Power of We Consortium
Community Data Committee

Minutes – December 5, 2011

Present: John Melcher, Cassie Larrieux, Kim Thalison, Randy Bell, Anne Barna, Micki O’Neil, Kathy Humphrey, Graham Pierce, Ken Sperber, Sharon Granger, Peggy Roberts

John Melcher opened the meeting with introductions. 
Anne Barna provided an overview of the Community Health Assessment initiative, for which she is the coordinator. This tri-county initiative, mandated for hospitals, and for public health accreditation, involves many partner organizations. Anne showed maps of geographic groupings of key indicators. The CHA process involves choosing indicators that reflect what we can do to improve our health. There was discussion to consider ways to integrate the PWC indicators with the CHA indicators, as there will be many that are the same or similar. It will be important to determine if there are efficiencies that can be identified in sharing the time a resources being spent on each project.
The next meeting of the CHA group is Feb 2nd @ 3:00 – all are invited.

John summarized a recent meeting with CAUW, CRCF, ICHD, and PWC to consider funding for the data collection and narrative-writing processes for the Indicators Project. It has become apparent that asking Data Committee members to expend their time gathering data and writing narratives is unworkable, and is slowing down project goals. A conversation has been held with Jane Powers of Public Sector Consultants (PSC), who up until a couple of years ago was providing this supportive role to the Indicators Project. Jane will draw up an informal proposal as to costs for PSC to complete this specified scope of services. The potential funding partners will consider whether this will be a plan in which to invest.

Graham reported that both the Infant Mortality and the Health Care Coverage indicators are ready for posting on the website. However, the website is down, and will probably be moved to a new server, which will delay this work. The substance abuse indicators still need more information, which will be provided by Kim to Graham. The remaining BRFS-sourced indicators 
Are not yet ready for posting, but will be forwarded to Graham soon. The immunization indicator, and the life expectancy indicator should be ready by January.
Micki O’Neil and Kathy Humphrey, from Ingham ISD, presented information for education indicators. The National Career Readiness Certificate is a measure of workplace readiness. 11th graders take the test in 5 areas and receive certificates that verify students/workers have essential core employability skills that are critical within the workplace. School districts must pay to get the actual test results and students/workers must purchase the actual certificates. Eaton and Clinton counties currently don’t pay to get the results, so it cannot serve as a tri-county indicator. However, these Ingham County data might be linked to the Education Beyond HS indicator for increased background info.
High School Graduation rates for the tri-county area, for 4-, 5-, and 6-year graduations were next reviewed. There was discussion regarding the pros and cons for using 4,5, or 6-year rates, and the decision was made to stick with the 4-year rates. Other 5 & 6-year rates can be linked for additional information. There was discussion as to whether these rates could also show break down by race/ethnicity, and the pros/cons of posting those data. CEPI has this info published, but not in a public report. Graham has access to these data, and has worked with it for other clients, but it is a lot of work to produce. There was general reluctance to show a break down of race/ethnic data by individual school district, but interest in showing this data by county.
A handout was provided of the State of Michigan Retrospective Proficiency Rates for 2010-11. Proficiency standards for Michigan have been markedly raised, to mirror the skill needs for the knowledge economy. The handout shows the corresponding decline in proficiency rates in math, reading, science, and social studies. These data may be adopted to replace the current “student performance” indicator.
The group briefly reviewed a “Health Equity for Community Improvement” document prepared by Doak Bloss, who could not attend the meeting, which he wrote following the discussion at the October meeting. In October there was agreement that we would not continue to hold a space for a single health equity indicator, but rather would provide information about health equity, either in a single place on the website, or distributed throughout. It was agreed that Peggy would send the document electronically to all members with the request for a review for content, and suggestions as to how/where to post it. One suggestion was to use Doak’s “Changing the Questions” section as a vehicle to highlight issues of equity for each indicator.
Next steps prior to the February meeting:

· Micki will work with ISDs about securing the break down of data via disparities (race, gender, etc)
· Micki will obtain additional info re: National Career Readiness Certificate

· Kim will get rest of substance abuse data to Graham

· Cassie will get rest of BRFS-sourced indicator data to Graham

· Micki will also look into whether the IISD might be able to host the PWC website.

Next meeting: February 6, 2012.
