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Molly:
And at this time, we have reached the top of the hour. So I would like to introduce our speaker. We are very lucky to have Dr. Borsika Rabin presenting for us. She is a co-investigator in (I am sorry. I cannot pronounce this) Ischemic Heart Disease QUERI Center. And that is located at the VA Eastern Colorado Health Care System. Additionally, she is an assistant professor in the Department of Family Medicine and Adult and Child Center for Health Outcomes Research and Delivery Science at the School of Medicine and also in the Department of Community and Behavioral Health at the School of Public Health, both located at the University of Colorado. So we are very pleased that Dr. Rabin is here to share her experience with us. And at this time, Borsika, are you ready to share your screen?
Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Yes, I am ready, Molly. Thank you.

Molly:
Excellent. You should have that pop up now. Great. 

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Good morning, everyone. It is a great pleasure to meet you all virtually. Thank you for joining me today. As Molly mentioned today, I will be focusing on models for dissemination and implementation research and practice. And more specifically, I will be sharing with you a relatively new resource, an online interactive tool that we developed to support researchers and practitioners in the health field who are interested in dissemination and implementation work. The web tool is designed to help with model selection, adaptation, integration, and measurement.

As I am starting my presentation, I wanted to acknowledge that most of the work I will be sharing here today was funded through a center grant on center communication and research by the National Cancer Institute and also by ECORT [PH] which is the Center for Outcomes Research and Delivery Science at the School of Medicine at the University of Colorado.

In addition to these financial contributions, many colleagues from the country reformed and helped with the work. And I just wanted to acknowledge how important their contribution was while in the process.

So first, I just wanted to do some background and housekeeping, especially focusing on the most important issue of terminology. Theories and framework are commonly because they are separate entities. That is a big presentation theory. According to the definition provided here presents a systematic way of understanding events or behaviors as they relate to various outcomes. And they are usually abstracts, broadly applicable, and not content or topic specific.
While frameworks are much more strategic or action entities and less heavily related. And they provide a systematic way to develop, manage, and evaluate intervention.

For the sake of this presentation we adapted the Rachel Tabak and colleagues recommended broad term of model to describe both theories and frameworks. It is the same model definition of using the website I will share with you.

Also, while we are here, I will say that I will try to be consistent. But I might use a term of dissemination and implementation, D&I implementation interchangeably throughout this presentation.

So I wanted to start with a couple of poll questions. And I know that Molly is going to take over here in a moment and share with you the question. The first one will focus on your general experience in implementation research. The question goes what level of experience do you have conducting implementation research? And the options are you served as a principal investigator in the past, served as a co-investigator in implementation work, participated in other roles, you might have just observed other colleagues do this kind of work, and you perhaps have not participated in implementation research before. So if you could choose which applies to you that would be great.

Molly:
Thank you, Dr. Rabin. It looks like we have got a very responsive audience. We have already had two-thirds of our audience respond. And the answers are still streaming in. So we will give people a little bit more time. These responses are anonymous. And you are not being graded. So feel free to answer. For those of you new, just go ahead and click the circle next to the answer that best describes your level of experience. And it looks like we have capped off at about 75 percent. So I am going to go ahead and close the poll now and share those results. Dr. Rabin, would you like to talk through those real quick?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Absolutely. So it looks like most of the audience has participated in some role in implementation and research in the past. Most of you as co-investigators, some as principal investigators and in other roles. And there is one-fifth of the audience who has not yet participated in implementation and research. But it sounds like they have interest in being part of this presentation and some are those colleagues. But this is very helpful. Thank you. 
I had a second question to pull on the first one. And this is mainly going to those of you who have participated in implementation and research in some fashion. If you could let me know if this work that you participated in used any dissemination and implantation models. The options are yes to inform the implementation strategy that was used in the research, yes to inform the evaluation, yes for both strategy and evaluation, no it did not include a D&I model, or those of you have not yet participated, those 20 percent, you can choose the last answer.
Molly:
Excellent. So of those people that do have experience, we have had about a 60 percent response rate. So those answers are still streaming in. So we will give people a little bit more time. And it looks like we have got a nice spread across the board. Okay. It looks like we have capped off at about two-thirds of our audience. So I am going to go ahead and close the poll now and share those results.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Oh, wonderful! Thank you. So what I see here is that people who have not participated in the implementation and research now came out to be 30 percent of the respondents. It seems like there are very few people who found that they did not have any D&I model informing the work they did in implementation and research. And of those who had a D&I model informing the research, there was a distribution across only implementation strategy, evaluation, or both. So as you said Molly, this is a really nice spread. This is very helpful. Thank you so much. 

