Core Indicators For Public Health In Ontario

AUGUST 5, 2010

Meeting Minutes: Core Indicators BUILT ENVIRONMENT Working Group 

	Date:
	

	Location:
	PHAC Regional Office

180 Queen Street West, 11th floor (room TBD)

Toronto, Ontario M5V 3L7

Teleconference: 

Toll Free: 1-877-413-4792
Local: 416-212-0400

Code: 3933852#

	Attendees: 
	Jaime Chow (York Region), Carol Craig (Sudbury), Kristie Daniel (Halton), Popy Dimoulas-Graham (PHAC), Steven Johnson (OAHPP), Sarah Maaten (Elgin St. Thomas), Jennifer Skinner (HKPR), Megan Williams (Simcoe-Muskoka)

	Regrets:
	Deb Moore (Niagara)

	Chair:
	Popy Dimoulas-Graham 

	Recorder:
	Kristie Daniel


Meeting Minutes: August 5, 2010
	
	Item
	Action

	1.0
	Welcome


	

	2.0
	Review and Approval of Agenda
	approved

	3.0
	Review of Minutes (July 8, 2010)
	Addition to 5.0 – “APHEO” should be added to working group to add clarity

	4.0
	Standing Items
	

	4.1
	Core Indicators Working Group (CIWG) update

No updates.

	

	5.0
	Updates
	

	5.1
	Action Items (July 8 meeting)

Steve to bring the following forward to the GIS working group: how to use GIS among areas (i.e. health unit areas) with low population density.  E.g. Kristi’s example, proximity to schools.

Update - working group meeting until not until September so Steve will bring it forward at that point.

Steve to inquire at OAHPP about providing support and/or funds to support local heath units with GIS expertise.

Update - OAHPP is not a funding organization but can provide expertise and in-kind contributions.  Steve is willing to help us.  Steve thinks it makes more sense for financial assistance to come from the Ministry side through their GIS strategy.  They are trying to roll out a GIS strategy to a broad group of stakeholders.  Kevin Lamb is the contact. Sarah mentioned that there might be volume discounts to Health Units (MNR data).  Access to software is only one element – capacity to use the data is a critical issue.   GIS capabilities differ between Health Units.  Seems many Health Units are accessing GIS help through municipalities.  Benefit to this approach as working with municipalities to help us getting the indicators provides opportunity for advocacy and raising awareness.  Problem with this approach is that the municipalities are not required to help us – so if relationships deteriorate then this could be a problem.  Discussion around LHIN’s and whether they have capacity – but decided there were problems with approaching them because of analytic capacity and differing mandates.

Decision - Decided that our working group is probably not the group to try and solve this problem and suggested that this was something for the broader Core Indicators group to consider.

Popy to contact other GIS specialists to inquire about whether they are willing/able to collaborate with Steve and the subgroup
Update - She contacted Loretta Ryan and she hasn’t heard back.  Deb contacted Ryan Waterhouse at Niagara but Deb wasn’t on the line so no update.  We were hoping to have someone for Steve to bounce ideas off of – Steve will liaise with GIS experts who he can talk to.

Popy will continue to pursue uploading the documents to the APHEO website.
Documents are uploaded to the APHEO website including minutes and section for our documents.

Kristie to share paper re: transportation and density thresholds. 

Completed.
Popy to develop expert list of potential reviewers (in progress). Jason Gilliland at Western has agreed. Peter Gozdyra from ICES is willing to review. Marissa Creatore and Kim Bergeron have been approached; waiting to hear back.
	
Steve to bring the following forward to the GIS working group in September: how to use GIS among areas (i.e. health unit areas) with low population density.  
Popy to bring the GIS discussion at the Core Indicators group

Megan to follow-up with Loretta



	5.2
	Directness of Routes/Density Subgroup

They included different definitions – but when they tried to look for definitions it became difficult.  They didn’t feel they had the expertise.  How much is legislated, how often do they change, are they consistent across?  Conclusion was that they should keep as is and then if someone has more expertise they can add.  

