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SESSION 1

PURPOSES OF POLICY SURVEILLANCE: PRODUCERS MEET 
USERS



Policy Surveillance as A Public Health 

Service

Scott Burris
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Better Health for All Faster

Policy surveillance…
• Highlights legal innovations for rapid formative 

research on implementation

• Documents trends and provides data for first line 

multi-jurisdictional studies of early adopters

• Creates data for large-scale longitudinal quasi-

experimental evaluations of widely adopted 

measures

• Accelerates identification of effective 

interventions and necessary refinements



You Should Know

Dr. Heidi Grunwald and Scott Burris are named 

inventors on intellectual property (software code 

and trade secrets) that cover the technology 

platform (The MonQcle) that was built specifically 

to build, store and display scientific policy data. 

They are co-founders and board members of Legal 

Science, LLC, which has licensed the software 

technology from Temple University for commercial 

development. 



PURPOSES OF POLICY SURVEILLANCE: 
PRODUCERS MEET USERS

REFLECTIONS FROM A FUNDER—NIDA

MARSHA LOPEZ

BETHANY DEEDS



RESEARCH PORTFOLIO DEVELOPMENT & POLICY 
SURVEILLANCE: INTERSECTIONS

• Drive scientific innovation

• Reduce costs (example: automation)

• Culture of sharing and reproducibility

• Increase reliability and validity of data

• We need a baseline; proactive instead of reactive

• Context/attention shifted to different types of drugs and how they 

are treated legally.



QUESTIONS WE WANTED TO ASK THE GROUP?

• How do we make researchers aware of available tools and resources so they 

can conduct more and better legal policy research?

• How do we connect legal and policy research to more individual outcome 

data? 

• How do influence research using these tools to get ahead of the curve instead 

of being behind it? 

• How do we form connections between fields that could benefit from law and 

policy research with experts in your legal policy research?

• WE NEED TO BUILD A RESEARCH PIPELINE FOR PUBLIC HEALTH. 

Policy Surveillance is an essential component.



SESSION 2

RESEARCH METHODS



APIS
Alcohol Policy

Information System

Desiderata for Policy Data 
used by Researchers

Michael Klitzner, Ph.D.

Senior Research Scientist, The CDM Group, Inc.



APIS
Alcohol Policy

Information System

Series Should be as Long as Feasible, Given 
Constraints

 Most APIS Alcohol Policies date back to 1998; a smaller number date 
back to 2003

 Cannabis Policies go back to 2012 (when legalization of recreational 
use began)

Constraints

 Data may not exist (e.g. in electronic form, or in earlier years)

 Historical research is expensive  (trade-off against number of policies)



APIS
Alcohol Policy

Information System

Temporal Resolution as Fine as Possible

 APIS provides a temporal resolution of 1 day



APIS
Alcohol Policy

Information System

Comparability of Data – “apples to apples”

 Policy variables must be comparable across all or nearly 
all jurisdictions to be meaningful

 Policy variables must be defined as accurately as possible 
to permit valid conclusions



APIS
Alcohol Policy

Information System

Caveats and Limitations are Clearly Spelled Out 

Explanatory Notes and Limitations Applicable to All APIS Policy Topics

1. State law may permit local jurisdictions to impose requirements in addition to those 
mandated by State law. Alternatively, State law may prohibit local legislation on this 
topic, thereby preempting local powers. For more information on the preemption 
doctrine, see the About Alcohol Policy page. APIS does not document policies established 
by local governments.

2. In addition to statutes and regulations, judicial decisions (case law) also may affect 
alcohol-related policies. APIS does not review case law except to determine whether 
judicial decisions have invalidated statutes or regulations that would otherwise affect the 
data presented in the comparison tables.



APIS
Alcohol Policy

Information System

Caveats and Limitations are Clearly Spelled Out 
(continued)

3. APIS reviews published administrative regulations. However, administrative decisions or 
directives that are not included in a State's published regulatory codes may have an 
impact on implementation. This possibility has not been addressed by the APIS research.