Molly:
Okay. And you will get that pop up now. Nope, I am sorry. Nope, I know it was my bad. Give me one more second. Sorry about that. I am clicking all sorts of buttons here. But none of them were the right one at this time. Okay. Now you should have the pop up to share your screen.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Here it is.

Molly:
There we go.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Let us move it down to the next slide. So thank you so much for sharing your experience with me. And the next page, I just wanted to provide a few background slides related to the importance of the role of dissemination and implementation models in research and practice. The most important role that D&I models can play when they are fully integrated within study or practice work is to ensure that they, by considering critical construct from the model, is that they do include the essential D&I strategies into our intervention. That is one option.
They also play a role while interpreting our study findings as we start to wind back our quantitative or qualitative findings or data to the model and the construct. Especially true in the form of theories where explanation can be provided or predictions can be provided for certain main outcomes.

Finally, a model can also provide a systematic structure for the development, management, and evaluation of an intervention for D&I experts. And it is sure to be learned from other fields that if you want to advance the field of D&I research and practice, models will be key both in defining the terminology, identifying two co-variants for D&I, and also in developing and harmonizing key measurement instruments. And so this is kind of the theoretical models why D&I models might be helpful for you.
A more recent paper just emerged in the spring of 2015 by Nilsen tried to classify the role of implementation model theories and framework into three distinct categories. It is believed that they decryption or guiding the process of translating research into practice, understand or explain what influence implementation outcomes might have, and evaluating the implementation. 

Across those three main functions, it is supposed to have five different types of models or frameworks. You can see those there. I am not going to go into detail. But again, these are the three main functions that are suggested in this newer paper.

Going from the more theoretical reasons why D&I models might be helpful to the more practical, I wanted to share with these two content analyses. Some of you might be very familiar with this finding. 

The first one, which is related to the first endpoint on this slide was based on the review of summary statements are all funded RO1, RO3, and are to anyone [PH]. Applications that were submitted to the Trans NIH PARs for dissemination and implementation research between 2008 of January to May 2011. 

When these reviewers looked at the applications, they identified ten critical characteristics of the applications that were funded. And I wanted to highlight the one that is in red, the conceptual framework. It looks like the applications that were funded usually proposed and presented relevant and specific framework, theories, and models to guide their work.

On the flip side of it, the second analyses that results were, which were the two weaknesses listed there, were based on NCI RO1 applications that were triaged. They were not discussed. One of the weaknesses that they identified for these applications based on the review statement was the local articulation of framework, theoretical background, or conceptual model. From a practical perspective, it looks like when you have a strong framework presented in the application, you are more likely to be funded for D&I work. 

Moving to a new, more pragmatic approach, this is a list of ingredients that were identified by Proctor and colleagues. The first six of the ten we see here of the key ingredients of D&I research proposals and they also highlighted the importance of clear conceptual framework and model. 
Perhaps it is worth mentioning that simply mentioning the model in your work is not sufficient. It is important to clearly integrate that into the proposal and subsequent work. I will give you a little bit more on that as I am presenting the different functions of our website.

Still with the background, but starting to lead into our website presentation, I wanted to show you that there are a few reviews out there that try to list existing D&I models. So the first one that you see here is the work by Rachel Tabak and colleagues at Wash-U [PH], which mainly at Wash-U there are some NIMH colleagues as well there. The purpose of this work was to create an inventory of existing theories and frameworks for D&I. This was a paper that provided the backbone for our website. You will see that. 

The second publication, which was actually an earlier one, was done by Sandy Mitchell and again from NCI. They looked at the transitional science models for nursing specifically. But they were broader. So they included mainly health based D&I models. We also included the models that they had in their paper to our website.

Finally, just one more review. This is done by colleagues in the U.K. They looked at again, dissemination models and conceptual framework. So these are the three main reviews that we were familiar with at the time of our review and development.

The Tabak article identifies 61 research focused D&I work. When they looked at the Mitchell article, there were another 25 that were not included in the Tabak article. They were more practitioner and clinician focused. Then there are a total of 33 frameworks mentioned by the U.K. colleagues or identified by the U.K. colleagues. We can kind of summarize that there is really a wealth of existing frameworks out there and models, which can be wonderful and also confusing for researchers. 

Let me move on to the heart of this presentation that is showing you this new website and this new resource, giving you a tour of it, and asking for your feedback even on how useful this seems to you for your own work.

The way that our work started was based on a lot of discussion with colleagues who are interested in D&I work and also based on our core team’s experience doing a lot of consultation on D&I projects. We found that we receive a lot of questions about the model that you want to use. I think researchers all understand the importance of using D&I models in their D&I work. But the experience and the wealth of existing framework can be extremely confusing and intimidating.

Many of the questions that we receive is what are the frameworks that are out there. Which would be the best for my work? Or how do I really integrate this framework into my proposal? Or what are the ways that I can show that measurement is linked to the actual framework? 

