluation of the Fall 
Program Meeting, so that the brainstorming can begin for next year. He emphasized that 
reviewing the Working Group applications is a SC deliverable. He reminded the SC that there 
are 9 applications and 12 open slots for active Working Groups at any one time. He 
encouraged SC to think carefully about how many to approve, so that they retain some slots 
for the future rounds of submissions.  

 

Fall CTSA Program 
Meeting 
Evaluation 
Summary and 
Discussion (M. 
Zand) 

M. Zand shared information about the attendance numbers, 2019 meeting goals, results and 

plans to build on them for 2020. He shared the Twitter analytics and meeting evaluation 

results for the program meeting, administrators meeting and poster session. He wrapped up 

the presentation with topic suggestions, next steps and current planning for the 2020 Fall 

CTSA Program Meeting.  

 

Discussion: 

 Does the fact that people didn’t visit the posters have more to do with how out-of-
the-way that poster space was? 

o It might have, but the ability to control where that space is located is 
somewhat limited due to hotel layouts and availability. CLIC is thankful for 
the feedback and will do the best they can with the constraints that they 
have to choose the best space possible.  

 The best part of the poster session is talking with the presenters.  

 Posters can also be viewed on the CLIC website. 

 Administrative Supplement project posters was a suggestion some months ago. This 
could be a potential 2020 poster session or plenary session topic. 

 How many hubs have administrative supplements? How would this fit into the 
structure of the Program Meeting? 

o Supportive of having the poster session topic be administrative 
supplements and flexible to include the different flavors of administrative 
supplements.  

o For those hubs that don’t have an administrative supplement, we could ask 
the hubs to highlight another activity of their hub that they want to 
disseminate. 

 Should hubs be required to participate in the poster session?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://clic-ctsa.org/contact/suggestion-box


o There is a need to cap the total number of posters based on space; 60-70 is 
a predictable number 

 Would like to have more stakeholder/partner updates, e.g., from AHRQ and VA. 
o The plan going forward is to keep one session for stakeholder partners and 

rotate who is brought in. AHRQ and VA were on the list.  
o It was noted that this will require the SC to make sure all other panels are 

diverse, since we might not be able to drive the decision of who comes 
from the stakeholders. 

 People thought the CD2H presentation was much more practical and less jargon, but 
they wanted some examples of tools that are being developed. 

o It was shared that breakout sessions might be a way that CD2H could give a 
test drive experience for those interested.  

o CD2H shared that they would be interested in breakout sessions and if they 
were asked to do a plenary they could make it general and shorter.  

 A couple different Pods discussed an idea about picking 2 to 3 high priority areas 
that the PIs could be preassigned and break into discussion groups to discuss how to 
move clinical and translational science forward with those topics.  

o SC would need to think about the logistics and how the report out would 
be, however the idea is one to pursue.  

 A meeting summary could also be structured for publication in the Journal of Clinical 
and Translational Science, which would enhance dissemination and broadly engage 
the rest of the translational science community. We could invite the community to 
"react" to the big problems identified, possibly through even related publications, 
which could lead to new directions in translational science. 

o Would need to have someone from each of the sessions read the summary 
to double check accuracy.  

 Items to note for 2020 
o 1 ½ day format could provide more space for breakout sessions 
o The earlier that the format of the meeting is locked down, the better for 

planning purposes.  
o Final agenda due August 1.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CLIC will 
come back to 
SC with a 
deadline for 
when the 
format needs 
to be set and 
will share the 
meeting 
room 
availability.  

Enterprise 
Committee Voting 
Q&A (M. Zand) 

M. Zand shared the Working Group Review Process and walked through on the website how 
to access everything.  
 
Discussion: 

 SC is reminded to add any comments that will be useful for the discussion or the 
group who submitted the proposal to please add them. SC was also reminded that a 
discussion forum is also another option.   

 Once we find out what the comments are, we will then need to decide how to 
report those comments back. 

 It was shared that the time and effort that went into the applications is impressive.  

 December 8th, 11:59pm is the deadline for SC to review the WG proposals.  

 The groups will be notified of the results after the SC call on December 9th. 

