MCH Training Program 2006-2007 Strategic Planning Workgroups

Interdisciplinary Workgroup Conference Call Notes

February 21, 2007
Participants: Dalice Hertzberg, Sandy Lobar, Mary Marcus, Jeff McLaughlin, Lew Margolis, Bruce Shapiro, Bonnie Spear, and Sally Steward. MCHB: Nanette Pepper and Denise Sofka. MCH TRC: Judith Gallagher and Sheryl Mathis.   
Agenda Topic: Provide Feedback on MCH Training Program Performance Measures

Background: HRSA OMB clearance for the current MCH Training Program Performance Measures will soon come up for review. This presents an opportunity to re-examine the current performance measures, identify areas for improvement and make recommendations for changes.  

MCHB would like grantee input in this process. One of the ways grantee input will be gathered is through the current strategic planning workgroups. The Training Resource Center distributed several questions to all workgroup members designed to stimulate discussion about the experience of MCH Training Program Grantees in using MCHB performance measures. The focus of the February conference call was discussion of those questions as presented below.

Key Discussion Points 
	Performance Measures Assessment Discussion 

	Assessment of Current Measures
1.  Do you think the current performance measures (PMs) adequately capture the intended impact of

     The MCH Training Program?

· What are the strengths and weaknesses in the current performance measures? 

· Are there gaps in the performance measures? What else should be measured?



	· The Federal definition of “underrepresented” does not adequately capture underrepresented populations in particularly diverse areas like Miami. 
· The PMs predominantly measure the quantitative aspect of the concepts; the qualitative details which determine the impact of the measure are not well evaluated

· Their scope is limited and open to judgments of the responder at times. Some elements are quite subjective.

· Diversity is narrowly defined as race/ethnicity.  What about disability, gender, sexual orientation, religion, etc?  
· The family participation measures seem to be good measures. They seem to capture much of what is done by programs related to Family Participation. 

· Collaboration with the State Title V agency should be required of all the Training Programs not just LEAH. It should be defined in a way that allows flexibility across programs, but it should be addressed by all programs. How can the MCH Training Programs effectively build systems and be leaders in the field if they are not connected with Title V?

	Reporting on Performance Measures

2.  To what extent are the data reported by grantees viewed as being accurate and precise?

· Are grantees able to report the requested data each year?

· What measures have high rates of missing data?

	· Accurately reporting on the number of trainees has been an issue for one grantee. Determining who to include and what the exact cut-off is for counting new students and graduates has been difficult since grantees can go back in to update the numbers after the initial reporting period closes. 

· Diversity is not defined related to the cultural competency elements therefore each program may be interpreting it differently.
·  Definitions for the PPM59 elements are unclear. If is difficult to determine exactly how to count “service” using the example provided on the data collection form. Do you count each clinic conducted as a collaboration activity? Are all of the programs counting collaboration activities the same way?  Clarification is needed.
· Data collection forms for PPM 07 and PPM 11 ask about multiple activities within one element which makes self-scoring difficult and potentially inconsistent across programs. If a program has completed some but not all of the activities listed for a specific element how should they score themselves?
· Always difficult to know where we are collaborating with Title V agencies and how to improve this based on lack of knowledge regarding funding. Agencies themselves often are confused as to whether they get Title V funding.  Also, is it of less value to collaborate with an agency not getting Title V funding that is doing needed work or one getting adequate Title V funding?  

· Field leadership after graduation is an ongoing process that needs to be better funded in order to be captured at scheduled times after graduation in order to know if training affected their professional work. 

· The PPC specific measure on medium-term trainees was not included in EHB. Although the programs collected the data there was no where for them to report on it except in the narrative. This was very frustrating for grantees.
· PPCs did not know that they were required to report on PPM59 until after the reporting period was over so the data had to be collected retrospectively. 

· The cost associated with data collection should be weighed whenever programs are asked to report on data. There is significant cost associated with data collection. If the data is asked for we should consider how we will use the data; is there a favorable cost-benefit ratio for the data collection effort?

	Use of Performance Measures
3.   How do you currently use the performance measures:



	· To help tell the story of the program. The competencies and PMs are used to help explain to students why certain things are required in the Training Program. 
· To assess whether students are integrating cultural competency into their training experience….use it as an evaluation tool.

· Family Centered Care element related to payment of families is not clearly defined. Programs may interpret what counts as payment inconsistently. A standard definition is needed. 
· Increase consistency between EHB and NIRS (AUCD data system).This would allow matching and comparison across data systems. 
Additional Comments Submitted from PPCs 
· The PMs drive recruitment of diverse students, but at times it appears we may be spending funds to recruit to meet the diversity measures than funds spent to meet the long term leadership goals.  Seems like there should be a balance, but identifying what that balance is seems difficult.
· May be helpful to develop an exit evaluation for all LT trainees to document understanding and perceptions of their training prior to entering their field of work and that can be compared later with updates after graduation. 
· The PMs capture part of our program activities, but they do not help in deciding if we need to change our program based on outcomes, such as which areas are not addressed based on trainees evaluations at end of training, future jobs, work etc. 
· It is always difficult to determine the role that the training program had when in many cases it may be a ‘facilitator’ vs having a direct impact. That is, the training program may not directly ‘teach’ something but may put the trainee in a situation where they learn something from another source.  Not sure the trainees can always identify the source of these influences.


Next Workgroup Call
The next call will be held either March 27 at 2:00 p.m. EST or March 28 at 3:30 EST. 
Workgroup members are asked to reply to Sheryl Mathis by March 5, 2007 to indicate a preferred date. 

The priority task for the March call will be to review feedback on the draft Interdisciplinary Definition gathered from the Internet Discussion Board and the March 4 grantee meeting and to discuss proposed indicators for Interdisciplinary Training.
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