So those were the basic questions that we received and started us off on developing this web-based tool. The purpose was really to create a fairly intuitive, simple web tool. You can see the home page up here. There are four main functions of this tool. The purpose is really to provide help in selecting a model either by looking at existing models or picking one that is with a certain search criteria, adapting and integrating those models into your work, and then linking the actual construct from the model to specific measurement instruments for D&I. So that is the four main functions that I will walk you through in a moment here.

So let me start with the select function. This function of the website allows you to search, view, and select from D&I models. It is focusing on the main questions I previously mentioned of what D&I models are out there, how they are different, and which model would work best for my proposal or role. These are very important questions.

As I mentioned earlier, we currently have about 86 models. We have 86 on this website and we know that we already missed a number of models that could be added to the website. So how does one decide which model to choose from these 86 options?

The answer can be very simple. Most people working on D&I models choose from a very small set of D&I models that there are familiar with. If you look at this content analysis I am sharing here, which is based on the review of abstracts of funded D&I RO1, you can see that most of the proposals use a small set of D&I models, the RE-AIM model or the Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovations Theory, or a combination of those. 

What might be striking to you to see is that about close to 50 percent of the reviewed applications actually did not mention any model in the abstract. It does not mean that they did not choose a model in the main application. But they did not find it important enough to mention it in the abstract.

Many researchers and practitioners will stick to one or two of their favorite models. Another large group will decide that they need to develop a new model. They feel that there is nothing out there that will describe the work that they will do, hence the 86 plus models out there.
Developing a new model might seem inevitable in some cases. But it is not always the case. And so what we were hoping to do as well with this website is to encourage researchers and practitioners to check out whether there are any existing models that they could use in their work. This can not only make their work more efficient, but also with the refinement of existing models, and build the field of D&I by using models across studies.

Those of you who are willing to think about expanding your preferred used models or not developing necessarily a new one could use the function of the website of either looking at all existing D&I models or searching them. 

On this website, we use the characteristics used by Tabak and colleagues to describe each model. And these include three main features. The first one is construct flexibility. Construct flexibility ranges from one to five. Models that are characterized as broad have loosely outlined and defined construct. They will receive a ranking of one. Those on the other end of the spectrum that are operational with detailed step by step action for the D&I work are characterized as fine. Their models can fall anywhere between these two exchanges as well.

The second characteristic is the place on the D&I on the continuum basically. Some models, we only have a focus on dissemination work. Others will have exclusive focus on implementation. Then many models will have a mixed focus. You can see that there are different emphases on the D or the I component there. But it uses that kind of classification. Then also the socioecological framework and whether the model addresses certain levels of this framework.

In addition to these features, we also included the notion of field of origin, how many times a given model was cited, and then provided an opportuning for a rating. So what you see here is if you go into the View All D&I Models section (and I will give you a live presentation or demo as well) you will get a list of the models that are currently in our database. They are classified by these main characteristics and can be sorted by some of these features as well. This is the View All Models function. You will see that you can also compare some of the models that you find potentially relevant.

Alternatively, if you are overwhelmed by looking at 86 separate models, you can also go into a search function. And you can use certain criteria to filter out models that would meet that criteria. So either you can do that by using a keyword or you can use these various variables or D&I, the socioecological framework. And then the third one is the construct within the framework. So you can choose certain constructs that might be included in that model. You will get a list of models that have that construct. I will explain to you how we came up with this list of constructs when I get to the measure construct section.
For each model, they have their own individual model page. This is just a top portion of it. And I will scroll you down in the live demo. But you can see you can kind of see the main features of this model. Then you would also have main publications or references related to the model and linked to these constructs.

Moving on to the next functionality of our website, this is the adapt function. And adaptations for a model, especially if you decide not to develop your own model, but you are trying to use one that seems to be a good fit for you, you need to make some adaptations. This is especially important when there is a different condition that you address in the original model or a setting or a population. Sometimes the changes are simple word changes to make it culturally fit to the given population or setting. In other cases, you might make more dramatic changes. There are some recommendations on how to handle these changes. It is important not to corrupt the integrity of the original model.

So our purpose for this section was to provide a set of guidance on adaptation. And this is not the most developed part of our website. We included a few ideas that we would like to further develop. So this is one place where we would love your feedback on experience that you had adapting framework and what else could be included here. But this is a starting list of various questions that you might have when you think about adapting a model and the answers to do it.
Similarly to the adapting piece, there are some questions about integrating the model. As I mentioned earlier, there is guidance about mentioning the model in your proposal. But truly using it throughout the full spectrum of your project. The ideal scenario is that you actually will use the model to refine your research questions, to identify implementation strategies that you will use to basically identify the appropriate measures that you will implement, and interpret the data that you collected. And that process can be also guided by some specific ideas. And that was our attempt here to provide you with some guidance on how you actually integrate a model into your work.

