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Pod Meeting Summary - Stanford University

Pod Meeting Date:|March 19, 2026

Attendees:

Stanford University [v]Oregon Health & Science University

Manisha Desai (Pod Lead) [ Cynthia Morris

University of California, Los Angeles [J Hub/Institution name

[Anne Skinner [l

Scripps Research Institute [] Hub/Institution name

[Emily Spencer Il

University of California, San Diego [ 1 Hub/Institution name

[Davey Smith Il

[]Guest/Speaker [C] Guest/Speaker

Agenda (Optional)

Agenda Topic Facilitator/Presenter

Topic 1: | |

Topic 2:

Topic 3:

Topic 4:

Notes:
Please summarize the highlights of your pod meeting below.

Compared recent EAC/RPPR practices:

. Program officer presence can limit open discussion; closed sessions
are key.

. Shift toward lighter, problem-focused EACs with short three-page letters
and “quick facts” one-pagers.

. Very conservative RPPR language (element-based, low-detail, use of tools
to flag restricted/DEl-related terms); Oregon currently under a state injunction but still
preparing for future compliance.

Working group updates:

. TL1 Visiting Scientist WG: cross-hub grand rounds, trainee debate forum,
and mini-symposia; positive feedback but uneven hub/trainee engagement.

. D&l Science WG: mapping CTSA-PBRN partnerships and developing
training/competency guidelines to build D&I capacity.

UCSD dissemination examples:



Melissa Brady
Cross-Out
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Questions or Comments:
If you have a specific question or comment for NCATS, SC, or CCOS, or if you have
crowdsourced agenda topics for the SC, please add them below.

Questions or Comments for:

N CATS Clarification on expectations and best practices for RPPR language given recent DEI-related screening (e.g., how detailed hubs should be, examples of acceptable
terminology).
Guidance on appropriate role and presence of program officers during EACS to balance oversight with candid feedback.

Ste erin g C ommittee Share examplesftemplates of successful “light” EAC formats (problem-focused agendas, three-page letters, quick-facts sheets) and consider a cross-hub session on EAC/
RPPR efficiencies.
Request an update from the Dissemination & Implementation WG on planned toolkits or training materials that hubs can adopt.

CCOsS

Crowd Sourced Agenda Topics

Suggestions for Consideration for CTSA Program Steering Committee “Crowd Sourced
Agenda Topics” (ideas discussed and identified as valuable for further consortium-wide
input and analysis). May leverage the CTSA Requests for Information RFI (CTSA Requests
for Information (RFl) | CTSA CCOS). Include a brief explanation of the topic’s relevance
and importance.

Several hubs are testing streamlined EAC formats and products, such as OHSU’s

approach using (1) annually updated “Quick Facts” one-page program summaries and
a 2-nane hith-imnact hrief and (2) a concice ~2 R-nana siimmative FAC, lettar

Topic Tags:
Please select the tags that map to the topics / discussion covered during the Pod meeting.

Tools/Resources (e.g., N3C, ENACT, RWD) CTSA Program Meetings
Working Groups Training and Mentoring
Guest Presentations [ ] Hub Announcement
Innovative Approach(es) Idea for Collaboration

[] Emerging Topic |

[] other| |1 other|

Popular Links

CCOS Website: https://ccos-cc.ctsa.io
Steering Committee Pods Page: https://ccos-cc.ctsa.io/groups/steering-committee/pod-

overview
Mike’s Blog: https://ccos-cc.ctsa.io/news/mikes-blog
CTSA Program Webinar: https://ccos-cc.ctsa.io/groups/webinars
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