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Publicity:  
• Email (see ListservInvitation.doc) to AAHSL-L, MOLBIO-L, and MEDLIB-L to 

promote the new list: CTSA-LIB@lists.ucdenver.edu.  
 
Outreach:  

· Poster to be presented at MLA 2011: “Bringing the Library to the CTSA:  
· An Online Community for Library-based Translational Science Initiatives” 

(see BringingLibraryToCTSA.ppt). 
 
Other accomplishments:  

· Completed survey (see CTSA_Librarian_Survey_Analysis.doc) 
· Created a new listserv: CTSA-LIB@lists.ucdenver.edu  

o 177 members as of May 2, 2011 
o 100 joined on the first day, 150 in the first week 

 
Target audience:  
No changes in regards to the target audience. 
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Goals, Outcomes, Objectives:  
According to the project logic model, Q4 should have been spent continuing to 
support the platform, evaluating its’ use, and documenting the project for 
presentation. In reality, some of the Q2 and Q3 tasks and all of the Q4 tasks 
were completed:  
• Creating and conducting a web based survey to focus selection of an online 

platform 
• Evaluate and analyze responses from the web based survey 
• Rating different platforms based on the criteria deemed most important to 

survey respondents 
• Create platform (listserv) and invite known participants to contribute 
• Promote to known outlets  
• Evaluate use and document project for presentation at MLA 2011 
 
Evaluation:  
When creating the logic model to guide this project, we decided the best indicator 
of success would be that information professionals from at least nine of the 
established CTSA’s (38 institutions from 2006-2008), and one of the 2009 
institutions will participate in the online community. By examining the email 
address domains of the member list and cross-referencing the member’s 
institution (if apparent) with the list of institutions on www.ctsaweb.org, we 
discovered that membership represents at least: 
 
44 CTSAs or CTSA Affiliates, including: 

• 5 “2010” awardees (because a year has gone by, the website doesn’t 
indicate who was awarded a grant in 2009, only those that are new in 2010). 

46 Non-CTSA institutions, including: 
• 34 Academic non-affiliates 
• 6 Clinical non-affiliates 
• 3 Corporate 
• 2 Professional  
• 1 Government  

 
Some of those identified as “Non-CTSA” may be in some way affiliated with a 
nearby CTSA. This listing was based simply on the institutions listed on 
www.ctsaweb.org. See the full list in the Final Report. Our project exceeded the 
success indicator almost by a factor of five. (44 versus 9 established CTSAs, and 
5 versus 1 new). 
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Impacts and Observations:  
Response to the survey and the listserv itself show overwhelming support among 
information professionals who are or want to be involved in CTSA work. As of 
May 5, there have been 18 posts on 8 different threads. Topics range from 
recommended reading on CTSAs to individual technologies used by CTSAs, to 
methods to track a CTSA’s publications. 
 
Planned Activities:  
• Present project summary at MLA 2011 with a poster 
• Continue to support list as listserv manager 
• Explore possible collaborations with similar projects: 

• NIH plans a listserv for CTSA librarians that would also be open to anyone 
• MLA plans a SIG for Translational Sciences 

• Consider creating a wiki or white paper that helps explain CTSA librarianship 





Listserv Invitation 
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
Join the discussion on Clinical and Translational Science and Libraries! A new listserv (CTSA-LIB@lists.ucdenver) 
has been created for librarians, information professionals, and anyone interested in how libraries support Clinical 
and Translational Science, specifically Clinical and Translational Science Awards (CTSAs). 
 
One need not be a member of a CTSA funded institution or any professional organization to join. This is completely 
independent of institutional bounds because: (1) Those whose institutions are applying for CTSA funding need to 
know how to get their library involved, and (2) Those who support translational science come from a variety of 
professional organizations, such as MLA, AMIA, and SLA to name a few. 
 
Why should you join this list? 
 
-       It is free and easy! 
-       It is a place to ask and answer questions about Clinical and Translational Science Awards, how they work, how 
libraries can get involved, and get funding! 
-       It is an easy way to find out who’s who at a specific institution, and who has expertise in a particular area of 
Translational Science. 
-       It is an informal place to share information, articles, and news about Clinical and Translational Science. 
-       It is a way to find out about other groups e.g., MLA’s emerging Translational Sciences SIG. 
-       It is a way to show stakeholders at your institution what kinds of value your library can add to the CTSA 
process. 
 