Fortunately, there are some great resources outside of our website. And they provide a link to those including the QUERI page that has guidance on integrating D&I models. Another section of our website where we would like to further develop based on input from many of you who have used models in the past and ready to challenge it. It is a living document here, a living section of the website as well.
Moving on to the fourth section of our website, we are getting to the measure construction section. And this was really the most original work that we did. Something where we felt that we had to take the list of models to the next level and link them to actual measurement instruments. The need was expressed by many. The questions might be how do I make sure that I link up my constructive measurement instruments? How do I find those measurement instruments?

We know that we do not have a very good set of harmonized constructs in D&I work. And we also know that there is a scarcity of measurement instruments and repositories where you can find them. So we thought we would try to start to address this issue of _____ [00:24:52] which is our first attempt.
The way that we went about this was going back to the articles. I mentioned that we had 86 models that we identified through these two systematic reviews. Then we went in and coded each of these 86 models using a group of researchers. But what we did is we basically attracted the elements. We call them elements. We could call them constructs from these models. And we identified both the main elements and sub elements and created an alphabetical list of them. We came up with a total of 916 elements. Some were duplicates and some were dropped after the abstraction based on our consideration of what would qualify as an element. 

So we have 916 elements now, a list of the different components of models. And we needed to do something about it. We could not include each element separately on the website. So we decided to create larger groups, which we called constructs, based on similarity and meaning. And we did that in multiple rounds of review.

This is a part of our work that I will give you opportunities to give me feedback where you would like to do an additional confirmation or validation of them. But based on this small group work, we identified 44 core constructs. And we provided definition for these constructs in our website. And this is basically, again, the heart of this measure construct section of the website. For each construct, we have also a details page, which identifies not only the construct and definition, but also what kind of elements went into this construct. 

So in this case, you see acceptability and feasibly as part of our construct. And the elements that were merged into this included uptake, sustainability, acceptability, penetration, fidelity, agreement, usability, and adaptability. And sometimes on a safe value, these words seem to match up. But when you look at the actual definition in the model for the different elements, these made more sense to us.

So here is the list of those 44 constructs that we ended up with. Those of you who are familiar with the _____ [00:27:18] framework for implementation research, the CFIR, you will recognize a number of these constructs emerging from the CFIR, but not all of them. That was one of the options we had to use the CFIR domains to create a construct. But we found it was a little bit broader what we found in terms of the elements.
You can also see the number of elements that were within each of the constructs. So looking at the richest ones, our strategies have 104 different elements. And those were the least specific and broadest kind of construct. Evolution is also pretty broad when you are setting out or setting context are pretty broad constructs.

So this is where we are right now. And I wanted to show you how – actually, let me just go back one step and show you that once we have a construct identified, the next step was to identify specific measurement instruments that address this construct. So in the third column here (and I think you can see my pointer) we have links to the presentable measures database. Some of you might know this. 
This is NIH or NCI developed databased. And we have a dissemination and implementation and workspace there and also linked to the CIRC [PH] database, which is another wonderful repository of implementation work. And we just have to figure out how to do that. And we also would like to link to other repositories that are thinking about CFIR qualitative instruments or any other existing repositories. So if you have knowledge of D&I measurement or instruments repositories that could be linked in here that would be great to share with us.
So I wanted to give you just a light demo of the website because it presents a better way to see and get a feel for it. And then I will get back to the presentation for a few more slides. It looks like time wise we are doing well.

So here is again the main screen of the website. The address is provided on the slide. It is www.dissemination-implementation.org. There are some traditional features, a tutorial that will help you navigate the website if you need help, a glossary which will provide you with a list of terms that were used throughout the website, a place if you have questions, and a contact us path. 

In addition to those four main functions that I described to you and I will guide you through, these are publications and some kinds of books that are related to D&I work, (and we will update this to add some more recent ones) and some relevant websites that also provide guidance on D&I model use.

In addition to the resources, you can also submit a model. As I mentioned earlier, we hope that this is going to be a live website where people will be contacting us with missing models and providing us with information. Then you can also learn about the method that you used to provide the models to our team and funding acknowledgements.

Going back to the homepage, I wanted to guide you through the different four functions. The first one is the select. If you look at the view all D&I models page, you can see (and I will move this a little bit so I can scroll) the list of the 86 models and identify characteristics for each model. I am hoping to find the first here, the official model for it. But I might not spend time trying to track it right now. 

