Power of We Consortium

Community Data Committee

April 4, 2011 – 3:00-5:00

Meeting Minutes

Present:  Peggy Roberts, John Melcher, Anne Barna, Cassandre Larrieux, Jim Wilson, Randy Bell, Matt Penniman, Valerie Glesnes-Anderson (CAHA), Serg Ruiz, Gwendolyn Taylor (MSU), Ken Sperber, Doak Bloss, Jessica Yorko, Robin Reynolds, Renee Canady.

John opened the meeting with a welcome and introductions.

BRF & SC survey update: Cassie reported that the survey is back out in the field collecting new data.  Ingham County is in the process of reviewing data from the past survey.  Anne shared a document being released to the public with the latest data from the BRFS for Eaton County.  It was acknowledged that the past survey did not use cell phone sampling which can impact outcomes of the data, given the traditional ages of people who use just land-lines vs. cell phones.  There was general consensus that the committee wants the BRFS linked to our PWC website as soon as possible.
Website update:  Matt reported that he does not have sufficient time to do both the text creation and the technology work that needs to be done to maintain the level of indicator work expected.  It was decided that John, Matt, Peggy and Serg will meet to consider alternate options for getting this work completed.  Matt reported that all of the old data is now up on the website; no new data has been posted yet.

Environmental Indicators: Jim Wilson reported that he has been unable to meet with his counterparts from Eaton and Clinton Counties to attempt to agree on the environmental indicators.  He has found this regional approach more complex than expected.  Other counties don’t track the same indicators, such as chloride.  Agreement on using ecoli as an indicator for surface water has not yet happened due to issues at the state level. He is considering turning to reportable indicators required by the State of Michigan as all 3 counties would have these measures, but there has not been a meeting of the tri counties regarding this issue.
Jim indicated there are various websites with data related to our indicators that could be tapped and linked to our site.  Matt requested that Jim pull together a list of these sites, with a brief explanation of each, so that they can be linked.  Jim will provide an update on this at the June meeting.
There was further discussion that each county could have its own independent indicators even if they are not consistent across the tri-county area, since the website allows for so much more flexibility than the printed document.
Health Indicators:  This discussion began around the topic of the Health Care Coverage indicator, and the fact that the issue of equity is embedded in this issue.  No one yet knows the potential impact of the Affordable Health Care Act.  Eaton County’s Health Care Plan provides far less coverage than Ingham’s IHP.  Being able to provide the coverage is just the first hurdle; finding providers is the next hurdle. 
Robin indicated that the estimate of the number of people that might still be uncovered even after initiation of the Affordable Health Care Act is 13,000.  Insurance available through the impending Health Care Exchange may still be unaffordable to many people, and they will just wait to receive a penalty, which would be cheaper than buying the insurance in the first place.

A lengthy discussion ensued regarding whether the website data is meant to take a position regarding equity and health.  Some commented that taking an identifiable position against inequity with support for equal access to health and health care was important.  Others felt that moving toward a biased approach might not be the desired outcome, as the data has previously been provided with a fairly balanced approach.  Finding the balance between these two perspectives appeared to be the last comment.
The Health Related Quality of Life and the Life Expectancy indicators were next to be discussed.  A question was posed as to how to show inequity issues with these two indicators by stratifying the data by race/ethnicity/age.  Anne and Cassie spoke about how difficult this is to do and requires special data and calculations by the state.  It was agreed that an important story could be told were we able to do this.

The Health Inequity indicator was next on the discussion. Attempts to make valid correlations between the social determinants of health and lack of health care coverage can always be explained away, with critics saying that lack of coverage has more to do with personal choices and not the institutionalized structures that prevent access.  The issue of how to present the data on the website again pulled in various perspectives.  Some want a move toward demonstrating inequity issues in all of the 33 indicators, while others suggest that effort be reserved for the text in the preface of the indicator report.  This will be an ongoing tension that will need to be addressed.
All guests at the meeting who were invited to lend their expertise to the conversation were asked to play and ongoing advisory role with the committee.

Next Steps:  Peggy will find appropriate persons to lend their expertise to conversations around these indicators and/or the other sub-categories of the 33 indicators for the next meeting.
Next meeting:  June 6, 2011, 3:00-5:00