This listserv was created as part of the NN/LM – MCR Project “Development and Marketing of an Online 
Community-Building Resource for Information Professionals Interested in Library-based CTSA Initiatives”,  
Primary Investigator, Jerry Perry, and Project Coordinator, Adelaide Fletcher, Health Sciences Library / Colorado 
Clinical and Translational Sciences Institute, University of Colorado – AMC 
 
The listserv is hosted by the University of Colorado Anschutz Medical Campus, and is moderated by Adelaide 
Fletcher 
 
To subscribe go to: https://lists.ucdenver.edu/cgi-bin/wa?A0=CTSA-LIB 
 
Or send a request to Adelaide.Fletcher@ucdenver and she will add you. 
 
Thanks! 
 
Adelaide Fletcher & Jerry Perry 
 
This project has been funded in whole or in part with Federal funds from the Department of Health and Human 
Services, National Institutes of Health, National Library of Medicine, under Contract No. NO1-LM-6-3504 with the 
University of Utah.  
 
 
PS. If you would like to know more about why a listserv was chosen instead of another platform, please email 
Adelaide and she will send you an analysis of the “CTSAs and Libraries Survey”, issued in February via AAHSL-L, 
molbio-L, and MEDLIB-L.

https://webmail.ucdenver.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=2475e0b803c74c82a5714584c4cea669&URL=https%3a%2f%2flists.ucdenver.edu%2fcgi-bin%2fwa%3fA0%3dCTSA-LIB


Results and Analysis of the CTSA Librarian Survey 
 
Issued as part of the MCR-RML project: “Development and Marketing of an Online 
Community-Building Resource for Information Professionals Interested in Library-based CTSA 
Initiatives”. This project has been funded in whole or in part with Federal funds from the 
Department of Health and Human Services, National Institutes of Health, National Library of 
Medicine, under Contract No. NO1-LM-6-3504 with the University of Utah. 
 
Adelaide Fletcher, Project Coordinator, March 10, 2011 
 
Executive Summary: 
 

The CTSA Librarian/Information Professional (henceforth “IP”) survey was very 
successful, gathering input from 68 people – far more than were expected. Results show an 
overwhelming desire among CTSA IPs and potential CTSA IPs to network with one another. 
The survey indicates users prefer to network via an email listserv, although there are several 
networking demands (such as a structured, collaborative body of information) that a listserv 
won’t answer. A listserv would, however, be the perfect place to discuss developing static but 
editable platform, such as a wiki or a blog, which users can consult for factual information.  
 

Slightly more users indicated they prefer a network to be independent of professional 
organizations. Those who did feel an organization should “own” the group didn’t agree on which 
one. It is probably best to start off with an independent platform that could, eventually, be 
adopted by MLA, AMIA, or SLA, if users feel it necessary to do so. Responders felt that the 
platform should be open to anyone to join and generally open to the public to view, but some 
content should be reserved for members only.  
 
Results: 
 
Who took the survey: 
 

The survey was distributed via the AAHSL Director’s list, MLA’s Molecular Biology 
SIG list, and MEDLIB-L, in that order. 67 people took the survey, mostly from the AAHSL 
dissemination. 95% (64) completed it. Not all questions were required and the survey could have 
been answered by more than one person at a given institution, so answers cannot be construed to 
mean anything about the institutions themselves, just the IPs who answered the questions.  

A simple majority (44.8%, n30) are unofficially affiliated with their institution’s CTSA. 
The second largest group (31.3%, n21) is affiliated officially, meaning they were named in the 
grant. We did not ask whether that means they get funding from a CTSA grant, or just that they 
are an officially recognized part of the institution. Nine responded that they are not involved at 
all. To better understand this group, we asked if they are working independently, outside of a 
library, and none are, but there may be individuals who fit this category but did not receive the 
survey because of the way it was distributed. Those who are not involved with a CTSA in any 
way could either be in an institution that doesn’t have or isn’t applying for a CTSA, or they may 



be left out of the process entirely. Seven responded that they fit into an “other” category. After 
examining the comments, six of them are affiliated (with an existing CTSA or with an institution 
that is applying for a grant). In some of those cases, respondents may have answered “other” 
because their library does not or will not receive funds from the CTSA. The one “other” who was 
not affiliated with the CTSA application did try to keep current with his or her institution’s 
application process.  

