EVALUATION RESULTS 
Third Annual RRFSS Workshop, June 23, 2004

“The RRFSS Gets Results: The RRFSS IN 2004”

The Third Annual RRFSS Workshop was held at Technology Enhanced Learning (TEL) Building, 88 The Pond Road, York University Keele Campus, Toronto on June 23, 2004. York University Institute for Social Research sponsored the event. 

A total of 65 people registered for the workshop and 60 people participated. Forty-two evaluation forms were completed and retuned by participants. The evaluation questions (in black) and the results of these questions (in blue) are presented below.

Q1.
Who do you represent? 
The majority of workshop participants that completed Evaluation Forms were RRFSS-participating health units. There were 12 non-responses. The response results were as follows:





RRFSS-participating health unit

19





Non RRFSS-participating health unit
0

External Organization


11








Total Responses



30
Q2a.
How useful did you find the presentations? 
	Presentations
	Very Useful
	Somewhat Useful
	Not Very Useful
	No Response
	Total

	Dr. Ziya Gizlice, BRFSS North Carolina Coordinator:  Experiences from the BRFSS in North Carolina
	27
	13
	2
	0
	42

	Eric Holowaty, Cancer Care Ontario: CCO Goals and the Role of RRFSS 
	22
	18
	2
	0
	42

	David Northrup, ISR: RRFSS Response Rates
	35
	7
	0
	0
	42

	Wil Ng and Erin Kennedy, Toronto Public Health:  Child Development Module Project
	24
	15
	3
	0
	42

	Ruth Sanderson, Middlesex –London Health Unit: Learning From Our Successes: Building a Parent-Only RRFSS
	32
	8
	1
	1
	42

	Hong Ge, Simcoe County District Health Unit: RRFSS Website Prevalence Result Posting
	18
	18
	5
	1
	42

	Yvonne Gray, Central East Health Information Partnership: Falls in Seniors and RRFSS
	13
	25
	4
	0
	42

	Marc Hamel, Canadian Community Health Survey (CCHS)
	13
	22
	1
	7
	42


 The majority of respondents (over 80% for each presentation) indicated the presentations were useful (very or somewhat). The table below shows the break down of ‘Very Useful’ ‘Somewhat Useful’ and ‘Not Very Useful’ responses.
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The “RRFSS Response Rates” presentation had the highest ‘Very Useful’ responses with 83%, followed by “Building a Parent-Only RRFSS” with 76% of responses.

None of the respondents indicated ‘Not at all Useful’. 

Q2b. 
If you think one or more of the presentations were not useful, please indicate why?

The comments were as follows: 

CCO Presentation

-Analysis issues/content is very advanced (beyond most local HU abilities) and makes what were doing feel inadequate -the info is good but also intimidating 

-Too much time on what we already know –would have liked more info on the complex elements of the presentation 

Website Posting Presentation

-Nothing new 

-It would have been more useful to explain the macros in detail rather than walk us through how the project was administered 

-Not too interested in the specifics of some of the talks –focus more on methods and process not background and applied use 

Falls in Seniors

-Very specific –not generalize-able for me 

-Not interested in some of the subject matter, also some were not methodologically strong

CCHS Presentation

-Good in theory, did not present any practical use of both CCHS and RRFSS together

-Would have been better if more time allowed 

Q3.
What suggestions do you have for future topics for the annual workshop?

The suggestions about future workshop topics seemed to fall into two main categories: information on technical methods/analysis and information about the use of results. One comment highlights this split: “Maybe have two streams: 1) Technical 2) Application of results”. Comments were as follows:

Methodology and Analysis

-Complex analysis how-to training

-Weighting of survey results

-Validating of RRFSS modules

-How-to analyse quicker/better

-Time –trends

-More on analysis and use of data perhaps a hands-on session analysis (weighting, standardization etc.)

-Any validation work done or planned for of the questions, or other data quality/connection work

-Advanced analysis

-Maybe a concentration on methodology –talks like David’s on responses and Eric’s on analysis

-More CCO presentations

-More in-depth discussion of data weighting/analysis 

-Educational session

-One-day training workshop on analysis complex surveys

-Explanatory modelling

-Methodogical issues

Results

-Examples of how RRFSS data have been used by organizations (specific examples for program planning, monitoring and/ or evaluation, policy development 

-Concentration on results maybe targeted towards other stakeholders, organizations (Ministry, CCO, Cancer Society, March of Dimes, etc.)

-Good to hear the outcomes of external data requests
-Impact in the community/HU of the RRFSS and in program planning 

Others
-Data Sharing

-RRFSS as a tool for other provinces (benchmark)

-What other Provinces are doing. The BRFSS experience would continue to be important

-RRFSS collaborations between HUs and other agencies

-Mental health and RRFSS

-Continue to invite CCHS 

-How RRFSS has evolved from the previous year (i.e. what advances/improvements have been made)

Q4a.
How well were the workshop objectives met? 