There will be challenges because each municipality defines low, medium, high differently.  Perhaps instead of trying to define, it would be better to direct HU’s to their municipality for definitions and perhaps a reference to other materials.  

We discussed the idea of comparing across HUs and we decided that this really wasn’t a tool to compare across HUs.  These indicators really don’t lend themselves to that kind of comparison.  Instead, they are more to assist HUs individually to examine their own community.


	Jamie and Jennifer to continue to meet.

	5.3
	Proximity subgroup

We’ve been trying to locate data sources and working on the calculations.  We’ve also been looking at definitions.  A lot of the information is contained in DMTI.  Right now Steve does have access but that might not be for long.   Peter G. said he got his greenspace data from DMTI.  We’ll be meeting today to discuss further.


	Subgroup to continue to meet.

	5.4
	Availability subgroup

They had discussions about the indicator and people would talk to their municipalities about what we can get from the municipalities.  Sidewalks on two sides, targets – all the literature is trying to get a sense of sidewalks on both sides of the street.  Sarah’s municipal GIS person said he could create a ratio. In his opinion, GIS is fairly consistently used across the province.  Most people are on GIS, you are likely to have roads to scale and there is a fairly good chance that they’ll be able to create a ratio.  Each municipality has different rules and not all differentiate between one side and two sides.  Roads information will always be available.  But, the one side vs. two sides will be more difficult.   Steve felt that was a little optimistic to think that all municipalities have roads/sidewalk data.  But, if they do it would be easy to create a ratio within a GIS.

Onus then would be on the person calculating at the HU to determine the meaning.  So, each municipality would have different by-laws related to roads.  So, for example, an arterial road in Community A is required to have sidewalks on both sides.  But, in Community B, the requirement might only be on one side.
As a result, the group simplified the indicators - now ratio of km sidewalk to ratio of road.  Need to be coordinated with the municipalities in your area to determine what this means.  

Steve –South Western Ontario Orthophotography Project (SWOOP).  Sarah confirmed that they used that project.  There is probably very good ortho imagery that could be used to help with sidewalks.  Could be a good data source.

Decided to simplify – but it might help internally.  Very distinct outcome indicator.

Kristie had questions around calculating the data – but each Health Unit needs to break it down and make it make sense for them.

Sarah used the example between Community A that has a ration of 0.3 whereas Community B has a ration of 0.75. It’s very difficult to compare these numbers as the A’s number includes lots of rural roads and B is majority urban.

No provincial requirements that we aware of.

Megan presented a new indicator that emerged from the discussion their group had around the availability indicator.  Megan was reviewing an article they were talking about indicators that were more policy related and reflected more on a programmatic perspective.  Most HUs are working at a policy level (ex. working on Official Plans) and then the implementation.  Availability of sidewalks is really an outcome implementation indicator, but group felt that there was merit in having a core indicator that looks at the policy piece.  Is there a policy or zoning by-law that requires a sidewalk or bicycle lane?  Has there been any Healthy Communities policies been added to their OPs, for example. 

Idea of specificity was discussed.  

Discussed the idea of an economic indicator.

Group agreed to send all three out together.  We’ll review internally first and then send out to external reviewers.


	Steve to send link to MNR site.

Group to review the new indicator and provide feedback at the next group.

Group to try and calculate 

Kristie to send Halton’s sidewalk data to Sarah.



	6.0
	Moving Forward
	

	6.1
	Next Steps


	Send Popy names of external reviewers.

Jamie to follow-up with Donna regarding her participation in the subgroup. If Donna is not available, then Megan and Kristie can follow-up with OPHA workgroup.

	6.2
	Timelines

	

	7.0
	National BE Indicator Workshop

Who is interested in participating by teleconference?  At the Royal York and October 21st. Popy will pick one person to come in person if possible.  
	Let Popy know if you are interested.

	8.0
	Next Meeting

Popy to send doodle request for sometime towards end of September/first week of October.
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