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The MSPF Evaluation Meeting held on September 18, 2013 at the University Of Maryland School Of Pharmacy was attended by 31 Local Evaluators, Prevention Coordinators, and MSPF Coordinators, as well as Virgil Boysaw and Larry Dawson from the ADAA and the entire State Evaluation Team.  
A recap of the meeting is included below, with each section itemized by its order on the meeting agenda.
The meeting began with an introduction of the attendees and a discussion of the agenda and the objectives for the day.
The objectives of the evaluation meeting were:
· To clarify and discuss  MSPF reporting requirements  
· To present and discuss examples of data collection implementation plans and data tracking tools

1. Reports for the Strategic Planning Phase
For the first agenda item, Michelle Campbell discussed Implementation Plan reporting and IRB requirements.  
a. Implementation Plan
Currently, 14 of the 24 MSPF jurisdictions are in the implementation phase of the project.  It is during this phase that evaluation activities should begin, and participants were reminded that evidence-based strategy protocols should be used to create action steps for strategy implementation in their yearly Strategic Plan Part II submissions.  Protocols for many strategies can be found on the MSPF website at http://adaa.dhmh.maryland.gov/mspf/SitePages/Implementation.aspx.  If communities don’t follow an established protocol, they need to ask for authorization from the ADAA and the State Evaluation Team before proceeding with a strategy; they should also chronicle the action steps of their strategies so the strategy implementation can be compared to evidenced-based practices that have already been tested. 
Communities were asked to make sure to update the table in the Strategic Plan Part II Worksheet #1: Local Implementation Plan each year with new action steps that will be carried out in the coming year.  The document should evolve as the implementation phase progresses.  Communities were also asked to discuss any changes in the Strategic Plan Part II since the previous year’s submission in narrative form in the Strategic Planning Summary section of the document.  The Strategic Plan Part II form will be edited to included language requesting such information in the directions for this section and the updated document will be posted on the website.
In response to questions from the audience, it was clarified that submissions for Strategic Plan Part II for the fiscal year should be submitted to the State Evaluation Team and the ADAA for evaluative purposes. 
b. IRB
Michelle covered the IRB requirements for local communities as part of MSPF.  IRB abstract summaries are required by the IRB at DHMH and this document should be completed at the same time as Strategic Plan Part II documents, as the IRB abstract needs to be approved before implementation of strategies and collection of evaluation data.  The 9 steps for the IRB process were laid out (see attached slides, slide 12), with the MSPF State Evaluation Team handling the majority of the process once the IRB abstract has been completed and approved by the county health officer.
Communities were encouraged to submit their IRB abstract summary using only secondary data information.  This will help ensure a more rapid process for IRB approval and any primary data collection plans can be submitted at a later time through an amendment to the abstract.  Taking this approach will allow many communities to clear the IRB process and begin implementation sooner.  
A question was asked regarding IRB for parent survey’s to collect additional data for strategic planning.  Michelle responded that if data is being used more for assessing the community’s needs rather than for future evaluation, IRB isn’t as much of an issue, especially if adults are being surveyed instead of those under the age of 18.  The State Evaluation Team will follow up with the IRB at DHMH for any grey areas for when surveys are being used.
2. Reports for the Evaluation Phase
Next, Adam Tate discussed evaluation plans before handing the podium over to Dr. Françoise Pradel for a discussion of evaluation reports and their guidelines.
a. Evaluation Plans
The State Evaluation Team recommends that an evaluation plan be completed in conjunction with the creation of the implementation plan.  An evaluation plan enables communities to lay out the types of questions they want to answer during implementation of strategies and should help the evaluator respond to items needed for the biannual evaluation report.  The State Evaluation team has provided an evaluation report template and example on the MSPF website (http://adaa.dhmh.maryland.gov/mspf/SitePages/Evaluation.aspx); however, MSPF jurisdictions are not required to submit evaluation plans and local evaluators are at liberty to design their own evaluation plan if they so choose.  
The attendees were polled to ask whether or not they thought the evaluation plan was helpful in writing the evaluation report.  Out of attendees whose communities were currently in the implementation phase of the MSPF project, 30% responded that it was “very helpful,” 20% said it was “somewhat helpful,” 30% said it was “not very helpful,” and 20% said they did not use an evaluation plan.  