The majority of respondents felt the workshop either met or exceeded the objectives.  Over 50% of respondents indicated the objectives were in the ‘met’ category. The following table displays all the results:

	Objective
	Exceeded
	Met
	Nearly Met
	Missed
	No

Response
	Total Responses

	1) To demonstrate the scope of data analysis and utilization using practical examples from the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 
	12
	27
	2
	1
	1
	42

	2) To promote and demonstrate how RRFSS is being used in public health units for data collection, data analysis and dissemination of results
	11
	26
	3
	2
	2
	42

	3) To provide an opportunity for RRFSS-participating health units to share their experiences in RRFSS.


	7
	25
	7
	1
	1
	42

	4) To provide information and promote discussion regarding the complimentary roles of the RRFSS and the Canadian Community Health Survey (cchs)
	6
	22
	8
	3
	3
	42


Q4b. 
If you think the workshop did not meet one or more of the objectives please indicate why? 

The respondents comments to this question fell into three categories, not enough on the complementary role of the CCHS, not enough discussion time, and not enough about use of RRFSS results. The comments were as follows:

CCHS

-Speaker from CCHS provided NO ideas about how CCHS and RRFS were complementary

-Not enough discussion on complementary /duplication of CCHS/RRFSS

-CCHS speaker did not really address the topic of complementary roles of two surveys

-The last presentation (CCHS) does not really address the complimentary roles of CCHS and RRFSS but the discussion did

Discussion Time

-Time pressure made all talks rushed, shorter breaks, no time to interact

-Not enough discussion time based on planned agenda

-More time for questions, discussion, have presenters pose questions to us as RRFSS reps

-Would like to see more informed and/or small groups sessions to share ideas/discuss issues; maybe poster sessions

Results

-Not enough discussion of dissemination on most presentations

-More details would be interesting on local accomplishments and use of RRFSS. Methods of dissemination

-It would have been nice to see an actual example of how a public health unit/s have used RRFSS data

-Most of the presentations were on special studies (which were good) –all this meant was that we didn’t hear much from individual Health Units

Q5.
In an overall general sense, how satisfied were you with the workshop? 

All of the respondents were either very satisfied or mostly satisfied with the workshop: 57% were very satisfied and 43% were mostly satisfied. None of the respondents indicated they were dissatisfied.

Q6.
What did you like most about the workshop?

Most of the respondents commented on this question. Their responses fell into three main categories – the quality and variety of the presentations, networking, and the location. Their comments were as follows:

Presentations
-Comprehensive topic coverage

-BRFSS presentation, CCO presentation

-Speaker’s presentations were excellent and relevant

-Variety of speakers (HUs, CCO, CCHS reps) from various organizations

-BRFSS presentation

-High quality and variety of speakers

-Wide range of topics of universal interest to RRFFSS partners

-Hearing RRFSS projects from HUs

-Listening to the speakers

-Very informative, covered a lot of aspects of RRFS and personalized it

-Gave me some concrete ideas about some of the projects I am currently working on

-Variety of presentations

-Broad range of topics

-The diversity of topics, applications and use of the data

-RRFSS vs CCHS; Complexity of analysis addressed; Illustration of RRFSS –like survey building on RRFSS; Response rate issues addressed

-Excellent discussion

-I liked the audio in Ruth’s presentation –it brought us aware of the work of the interviewer

-Presentation of new information/ideas

-Wide variety of presentations on different projects going on related to workshop

-Variety

-The opportunity to understand/experience the usefulness of RRFSS that I did not think of before

-The BRFSS, CCO, Response rates and London presentations

-Opportunity to discuss complimentary roles of CCHS

-Initialized discussion/thoughts re data sharing (we should!) and CCHS/RRFSS roles

Networking

-Chance to meet the people behind RRFSS

-Good networking

-Networking opportunity

-Opportunity to network and learn more about RRFSS

-Good networking

Location

-The new place provides better facility than last year

-The room, food and seeing people

-Great site

-Viewing the lab and talking to ISR project coordinators at lunch

Q7.
What did you like least about the workshop?
The respondent’s comments about what they ‘liked the least’ mainly focused on the presentation timelines/time restrictions. Comments were as follows:

Presentation timelines /time restrictions

-Agenda too packed –too many presenters for one day

-The fact that most presenters did not have time to finish their talks –esp BRFSS speaker and CCO –we missed out on results

-Time restrictions for presenters –some were cut off prematurely while others permitted longer

-Some presenters do need to time their presentations

-Short time lines for presenters

-Being over-time on most presentations

-The fact that many presenters were rushed

-Speakers somewhat rushed due to time constraints

-Most presenters seemed to give too much “front-end” and didn’t get to the real story until it was too late and important stuff had to be rushed

-Speakers not coming with presentations that fir into their allotted times –it was incredibly frustrating to see everyone try to rush through their presentations

-Not on timeline with agenda

-Due to Eric exceeding his time limit it left the remaining speakers having to rush  *Being prepared is important and knowingly continuing to speak beyond your presentation time is disrespectful to your peers

-Timekeeping –later presenters had to pay because earlier presenters not reined in

-Some of the presentations were cut short –presenters need to cut short some of their introductory information at the beginning of their talks so that they can concentrate more on their results

-Too much for one day –fewer talks and more time for questions

-Having to rush presentations

-Time was too short for the speakers to address their topics. I would have liked to have covered the BRFSS and CCO presentations till the end

-Timelines were not met. Not enough time allocated to the afternoon component (RRFSS and CCHS) therefore had to rush through and exceeded schedule to end workshop

-Felt a bit rushed, would have liked more time for BRFSS speaker

Other comments

-Poor snack distribution

-Day of week

-Not a lot of discussion regarding sources of funding for PHU that cannot support RRFSS

-Driving to York U in rush hour traffic –no funding from my HU for hotel rooms

-Toronto rush hour traffic!… hard to fix!?!