4. Statutes and regulations cited in tables on this policy topic may have been amended or 
repealed after the specific date or time period specified by the site user's search criteria.

5. Policy changes in APIS are presented as of the date these changes take effect as law.  
Users should be aware that in some situations there may be a delay between the 
effective date of a law and the time a corresponding policy change occurs in practice.  
Because APIS research is based entirely on primary legal source materials (codified 
statutes and regulations and, on rare occasions, published court opinions), APIS is unable 
to accurately determine when policy changes may appear in practice.



APIS
Alcohol Policy

Information System

Caveats and Limitations are Clearly Spelled Out 
(continued)

6. If a conflict exists between a statute and a regulation addressing the same legal issue, 
APIS coding relies on the statute.

7. A comprehensive understanding of the data presented in the comparison tables for 
this policy topic requires examination of the applicable Row Notes and Jurisdiction 
Notes, which can be accessed from the body of the table via links in the Jurisdiction
column.



APIS
Alcohol Policy

Information System

Extremely Effective QA

 Researchers need assurance that APIS data are reliable and valid



Policy Surveillance Research 
Methods  

2018 Policy Surveillance Conference

January 18-19

Presented by: Lindsay K. Cloud, JD
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Why it works? 

Efficiency Quality 

Iterative in 
nature

Encourages 
collaboration 

Quality control 



Room for improvement? 

Resource intensive 

The unknown



Research Methods: Overdose 

Reporting and Opioid Prescribing 

Limits

January 18, 2018

Héctor Hernández-Delgado

hernandez-delgado@healthlaw.org



Non-Fatal Overdose Reporting Requirements

Project Objectives: Review the status of state laws mandating timely reporting of non-
fatal overdoses

Research Methods: 

• Researched state laws and regulations on disease reporting requirements

• Researched separate state laws and regulations on overdose reporting 
requirements through Westlaw (using words like “overdose,” “poisoning,” and 
“report!”)

• Conducted specific searches on state health departments’ websites

• Conducted word-specific searches on legislatures’ websites to verify pending 
legislation

• Conducted google news searches for new requirements

Name of presentation goes in footer 29



Opioid Prescribing Limits

Project Objectives: Review the status of state laws limiting the 
initial dose of opioid prescriptions

Research Methods: 

• Researched state laws and regulations on general 
prescribing limits and more specifically on opioid prescribing 
limits through Westlaw

• Researched health departments’, medical boards’, and 
hospital and medical facilities’ websites

• Conducted word-specific searches on legislatures’ websites 
to verify pending legislation

• Conducted google news searches for new limits, including 
setting up a google news alert for “prescribing limits”

Name of presentation goes in footer 30



Washington DC Office Los Angeles Office North Carolina Office

1444 I Street NW, Suite 1105

Washington, DC 20005

ph: (202) 289-7661

fx: (202) 289-7724

nhelpdc@healthlaw.org

3701 Wilshire Blvd, Suite #750

Los Angeles, CA 90010

ph: (310) 204-6010

fx: (213) 368-0774

nhelp@healthlaw.org

200 N. Greensboro St., Suite D-13

Carrboro, NC 27510

ph: (919) 968-6308

fx: (919) 968-8855

nhelpnc@healthlaw.org

www.healthlaw.org

THANK YOU

http://www.healthlaw.org


SESSION 3

QUALITY CONTROL



State Firearm Laws
building a database of 28+ years of state firearm-related 

statutes

Molly Pahn, MPH

Boston University School of Public Health

Principal investigator: Michael Siegel, MD, MPH

Support for this project was provided by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, Evidence for 

Action Program. The views expressed here do not necessarily reflect those of the foundation. 



The Problem: trends in firearm mortality across the U.S.



List of laws passed by Congress to reduce firearm violence, last 

ten years

●

●

●



Research question: which state laws are effective in reducing 

firearm violence? 

