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Main Messages 

 The membership, as reflected by survey respondents, is comprised of knowledge 
translation (KT) practitioners (50%), KT researchers (18%), and students (8%). 
 

 There is more membership engagement in Toronto, with the potential for Canada-wide 
engagement with the use of social media.  Half the membership, as reflected by survey 
respondents, has never attended a KTECoP event. 

 
 Members who have attended events feel quite welcome, but we need to build on accessibility 

for all members to attend virtually. 

 

 Impacts included helping to develop relationships within the KT field, providing access to 

information that is useful to members’ jobs and studies, providing members with deeper KT 

knowledge, and providing a better understanding of diverse KT needs.  

 

 39% reported making between 1-5 new connections, with 14% reporting 6-10 new 

connections.   

 

 Future goals should include discussing evidence of effective knowledge, improving relations 

among members, and increasing member contributions.  Specifically, improve the online 

presence of the community of practice, facilitate conversations on Twitter via the #KMbChat 

tag, and make sessions more available to out-of-province members by live streaming or by 

hosting webinars.  

 

 On average, participants reported that the community of practice has been a valuable 

resource, rating it a 3.74 on a scale of 1 to 5.  
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Introduction 

This brief report describes the results of a membership survey conducted in the winter of 2013/14 with the 

membership of Knowledge Transfer and Exchange Community of Practice (KTECoP).  The purpose of 

the survey was to identify characteristics of the membership, barriers and facilitators to collaboration and 

connection, impacts of membership, and objectives moving forward.   

Respondent Characteristics 

A total of 107 members responded to the survey, representing approximately 12% of the member base
1
. 

The majority of respondents (73%) work in Ontario, and approximately half (48.6%) are affiliated with 

the Toronto chapter. The Ottawa chapter had 9 respondents, and the BC chapter had 8.  Among the 35% 

who reported they did not belong to a chapter, about half were from Ontario.  

The majority of respondents heard about the KTECoP through networking with a KTE peer, although a 

number of others (~25%) found the 

community through independent Google 

searches.  

The KTECoP connects diverse stakeholders 

from various areas of the health sector as 

well as from other public service sectors.  

Members work in a variety of sectors 

including health services (26%), population 

health (28%), clinical healthcare (17%), and 

mental health (18%). The majority of those 

who reported ‘other’ work in a healthcare 

related sector (e.g., injury prevention, long 

term care, policy, environment, disability). 

Around 68% of respondents are fully 

employed, 11% are on a contract, and 10% 

are self-employed. As expected, the 

KTECoP membership is comprised primarily of KT practitioners (50%), researchers (18%), and students 

(8%).  

Barriers and Facilitators to Access 

Approximately half of the membership reported never having been to a KTECoP event, whereas 27% 

have been to between 1 and 3 events, and around 10% have attended more than 6 events. These 

                                                        
1 An important confound in this study lies in the predisposition of those already engaged with the KTECoP to 

respond to the survey, and thus we should expect that some of the answers will be positively skewed in favour of 

participation in the community of practice. While it is impossible to control for these factors, it should be kept in 

mind during analysis that members who are unengaged will be underrepresented in the data. 
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proportions were approximately 

equal among KT practitioners, 

researchers, and other roles, 

although students were slightly 

more likely (66%) to have never 

attended an event.  

The highly engaged members, 

those who reported going to 4 or 

more KTECoP events, attended for 

reasons of high interest in the topic 

and speaker, the opportunity for 

networking, and the general desire 

to support the KTE community. 

Barriers reported by members who 

have never attended an event, 

included distance and not having 

enough time to participate.  

Members who reported never 

having been to an event had a 

higher than baseline rate (57%) of 

non-membership to a KTECoP chapter.  

Members who have previously attended KTECoP events reported feeling welcome at events, and those 

who attended 7 or more events were more likely (81%) than those who attended between 1 and 3 (25%) 

to report feeling ‘very welcome’. The more events members attended, the more likely they were to feel 

especially welcome at those events. In response to the question of why some felt unwelcome, members 

provided a variety of reasons. One major reason given was the inaccessibility of KTECoP events for 

people located outside of Toronto. As one respondent explained, “The Toronto-based 'Canadian CoP' is 

inaccessible. There is limited support for or leadership to convene CoP meetings in my area.” A few 

respondents reported a need for icebreakers of some sort, as attendees were said to be “reserved” and 

“clique-y”. Suggestions were made with respect how we might improve the welcoming atmosphere, 

connectivity amongst members, and accessibility. 

