Commissioner’s Council for Local Public Health 

Minutes for meeting, August 6, 2010

1-3 PM at CHA in Wallingford

In Attendance:

Karen Buckley-Bates (Facilitator),  Scott Cook, Ralph Eno, Sharon Enot, Matt Hart, Jennifer Kertanis, Pamela Kilbey-Fox, Kathy Lewis, Mary Pettigrew, Baker Salsbury, Judy Sartucci (as substitute for Carolyn Wysocki), Karen Spargo

Guests:  Donna Hamzy, Eloise Hazelwood, Eugene Ciccone

Minutes:  Rebecca Foreman
Meeting convened at 1:07 PM.

Introduction:  Council members briefly introduced themselves.  A welcome was extended to new members, Kathy Lewis with the Connecticut Public Health Association and Sharon Enot with the Connecticut Association of Public Health Nurses.

Public Comment:  Eloise Hazelwood, RS, MPH, Director of Health for the Wallingford Health Department requested the council withdraw its motion to write a letter of support for the DPH proposal for the CDC’s public health infrastructure grant.  The motion was based on information presented at the meeting, but the proposal was not complete.  It’s important that we assess the impact to Local Health Departments/Districts (LHDs) in terms of ability to conduct/complete the requirements as written into the grant application.

Donna Hamzy of CCM stated she was uncomfortable with the council providing a letter without first seeing the completed grant application.  She suggested council members write individual letters of support if they felt comfortable doing so. 
Review of Minutes:  Eloise Hazelwood requested the minutes from the July 26th meeting be amended to clarify that certain towns were approached to join a District, but declined. She was particularly concerned that the minutes imply Durham agreed to join a District when they did not. Proposed language for the minutes was as follows:  “This was a very good process for Brookfield and Durham although they decided not to join a district at that time.”  A motion to approve the minutes as amended was made by Mary Pettigrew.  Karen Spargo seconded the motion.  Kathy Lewis and Judy Sartucci abstained from voting. All others approved.

Grant Update-Letter of Support:  Karen Buckley-Bates sent a draft letter to the council via email.  The drafted letter supported the local health infrastructure component of the grant application and reflected recommendations of the Governor’s Council.  The proposed letter did not address other components of the grant application.  

Karen Buckley-Bates asked the council how they would like to proceed with the draft letter.  No comments from the council members were made at that time.

Pamela Kilbey-Fox stated she thought a letter of support should come from the council.  She asked if changing any portion of the letter would help the council agree on supporting the local health component of the grant application.

Scott Cook stated that as a council we have a purpose and he understands supporting a piece of the grant.  However, a lot of questions still remain and as an association he didn’t feel as though he could support the grant as written.

Karen Buckley-Bates reminded the group that they are supporting this letter as a member of the council.  

Scott Cook stated that as a council member he is inclined to support the letter.  He asked if the vote requires a unanimous decision?  

Karen Buckley-Bates said that the council usually goes by simple majority.

Karen Spargo stated she was uncomfortable with the first sentence of the letter.  When asked if she had any suggestions she stated she needed to see the entire grant application prior to making suggestions.

Jennifer Kertanis stated the council wasn’t given the opportunity to have a discussion regarding the use of the grant funds.  If given the opportunity they may have had different views on how the money was spent.  As a representative of CADH, she could not support the letter.

Kathy Lewis also stated that CPHA was not able to support the letter without seeing the entire grant application.

Ralph Eno asked what the timeframe was to turn this letter around.  Karen Buckley-Bates told the council the letter would need to be included in the grant application, which is due on Monday, August 9, 2010.

Jennifer Kertanis motioned that the Commissioner’s Council not provide a letter of support due to the fact that we have not been able to review the grant application in it’s entirety.  Ralph Eno seconded this motion.  

Pamela Kilbey-Fox mentioned the council has worked hard as a group for the recommendations of the Governor’s Council.  This is a chance to get funding for a portion of the recommendations.