● Previous existing databases and limitations:

○ Brady Scorecard

○ Law Center to Prevent Gun Violence

○ NRA/ILA



Brady Scorecard: 

● Starts in 2007

● Inconsistency in following provisions

● Inconsistent coding

● Limited scope

Law Center to Prevent Gun Violence

● Only current status of laws

NRA

● Only current status of laws

● Limited scope 



The Brady Campaign Scorecard

http://www.bradycampaign.org/sites/default/files/Scorecard_descriptions.pdf



Law Center to Prevent Gun Violence 2016 Scorecard



NRA-ILA Gun Law Map



Limitations 

All existing databases:

● Provisions not always explicitly defined

● Exemptions

● Scope

● Nuances

● Enforcement 

● Inconsistent coding



Examples

● Exemptions

○ No firearm possession under age 18

■ Parental consent

■ Hunting, recreation, training

■ Supervised/unsupervised

○ Universal background checks

■ Gun show loophole

○ One per month

■ Concealed carry permittees

● Scope:

○ Background check for ammunition -- dealers v. private sellers

○ Ban for restraining order subjects -- permanent/temporary, dating partners

○ Application of law



● Nuances

○ Record-keeping

■ Name/identifying info

■ Make/model

○ Permit requirements

■ Handgun safety certificate

■ Training

● Enforcement of Provisions

○ No possession if subject to restraining order

■ surrender/relinquishment

■ Confiscation required v. allowed



www.statefirearmlaws.org

● Funding from the Robert Wood Johnson 

Foundation

● Database of state firearm law provisions

○ 133 law provisions

○ 14 categories of law

○ All 50 states

○ Every year from 1991

○ Up to date



Methods

● To code 100 provisions, we searched each law individually by reading state statutes using Thomson 

Reuters Westlaw & state legislative websites

● Cross-checked our coding with all previously published data.

● Coded an additional 33 provisions from data provided by Everytown for Gun Safety.



Coding

● Developed detailed definitions for each provision

● Iterative process

● Trained graduate public health students (two 2.5 hour sessions) on 

Westlaw & historical legislative research

● Each state separately coded by 3 people, cross-checked

● All discrepancies resolved collectively AND further cross-referenced 

with other research 

● Dichotomous coding -- IN PLACE or NOT IN PLACE:

○ 1 = state has passed this provision

○ 0 = there is no legislation in this state for this provision



click on history and graphical statute 



Dealing with Exemptions, Scope, Nuances, and Enforcement 

Provisions
● Explicit definitions:

● Dividing law into multiple provisions:

○ Background checks

■ Private v federally licensed sales

○ No possession for restraining order subjects

■ Permanent v. temporary - separate provisions 



Coding Rules

● Every provision is either a 0 or 1

● 1 is always “preventative” - intended primarily to reduce firearm violence, as opposed to loosening of 

regulations:

○ Expand allowable use of guns

○ Protect industry

○ Prevent local regulation

● Reverse coding - absence of law for three categories:

○ Stand your ground laws

○ Immunity statutes

○ Preemption







Cliff Notes
on PSP’s

Statistical Quality Control (SQC)

Heidi Grunwald, PhD

January 2018







Recall the Initial Build Process

4

Team Resolve Divergences

3

Supervisor Reviews and Calculates Divergence Rate

2

Two Researchers Redundantly Code Independently

1

Supervisor Assigns a Sample of Coding Instances

Currently a 
simple random 
sample of 
state/time 
instances? # divergent records / 

total records coded





Why SQC? 

Borrow theory from manufacturing and engineering

We randomly sampled a set of records from multiple datasets to 
calculate the probability that we encountered an error

Repeated samples showed that all of our datasets were hovering right 
around 5% error rate – THUS we use a slightly more conservative 
probability of error rate for sampling of 10% or .1



How is the SQC process done?

Once a dataset is completed, a simple random sample is 
selected from all state / time instances in a dataset. This can be 
a very large number, some of our longitudinal datasets have 
more than 11,000,000 records.

