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In 2017, in response to the ongoing Flint water crisis, the Michigan Institute for Clinical & Health Research (MICHR) at the University of 
Michigan, launched a funding mechanism developed to support community and academic partnerships that would allow them to optimally 
and equitably conduct community engaged translational research. To date, the program has provided 21 grants totaling $150,000 to
partnerships. As the program grew, it became clear that there was a need for partnership evaluation and strengthening. In response to that 
need, MICHR and our Flint-based community partners collaborated to develop a tool to measure partnership. In 2018, community and
academic partners assisted in identifying existing and new measures of partnership dynamics based on focus groups. In 2019 and 2021,14 
and 15 study teams were surveyed, respectively, and responses were received from members associated with 14 of these teams for both 
years; 30 individuals responded in 2019 and 31 responded in 2021, representing 54% and 50% response rate, respectively. Over time 
multiple points of divergence emerged, with the greatest magnitude of divergence derived from questions on management of research 
funding and resources. For example, on average community partners reported larger declines over time in their ability to sustain a 
commitment to the research partnership with no or low funding compared to academic partners (using a 5-point Likert scale the average 
difference in responses of these groups increased from 0.5 in 2019 to 0.9 in 2021). The results of these analyses were interpreted in 
collaboration with MICHR’s workgroup of community and academic partners. As part of our dissemination goals, each team received a 
detailed report of their responses benchmarked against the average for all study teams. Additionally, best practices were identified for 
community engaged research teams and shared with newly partnered teams.THE 17 KEY CONCEPTUAL AREAS
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• Partnership Background & 
Sustainability n=8

• Communication n=20
• Principles of Engagement n=12
• Decision-Making & Trust n=29
• Team Finances n=13
• Impact n=19
• Total # of Q’s n=101

• Partnership Background & 
Sustainability n=8

• Communication n=28
• Principles of Engagement n=17
• Decision-Making & Trust n=42
• Team Finances n=14
• Impact n=28
• Total # of Q’s n=137

• Partnership Background & 
Sustainability n=8

• Communication n=15
• Principles of Engagement n=11
• Decision-Making & Trust n=7
• Team Finances n=10
• Impact n=16
• Total # of Q’s n=67

2019 2021
N=26 N=30

Decisions about research resources are made in 
a fair manner.

4.5 3.7

I have adequate knowledge of research 
budgets, research resources and how resources 
are allocated.

4.5 4

Thus far, the research team leaders have 
distributed available resources in a fair and 
equitable manner.

4.5 4

I would like to have more input regarding the 
allocation of resources.

2.8 3.1

1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither disagree nor agree,  
4=Agree, 5=Strongly agree

2019 2021
N=26 N=29

How well your partnership uses financial 
resources 4.2 4.1

How well your partnership uses In-kind 
resources 4.2 4.3

How well your partnership uses Time 4.1 3.9
1=Makes poor use, 2=Makes fair use, 3=Makes average use,     

4=Makes good use, 5=makes excellent use

TEAM FINANCE RESPONSES
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