Matt Hart asked if there was a compromise that could be reached to come to a consensus on supporting the grant application?

Karen Buckley-Bates reviewed the two projects under the local health infrastructure component of the application

:

1) Funding to support the transition of part-time health departments to districts.

2) Funding to 56 of the full-time local health departments/districts to work towards the PHAB Standards.

These are two recommendations made by the Council.

Mary Pettigrew added that the grant would extend the time period for implementing the recommendations from 2 years to 5 years.  It would also allow more time for process and include a consultant to work with local health departments.

Pamela Kilbey-Fox stated that DPH had discussed the grant application with CADH Executive Board members.  They made suggestions for increasing the number of local health departments that would receive funding and would begin the PHAB process.  DPH made the changes to proposed project, increasing the number of local departments from 25 to 56.  The Executive Board also wanted money to go to the local health departments during the first year of the grant.  They also met with DPH Commissioner and Kim Martone (who is overseeing the grant application) to discuss their issues. Funding for the first year was not feasible because of the time it takes to execute contracts and we would need the first year to collaborate on a more detailed plan.  

Jennifer Kertanis stated that in the final report of the Governor’s Council on page 9 under the “Findings” section it states DPH transition program has shown to be ineffective.  She asked since this was a finding of the report why would we support the grant application with a letter of support?  
Mary Pettigrew responded that the proposed grant funds would only be given to part-time departments that have agreed to join a district to cover the initial costs and encourage districts to take on more towns. 

Mary also responded to questions about other projects included in the application. One key area of the larger grant application is to build Information Technology infrastructure.  There are still a number of functions performed by DPH that rely on paper and human tabulation, or depend on antiquated database systems, such as septic systems, private wells, foodborne outbreaks, TB and vital records.  For example, we do not have an electronic birth registry, which means the state is not in compliance with federal requirements.  The funding for these projects would assist local health departments as well as DPH because it would enhance our ability for information exchange and provide data for surveillance and future planning.  Funding would also support a Public Health Information (PHIN) coordinator, which is a requirement of the CDC.  This position would be an Epidemiologist who would coordinate all IT systems for efficiency and interoperability with local and federal partners.  

Karen Spargo asked what part of the money is going towards DPH as opposed to local health departments?  

Mary Pettigrew gave a breakdown of what goes to LHDs for the first year of: 

$125,000 would go for the transition process

$50,000 towards a consultant 

However, direct funding to local health departments would increase to $400,000 and $500,000 in the subsequent years.

Karen Spargo stated one of the issues is the data entry required for Maven.  

Pamela Kilbey-Fox explained that we may be able to do a data dump from Garrison into Maven if Garrison already has the data entered.  The LHDs input is needed in order to help DPH build a useable database.

Ralph Eno reiterated that he supported Jennifer Kertanis’ previous motion that a letter of support should not be signed at this time because there is not enough consensus from the public health professionals.  However, he did not want to discourage the council members who wanted to sign a letter.  He suggested restructuring the letter to say “the following members of the council…” 

Jennifer Kertanis motioned that a letter of support should not be sent from the council since a review of the complete application was not given.  Ralph seconded this motion.  Mary Pettigrew, Pamela Kilbey-Fox, and Bob Dakers opposed.  Judy Sartucci abstained from voting.  All others were in agreement with the motion.

PHAB Standards-Presentation and Discussion:  Rick Matheny presented on the Public Health Accreditation Board (PHAB) Standards and his recent trip to Tooele County, Utah where he reviewed their PHAB Standards Application.  The PHAB Standards are a joint effort of the Public Health Accreditation Board (PHAB), National Association of County & City Health Officials (NACCHO), Association of State and Territorial Health Officials (ASTHO), National Association of Local Boards of Health (NALBOH) and American of Public Health Association (APHA).