If re-code the “other” answers, one would go into the “unaffiliated” category and six 
would go into the “affiliated” category, bringing those totals from 30 and 21 to 31 and 27, 
respectively, or 46% unaffiliated and 40% affiliated. Either way, 57 of 67 respondents are in 
some way affiliated with their institution’s CTSA, before, during, or after the funding process.  
 
Desire to network: 
 

Participants of the survey overwhelmingly desire to network with other IPs who are 
concerned with CTSAs. 80.3% or 53 respondents said they do want to network with other CTSA 
IPs, but that doesn’t mean they aren’t already doing so. Twelve of those who want to network 
already are, formally (3), or informally (8), and 12 said they know someone else who might be 
interested. Curiously, nobody answered that they don’t want to network, but of the 14 who didn’t 
answer “yes”, six said they “don’t know right now”, and four said that someone else they know 
might want to. Of those who did not say “yes”, three are already networking informally, and one 
said he/she is already networking formally, but commented “My personal involvement is 
oversight rather than hands-on; I can gather most of the info and networking I need from the 
AAHSL listserv.”  

Assuming no overlap, if we add those who are interested in networking to the total who 
said they knew someone else who might, we have as many as 69 potential participants in a 
CTSA librarian/IP network.   
 
Platform preference: 
 

Respondents were given a list of possible platforms to choose from and were instructed to 
check boxes for the ones they would want to use. There is considerable overlap since participants 
were allowed to check as many as they wanted. 58.5% (n39) indicated they would use an email 
listserv, but 38.8% (n26) said it doesn’t matter. A close third was a blog (34.3%, n23), followed 
by a wiki (19.4%, n13). Less popular are a file sharing group such as Google Groups (17.9%, 
n12), a Facebook page or group (13.4%, n9), an online journal club (11.9%, n8), another social 
network (4.5%, n3), or “something else” (6%, n4). We asked that those who chose another social 
network (besides Facebook), an online journal club, a file sharing group, or “something else” to 
elaborate in comments. Eleven comments emphasized the importance of file sharing (3), the 
need for an in-person component (3), and the incompatibility with social networks at one 
person’s institution. Two specific suggestions were a Diigo group for sharing discoveries, and a 
collaborative suite of tools, such as Confluence.   

Simply looking at the answers to this question, one could conclude that 98% (the email 
listserv plus those who don’t care), would be satisfied with an email listserv, but the next 
question forced the respondents to select their favorite of all the choices. An email discussion list 
was still the favorite, with 42.6% (n23). The second choice was a blog (22.2%), followed by a 



wiki (13%). Next we asked respondents to list what they would do on such a network, which 
may better determine what platform is most suitable.  
 
Functional preferences: 
 

While no majority was “very likely” to do anything, if we add the “likely” and “very 
likely” numbers together, a list of criteria begins to form: 
 

Users would: 
 

- Discuss CTSA issues with and post questions for other Info Pros (asynchronously): 
92.3% 

- Post information about what their CTSA is doing (with or without them): 63.1% 
- Post information about what they are doing with their CTSA: 78.5% 
- Post links to articles they think others would like: 75.4% 
- Post articles or other documents they and their colleagues have created: 64.6% 
- Show stakeholders at their institution how other libraries are collaborating with their 

CTSA’s: 83.3% 
- Find out who’s who at a particular CTSA or library: 81.8% 
- Just lurk and learn about CTSAs and libraries: 66.6% 
- Look for learning tools they can share with scientists at their institution: 92.2% 

 
Users would be less likely to: 

 
- Help maintain an encyclopedia-type page about CTSAs for newbies: only 33.3% were 

likely or very likely to do so.  
- Chat informally online (synchronously) with other CTSA Info Pros: only 42.9% are 

likely or very likely to do so.  
 
Openness: 
 

In terms of openness, respondents felt a platform should be: 
 

- Semi-private: 53.1% (n34) (allowing non-members to view most content, but only 
members to access certain content, like discussions and files). 

- Completely open to all: 32.8% (n21) 
- Closed to anyone except members: 10.9% (n7)  

 
Organizational alignment: 
 

Respondents have mixed feelings about whether or not the platform should be aligned with 
any particular organization: 
 

- 15.6% (n10) feel it should be freestanding, or “Affiliated with relevant organizations as 
members see fit, but controlled only by members of the group”. 



