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	Meeting Title:
	CSTE Data Standardization Workgroup Meeting 

	Date:
	9/27/2019

	Location:
	https://cste.webex.com/cste 


Meeting Recording Link: 
Attendees: 18
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	Co-Chair: Molly Crockett (MA)
	X
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	X

	Brooke Baulieu (CSTE)
	
	
	

	Meredith Lichenstein (CSTE)
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	X
	Rita Altamore (WA DOH)
	

	Amita Worasilpchai (JMC Consultant)
	X
	
	

	Janet Hamilton (CSTE)
	
	June Bancroft (OR)
	

	Shaily Krishan (CSTE)
	X
	Rachel Corrado (NYC)
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	X

	Umed Ajani (CDC)
	X
	Corinne Davis (TN)
	

	Andreea Bealle (CDC)
	
	Alexandra Gagner (Chicago)
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	Gwendolyn Gallagher (NM)
	X

	Rachelle Boulton (CDC)
	
	Suzanne Gibbons-Burgener (WI)
	X

	Erin Burdette (CDC)
	
	Annie Fine (NYC)
	

	Delicia Carey (CDC)
	X
	Gillian Haney (MA)
	X

	Yvette Dominique (CDC)
	
	Molly Howell (ND)
	

	Nedra Garrett(CDC)
	
	Judie Hyun (MD)
	

	Lesliann Helmus (CDC)
	
	Teresa Jue (AZ)
	

	Ruth Jajosky (CDC)
	
	Ellen Klingler (NYC)
	X

	Desiree Mustaquim (CDC)
	
	Marla Larson (NC)
	

	Kristen Nichols Heitman (CDC)
	
	Caitlin Law (TN)
	

	Sandy Roush (CDC)
	X
	Aliccia Lepp (ND)
	

	Erin Stokes (CDC)
	X
	MaryKate Martelon (MA)
	

	Karen Wong (CDC)
	
	Tracy Miller (ND)
	

	
	
	Marijoyce Naguit (CA)
	X

	
	
	Candace Noonan-Toly (NY)
	

	
	
	Grace Oguntebi (NC)
	X

	
	
	Megan Patel (IL)
	

	
	
	Lux Phatak (NetSmart)
	

	
	
	Natalie Raketich (JMC)
	

	
	
	Emily Roberts (UT)
	

	
	
	Jyotsna Ramachandran (NYC)
	

	
	
	Lina Saintus (NC)
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	X

	
	
	Tara
	X

	
	
	Amanda Santander (TN)
	

	
	
	John Satre (IA) 
	

	
	
	Kathy Turner (ID)
	

	
	
	Amanda Smith (UT)
	

	
	
	Corinne Thompson (NYC)
	

	
	
	Andrew Tibbs (UT)
	

	
	
	Lei Zhang (NV)
	




