NOPREN Meeting Minutes

July 22, 2011
9:00-11:00 am

Health Promotion Research Center Large Conference Room
In attendance:  Allen Cheadle, Amy Ellings, Brian Saelens, Branden Born, Claire Lane, Deborah Allen Donna Johnson, Erin MacDougall, Kirsten Frandsen, Laura Hitchcock, Laurie Anderson, Laurie Ringaert Marilyn Sitaker, Mark Doescher, Nadine Chan (phone), Nadiya Beckwith-Stanley, Patricia Lichiello, Vic Colman (phone)
Staff:  Mary Podrabsky , Emilee Quinn
Student: Bridget Igoe

Excused: Anne Vernez-Moudon, Chris Hawkins, Donna Oberg,  Jeff Harris,  Linda Stone,  Pablo Monsivais, Tricia Kovacs
1.) Introductions

The meeting was convened at 9:00 am by Donna Johnson, and introductions were made.  Donna welcomed Amy Ellings as the new NOPREN representative from DOH, and Marilyn Sitaker spoke about her new position with Battelle Research Center in Seattle.
2.) Nutrition Policy Feasibility Study
Emilee Quinn presented an update on the Nutrition Policy Feasibility Study.  All three phases of the surveys have been conducted (National NOPREN members, Washington State stakeholders and state policy makers), and follow-up interviews are being scheduled with key individuals.   Presentation slides and other materials are posted on the NOPREN website.  http://depts.washington.edu/nopren/docs/Access-Healthy-Foods-Policy-Feasibility-Study-FINAL.pdf
http://depts.washington.edu/nopren/docs/Policy-Feasibility-Study-Impact-Feasibilty-Matrices.pdf
Key points from the subsequent discussion with WA NOPREN members:

· The legislator/policy maker survey response rate (33%) and n (13) is low.  We should consider surveying all legislators, not just heads of committees

· Timing:  we might get a better response in September (August is bad because of vacations).

· Political and Implementation Feasibility:  although political feasibility ranked lower overall, the top three are ranked the same
· Many respondents to survey spoke of the need for “education.”  What is meant by this?  Education about impact of marketing?  Individual level education?  Would be good to clarify this during interviews if possible

· A question was raised about how policy was defined for survey respondents.  Emilee explained that policy was defined broadly-not just as items that have to go through a legislative process.

· For the report, members felt that it would be important to clearly describe our process for which policies were included and which weren’t.  

· For Washington State, a big policy issue is how we use our resources.  Talk about this in the report.

· A question was raised about how we can keep a list of proposed policies up to date-what kind of methodology could be used to do this?  (for example, seeking policy ideas from State Food Policy Councils; the National Council of State Legislators has a process for categorizing all food policies that come up for consideration in states – per Erin M.) 

· Amy E:  of most value to the Interagency working group would be a 1-2 page document that describes the study, issues raised, and that separates the “big Ps” from program and funding issues.  State agencies are looking for good ideas to do now.
· The Interagency working group is looking for ideas to bring to the legislature.  For our report, we can describe how we are putting forth a list of policies that were vetted by national and state policy and content experts.  We could consider handing over a list of items that are high in all areas (political and implementation feasibility and impact) to see if these items can rise quickly.

· Several members felt  that a good way to get our “n” up for policy makers is to speak directly with them.  Patricia L. spoke about a focus group type of meeting that she had with legislators-several members present at one time.   Could we consider this approach?

· When describing the limitations of the study, it’s important to note that not all respondents were knowledgeable about barriers and gaps of each policy presented in the survey.

3.)  Rural Work Group 
Bridget Igoe reported on the work she has been doing on the Rural Food Access Assessment Project.  

Bridget’s slides and discussion materials are posted on the NOPREN website.

http://depts.washington.edu/nopren/docs/Igoe-B-07222011.pptx
http://depts.washington.edu/nopren/team-docs
The goal of this project is to develop a conceptual model that reflects similarities and differences in rural food access across states, with a long term goals of publishing a framework paper and developing a shared protocol for case studies to understand rural food access in different areas.  Bridget provided the group with 4 conceptual models, and asked for feedback about their components as they might relate to a conceptual model about rural food access.
Key points from the subsequent discussion with WA NOPREN members:

· There are benefits to each model, but none describe the “big picture” – the interface with the consumer

· It’s good to look at models outside of the topic area

· It’s hard to speak about these models without knowing whether or not they have been tested. Bridget indicated that some were built based on evidence and tested, some were built on case studies and tested, some are based on experts and lit reviews and not tested.  This level of detail can be reviewed on the documents posted on the NOPREN website
· Donna stated that our plan is to do our best to develop a model then take it out and test it to build the evidence

· Revisiting models is a good thing to do-it doesn’t happen enough and they get out of date

· Patricia L asked for clarification on what we would use the model for.  To guide research?  To explain what’s going on?  It’s important to build backward from the purpose of the model

· Branden spoke about the psychosocial factors at the community level-and social movement level.  These might have a big impact on how communities eat-modeling community empowerment and social movements-concepts of food sovereignty.  He suggested that we also look at local social change models.

As part of her work, Bridget is conducting an analysis of the recordings of a select number of stakeholder interviews from the Access to Healthy Foods report that was developed by CPHN and NOPREN members last year.  She is finding very rich information in the interviews.  Donna asked the group if they thought there would be value in submitting an HER Rapid Response application to allow for a thorough evaluation of all transcripts toward the goal of conducting a stakeholder analysis to inform the Interagency Collaboration. There was a positive response from the group.  Donna will develop a one-pager and circulate it for comment.
4.)  Other

Donna reported that we are working on finishing up the case study on the Local Farms, Healthy Kids bill.  Erin M. offered to help work on this.

Marilyn S. reported that DOH received a grant and was given access to market research data for every retail store in Washington State.  Only DOH staff can access it, but they need people with expertise who can help inform the analysis.  Interested individuals should contact Amy.

The meeting was adjourned at 11:00 am.
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