We calculate the needed sample size

n =
(𝑍2 𝑝∗ 1−𝑝 )

𝐸2

Where:

Z = Z value (1.96 for 95% confidence level)

p = probability that we detect an error (.1 used)

E = Margin of Error (.05 = ±5)



How is SQC Process done?

We then use a correction for finite population

New n =
𝑛

1+
𝑛−1

𝑁

Where:

n = sample size calculation

N = total records in the dataset



Sample Sizes Using our Parameters
Where:

Z = Z value (1.96 for 95% confidence level)

p = probability that we detect an error (.1 used)

N=1000

N=2000

N=5000

N=10000

n =  122

n =  130

n =  135

n =  137

N=100000

N=1000000

n =  139

n =  139

ME = +/= 5% ME = +/= 3%

n =  278

n =  323

n =  122

n =  357

n =  383

n =  384



Most Conservative Error Rate
Where:

Z = Z value (1.96 for 95% confidence level)

p = probability that we detect an error (.5 used)

E = Margin of Error (.05 = ±5)

N=1000

N=2000

N=5000

N=10000

n =  278

n =  323

n =  357

n =  370

N=100000

N=1000000

n =  383

n =  384



The Proverbial Question?

Why don’t we report Cohen’s kappa like other qualitative researchers?



The Future of SQC

We want to publish our methods

We want to explore sample selections above and beyond the 
simple random sample which is the least efficient estimator

For example we might start by always selecting parent Qs that 
have more than 3 child Qs (so proportionate to size)

Or we might stratify the dataset into states we know have 
complicated law and those that don’t. 



SESSION 4

DISSEMINATION



NOURISHING: a policy tool
A comprehensive approach to reduce diet-related NCDs

Policy Surveillance Conference

Philadelphia 18-19 January 2018

Bryony Sinclair, MPH 

Senior Policy & Public Affairs Manager



Evidence for policy: The evidence of effect from 

implemented policies, for use in subsequent policy 

development and implementation

1. Where is action needed and what policy options 
exist?

 NOURISHING policy framework

2. What policies are implemented?

 NOURISHING policy database

3. What is the evidence that policies work? 

 Internal reviews of the evidence, publications

Advancing the evidence for policy





How NOURISHING can be used
 Policymakers

- Where is action needed? What will work for us? Is our 

approach sufficiently comprehensive?

 Civil society organisations

- What are governments doing around the world? What 

progress are they making? How can we hold them to 

account? 

 Researchers

- What evidence is available? What are the research gaps? 

How can we monitor and evaluate policies?



>450

implemented policies 

across 

>125 countries

90+ 

evaluations 

www.wcrf.org/NOURISHING



• Aim: to help policymakers implement evidence-
informed nutrition policy

• Policy briefs will:

• Focus on a specific nutrition policy area

• Summarise evidence of policy effectiveness –

what impact do implemented laws have on 

behaviours and public health outcomes?

• Analyse barriers, challenges and enablers to 

introducing and implementing the specific 

nutrition policy

Publications

New evidence-themed series



Publications

Sugar policy brief 

• Assessed the effectiveness of 
implemented consumer-
facing policies at influencing 
the four A’s of sugar 
consumption:

• Availability

• Affordability 

• Acceptability 

• Awareness



For further information

@wcrfint

facebook.com/wcrfint

www.wcrf.org

Bryony Sinclair, MPH

Senior Policy & Public Affairs Manager

b.sinclair@wcrf.org

Thank you!



Two-step process:

1. Sourcing and reviewing 

policy actions

2. Verification process with 

in-country specialists

Updating the database



1. Must have a public health goal: reduction of obesity 
and/or nutrition-related NCDs through promoting healthy 
diets

2. Must be a government policy action

3. Must be implemented

4. Must fit one of NOURISHING’s 10 policy areas

Inclusion criteria for policies



Legal Mapping

 Gateway to technical assistance

 Technical assistance resource

 Menu of policy options – legal approaches

 Comparative analysis of impactful policy



Surveys of State Laws and Fact Sheets



Network Report E-newsletter

• Bi-weekly

• Current subscribers: 6,349 

• Includes:

