Core Indicators for Public Health In Ontario 

October 2nd,  2012
Meeting Minutes: Core Indicators BUILT ENVIRONMENT Working Group 

	Date:
	October 2nd, 2012; 10 – 12:00am

	Location:
	Teleconference

	Attendees: 
	Fabio Carbacas, Natalie Greenidge (PHO), Ahalya Mahendra (PHAC), Deb Moore (Niagara), Ryan Waterhouse (Niagara); Caitlyn Paget (York)

	Regrets:
	Michael Otis, Steven Johnson (PHO);

	Chair:
	Ahalya Mahendra

	Recorder:
	Natalie Greenidge

	Future meetings and recorders
	Fabio Carbacas -  December 13, 2012

Ahalya Mahendra - January 10, 2013  (Deb to chair) 

Deb Moore - March 14, 2013
Ryan Waterhouse - May  

Steve Johnson - July 

In general: large group meets on the second Thursday of every second month.  Small groups meet in the other months.  


Meeting Minutes

	
	Item
	Action

	1.0
	Review and Approval of Agenda
	· Approved without amendments.

	2.0
	Review of Minutes (July 12th, 2012) 
	· Approved without amendments. 
· Natalie will post minutes. 

	3.0
	Business Arising
	

	3.1 
	Membership

· Michael Otis has resigned from the subgroup but is available for consultation re: indicators. Martin Paul (health promoter, Porcupine Health Unit) and Brenda Guarda (acting chair, CIWG) have both expressed an interest in joining the subgroup. 
	

	4.0
	Standing Items
	

	4.1
	Core Indicators Working Group (CIWG) update (Natalie)
· The Reproductive Health and Injury & Substance Misuse Prevention subgroups have completed the external review process and are finalizing indicators.
· A new report titled “Gaps in Public Health Indicators and Data in Ontario”, produced in collaboration with Public Health Ontario, is now available on the APHEO and PHO websites.
· The CIWG has submitted an abstract to the Ontario Public Health Conference (TOPHC 2013), under the theme of integration. The 15 minute presentation or poster presentation will focus on how APHEO has collaborated with the public health community to advance Core Indicators for Public Health in Ontario.
 
	

	4.2
	PHAC Built Environment Group Update (Ahalya)
· No updates. This group is currently on hiatus.
	.  

	4.3
	LDCP BE Update (Deb, Caitlyn,Ryan)
· Work is progressing well. Helen Doyle (Manager Environmental Health, York PHU) recently presented information about the work at The Canadian Institute of Public Health Inspectors (CIPHI) annual educational conference. The presentation should be available on the CIPHI Ontario website shortly.  
	· Ahalya will forward the presentation to the group

	4.4
	OPHA BE Working group update (Ahalya)

· Survey results are being written up. Materials will be developed based on recommendations. 
	

	5.0
	Review of comments on indicators
	

	5.1
	Job Density
· Reviewers noted issues with the face validity of this indicator (i.e., the indicator captures the number of residents employed in the week prior to the survey, rather than the number of jobs per number of residents in a geographic area). 
· Caitlyn stated that the GIS analyst at York Region Health Services concurs. In addition, the task group that developed the indicator had difficulty reaching consensus on the indicator. 
· The group agreed that this indicator is attempting to indirectly examine commuting and perhaps commuting should be considered instead or in addition to a measure of job density. 
· One external reviewer noted that APHEO has a “Commuting Population” Core Indicator (i.e., “the proportion of employed labour force 15 years of age and over with usual place of work in different CSD from usual place of residence”). 
· Caitlyn noted that employment density may be a more suitable built environment indicator, since commuting modality is more of a behavioural indicator. 
· The group agreed that the “Job Density” indicator is of lower priority than “Land Use Mix” or “Proximity to Community Focal Point” at the moment and that a commuting modality Core Indicator may be considered for future development. 
	· The group will cease working on the “Job Density” indicator for now and resume work once “Land Use Mix” and “Proximity to Community Focal Point” indicators have been finalized. 

	5.2
	Land Use Mix
· External reviewers noted that the indicator would benefit from inclusion of a discussion of how it relates to health outcomes. 