- 10.9% (n7) feel it should be officially aligned and/or controlled by an organization such 
as MLA, SLA, or AMIA, but the comments show little agreement on which: 

o AAHSL (1) 
o AMIA (2) 
o MLA (2) 

Relevant comments: 
o “No do not align PLEASE! We will get nothing done” 
o “I would love to see a librarian section of AMIA I would definitely join AMIA 

and that section if it existed.” 
o “I would like to here what colleagues see as advantages and disadvantages with 

the community ideas in question 6.” 
o “I wouldn't align this to an organization.” 
o “can often serve as conduit into other relevant groups” 
o “This would be ideal since it would give more credibility - AMIA might be best 

in that respect.” 
o “Establish a MLA section or SIG or join CTSAs” 

 
Summary: 
 

In sum, three quarters or more users agree, it is important that this platform: 
 

- Allow asynchronous discussion.  
- Help users find learning tools to share with scientists at their institution.  
- Give users information about how other libraries are collaborating with their CTSAs so 

they can show that information to stakeholders.  
- Contain some sort of directory of who’s who at a particular institution.  
- Allow users to post information about what they are doing with their CTSA. 
- Allow users to post links to articles they think others might like.  
-  
It is desirable, but not critical that this platform: 

 
- Allow users to share information about what their CTSA is doing (with or without them) 
- Allow users to share articles and other documents they have created 
- Allow users to lurk and learn about CTSAs and libraries 

 
It is not necessary that a platform: 

 
- Contain an encyclopedia-like article on CTSAs 
- Allow chat 

 
Some comments worth noting: 

 
- “Our institution has not been awarded a CTSA grant, but I would like to keep current 

with library involvement with their CTSA's to help with future grant applications.” 
- “extremely interested” 



-  “We are just getting started with our CTSA grant and would value collaboration with 
other institutions. We are collaborating locally with our local partner institutions.” 

- “One concern I have here is the possible overlap with early efforts started at U 
XXXXXXX. I advise contacting XXXXXX to see where his efforts are going re: CTSA 
librarians.” 

- “I'd love to learn more about how librarians can support translational research, whether as 
part of a CTSA or not.” 

- “My institution hasn't gotten the grant yet. 5th time the charm? We have a very active 
CTS education program PHD and MA empahsizinf reserach methods and informatics. I 
am involved in the program and Librarians are written into the grant proposal. I think this 
would be a useful group.” 

- “I would like to be more actively involved w/my institution's CTSA, but it's not really 
working out. They are aware of our services and contact us when needed, have meetings, 
but I think there's SO much more the library could do for them and I don't know how to 
make that clear.” 

- “I'm not quite sure how open or closed I would want this to be. Part of me is thinking 
about a twitter group, but that may also be more public than people would like. So mostly 
I don't know what I want :)--but something more coherent than what currently exists 
would be great.” 

- “I and my institution will not participate in this if this is a facebook, goggle entity or 
similar. They are not private and this must be a private, secure, independent environment 
where content is not captured.” 

- “I think CTSA is TOO narrow and is just the most recent hot craze to be replaced in the 
future by something equally hot. I would rather have a group that focuses on research 
support in a broad sense -- CTSA is too limiting -- I am from a CTSA institution and 
there is far more than just CTSA that concerns our library in the research world” 

- “My institution has not achieved CTSA but is working toward it. I am especially 
interested in the Community Engagement Research Resources.” 

- “Some documents might not have permission from their institutional CTSA reps to share 
openly.” 

- “Please share thoughts or comments with us: - Open-Ended Response 
 
Discussion: 
 
Listservs: 
 

There are hundreds of free collaboration tools available on the web. New ones appear and 
disappear each day. Some try to include as many functions as possible, while others focus on one 
aspect of collaboration, such as social bookmarking. Nonetheless, it appears an email listserv is 
most preferable to this group, though the reasons are not clear. It could be that librarians are 
simply used to communicating via a time tested technology and are not eager to go to another 
new venue, especially if it has a learning curve and a possibility of going under. Listservs require 
very little effort, but they have many limitations. It is not an ideal place for a body of knowledge 
to be collected for users to consult when in need of a certain piece of information. One can 
certainly query the list for an answer to a specific question, but it is also easy to see the need for 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_collaborative_software


a place to “read up” before asking colleagues for help. As regards sharing documents, tools, tips, 
etc., a listserv makes a poor house for a collection. Organization and browsing are nearly 
impossible because one is required to search the list archives – if that is even possible. 
Furthermore, non-members of the list are unlikely to have access to such an archive, or find it 
easy to navigate if they do have access. That being said, a listserv has a low barrier of entry. 
Another benefit is that a listserv eliminates the need for the user to visit a certain page 
periodically to check for updates. All new posts come to them. It should be noted blogs and 
wikis have ways around this too, either through RSS feeds, or automatic email alerts. 
 