With regards to the ease with which members feel they can communicate with each other, a majority of 

members (55%) reported that it was easy or very easy to communicate, although 35% reported being 

unsure around how easy it was to communicate. This group made up the majority of the 35% of 

respondents who reported never communicating with other members. Meanwhile, another 35% reported 

communicating ‘every few months’. Reasons for not communicating centered mostly on not having a 

reason to communicate, and not knowing other members or what they do. Many respondents expressed an 

interest in communicating more in the future. 

A majority of respondents (62%) reported never having shared information or resources on the KTECoP 

WordPress site. These respondents mainly cited not having anything to share and not thinking of sharing 

information as reasons for their lack of participation. Some reported not knowing that such an option was 

available to them. Of those who had experience with the site, most found it easy or very easy to use, with 

around 32% of respondents sharing information between 1 and 5 times. 
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Impacts: Looking Back  

There was a clear trend in the types 

of impacts that members felt 

emerged from their engagement in 

the KTECoP. Impacts included 

helping to develop relationships 

within the KT field, providing 

access to information that is useful 

to members’ jobs and studies, 

providing members with deeper 

KT knowledge, and providing a 

better understanding of diverse KT 

needs. When asked how many 

community members they had met 

through the KTECoP, 39% 

reported making between 1-5 new 

connections, with 14% reporting 6-

10 new connections.  One 

respondent also added that the 

KTECoP allowed for the hiring of 

more KT practitioners. On average, 

participants reported that the 

community of practice has been a 

valuable resource, rating it a 3.74 

on a scale of 1 to 5.  

Feedback: Moving 

Forward 

With respect to the future 

directions for the KTECoP, 

members indicated that the biggest 

priorities in moving forward 

should include discussing evidence of effective knowledge translation (see Appendix A).  Less emphasis 

was placed on contributing to the professional and personal development of members, or with providing 

members with access to occupationally relevant information, new skills and knowledge, and a diverse 

range of organizations and people. 

Among the suggestions for further improvement of the KTECoP, a few themes emerged as being most 

likely to improve relations among members and increase member contributions. The first and most 

common suggestion was to improve the online presence of the community of practice, not just on the 

WordPress site, but rather social media, including Facebook, twitter and LinkedIn. Many respondents 

recommended facilitating conversations on twitter via the #KMbChat tag. Others also suggested making 

the sessions more available to out-of-province members by live streaming or by hosting webinars. The 

reasoning behind this move to online platforms centered on the idea that members were less likely to 

check the WordPress site as it is largely independent from the platforms that they regularly visit. 
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Additionally, one respondent 

recommended streamlining the 

sign-up and member profile 

process, as it is apparently 

difficult to keep one’s profile up 

to date. 

The next most common 

suggestion was to improve upon 

networking opportunities at 

KTECoP events. Some 

respondents recommended more 

structured time for facilitated 

networking such as icebreaker 

games, while others suggested 

that less formal networking time 

be scheduled. Although 

responses were contradictory at 

times, it is clear that members are 

interested in making greater 

connections at KTECoP events. 

One respondent expressed an 

interest in meeting others with 

the same job title, whether that is 

online or at a face-to-face event. 

The last suggestion related to the 

timing and location of KTECoP 

events. Respondents 

recommended that events should 

be held at different times during 

the day, including ‘lunch and 

learn webinars’ as one 

respondent put it, and in a greater 

variety of locations to 

accommodate members living 

outside of Toronto and 

Vancouver. 

Finally, respondents provided a comprehensive list of events they would like to see held by the KTECoP 

in the future. These included events on the topic of social media strategy, workshops on evaluating KTE, 

events hosted by expert members describing new developments in the KT field and current issues for KT 

practitioners, events hosted by funders and policy makers describing what they are looking for from KT 

practitioners, events targeting novice KTE professionals, as well as quarterly pub nights.  
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Conclusion 

The KTECoP has grown to a membership of 959 members since it began in 2006, emerging from a KT 

workshop funded by the Canadian Health Services Research Foundation, SickKids Hospital, CAMH, and 

the Institute for Work and Health.  The survey provides a clear indication of the strengths, weakness, and 

potential for improvement for the KTECoP moving forward.  Membership feedback provides much to 

reflect upon, and data from which we can improve and grow.  Next steps will be to hold a membership 

retreat where we can collectively reflect upon the findings and plan for sustainability and growth. 
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