The PHAB Standards has an excellent website with great information.  It can be viewed at:  http://www.phaboard.org/
Rick passed around a copy of the PHAB Local & State assessment tools.  The tools are broken down into domains.  Each domain has measures with compliance measures.

A Health Department Readiness Checklist is available on the website.  For all of these tools go to:  http://www.phaboard.org/index.php/beta_test/bets_test_materials/
Rick explained that there is a definite cost associated with the testing.  Just to prepare for the application takes a full-time person about six months to complete.

Rick feels as though it will take time for the PHAB standards to be rolled out completely.  The PHAB is not prepared to review all of the applications at this time.

Is there a breakdown of costs?

Rick stated it varies based on population and other factors.  It is hard to give a baseline cost due to different variables.  A health department would have to complete a strategic plan, quality improvement plan and a community health assessment prior to testing.

Is it possible to complete the standards?

Rick said it’s not easy, but it is possible, it takes leadership, money and commitment.  The purpose is to improve the quality of public health services.

Matt Hart asked what CADHs thoughts are regarding implementation?

Jennifer Kertanis stated one of the proposals for the infrastructure grant is accreditation for both state and local.  The state has already put money toward the National Public Health Performance Standards Program.  CADH feels as though we should pick 2 or 3 domains to have a baseline assessment for every LHD to create a common understanding of what stage they are at.  This will also help engage LHDs in conversation about quality improvement.

Baker Salsbury stated the PHAB standards are the 1st logical step to get Connecticut in line with the rest of the nation.  We have a great deal of catching up to do. 

Recommendations:  Karen Buckley-Bates asked if there was any discussion on the recommendation section B1b:  

“By September 1, 2010, the Council will recommend to the Governor, Commissioner of Public Health, and legislative committees of cognizance the core local public health services, the standards by which such services will be measured, and the review process for determining whether local health departments and districts have met these standards. The Council will give consideration to nationally recognized standards, such as those being developed by the Public Health Accreditation Board. The Council will also recommend accountability measures for local health departments/districts not meeting performance standards, including remedial actions.”

A presentation was needed to help move towards a final decision on the PHAB Standards.  To change language of Legislation we must submit recommendations by the beginning of October.  If there are budget implications we must submit in September.

Matt Hart asked if CADH would be in a position to provide recommendations on what standards should be used for B1b.

Jennifer Kertanis stated that it would take some time, but that CADH could make recommendations.  

Karen Buckley-Bates reminded the group that there are some meetings scheduled not too far in the future.  Should those meetings be kept?  The group agreed that those meetings should be kept.

Matt Hart motioned:

1) To refer to CADH to propose the basic set of standards for local health departments by November 1st.  Their recommendations should be as specific as possible.  

2) To refer to CADH to propose legislative language regarding the use of the 10 Essential Public Health Services rather then the 8 monitoring services currently in Statute.  

3) The Council will create a sub-committee to look at the Per Capita legislation.  

Baker Salsbury seconded this motion.  All were in favor.  

Matt Hart and Bob Drakers will form the sub-committee.  Anyone interested in joining this sub-committee can contact Matt, Bob or Karen.

Is there any fiscal impact on a health department who would have to meet the 10 Essential Public Health Services as opposed to the 8 essential services currently in Statute?  

Karen Spargo stated the Naugatuck Valley Health District currently follows the 10 Essential Public Health Services more closely than they follow the required 8 services in regulation.  Therefore, for the Naugatuck Valley Health District there should not be a significant fiscal impact.  However, if a LHD does not follow the10 Essential Public Health Services currently there may be an added cost to that LHD.  

All agenda items were not completed.  Those that were not completed will be moved to the next agenda.

Future Meetings Scheduled:  

· 9/17/10 at CHA 1-3 PM

· Hold 10/4/10 at CHA 9:30 – 11:30 AM

Action Items:

· Rebecca:  Provide Council with link to Health Department Readiness Checklist from the PHAB website (provided above).

Meeting Adjourned 3:02 PM
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