
collected included: total count of tickets fulfilled over time, number
of tickets currently open, sum of outstanding quoted hours, quoted
hours vs. actual hours needed to fulfill ticket, and hours billed.
Tableau's direct connection feature was used to extract the Trac
ticket data from its Postgres database and the dashboard was pub-
lished to Tableau Server. After the initial draft was created, several
rounds of revisions were made as new data insights were discovered
through further investigation of the data. RESULTS/ANTICIPATED
RESULTS: Each morning, Tableau Server runs an automatic refresh
of the data. On the dashboard homepage, users can see a quick view
of all available metrics; to minimize noise, only the current statuses,
active tickets, and stats for the most recent monitoring periods are
displayed. Many of the charts give the user the option to link out
to a page with related supplemental information (historic data, ticket
status history, etc.). With the help of the dashboard, project manag-
ers and team leaders can now monitor how long tickets are in each
status, increase quote accuracy using the hours quoted and hours
billed charts, and examine ticket complexity over time.
DISCUSSION/SIGNIFICANCE: Prior to dashboard creation, met-
rics were sparse and difficult to assemble. By providing information
on the quantity, size, and complexity of data requests, the dashboard
enables the Office of Informatics to monitor how the process is func-
tioning overall, make informed decisions about resource allocation,
and provide quick interventions.
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Developing a rubric to distinguish translational science
from translational research in CTSA pilot projects
Pamela Dillon1, Renee McCoy2, Paul Duguid3, Crystal Sparks3,
Swathi Thaker4, Henry Xiang5, Lindsie Boerger6, Joe Hunt7, Scott
Denne7, Tim McCaffree8, Jennifer Lee9, Margaret Schneider10
1Virginia Commonwealth University 2Medical College of Wisconsin
3University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences 4University of
Alabama, Birmingham 5Ohio State University 6University of
Washington 7Indiana University 8Children’s National Hospital
9Duke University 10University of California, Irvine

OBJECTIVES/GOALS: The goal of the CTSA consortium is to
move scientific discoveries to clinical application. Translational sci-
ence (TS) focuses on the process by which this happens, and
NCATS supports pilot projects that propose TS questions. We
are developing a rubric to guide program managers’ability to dis-
criminate between TS and translational research (TR).
METHODS/STUDY POPULATION: The CTSA External Review
Exchange Consortium (CEREC) and CEREC II are reciprocal
review collaborations between CTSA hubs that identify reviewers
for each other’s pilot grant applications. CEREC and CEREC II
partners developed a 31-item rubric, based on NIH’s
Translational Science Principles, for discriminating pilot TS grant
applications from those proposing TR. The hubs contributed pro-
posals pre-selected as either TS or TR projects. Then, experienced
reviewers and/or program administrators from the hubs used the
rubric to score each of the proposals. Reliability of the rubric will
be assessed using inter-rater reliability (% agreement and kappa).
To identify which of the items in the rubric best discriminate
between TS and TR, Item Response Theory analysis will be
employed. RESULTS/ANTICIPATED RESULTS: Ten CEREC par-
ticipating hubs submitted 30 applications: 20 TS proposals and 10
TR proposals. Twenty-two reviewers from 12 CEREC hubs

evaluated the applications by using the scoring rubric; at least
two reviewers evaluated each proposal. The results of the analyses
will describe the reliability of the rubric and identify which of the
seven TS Principles are most useful for distinguishing between TS
and TR pilot grant proposals. Ultimately, this work will yield a scor-
ing rubric that will be disseminated throughout the CTSA network
to facilitate the screening of TS applications. DISCUSSION/
SIGNIFICANCE: Optimizing research processes is critical to
ensure that scientific discoveries are integrated into clinical practice
and public health policy as rapidly, efficiently, and equitably as pos-
sible. By appropriately identifying and funding TS projects, CTSA
hubs can accelerate the impact of clinical and translational
research.
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If You Build It, Will They Come? Navigating Research
Resources at CTSA Hubs
Michelle McClave-Liu, Mary Purcell, Zainab Abedin, Elisabeth
DiMaria, Kawthar Muhammad, Leah Pope, Helena Rincón, Harold
Pincus, Muredach Reilly
Columbia University

OBJECTIVES/GOALS: CTSA Program hubs provide a wide range of
research support services (funding, training, consultations, etc.) to
individuals and teams. The CTSA Program hub at Columbia
University seeks to identify best practices across CTSA hubs in
how they facilitate researchers to identify, navigate, and access ser-
vices at complex academic medical centers. METHODS/STUDY
POPULATION: o A landscape analysis across CTSA Program
hub websites was conducted during December 2021-February
2022, with the goal of assessing the availability of research navigation
services and the ease of accessing and requesting research support
services at each hub. Websites of 66 CTSA hubs were accessed
and browsed for the following: 1) if a research navigation or con-
cierge service was available; 2) how to request and apply to use
common services such as pilot funding, biostatistics, clinical research
services; 3) if there was a contact form and/or email address for gen-
eral inquiries. Binary coding (1=Yes, 2=No) was used to track and
summarize if these features were available, and then further classifi-
cation and observations were noted into the full data set. RESULTS/
ANTICIPATED RESULTS: The landscape analysis determined that
68% of CTSA hubs offer a form of research navigation including con-
sultative models (personalized guidance, studios) and web-based
models (self-service web portals, graphics, toolkits). Consultative
models could be classified into three levels of support ranging from
general information sharing to providing scientific expertise to con-
vening more intensive studio sessions. 92% of CTSA hubs have at
least 1 system in place for researchers to request services with a
majority of hubs using a mix of tools and systems. In addition,
36% of hubs have additional general contact forms and 75% have
general email addresses to assist researchers in obtaining more infor-
mation. DISCUSSION/SIGNIFICANCE: There is a relative lack of
data and information on the effectiveness of different research nav-
igation models across the CTSA network, and barriers for research-
ers to identify services remain (Elworth et al). Our team is planning
additional evaluations including interviews with leaders at other
CTSA hubs and researchers and trainees at Columbia.
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