Antimicrobial Resistance Surveillance Taskforce
Laboratory Data to Public Health Workgroup 

March 1, 2018; 3:00pm 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 Stelling, Mary Wedig, Amy Woron, Kelly Wroblewski, Sarah Malik 

1. Roll Call and Workgroup Business 
· Review Minutes
i. No changes; minutes accepted. 
2. Taskforce Teleconference
· The day before there was an Antimicrobial Resistance Surveillance Taskforce Plenary Call. This was an opportunity to update taskforce members and hear from one another about the items each workgroup is working on. 
· The strategic map was referenced to illustrate which objectives are being touched upon with the work being done. It’s important to keep the strategic map in mind because although the Lab Data workgroup is only targeting 4 of the objectives, the work being done may also address a different objective at the same time, allowing us to accomplish more than originally intended. 
· The Data Flow Diagram was also presented during the plenary call. It continues to be worked on and it might be of use at a later point. 
· A plenary homepage will be created on Basecamp and slides from the call will be posted online. 
· There may not be another plenary call before the next in-person meeting but there will be a cross-cutting call with the Informatics workgroup. This call will allow both workgroups to share what each have been doing and ask each other questions. 
3. Draft Cascade Reporting Questions
· Questions #5-13 from Draft Assess Questions_ARSTF Lab Data WG_ps edits were edited into nine new questions. 
· The wording of the questions needs slight cleaning up and input from others who are knowledgeable about products in use. 
· The top of the document has two sections separate from the questions—suggested standardization of terms and a proposed definition of “Suppression”. This is a great approach because people may have different interpretations of what these terms mean, which can affect how they answer the survey questions. 
· These questions will be merged with the other set of questions into a single survey however the survey will keep the sections separate. Each jurisdiction represented by the workgroup will identify 2-3 clinical laboratories in their jurisdiction that will most likely complete the survey. The outreach to these clinical laboratories can be via the designated HAI coordinator or the public health laboratory; it will depend on the relationship between the clinical lab and the two options. The proposed draft survey should be completed by the end of March in order to receive data back in April. The survey will be sent to the clinical laboratories electronically but a pdf version will be attached as well; this will allow people to pass the questions around to get the responses from both the laboratory and IT personnel in order for the answers to be entered electronically at the same time. 
i. [bookmark: _GoBack]Kelly will send an email detailing the approach to field the assessment once the draft survey is more completed. 
4. Review Updated Draft Coding and Capacity Questions (Mary Wedig) 
· Like the other draft assessment questions, these questions will have definitions for standardized codes listed at the top of the section.
· Question 1/Question 2
i. Instead of a simple Yes/No question about using standardized codes we can ask which specific codes are being used. This will give us a lot of useful information from which to make a more targeted recommendation but it will be harder to analyze. A potential approach would be to add two options after each data element in Question 2 - one to indicate if they were using the standard code and another to indicate if they were using another code (and to specify which). 
· Question 2
i. We can ask the Informatics workgroup for their feedback to determine if these are the key elements we want to ask about.
· Question 3
i. This question focuses on storing data. Because it is not about extracting data this question can be eliminated.
· Question 6
i. If workgroup members know of other barriers to implementation of standardized codes other than the ones already listed please let Kelly and Pete know. 
· Question 7
i. This question is difficult to answer and the amount of information gained is small. The question will be eliminated in favor of having a shorter survey. 
· General question: In the absence of standard codes, are there ways for epis to get the data they need and would labs be willing to extract these and get these to epi’s without ELR?
i. This question targets very small labs that perform such low volume of AR that it is not cost effective to do anything electronically.  This question will be shelved until Pete can provide more background. 
· Question 11
i. This question is not difficult to answer but eliminating it will save space on the survey. In the interest of the survey length the first part of the question can be asked but forgo the second part. 
5. Review of Action Items
· The groups who worked on the draft assessment questions will make final edits to the questions and send to Kelly/Pete.
i. Janet/Trish/Marion/John for questions relating to Strategic Objective B5
ii. Mary/Pete/Kelly for questions relating to Strategic Objective B4
· Sara will get feedback from the LIMS team in her laboratory about Question 1/Question 2 from the Strategic Objective B4 draft questions.
· Workgroup members should review the draft assessment questions and send comments to Kelly/Pete.
· Kelly will send an email detailing the approach to field the assessment once the draft survey is more completed. 
6. Closing Items (Kelly Wroblewski)
· By the next call the assessment questions should be close to the final product.
· This workgroup will have the opportunity to ask questions that will help finalize the assessment questions during the cross-cutting call with the Informatics workgroup.
i. During the call or offline Wes may reach out to workgroup members for feedback on one swim lane of the Data Flow Diagram. 
· Since the final product will be finished soon workgroup members should start to think about which clinical laboratories in their jurisdiction we can reach out to and who should do the outreach (HAI coordinator or PHL). 
· If a workgroup member ever requests feedback from someone else with more expertise in a particular field, please take and send notes on what was discussed. The notes contain very useful information and can be incorporated into the assessment or recommendations. 