Legal resources and tools

Analysis of current issues in law and policy

Legal technical assistance highlight

Recently published research

Network news and events

Other news and information of interest



Network Website
• Average 1K active users per week

• Analysis of current issues in law, 

policy (blog)

• Legal resources and tools

• Events and webinars

• Legal technical assistance 

information and request form

• Legal technical assistance database 

• Lawyer directory

• Newsletter archive



Network Webinars
• Monthly & special series

• Average monthly attendance: 

378

• CLE credits available

• Playback available on website 

and YouTube

• Archived on website



Presentations and Media

• In 2017 Network attorneys:

• delivered 48 presentations on public 

health law topics

• published 27 papers and articles in 

research and other publications

• conducted 7 workshops/trainings for a 

total of 415 participants

• Legal mapping sourced by news media, 

including:

• New York Times

• Washington Post

• CBS News – 60 Minutes

• Resources disseminated on Network’s social 

media to:

• 3,599 Twitter followers

• 9,834 Facebook followers

• 2,582 LinkedIn members



Michael Schooley, MPH

Chief, Applied Research and Evaluation Branch

Division for Heart Disease and Stroke Prevention

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

January 18, 2018

Advancing Knowledge to Practice through the 
Application of a Policy Research Continuum

Division for Heart Disease and Stroke Prevention

National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion



Policy Research Continuum

Early Evidence 

Assessment

Policy 

Surveillance

Implementation 

Studies

Policy Rating

Impact Research

Dissemination
Implementation/

Scale Up



Policy Research Continuum

Early Evidence 

Assessments

Policy Surveillance Policy 

Implementation 

Studies

Policy Rating Policy Impact

Research

Dissemination Implementation/

Scale Up

Implement emerging 

evidence 

assessment tools to 

guide deployment of 

new and innovative 

policy interventions

Identify where 

important policies 

have and have not 

been adopted as an 

important facilitator of 

scale-up

Identify barriers and 

facilitators of wide-

scale implementation

Clarify policies and 

policy levers that are 

effective and those 

that are not.  

Assess evidence on 

the comparative 

effectiveness of the 

policy alternatives.

Assess evidence on 

the impact of policies.

Apply system science 

and modeling to 

estimate the impact of 

emerging policies

Create products to aid 

implementation and 

scale up of effective 

policies 

Focus on areas 

where diffusion and 

sustainability have not 

occurred

Scale up of specific 

policies and practices 

shown to be 

promising or effective 

Use available 

frameworks and 

methods to show 

stakeholders how 

policy can accelerate 

scale up and adoption

Cross-Cutting: Identify collaborators who can help sharpen research questions, implement interventions and take evidence into the policy-making stage



Policy Research Agenda

Early Evidence 

Assessments

Policy 

Surveillance

Policy 

Implementation 

Studies

Policy Rating Policy Impact

Research

Dissemination Implementation/

Scale Up

Workplace Health

Promotion

Sodium 

Reduction

Community 

Health Worker

Patient-Centered 

Medical Home

Nurse 

Practitioner 

Scope of Practice

N/A

Prescription Drug 

Cost Sharing

Collaborative 

Drug Therapy 

Management

Stroke

Public Access 

Defibrillation

Early 

planning 

phase

Complete

N/A- Externally 

available 

evidence 

assessment 

already exists



Dissemination



Policy Evidence Assessment & Surveillance

and

State Law 

Fact Sheet



Early Evidence Assessments

https://www.cdc.gov/dhdsp/pubs/docs/Stroke-PEAR.pdf

https://www.cdc.gov/dhdsp/pubs/docs/Stroke-PEAR.pdf


Policy Surveillance: State Law Fact Sheets

https://www.cdc.gov/dhdsp/pubs/policy_resources.htm

https://www.cdc.gov/dhdsp/pubs/policy_resources.htm


Implementation Studies



Collaborative Practice Agreement (CPA) 
Toolkit: accelerating use under state laws 