So here is the framework for implementation and research. Here it is. You can go into the description. And you can see this is identified as an implementation focused model. The construct flexibility was identified at four. It has organization and community focused and the field of origin is health services research. These are the constructs that we identified within NCI base in our 44 construct. The main publication for this CFIR was cited 91 times at the time of our review. So this is one that is not a live function.
Then are some example usage of the website beside the main citation. So these are some theoretical citations. Here is a list of some examples how CFIR was operationalized.

There is a function on this website that has not been used by many, the user rating where you can actually log in and provide a rating on a five star scale and also a review of the model. Ideally, this would be kind of the crowd sourcing function of the website. You can see here the registration function. And hopefully this is an area that we could develop further and have a recommendation from you all with the experience you had with using different models.

Going back to the selection function, I also wanted to show you the search function we have. Again, you could use the actual keyword or select dissemination or implementation model only. And then choose one that had certain features. I will not take risks here. I will check a lot of different boxes.

You could also choose the constructs that are identified so the 44 constructs if you wanted to make sure certain constructs are included in the model. Then you can tell me to search and identify a list of models that match these criteria. You can see these are the models that match the criteria identified.

Finally, looking at the view all D&I models function, I would like to point out that you could pick a few models that you feel could be helpful to you and then compare these models. So now you just get the subset of the three models I picked and you can compare them. The first one here is a new model that we had a different feedback from someone. And we have not provided the product characteristics of yet. Then you can go back to the whole list.
So moving on to the next function, I am going to show you the adapt function. Again, this is where we would like to add additional data. But we already have some guidance on how to adapt a model to your own work. Same with the integrate function and all. There are linkages to other outside websites and some responses to possible questions. 
Then the measure construct site or function will give you the list of these 44 constructs with the definitions. For each of those, you could looking at already the acceptability and feasibility. Let me walk you through this. Adaptation and evolution have the definition, the element that we have merged into this construct, the models that include this construct, and the number of models that have this specific construct. 

For this particular construct, we do not have many to measures because we did not find any instruments to date on the GEM website. And we were limiting our linking to the GEM website at this point. If you obviously want, you can crosslink back to the given framework now if you want to learn more about this framework.

Another point I wanted to make is – yeah, so this is the direct linkage to the D&I measure itself where you will have implementation as a construct. And now you have a list of actual instruments. And this is outside of our website. And here you can get information of that instrument.

So I think that I kind of shared the most important features. And if you have questions, I will be happy to come back to this. Let me go back to my presentation now to finish out the few slides I have left so we can open this up for most interesting piece of conversation.

So we were interested, before I was getting ready for this presentation, how much this website has been used. And that is always a nerve racking moment when you ask the developers to pull the usage data. This is a period of January 1 through June 26. So we launched the website sometime in mid-January. But we already had live at the beginning of January. So you can see that we received 21 thousand – almost 22 thousand visits at the websites, an average of 122 per day. Each visit lasted about 3.5 minutes. What is shocking to me (and I have to look into this in terms of understanding how it is being tracked and how accurate it is) is you can see that there are 47 percent of the visits were from international, outside of the United States visitors. And so I would love to learn more about this because this would be wonderful if we really reached outside of the United States.

The first one was visits. Now I am showing you visitors. It tries to identify visitors that are – one visitor can have multiple visits. And you can see close to ten thousand. Then you can see the one time visitors, which is 6,500-ish. And then the visitors who came back, which is perhaps the most important for us. It was almost three thousand people who felt that they would come back and visit this website again. And the average visit by visitor was about twice. 

Let us go to next steps and how can you help? I kind of peppered in throughout the presentation ways that you could contribute to the further development of this website. But one of the main questions is what are the D&I models that we are missing? And we know that there are ones because colleagues who look at the website find ideas. The tricky part is how to make it sustainable, of course, by abstracting the new models and adding them to the website on a live basis. And we have not figured the financial piece for that out yet.
Also, would you be interested in rating and commenting on models that you have used in the past? That would be great. I think the more rating and comments we will have, the more we will attract people to do more of this because they find it helpful. It is kind of the start that is hard and we might use a small subgroup of researchers over time or experts to do a subset of ratings. But if you could do that, that would be great.

Also, thinking about what process would be undertaken to conduct a formal confirmation of our construct, the 44. If you have any ideas on that, we would be very open to hear. 

Should we potentially consider the alignment of the elements with CFIR? That is one thing that we played with. And we ended up choosing our own 44 construct. But some of you are very familiar with CFIR and work with it a lot. And you might see that as an opportunity and we would be interested in your input.

We would love to add additional linkages to more measure repositories. Again, we are limited to this freedom abled database at this point. And so we have some others in mind. But if you have ideas, please share those. And even specific instruments would be fine. It does not have to be a repository honestly. 

And we would love to expand, adapt, and integrate sections. But those actually emerge from experience using models. So if you have some good story of what you needed to know to adapt a model or integrate it and you want us to include that on our website, we would love to do that.