When the question was put to the audience for discussion, a few of the local evaluators stated that they didn’t feel as if the evaluation plan correlated enough with the evaluation report to be really useful.  Some evaluators have created their own plans for tracking purposes and to use for answering questions in the evaluation report, occasionally using the State Evaluation Team’s evaluation plan as a guidance document.

b. Local evaluators feedback on current evaluation report outline
Dr. Francoise Pradel noted that in the evaluation reports that had been submitted during the January to June 2013 reporting period there were no problems with Sections 1 (Geographical MSPF Area) and 2 (Contributing Factors); she pointed out that the information in the contributing factors section can be taken directly from the Contributing Factors Summary from Strategic Plan Part I.  
For Sections 3 (Strategies Selected), 4 (Process Evaluation), and 8 (Conclusions), the evaluation team had planned on providing more specific directions for filling out the report directly on the Evaluation Report Instructions Template.  There was some discussion of the details of these instructions, which can be found on the attached Evaluation Meeting PowerPoint (slides 15-17), but the audience began asking questions and the discussion quickly turned into a debate about whether or not there isn’t an “easier way” for local evaluators to provide the necessary reporting information. 
The fact that the current Evaluation Report outline was decided upon in conjunction with local evaluators during a meeting with the State Evaluation Team in June 2012 was brought up by Dr. Francoise Pradel, but she also noted that we couldn’t know how well it would work until local evaluators started using it for reporting purposes.  
Some of the major complaints were:
· The report outline is too cumbersome and doesn’t mesh as well with the evaluation plan template as it could. It is manageable for the local evaluators, but it is a more difficult document for non-evaluators to manage and understand.
· The evaluation report is repetitive of information that had been submitted in other documents previously (e.g. Needs Assessment and Strategic Plan).  There was also a question about whether or not the report had to be filled out following the actual outline.  The State Evaluation Team does want MSPF communities’ evaluation reports to adhere to the outline, and intentionally has asked for information to be repeated; this reason for this is the State Team has to review these reports for each community every six months, and maintaining the uniformity of the document and repeating pertinent information makes that process much more manageable and ensures a more consistent evaluation process.
· Some evaluators said it would be easier to use charts to indicate certain information.  The State Evaluation Team concurred, and suggested adding charts to organize certain information (e.g. lists of contributing factors or strategies), but also indicated that a narrative is required as well as charts and tables to explain in more detail the necessary evaluation information.
In the end, it was decided that a workgroup of local evaluators and members of the State Evaluation Team should reformat the document to incorporate lessons learned from the first round of evaluation reporting.  The evaluation plan’s role in evaluation reporting will be covered by this workgroup as well.  Requests for volunteers will go out at the beginning of October and the group should meet during that same month.
Dr. Pradel emphasized that the information we’ve asked for in the main sections of the evaluation report is information the State Evaluation Team must receive from the local MSPF communities, regardless of the format of the evaluation report.  Even though all the information included in the report may or may not be of interest to the MSPF community leaders, this information is required for both the MSPF communities and the State Evaluation Team to meet their evaluative obligations to the State of Maryland and the Federal Government as a condition of the MSPF project grant.
Dr. Pradel also noted the evaluation report should include factors that are currently impacting underage alcohol use, binge drinking, and alcohol-related crashes other than those dictated in each communities’ MSPF project strategies and initiatives, whether they are interventions funded through other grants, implemented through unaffiliated organizations, or imposed by the local government.  This information allows the State Evaluation Team to consider outside factors influencing alcohol-use on the outcomes of the MSPF project goals.
c. Evaluation Team guidance based on reviewing submitted reports
After the discussion of the evaluation report outline feedback, Dr. Pradel went over some formatting reminders for evaluation reports, as well as some lessons learned from the first round of reporting. 
The formatting points included:
· The latest Evaluation Report outline can always be found on the MSPF website (http://adaa.dhmh.maryland.gov/mspf/SitePages/Evaluation.aspx). 
· The report outline should be followed directly.
· The report should begin with a cover page indicating the county name, and headers and page numbers should be included.
