Antimicrobial Resistance Surveillance Taskforce
Laboratory Data to Public Health Workgroup 

December 7, 2017; 2:00PM ET
Toll Free Number: 877-953-5132
Passcode: 8065179

Minutes
Members on the call: Sara Blosser, Allison Brown, Benjamin Chan, Mary Hayden, Janet Hindler, Monica Huang, Marion Kainer, Collette Fitzgerald Leaumont, Richard Melchreit, Kimberlee Musser, Jean Patel, Virginia Pierce, Peter Shult, Patricia Simner, John Sterling, Mary Wedig, Amy Woron, Kelly Wroblewski, 

1. Roll Call and Workgroup Business (Pete Shult)
· No comments on the minutes.
· Kelly sent the minutes to members earlier in the day; people who did not have time to review can email comments to Kelly if needed.
· No questions from the last call.

2. Plans for Assessments/ In-Person Meeting 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]The in-person meeting for ARSTF will be held December 11-12 in Atlanta; representatives from the workgroups and the core group will be in attendance.
· Unfortunately there will not be a phone-in option for those unable to attend. However a review packet will be sent after the meeting which will summarize the meeting’s activities and outcomes.
· The finalized version of all documents (Agenda, Objectives and Meeting Product List and Strategic Objectives Revision Ideas) will be sent out prior to the meeting.
· For those who will attend, more information will be provided on lunch when the finalized documents are sent; however most likely be delivered directly to the meeting space but members will have to pay upfront and get reimbursed. 
· Attendees will be asked to provide personal contact information (personal email and phone number) in order to get in touch with them quickly. If not provided members’ work emails and phone numbers will still be used.
· In the event of a government shutdown an email will be sent first thing Saturday morning informing attendees that the meeting will still go on as scheduled.
· The current plan is to hold the meeting at CDC; in event of a shutdown a meeting space has been reserved as Emory Conference Center Hotel. The only downside is CDC representatives may not be able to attend the meeting due to regulations.
· The Objectives and Meeting Product List is a document attendees should review to ensure the objectives and expectations of the in-person meeting are clear (i.e. what will we be doing and what we hope to get out of it). The goal of the document is to become well orientated with the meeting goals.
· During the in-person meeting a lot of time will be spent in the respective workgroups. Attendees will meet with their workgroup counterparts to discuss the strategic objectives, hammer out the details and brainstorm activities that can be taken that are pointed towards assessment and recommendation. 
· Additionally all members will have the opportunity to provide input on the Data Flow Process Chart to assist getting it to its final version, as well as a document the CP-CRE workgroup has been developing. 
· The Strategic Objectives Revision Ideas is a document that maps out the original strategic objectives and catalogs revisions to them.
· The Lab Data Workgroup objectives start on page 3.
· The original version of each objective can be found on the left-hand column and the current version is found directly below it. The right column lists how the workgroup can tackle the objectives with activities pointed towards assessment and recommendation.
· During the in-person meeting the workgroup can discuss and decide the final edits to the objectives.
· The rational is to complete the edits and finalize the objective (left-hand column) during the first part of the meeting then brainstorm activities to accomplish the goals (right-hand column) during the last part of the meeting.
· Both this workgroup and the Informatics workgroup have found A-5 to be challenging. As the workgroup brainstorms activities for the other objectives everyone should be keep in mind that those activities could fulfill part of A-5, making it easier to tackle overall.
· Because many decisions will be made during the in-person meeting if people who cannot attend have any comment they should let Kelly know so she can incorporate those comments into the meeting discussions. 

· Continuation of discussion concerning objective B-5 
· During the last call the workgroup had an engaged conversation concerning objective B-5 and the type of information that should be de-suppressed
· In addition to figure out how to define the data we would be interested in de-suppressing, the workgroup also needs to define what is meant be de-suppression. De-suppression and accessing suppressed data may be two different processes so the action needs to be defined before any actionable activities can be decided on.  
· Though surveillance methods do not need capture of the data for every drug most facilities do test for the key drug/bug combo and the workgroup can develop strong recommendations for cascading drug/bug combos. However this does not take into consideration that local stewardship programs may have valid reasons to suppress certain data
· John Stelling and Marion Kainer have had conversations concerning this topic and have identified a facility in Tennessee they see as a gold standard to approaching this strategic objective. 
· The facility in question has a commercial susceptibility testing instrument. The instrument is programmed to flag the data that is supposed to be suppressed. All the information is then sent to the lab system but clinicians are only able to see the data they are supposed to see (the non-flagged items); however public health has the ability to access the flagged data.
· The suppression occurs at the instrument level, not the lab information system; the algorithm is correct but it is not a full suppression. Rather it is programmed to flag the data then send it to the lab system; the lab system’s robust security then makes it possible to separate the data between what clinicians can access and what public health can access. However this process requires IT resources to ensure it works.
· One disadvantage to this is being unable to run the antibiogram with the data in the lab system. 
· John Stelling has seen this at other locations, not just this specific facility.
· Because this process requires additional and potentially significant IT resources there is the question of the feasibility of widespread implementation. The workgroup can examine if there is a process that can be done in the interim as a recommendation for labs who lack the resources. 
· John Stelling will be at the in-person meeting where this can be discussed further. However the discussion on the call was a good primer on the background information workgroup members need to know to interpret what objective B-5 is trying to get at.

3. Closing Items
· There will be a report package that summarizes the outcomes of the in-person meeting. Once finalized it will be sent to everyone and those who could not make it to the meeting can review it. 
· Pete and Kelly will develop an agenda for the next call based on the outcomes of the in-person meeting.
· Kelly will send a calendar invite for the next call. 