-MOHLTC people left or did not show up!

-Technology –could have been less disruptive between talks if person set up during questions from earlier presenters

-Statistical detail

Q8.
What suggestions do you have to improve future workshops?
The comments about improving the workshop mainly fell into three categories: changing the length of the workshop, suggestions for the type of presentations and suggestions on the format/logistics for the presentations. Comments were as follows:

Increase Length of Workshop
-Increase the length to 1.5 days –allow more discussion

-Add 1 hour

-Very long day for those travelling long distances–perhaps expand and have a hands-on skills development component on another day

-Split the workshop into a two day program

-Start it earlier in day

Type of Presentations

-Fewer sessions –less time pressure –longer BBRFSS presentation would be interesting

-Continued discussion on CCHS and RRFSS 

-Description of practical analysis methods for pooled RRFSS data

-Open forum to discuss future of RRFSS –re assess needs

-Could perhaps have some breakout groups on different topics

Presentation Format/Logistics

-Suggest loading all presentations into the computer before the workshop so that valuable time does not get wasted on set up

-Have presenters send presentations in advance so they can be loaded and ready on a central computer. This will help save time. 

-Have technical logistic issues resolved

-Ensure all presenters are prepared to meet their time commitments

-Give people a 5 min warning before the 2 minute one

-Skip the specific examples/background –more handouts on methods, process, analysis (technical issues versus applications)

-Fewer presenters –more depth –quality not quantity

-Fewer presenters

-Ask the presenters to prepare and provide handouts

-Have presentations better organized so that we don’t have to waste time sorting out technical issues

-Give presenters more time

-Items that require a considerable time for discussion should be placed earlier on the agenda (RRFSS and CCHS)

Other comments

-Invite more people from the Ministry and other organizations –it is important to promote RRFSS and get the information out

Q9.
Please comment on the venue, location, food etc…

Most of the respondents responded positively to the workshop venue, location and food etc. However, there were some suggestions/comments regarding the food. Comments are listed below.

Positive -General

-Excellent (10 responses)

-Very good (4 responses)

-Perfect!

-Great (4 responses)

-Wonderful

-Better

-Excellent - I don’t mind travelling to York if the room is nice and the food is good!

-York U is still in middle of no where, but if the price is right and convenient for most…

Positive –Venue

-Great building

-Room and room location much better then last year

-Great venue, food excellent –Comraderie good

-Great building, room and food! –good temperature too! 

-The room is excellent -but too cold

-Good location, central, accessible

-Excellent facility!

-Great new building

-Very nice location, nice building and workshop rooms.

Positive -Food

-Food was great

-Excellent food –hard to resist all the desserts, pastries

-Great snacks

-Liked the restaurant much better than last year

-Yummy food!

-Good food and the walk back and forth was good

Other Food Suggestions/Comments

-The food was good, but variety at breaks would be appreciated (healthier choices such as fruit and cheese)

-Lunch was a lot of carbs –choices other than pasta would have been appreciated

-Venue and food was good –distribution of snacks was a little crowded

-Refreshments were not healthy in the morning. Would prefer healthier choices (e.g. Fruit, bagels)

-Excellent –but hard to get snacks during break

-Lunch food average

Q10.
Please add any additional comments.
Several of the respondents provided complements about the workshop in their additional comments, and several provided some suggestions for the next workshop. Their comments were as follows:

Complements

-Great workshop

-Looking forward to next years

-Overall, a very informative workshop –Bravo!

-Keep it up next year!

-Thanks

-Good work

-Thank you!

-Very interesting day –excellent presentations. The day flowed well

-Well done organising committee –appreciate your efforts

-Appreciated receiving the handouts

-Thanks for the major effort, well done

-Congratulations to Lynne, Kathy and ISR on a well –organized and successful workshop

-Always a joy hearing about BRFSS

Suggestions for next Workshop

-Reusable cups and plates would have been more environmentally friendly

-Must do a better job of keeping speakers on schedule. With many from out of town, leaving late could be a problem

-Less formal talks, more time for Q & A or informal discussion

-We have to add another day to the workshop so we could have more time for questions

-It would be interesting to bring (invite) guests of Health Canada, MOHLTC, and DHC. I think students of different applied programs (Data Analysts, Statistician etc, related to health) would be very interested on learning, contributing on RRFSS
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