So I have a last poll question. And this is just very, in some ways, self-serving. I just wanted to get a sense, based on this presentation, what do you think of whether you would use this website? Do you find it helpful for your work? And as Molly mentioned and I am sure she is going to re-emphasize it, but this is not going to – this is anonymous. So please feel free to share whatever you truly would do. This is just helpful for me to understand that we are at least on target for interest or usefulness. The possible answers include yes to support my current work, yes to help with grant writing, yes for both, no this is not really in the scope of my work, and not sure. So those are some options for you to choose from. If you could do that, that would be great.

Molly:
Excellent. Thank you so much, Dr. Rabin. We have had about 60 percent of our audience already vote and the answers are still streaming in. So we will give people just a few more moments to get their responses in. Okay. It looks like we have capped off at about – well they keep coming in now so I will hold that. Okay. It looks like we have capped off at about 54 percent. I am going to go ahead. Nope, they keep coming in. We are up to 67. Well anyways, we have got a pretty good indication. So I am going to go ahead and close the pool and share the results if you want to talk through those real quick.
Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Wow. This is great. That is actually what I was hoping to see. But obviously, we are open to any kind of answers. It looks like most of you have some interest in using this website in the future either for current work, current findings, or both. There is a little group of people who do feel that is not in the scope of their work. Then some will have to learn more about this to understand whether it will apply to their work. Thank you so much. This is very helpful.
Molly:
Thank you. I will go ahead and close the poll out now. And I will turn it back over to you. Give me just one second. Okay. You should have the pop up now to share your screen.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
And the last slide is really to say that I am grateful that you all attended. I am very excited to have a discussion with you in the next 20 minutes or so. Please get in touch with me offline as well or via email. And you can have my email address right there. So thank you so much for your questions.

Molly:
Thank you very much for lending your expertise to the field and for making yourself available after the presentation. We do have lots of excellent questions already pending. So we are going to get right to those. The first one is a comment that came in. That is for us beginners, this is an awesome resource. Thank you for organizing these models. So thank you. The first question – oh, I am sorry. I am going to make this announcement real quick. For those of you that joined after the top of the hour, to submit a question or a comment, please use the question section of your go to webinar dashboard. You just click the plus sign next to the word questions and that will expand the box. And then you can submit your question or comment and we will get to it in the order that it is received. So as I was saying, the first question. How do those reviewing proposals view “adapting” model and/or “layering” models?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Let me just clarify. Is this referring to the content analysis of the models or the support ones as I presented as a background slide?

Molly:
It came in quite early in the presentation. But we can wait for that person to write in for further clarification before we move on. So to that submitter, please do write in for clarification about the reviewing proposal view. And we will hold that one until the next moment. Then somebody else wrote when you were doing the live demo. They just tried to register on the website and got a blank page. Do you have any suggestions? And thank you for the ongoing work.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Oh, thank you so much. This is, again, something that you do not want to happen when you are presenting a website. I will look into that right after the presentation. We need to have this function work for us. So if you could just give me – I would say by the end of the day today it should work. And so I will provide infor – well let us just plan on this. By the end of the day, the function will work for sure. And please just come back and try it again. I am sorry for the inconvenience.
Molly:
All right. Thank you for being so responsive to that. The next question. We have lots of good ones streaming in. This will be a great discussion. What did you use for research data? Did you use actual or add different factors to see what happened when change occurred like basic theory relation change?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
I am not sure I am understanding the question. So would you mind reading this again just so that I can process it?

Molly:
Sure. What did you use for research data? Did you use actual or add different factors to see what happened when change occurred?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
I will admit that I need clarification of that as well. Do you mean research data in terms of the models that we included? I do not think we did any kind of change relationship for this website. We truly just abstracted information from the models and provided the data here. So again, if the commenter could provide just a little bit of context on his or her view that would be helpful.

Molly:
Not a problem at all. To the submitter, please write in a little for the clarification. We did get some clarification for the first question. So the question, I will read the original one again and then the addition. How did those reviewing proposals view adapting model and/or layering models? And the addition is it is for those reviewing proposals. Is it frowned upon to adapt a model? Is it accepted to layer models to cover all seemingly important domains?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Well again, the one that I provided in terms of the review of proposals was done. The work was done by other colleagues. And actually, they just looked at what the main findings were from those models. And they also looked at one of the slides. They also looked at what frequency different models were used. I do not know what criteria they used in terms of adaptation or layering and how that comes into the interpretation that they made.