· External reviewers questioned the “cleanliness” of the data sources and didn’t understand the MPAC “Land” classifications 
· Ahalya noted that the task group that developed this indicator was attempting to create a “gold standard” indicator realizing the data source limitations.

· The group suggested that caveats should be added to analysis checklist so the indicator can be used in light of data limitations. 

· One external reviewer disagreed with the analysis checklist point that “The Land Use Mix Ratio should only be used in urban areas”. 

· The group agreed that the LUM indicator could be useful in health units with an urban/rural divide, provided differences in outcomes are put into context. An analysis checklist or indicator comment could be added to advise that the LUM ratio may not be appropriate in rural environments.
· The subgroup asked external reviewers to specifically address the issue of how to deal with land already designated mixed use when calculating LUM ratios (should these areas be excluded?). One reviewer noted that these areas should be included in the LUM ratio calculations. Caitlyn suggested possibly amending the method of calculation to give areas designated mixed-use are given more weight. 
	·  Ahalya will lead the revision of “Land use Mix” indicator. Ryan and Caitlyn will assist. 

 

	5.3
	Proximity to community focal point
· Caitlyn noted that the GIS analyst at York Region Public Health Services thought the indicator should provide more detailed instruction on how to define point sources.
· The group agreed that providing more specifics would be difficult since data availability will vary by health unit and is context specific (i.e., how one jurisdiction or agency within a jurisdiction defines, e.g., a food retailer, may be different). Health units will likely need to derive their own definitions of ‘focal points’.
· Fabio also noted that the literature may support the importance of proximity to green spaces, schools, food sources, but that the importance given to other types of land use may vary from one health unit to another: other important focal points may need to be decided on a community-specific basis. 
· The group discussed the possibility of making allowances for different walking speeds (e.g., children, adults, seniors). One external reviewer suggested avoiding time-based attempts to measure proximity and using linear distance only. 
· The group discussed whether allowances should be made for different focal shapes (e.g., point vs. polygon). This would be important for calculating proximity to, for example, a parkette vs. a large park.  The group suggested including indicator comments to provide calculation guidelines for various options (e.g., centroid, access points to an area etc.).
· One external reviewer suggested making the list of specific indicators more extensive. The group agreed that because the importance given a particular focal point will be health unit specific the list should not be expanded. 
· WalkScore – the group feels that the “proximity” Core Indicator will provide more useful information than the WalkScore. 
	· Deb will lead the revision of “Proximity to Community Focal Point”. Fabio and Steve will assist.

	5.4
	Ontario Roads Data

· One external reviewer suggested adding an introductory paragraph for clarity: 
· e.g., This Ontario Roads Data document describes three data sources: 
1. Ontario Road Network (ORN)

2. Road Network File (RNF)

3. Local Single-Line Road Network File (SLRN)
· The group agreed that this resource could benefit from additional general information (e.g., the origin of ORN data (i.e., quality depends on information provided by municipalities); when to choose one data source over another; strengths/limitations of the data sources; data access issues etc.)
· The group suggested adding a comment to advise users that it may be helpful to seek the guidance of a GIS specialist when working with the data.

· One external reviewer suggested providing examples of SLRN from local sources. 
	· Ryan will connect with Steve to draft an introductory paragraph. 

	5.5
	Digital Assessment Parcel Fabric

· One external reviewer questioned whether this is the same as the ‘Ontario Parcel Database’.
·  Ryan stated the two are somewhat different in content (i.e., Geometry is the same but the underlying data are different - Ontario parcel does not provide the full dataset) and access (Terranet is purchased while Ontario parcel data are free, provided data are not being purchased from Terranet). Health units typically don’t administer the data.
· The group agreed that this data source would also be strengthened by the addition of an introductory paragraph that includes some of this general information.
	· Ryan will connect with Steve to draft an introductory paragraph

	5.6
	Census of Canada/National Household Survey

· Natalie has begun revising the document.
	· Natalie will complete the revisions.

	6.0
	Moving Forward 
· LUM and “proximity” indicators will be completed before October 31st (feedback will be provided to Natalie by October 24th). 
· Data source resources, “job density” indicator will be completed at a later date. 
	

	7.0
	Next Meeting: December 13th, 10 am  – 12 pm
(LUM task group: October 9th, 10 am; Proximity to Community Focal Point task group: October 12, 9 am)
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