authorizing pharmacist-provider collaborative 
practice

https://www.cdc.gov/dhdsp/pubs/docs/CPA-Team-Based-Care.pdf

 Released June 1, 2017

 Posted on NASPA site with over 2,300 views

 Featured in partner monthly publications

 In-person training, presentations, webinars

 Engage stakeholders early and often

 Build demand and increase reach with partners

 Evaluate uptake and improve

https://www.cdc.gov/dhdsp/pubs/docs/CPA-Team-Based-Care.pdf


Summary & Considerations

 Engagement of Subject Matter Experts and Stakeholders

 Dissemination Planning, Preparation and Perseverance

 Policy Surveillance: Ad-hoc vs. System

 Linking Policy and Population Surveillance Data

 What’s in a law: observed vs. ideal

 Utility of Artificial Intelligence Technologies



For more information

 Team Members involved in policy research: 

Chris Jones (Lead), Colleen Barbero, Erika Fulmer, 

Siobhan Gilchrist, Andy Kunka, Sharada Shantharam

 Policy Resources: 

https://www.cdc.gov/dhdsp/pubs/policy_resources.ht

m

This presentation represents views and information from the presenter and does not 

necessarily represent the official position of the Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention

https://www.cdc.gov/dhdsp/pubs/policy_resources.htm
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TECHNOLOGY FOR RESEARCH AND VISUALIZATION



Using Technology to do Policy Surveillance

Elizabeth Platt, Esq. 
Legal Science, LLC



An Introduction to MonQcle







The Prescription Drug Abuse Policy System (PDAPS)

Funded by NIDA (#HHSN271201500081C)

pdaps.org


Upcoming Features 

• Redundant Coding Review



Upcoming Features

• Redundant Coding Review

• Error Sampling for Statistical Quality Control



Upcoming Features

• Redundant Coding Review

• Error Sampling for Statistical Quality Control

• Amendment Tracker



Current Projects

NSF Phase I

Machine Assisted Comparative Policy 
Analysis in Public Health

• Reduce time and effort costs of producing 
timely policy analysis across 50 states

• Locate relevant policy text using machine 
learning, natural language processing

• Use feedback to train more accurate 
topical legal text models

Funded by NSF: # 1746192

+--------------------------------------------------------------------------------+------------------+

| title | distance |

+--------------------------------------------------------------------------------+------------------+

| 3362 - Lawful medical use.Repeal Date: 07/05/2021                     | 4.25182224317 |

| 3363 - Registry identification cards.Repeal Date: 07/05/2021    | 2.87079242369 |

| 3364 - Registered organizations.Repeal Date: 07/05/2021   | 2.40979890028 |

| 3360 - Definitions.Repeal Date: 07/05/2021                          | 1.98900578686    |

| 3361 - Certification of patients.Repeal Date: 07/05/2021           | 1.62711840737 |

| 2994-JJ - Caregiver; opportunity to identify. | 1.18052802882 |

| 179.15 - Criminal retention of medical marihuana.Repeal Date: 07/05/2021 | 1.08676387997 |

| 3369 - Protections for the medical use of marihuana.Repeal Date: 07/05/2021    | 0.932733736881   |

+--------------------------------------------------------------------------------+------------------+

Identify relevant laws in context of research topics

In relevant statutes, present candidates for citations to questions



Future Development 

NIDA Phase II SBIR

Health Outcome Policy Evaluation (HOPE) laboratory

• Expose relationships between drug policy and health outcomes to produce statistical 
models

• Enable analysts to tune policy variables and understand their effect on outcome 
projections

Funded by NIH/NIDA: #2R44DA040340-02



Technology with Policy Surveillance Changes the Game

• Legislation and regulation is finite

• Laws measured properly once do not 
need to be measured again

• Using technology improves policy 
surveillance

• Creates efficiencies

• Reduces costs 

• Improves quality



Interested in MonQcle? 

Contact lizzy@legalscience.io or mark@legalscience.io

mailto:lizzy@legalscience.io
mailto:mark@legalscience.io

