MCH Training Program 2006-2007 Strategic Planning Workgroups

Diversity Workgroup Conference Call Notes

February 21, 2007
Participants: Ingrid Allard, Clare Dunn, Betsy Haughton, Rhonda Johnson, Wendy Johnson-Taylor, Michelle Kelley, Mae Seely Sylvester, and Janet Willis. Madhavi Reddy, Diana Rule and Sheryl Mathis. 

Agenda Topic: Discussion of 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 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?



	· Self assessments and self-measures versus use of more objective measures is a weakness. Currently several measures require no documentation or written justification to support the self scores (ex. Family Centered and Cultural Competency elements.)
· The narrative in our progress reports is a very useful way to allow grantees to discuss “added value” and “impact”. It provides an opportunity to describe aspects of the program that are not captured in the PM data. 

· Are there norms for the PMs?  It may be helpful for MCHB to examine the performance measure data across MCH Training Programs, and share the information with the grantees.

· It may be helpful to examine how the MCH Training Program interface with other federal initiatives. Currently PMs do not capture this.
· PPM 64 does not currently capture use of adolescents as teachers. This is an important activity and one that is different from simply involving them as consumers.
· Some grantees are unclear whether the Federal definition of “underrepresented” applies to     PPM 09. The federal definition is seen as very limiting since it does not include rural, low-income, or 1st generation college educated. The level of awareness of what can and cannot be included under PPM 09 and how it should be documented varies from one grantee to the next. Some grantees know to use the notes field to explain how they have defined underrepresented but not all grantees use the notes field.
· PPM 62 captures many dissemination activities but it is missing posters and presentations at national professional meetings. A significant amount of information is shared through poster presentations each year and this data is not currently captured. 
· The current performance measurement system is much more systematic than it was in the past. This is a good thing.


	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?

	· Tracking graduates 10 years after completion of the program is difficult. More support is needed from MCHB to do a better job on this. Some grantees are forced to go through their University IRB for approval of the tracking process and therefore they are limited to the number and types of contacts they can make with graduates. It would be helpful to have a centralized tracking system maintained through MCHB or additional resources to support this activity.

· Most of the performance measures rely on soft data and use of subjective measures often gathered through a collective group process rather than concrete measurement tools. The concepts addressed by the performance measures are good, but the process used to measure them is not as quantifiable as it could be, although it is recognized that some topics are inherently difficult to quantify (ex. Organizational cultural competence). It would be helpful to have tools to assist grantees in conducting more systematic self-assessments for the measures.  

·  MCHB should compare progress on each performance measure across programs from year to year and share this information with the programs to that they can see their progress.


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



	· Process of collecting the data required for the performance measures is useful. The process helps to keep programs on track and forces them to focus on MCH priorities. It also provides support for why specific aspects of a program need to be kept in place. 
· Tracking faculty products and trainees post-graduation are useful for telling others about how faculty are addressing specific issues and what trainees do after they leave the program.
· The performance measures are a useful strategic planning tool for grantees. They are a valuable part of grantees’ planning processes. It forces a review of the progress made not only on individual program goals but also on national MCH objectives.



Next Workgroup Call
The next call is scheduled on MARCH 21st at 12:00 EST.  The priority task for the March call will be to review feedback on the draft Diversity Plan Guidelines gathered from the Internet Discussion Board and the March 4 grantee meeting and to review results of a pilot test conducted by the NY LEND program (Ingrid Allard).
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