· Each section of the report should include headings and subheadings written out as they are provided in the evaluation report outline (instead of just numbers and letters corresponding to each section).  An example of how this should look was provided in a handout during the meeting and is attached to this meeting recap (“Evaluation Report Example”).
· Do not refer to other sections of the report and/or other documents (e.g. Strategic Planning documents); information should be repeated as needed to make the document review process more efficient.
Lessons learned items included:
· Please address all items in the report outline.  When an item is not applicable, please provide a short sentence to indicate why not. 
· If strategies or action steps were not implemented as originally planned this should be indicated in section 8 (Conclusions) of the report, included a narrative discussing why there had to be a deviation from the original plan.
· Be as specific and detailed as possible when addressing data that have been collected.  Tabulations and charts can be useful tools for this.
· Make sure to describe the tracking tools that were used to organize the data collected.  Tracking tools can be word documents, excel spreadsheets, access databases, or hand-written notes.
Once the evaluation report workgroup has met, new document information will be sent out to all MSPF leadership team members and will be posted on the MSPF website
3. Data Management
After lunch, we began with a poll question asking if attendees had ever used the ADAA MSPF website to get materials or information for the MSPF project steps.  65% of attendees responded that they had used the website.  Afterward, the meeting turned to a discussion of data management.  This discussion was facilitated by Adam Tate, but the main portion of the presentation was made up of local evaluators presenting the data collection plans and tracking tools that they have developed for their respective communities.
a. Data Collection Implementation Plan
Data collection plans detail the steps necessary to effectively gather any data of interest while maintaining consistency in collection and fidelity of results.  Such plans can be used for administering surveys, the collection of law enforcement data, focus group interviews, and other collection activities.
Marge Rosensweig, a local evaluator for Baltimore, Calvert, Howard, and St. Mary’s County presented the data collection plan she created for conducting intercept interview surveys in St. Mary’s County.  The purpose of the survey collection is to evaluate parents’ perspectives on alcohol issues and St. Mary’s County, and to determine whether or not they have seen the St. Mary’s MSPF media messages and if those messages have had an effect on their perspectives, behaviors, and/or actions.  The plan includes instructions on how to dress, tips for engaging and interaction with potential respondents, and what to do with the respondents’ interview forms once they are complete.
b. Data Tracking Tools
Next we turned to data tracking tools.  A data tracking tool is a program or document that is used to keep track of any data that has been collected and to organize it for future analysis.  Excel spreadsheets, Word documents, Access data sets, and specific data tracking software can all be used.  
First, Tim Kerns – local evaluator for Cecil County – presented the Excel spreadsheet he uses to keep track of the enforcement data collected from the seven different law enforcement agencies partnered with the MSPF coalition for the project.  The document is very straightforward and provides an easily understood snapshot of enforcement numbers (e.g. compliance checks conducted and number of citations written) each month as collected.
Next, Erin Artigiani – local evaluator for Carroll and Washington Counties – presented the evaluation data collection tables she created in Word for Carroll County.  Each section is organized by strategy being implemented and lays out (in table form) the action steps that have been completed so far for each strategy and the data figures for the relevant data of interest for each strategy.  This method allows her to keep all the information needed in one place for easy viewing for data results thus far in the project.
Finally, Linda Walls – local evaluator for Caroline, Dorchester, Kent, Queen Anne’s, Somerset, Talbot, and Worcester County’s – demonstrated the REACH software programming that she is using to manage the data collection for the counties over which she has evaluative responsibility.  The software is customizable to the MSPF project and can be bought from a designated vendor to be applied for data evaluative purposed for local organizations.  
The demonstration of the different data collection and tracking tools being used by different evaluators was meant to highlight the many different ways that the necessary evaluation information for the MSPF project can be managed by the MSPF jurisdictions.
4. Monthly  reports
For the next portion of the meeting, Nicole Sealfon discussed monthly report activities.  We’ve been receiving reports from all counties for almost two years at this point, and the State Evaluation Team enters all the information from the monthly reports into an Access database.  To make sure the database is populated accurately, Nicole went over common issues with the monthly reports.  They are listed below and can be found in the attached Evaluation Meeting PowerPoint (slides 30 – 33).