 How many WGs are we aiming to approve.  I.e., no more than 4, 6, 8?   
o The structure makes it difficult to shoot for a specific number to approve. 
o SC was reminded that  

 only 12 active Working Group proposals at one time 
 proposals will be accepted 3 times a year 

 Has anyone said that they could not get a proposal in this submission round, but are 
planning to submit the next round? 

o There are 3 different groups who have expressed intent to submit on the 
next round. There does seem to be interest in the three times a year 
application process.   

  
 
 
 
 
CLIC will be 
working 
closely with 
NCATS to 
work on the 
official 
results 
notification. 

Methods and 
Processes 
Determinations 
(G. Mashour) 

G. Mashour gave an update on the Methods and Processes discussion and Methods and 
Processes DTF’s response to the suggestion from SC.  

 It was shared that the SC will be providing direction for this group, it will help the 
Methods and Processes EC have focus and direction to do their work.  

 Details on models: 

 
  



1. Pod exercise to solicit feedback from the Pods on what the problems in the 
CTSA Program to the SC.  

2. SC would prioritize. 
3. SC would charge the EC to do the landscape assessment of what are the 

current practices, what are the best practices, providing some 
recommendations about what would be trackable for dissemination and 
then give a report back to the SC. 

4. SC would then decide how the information will be disseminated and 
tracked. 

5. Process could be SC hands off to M&P EC and EC hands off to a WG.   

 If SC and Methods and Processes is going to take on finding solutions to the big 
problems, we may well need Working Groups to do that and it would be 
appropriate to think about that in our review process.  

iDTF Enterprise 
Committee 
Referendum (D. 
Lloyd-Jones) 

D. Lloyd-Jones shared the current iDTF Lead Team structure and the future structure in the 
iEC based on the new Guidance for CTSA Program Groups document. He went onto share the 
current discussion between the iDTF Lead Team and CD2H around the desire to continue to 
have a CD2H member as a co-chair instead of restructuring to a liaison role. The iDTF voted 
on a referendum and a majority voted to bring the proposed leadership decision to the SC.  
 

 Would the CD2H co-chair serve as both the co-chair and the liaison? 
o Yes, there would only be one CD2H representatives on the Lead Team.  

 It was shared that these ECs are supposed to be for the hubs to interact in specific 
areas. There is a concern as to why a separately funded program should be 
appointed as a co-chair. If the EC members elected the person to the role of co-
chair, that would be one thing, but to have them appointed is an area of concern.  

o CD2H responded that the iDTF plenary rotates between iDTF and CD2H and 
the iDTF supported the referendum, and they have built synergies.  

 There was concern about why a decision needs to be made today.  
o The reason the decision is needed is the difference between electing 2 or 3 

voting members to the Lead Team, and those elections need to happen in 
time for the new Lead Team to start January 1st.  

 One could make the same argument for the RIC to have a co-chair role on a 
Community and Engagement EC. There was a question of why the group could not 
continue to collaborate with the nominated liaison role. The only risk would seem to 
be if the majority of the iEC decided they did not want to collaborate.  

 It was mentioned that SC should also think about the precedent that could be set 
with this decision.  
 

There was not a consensus among the SC members on the call with how to proceed. In the 
meantime, the iDTF is encouraged to talk about mechanisms to ensure the continuation of 
collaboration between the future iEC and CD2H if that is the direction the iEC wants to go.  
 
DECISION:  The SC voted on the iEC’s request to modify the guidance for the iEC leadership 
structure.  A majority (64%) opposed the request. Comments revolved around the 
sentiment that a change is not needed, as CD2H has a strong co-leadership presence under 
the existing guidance.  The Enterprise Committee governance structure will not be revised. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
iDTF to 
summarize 
the issues 
out of this 
and a list of 
pros and 
cons.  
 
S. Jonson will 
work with 
CLIC to 
decide how 
to give SC 
members the 
opportunity 
to vote and 
give 
feedback.  

Upcoming 
Meetings 

Monday, December 9, 2019 2:30-4pm   

 

https://clic-ctsa.org/governance-guidelines-policies/guidance-ctsa-program-groups