Molly:
Thank you. And next question is I do not see intervention mapping included on the website. Are you familiar with intervention mapping? And why would this not be included on the website?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Very good question. I think I had a specific request from someone. We based our list of models on the two reviews I mentioned. And so I know that Rachel and I had discussion about this and some other colleagues who did that review that they had certain criteria deciding what counts as a model. And intervention mapping was not one that they decided to include. I did receive feedback from others that that might be one to consider. Again, this is where we would like to include additional models. 
We do not want to limit ourselves even to the criteria that Rachel and colleagues used in their review. We just have to get these recommendations from others. So I do not think there is a reason why we would not include it. The reason why it is not there yet is because it was not part of the two initial reviews. And thank you for this suggestion. We will add this onto our list. Again, the trick would be and suggestions would be really welcome on how to make this sustainable when we get a model. Could we ask the people who submitted the model to provide information about the model or what could be the best thing to make it sustainable? And I made a note that the intervention method as well.

Molly:
Thank you for that reply. The next question we have is concerning CFIR, what domains were missing in your list of 44?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Well I do not know that we crossed calculated the CFIR domains with our 44. When we made a decision of going from our data instead of using an existing set of constructs, it was just one way that we felt we could approach this. So we looked at our list of elements, as I mentioned. And we looked at similarities. And so when you look at the list, there are similarities with CFIR. I did not do the formal crosschecking. Our list seems to be somewhat different because it emerged from our own intuition and similarities. 

But there is an opportunity to use the CFIR domains and crosscheck that to see whether we could include all of the elements that we had, all the constructs that we have using domains from CFIR. So again, that is why I mentioned this on the last slide. After we finished our work, this came up as an option that we could – one way to validate this would to be to crosscheck with CFIR and see whether we could just limit ourselves to the CFIR domains and use that as our guidance.
Molly:
Thank you. The question that came in towards the beginning that we needed further clarification on, we have that now. So the original question was what did you use for research data? Did you add actual or add different factors to see what happened when change occurred? And they wrote in to clarify that it is for starting a research evidence based research?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Well I am so sorry. I would love to discuss this. If we could have an email conversation with the person who submitted it that would be great because I still am not sure which part of our work he or she is referring to. So please email me after the presentation and we can set up a time to talk.

Molly:
Thank you. Appreciate that. The next question. Thank you. This website is very exciting. I am curious to know who the website developer was. Was it an internal resource within the VA or external to the VA?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
So this was external. As I mentioned early on, most of the finding was still emerging from our Center of Excellence and Cancer Communication Research Grant. So we were able to contract outside. We used a local Denver group that we had worked with in the past. They are really wonderful. They are called Kline Gundo [PH]. And they did most of the development of the website. They have done previous work for us. So we used an external group. And at the time, I was with Kaiser. They did not have the internal resources to use any internal programming group. So we did have to go outside.

Molly:
Thank you. This person, I was called away during the beginning of the seminar. Can you tell me if this tool is openly available at dissemination-implementation.org or is some type of registration or access required?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Very good question. I should have said that. This is a freely available resource for anyone. We use that address that you just mentioned, Molly. I mentioned the possibility to register, which apparently is not working this morning. But that would be only for providing ratings and comments. So if you have that inclination of helping us with a rating and a comment, you will have to register. But otherwise, you can just access the website and draw on all the other functionalities. Again, this is free and it is outside of the VA system. One thing that hopefully is the case, we did add it to the VA list where it can be accessed internally from the VA. And I hope that that has worked for everyone. We worked on that. Please let me know if you have trouble accessing it from inside of VA. Initially that was a problem.
Molly:
Thank you. I am wondering how much of your – I am wondering about your view of how much the VA leadership values these models as in thinks they are valid. I have experienced many scientists and administrative staff that have very limited experience with dissemination. And I find it difficult to get their buy in for tools that I propose using.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Well that is a wonderful question. Personally, most of my work with the VA, which has been for the past couple of years, was within the QUERI system. So I think within the QUERI system there was very strong support and even push for the use of models and tools that were possible for use to use models. I knew that there were certain models that are far more commonly used in QUERI application. And we did propose some models that were not on that list initially and were well received.

I think the key, at least from my perspective, was to really explain why that model works best for your work to show how it will actually help the integration of the strategies and throughout the process work. And I think when you do that, we have received very positive feedback and support for models that we propose from even those that were not as familiar for greater researchers in the past. So I feel like within the QUERI system for sure there is support and there is an understanding of the importance of these models.