Face to Face component: 
 

Responses indicated a desire for an in-person component; the kind that is typically served 
by professional organization meetings. It doesn’t seem likely that this platform will evolve into 
its own organization with face to face meetings, but members who share an affiliation could at 
least use the platform to set up a rendezvous at an annual meeting of a professional organization. 
One possible way for users to feel more connected to each other is to set up an occasional web 
meeting that anyone with a phone and/or video connection can join.  
 
Social networks: 
 

Although social networking among colleagues is a tacit goal of this community, it will 
not be served well by an existing social networking site, such as Facebook. The primary reason is 
that such sites are blocked by many hospitals and some academic institutions.  
 
Blogs and wikis: 
 

A blog is preferred over a wiki page, which is surprising, since a CTSA Librarian blog 
was started in 2008 and appears to have been abandoned after a few months < http://ctsa-
lib.blogspot.com/ >. One can only speculate why it fizzled. A blog, like a listserv, is organized 
chronologically, though tagging facilitates searching and browsing. Much of the information 
desired by respondents is going to be arduous to find and assemble from a listserv. It may be 
better to consider a hybrid listserv/wiki or listserv/blog model. This method will allow users to 
communicate however casually they wish on the list, but when something is worth noting for 
posterity, it can find a logical home on a blog or wiki. 
 
Diigo, Confluence: 
 

Two platforms mentioned in comments are Diigo and Confluence. We were unable to 
identify Confluence through a web search, possibly because the word is so common in so many 
contexts. Diigo is a neat, all-in-one social bookmarking platform that has many exciting features, 
such as highlights, sticky notes, and document storage. It just doesn’t facilitate the day-to-day 
communication that will make this community stick. 
 



Other CTSA networking efforts: 
 

As this project has evolved, so have other networks that are officially recognized by the 
CTSA consortium. One is VIVO, an open source ontology framework that organizes data about 
scientists and helps them identify one another using a front end such as Harvard Profiles. 
Unfortunately, these networks don’t appear to be open to non-CTSA affiliates at this time, but 
may be later. Another network appeared at the time of writing which seems to be sort of a meta-
network for discovering research partners. It is currently called DIRECT, but that may change as 
there is some confusion with another project by the same name. It is open to all, including 
institutions that do not have a CTSA. It does not require individuals to sign up as it searches 
information that is already there, but participation is likely initiated at the institutional level. A 
search for “librarian” finds dozens of hits, sometimes from one institution – indicating the 
platform crawls institutional websites for information about people, in this case picking up all 
librarians at a given institution.  
 
Credibility: 
 

One respondent noted that organizational alignment would lend credibility to this 
community. It will help this project’s credibility to note whenever possible that it is supported 
both by the MCR-RML and the UC-AMC Health Sciences Library, which is affiliated with the 
CCTSI. An MLA Translational Sciences SIG is in the early stages of formation at the time of 
writing. There is potential for that SIG to adopt and/or be facilitated by this listserv. The 
purposes of both projects are very similar and one can benefit greatly from the other. Similar 
efforts at AMIA, SLA could be afoot. An independent listserv can serve as a conduit between 
like minded individuals from all three organizations.  
 
Conclusions: 
 

It’s clear that there is a desire, if not need, for cohesion between a currently amorphous 
class of librarians and information professionals who serve, or want to serve Clinical and 
Translational Science Award institutions. A listserv seems to be the place to start. It could either 
be owned by the UC-AMC Health Sciences Library or the RML. Because the Health Sciences 
Library is already connected with a CTSA institution, the Colorado Clinical and Translational 
Sciences Institute, it would be better recognized by other CTSA librarians. Jeff Kuntzman and 
Steve Weaver at UC-AMC have indicated it will be easy to set up a listserv that Adelaide 
Fletcher could manage. After starting such a listserv and collecting members, the members 
themselves can discuss forming a wiki or blog if they feel it is merited. The basic need to 
communicate will be served by a listserv and future needs such as an organized collection of 
relevant knowledge and best practices can be addressed with additional tools as the fledgling 
community sees fit. If and when the listserv ceases to be useful to its members, it can be 
decommissioned or adopted by an organization.  
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