CSTE Data Release Workgroup 3/2/18, 3-4PM ET
Agenda
1. Roll Call
2. Proposed Activities
3. Proposed Deliverables
4. Time Expectations
5. Example: Published analysis of data suppression practices across jurisdictions for STD data sent to the HHS
6. Next meeting
7. Questions


1. Roll Call
Umed Ajani, CDC CSELS
Louisa Castrodale, AK
Shua Chai, CA (CFO)
Josh Clayton, SD
Sherri Davidson, AL
Janet Hui, CSTE National Office
Meredith Lichtenstein, CSTE National Office
Kate Goodin, Maricopa County
[bookmark: _GoBack]Mary Kate Martelon, MA, WG Chair
Sandy Roush, CDC NCIRD
Doug Thoroughman, KY (CFO)
Jenni Wheeler, NC
Laura Williamson, MT

2. Discussion of Proposed Activities/Deliverables
See slides for list of proposed activities/deliverables
Q: Will the WG consider processes/guidelines for releasing non-suppressed data? (e.g., line list data etc)
	- KY: Agrees, creation of a sample data sharing agreement would be useful
	- MA: Would this relate to research groups, or for outside parties?
- Maricopa County: Was considering research groups that might want to request record level data, but also considering “trusted partners” that would be willing to sign data sharing agreements
	- KY: Example of ongoing data sharing with Vital Records, which requires data use agreemnts
- MA: In MA, they have strict guidelines and IRB requirements, but would be interested in discussing; Recommend starting WG with aggregated data first
- SD: There are more state-specific laws when considering individual line level data; supports focusing on aggregate data first, moving to non-aggregate after, maybe with DUA templates
- AL: Recommend starting with aggregate, shift to non-aggregate as second stage 
- CA: Agrees; the considerations towards releasing aggregate data (e.g., protecting confidentiality w/ small cell sharing) would be different from releasing line-level
- MT: Other CSTE groups (PH Law and/or State Epi call?) were talking about data release policies for non-aggregate data
ACTION ITEM: CSTE National Office to follow up

3. Discussion: Published analysis of data suppression practices across jurisdictions for STD data sent to the HHS
See slides for information on publication
Does anyone see a state or place where it matches?
MT: MT now has suppression guidelines, may not have had it back in 2015, when paper was published
MA: Are the guidelines across all conditions or condition specific?
CA: CA has a single guideline, but there’s some wiggle room in how it’s implemented at state level, and what its implications are for communicable diseases; in CA implementation is by department, for example, there is suppression within the STD branch; CA is trying to figure out which departments are doing what

4. Next steps:
- Goal of WG is to come up with a “common baseline” regarding a data release/suppression policy
- Gather data release and suppression policy from jurisdictions on WG
- Use these meetings for jurisdictions to present their policies/data release forms
	- MA and Maricopa County to present their policies on next WG call
	- SD’s policies are relatively straightforward, can also present
- KY has a draft policy that is intended to be a “minimum strategy”; different programs can become more stringent
	- CA is more on complicated side; have initial screen and a scoring component
- ACTION ITEM: MaryKate to review policies, and summarize similarities in spreadsheet for review 
- For the Assessment, members can suggest questions, and we can wordsmith on the call

Q (AK): Has work been done, or is there planned work to catalogue the different data re-release policies across CDC programs?
AL: In AL’s experiences, some CDC programs have some guidelines but not to the level of the state; AL had some concerns related to county counts/arboviral disease counts per county; CDC didn’t have a specific data suppression guidance and couldn’t really respond 

Q (MA): Does any states have biostatisticians to review policies?
CA: CA used to have a PhD level biostatistician to support that; individual disease groups also have their own
	- CA HHS had a de-identification guideline release Sept 2016; CA trying to figure out impact of guideline now
NC: Does not have anyone like that
CA: Notes that OMB put together some statistical guidelines on this topic, can post to Basecamp

Next Meeting: CSTE staff to follow up to schedule regular biweekly calls