Molly:
Thank you. Can you describe more about the process you used to map measures to your constructs? How many people were involved at each stage? I mean can you say a little bit more about the process you used?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Sure. I would be happy to. So the main work was really the matching of the construct and the support for the measures was very simple. Because as I mentioned, right now, we are limited to the enabled measures database. So we just went into the database and looked at the list of construct they had and linked up the ones that had measures. So that was the easy part. That was done by a couple of us. It did not really require validation. It was just a simple matching exercise. 
The piece that the question might be referring to is really identifying the constructs and the abstraction. And that was a group of four people doing the more in depth work where they created an abstraction sheet to identify the elements in each model. We piloted it with about five models and went back and refined the sheet. We used that then to split up the 86 models across the different reviewers and had them extract the elements at that point. Then we did a crosscheck by a couple of us looking at the work of the others whether we agreed with the abstraction. 
The part where, again, I think more validation will be needed of creating the actual construct based on the element list was done by – I did a first round of matching up. Two other colleagues also did the same. And then they also went out to external experts or experts who were not as heavily involved with the initial abstraction to look at our release and comment on reasonableness or feasibility. And those were experts that were involved in the process but did not abstraction. And so they recommended changes implementing those. So there were at least three rounds of reviews of the elements including an external review. 
But this is a part where I would like to get a little bit stronger validation over time. So I hope that this provides enough detail. But I am happy to provide more as well. We have not written this up yet. We are waiting to do this additional validation. But this is one thing that we would like to write up and submit it along scripted methods for this process.

Molly:
Thank you. Can you discuss hybrid comparative effectiveness with implementation models? What is the view of these models in the IS/D&I community?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
So you are referring to the hybrid design where effectiveness trials are mixed in the hybrid one, two, and three, I am assuming the current article and the Mitchman [PH] classification of these. And I think that the problems that we get with these websites to identify models that might be good to guide this kind of work is the D&I continuum characteristics. And I do not know if you would feel more comfortable with me going back a few slides.

Molly:
Yeah, absolutely.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
I mentioned that one of the characteristics that we included in this website was the second here, the definition and/or implementation. And it seems like if we are focusing on the hybrid designs, we might be able to identify which area we are focusing on. Most of these hybrid designs focus on the implementation system is my understanding. So you might identify models that have implementation components to them. Beyond that, I do not think that there is a specific view of the specific models of the design. I think that these models could apply. We have used a number of different models to support hybrid design studies, especially type two or type three studies.

So I think that those two features for me are parallel. You decide on the design and then the actual model will have to sit with that. But most of these models have some implementation components. I would just stick with implementation models that have implementation components to them. And I am hoping that I am answering the question. So please, again, have a follow up question or email me if I did not address your specific need.

Molly:
Thank you. The next question. Can you please add details of where and how the data for research should come from? That would be helpful.
Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Where and how the data for research comes from in terms of adding other features that describes the models? Again, here, a little clarification would be helpful.

Molly:
No problem. That person is still in the meeting. And they are more than welcome to write in for further clarification. She writes what subjects. So can you please add details of where and how the data for research should come from, referring to what subjects?

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Okay. So that would be – I am interpreting this question as this is another feature that we should include to describe the models. If that is the case, I would love to get in touch with the person and get a little bit more information how we could define that.

Molly:
Thank you. That person is more than welcome to contact you offline or to write in for further clarification. The website is accessible from within the VA. But the GEM repository does not seem to be.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Very good to know, thank you so much. This is, of course, important feedback. And what we will do is we will fill out a form. I know that there is a formal application process to get the RE-AIM enabled measures website on the acceptable list. I did think that we asked for that. But I will follow up on that. So thank you for this information.

Molly:
Thank you.

Dr. Borsika Rabin:
So I believe you can access this for now from your home computer. I recommend that you go beyond D&I.

Molly:
Thank you. We had several people writing in to thank you for your work on this and thank you for the excellent presentation. So there has been a lot of good reception to this. That is the final pending question. But Dr. Rabin, I would like to give you an opportunity to make any concluding comments you would like to the audience. 
Dr. Borsika Rabin:
Absolutely. Thank you again for attending the webinar and for the wonderful welcome and feedback. Apologies for any inconvenience using this. But again, we would really love to make this shared resource both in terms of you can use this, but also getting your contribution. So if any of you have ideas how this fits with your work or ideas for D&I work in the future, please get in touch. We are very open. We would like to collaborate with you. And we hope that you will find this useful for your work in terms of developing proposals further for those that are furthering the field of D&I. Molly, thank you for your help setting this up.

Molly:
Absolutely! Thank you for a wonderful presentation and for making yourself available for further follow up, comments, and questions. And thank you, of course, to our audience for joining us. It is always a pleasure to have you with us. I do want to plug that the QUERI Implementation Series is ongoing. And we do have it the first Thursday of every month. Next month it will be starting at 12 noon eastern. So please visit our registration catalog online and sign up for the next presentation. And I am about to close out the session. 

So I just want you to know please wait a second or two while the feedback survey pops up on your screen. It is just a few questions. But we look closely at your responses. And it helps us improve the sessions we have already presented as well as gives us ideas for further sessions to coordinate. So thank you once again to everybody. And this does conclude today HSR&D cyber seminar. Have a wonderful day.
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