AGENDA:
· Welcome 
· Compiled Brief Status Update (5 minutes)
· Incorporated feedback from Level 2 Review 
· Comments were submitted to Kate Goodin for review
· Target: 10/10
· Next: CSTE Clearance Level 3 Review: 3 Week Public Comment Period
· Counting Date and MMWR Date Discussion, Continued
· Event Date:
· Review: Illness Onset Date Discussion prompted review of Event Date Algortim 
· How is MMWR week/Yr used in programs at CDC? 
· Need to address variability in usage and calculation by submitter and CDC
· Questions for CDC: Use of MMWR week/year versus Event Date
· Hierarchy of data elements
· Timing of reporting
· Primary and secondary usage of case counts
· Counting Dates
· MMWR Week & Year (Unofficial representation)
· Used by CDC NNDSS to assign cases to specific week and year (all formats—HL7-NETSS, NBS)
· Weekly/annual tables online
· Annual data reconciliation
· Some, but not all, CDC also use for program/disease- disease specific case counts
· Counting Cases—NNDSS
· Nndss Weekly and annual table aggregate cases by week and year using MMWR Week and Year for all reporting formats
· Data publicly available on NNDSS web site
· CDC programs and disease areas differ in their use MMWR week and year
· Counting Cases- Programs
· 22 responses (representing a range from single condition to program office)
· 14 use MMWR week and year for counting cases
· 4 use MMRW Week/year exclusively for case counting
· 2 use MMWR Year only
· 1 uses primarily MMWR Week/Year but may count on other dates
· Survey Results
· Preferred mechanism for determinding when a case should be counted
· 10 responses indicate that a Single Hierarchy is preferable to Disease Speciific. 7 responses indicate that Disease Specific was preferable
· Preferred mechanism for determining when a case should be counted
· 9 respondants said sent by jurisidictions 
· 6 said components to CDC
· Proposal
· Objectives
· Tackle what is within scope of WG
· Make recommendations that lead to better standardization
· Capture rich discussion
· Allow workgroup to tackle additional topics for standardization
· Proposal
· Create interim guidance and recommendations that better standardize data elements within the system and infrastructure currently available (We can make a recommendation and have guidance)
· Define/refine hierarchy:
· Single set of data elements applicable
· Mechanism exists and is in place to submit info
· Single hierarchy favored by survey respondents
· Can recommend any changes to existing hierarchy (while retaining MMWR Week/Yr and having one hierarchy)
· Recommend application by all 
· Identify component dates
· Recommend usage
· Recommend further study of whether case counting for disease specific 
· Interest & discussion
· Potentially large conceptual & technical implications for S/L PHDS & CDC
· Potentially large implementation efforts
· Need significant input and contribution for key stakeholders
· Outside of DSWG Scope? 
· Feedback from DSWG
· Gillian Haney (MA): agrees that further study could be out of the scope of group and require input of other CSTE groups. Tacking MMWR Week and year is more appropriate. Agree with rec to consider further analysis
· Suzanne Gibbons-Burgener (WI): Are we making a rec for single date? Are we proposing a gap analysis but not to coming up with final recommendations for count date? 
· We are taking the single date and standardizing it; we recommend further study on moving beyond a single date and recommend further study.
· Question is what to focus on
· Suzanne Gibbons-Burgener (WI): Have we looked at why places aren’t using the Guidance Document algorithm?
· Yes, the document acknowledges the recommended hierarchy but the language acknowledges that states may not use MMWR week the same way
· Variability in how use is applied, may be limited understanding as to how MMWR Week and Yr are used at CDC 
· Define how MMWR wk/yr are used at CDC
· One potential option—send dates and have CDC use the date data to populate/apply Algorithm, but needs further study and discussion
· EK (NY): Does not want to get rid of variation given diseases and jurisdictions calculate MMWR week and year differently. Variation for STD is critical—allowing for flexibility, if we limit this and apply standardization will entail large lift to change internally—we’ve decided what should be seen at national level, this may be a difficult sell/discussion
· Theres a reason why differences exist; standardizing could result in not taking biological and pathological differences and  inaccurate messages
· Suzanne Gibbons-Burgener (WI): MMWR is interpreted as what week disease is included in MMWR; program-level may have additional granularity/retrospective population—Is this displayed on CDC website?
· LE: This goes to NNDDSS Website—and how tables work; not just when it gets published in MMWR, but how PHDs assign it (date of symptom onset/clinical dx/specimen collection/lab result/first received by PHA/first report to CDC…)
· Laura: Does it help to address MMWR while leaving room for variability? It wouldn’t fully standardize, but would get us closer.
· Suzanne Gibbons-Burgener (WI): if we cant all agree that the date should be standardized then we’re missing an opportunity.
· Sandy Roush: We use MMWR wk//yr exactly as they are provided to CDC
· Tara & Umed Ajani: Data are not updated in tables for MMWR Week. Year to date is updated but current week is not backfilled.
· Sherri Davidson: Main concern is that CDC counts don’t match state counts. Make recommendations on how states do decide to send it. Keep the counts as their submitted. 
Next Workgroup: 
· Event Date Continued Discussions 
· Next meeting will be at 1pm on Friday, Oct 25th
· Draft brief of MMWR Week/Year or counting dates for November call 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]No call in December
· Action Items:
· Laura and Molly will send WG options based off the proposal and feedback today 
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