· Question 2: Coalition Activities
· Include information on coalition meetings, TA trainings, and state site visits
· All other coalition activities should be listed in  Question 4
· Question 4: Capacity Building
· List all awareness activity about alcohol or coalition capacity building in the community
· Include meetings and other activities that took place to build or strengthen relationships in the community
· Implementation activities should NOT be included in this section!

A clarifying question was asked at this point – if coalition members attend a back to school night to raise awareness and hang out materials, and that activity is in the implementation plan where should it be listed?  Such activity should definitely be listed in the implementation section since it is part of the coalition’s implementation plan, but can also be listed under capacity building.  Any other activities that fall outside of MSPF implementation plans should be listed under capacity building.

· Question 6: Implementation
· Include all implementation action steps/activities completed in the past month per strategy
· Include any measurable outcome updates
· Questions 8, 9 & 10: Successes, Problems & Technical Assistance Needs
· Complete these sections, as they help us identify common problems or technical needs to which we can respond
5. CLI
The final portion of the Evaluation Meeting was a discussion of CLI reporting concerns and requirements, led by Nicole Sealfon.
Some communities may need to make changes to the list of individuals who have access to the CLI reporting website.  Each community is allowed two individuals with access.  If changes need to be made, please contact the State Evaluation Team with information about the necessary updates.
Some reminders about CLI Part I:
· The upcoming CLI Part I report covers the period from October 1, 2012- September 30, 2013.
· The CLI reporting forms can be filled out at any time during the reporting period.
· Submissions for this period CLI Part I report are due to state evaluation team at the latest by October 15, 2013.
CLI Part I collects data about the progress of the subrecipient community up to this point in the MSPF process.  Two important sections of the CLI Part I report were highlighted during the meeting
a. In Section 5D, Prevention Interventions Implementation, the review questions in this section (numbers 77 – 162) are meant to make sure each community is collecting the data necessary to complete the CLI report.  Specific questions focus on environmental strategies related to policy change, enforcement, communication, and the activities carried out the affect the implementation of those strategies.  

For example, for environmental strategies related to “enforcement” implemented during the reporting period, questions asked are:
· Have you conducted compliance checks?
· How many compliance checks?
· Have you established sobriety checkpoints?
· How many checkpoints?
· How frequently were checkpoints implemented during this reporting period?
More examples can be found on the PowerPoint slideshow (slides 34-39)
b. Question #163
CLI Part I Question #163 (“Name interventions and corresponding strategies delivered during this reporting period.”) is to be submitted directly to the State Evaluation Team to be entered into the Prevention Management Reporting and Training System (MRT) for each communities’ CLI.  If communities haven’t yet submitted question #163 they need to complete it and send it in, focusing on strategies currently being implemented in the MSPF community.  
The document “Guidance for Question 163” (which can be found on the website at http://adaa.dhmh.maryland.gov/mspf/SitePages/MSPF_Reporting.aspx and also attached to these minutes) lays out how to complete this question.  MSPF coalition leaders are also welcome to contact the State Evaluation Team for assistance in filling out this section.  
c. CLI Part II
The CLI Part II reporting period is April 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013 and submissions are due to the state evaluation team at the latest by October 15, 2013.  
CLI Part II collections information about the specific prevention interventions and strategies being implemented by each MSPF sub recipient community; any communities not currently in the implementation phase are therefore not required to submit CLI Part II.  
For each prevention strategy being implemented both the sub-form survey and demographic survey portions of Part II must be completed.  During the meeting, Nicole went through an example of how to fill out the CLI Part II.  If any communities need assistance when they are working on this report they are welcome to contact the State Evaluation Team for assistance.
6. Wrap-up
To end the day the State Evaluation Team polled the attendees to find out what other types of trainings they would like to have offered to their coalitions and leadership teams in the future.  The results of this poll are below:
· Program Sustainability Training – 15 votes
· Coalition Building Training – 7 votes
· Data Analysis Training – 6 votes
· Primary Data Collection Methods – 6 votes
· Enacting Policy Change – 6 votes
· Cultural Competency – 3 votes
These preferences will be taken into account for future trainings down the road.
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