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Preface

This document was prepared by Mark Stega, GE Marquette Medical Systems. It has been prepared on behalf of Health Level Seven’s Special Interest Group on Visual Integration (formerly the Clinical Context Object Workgroup --- CCOW). Comments about the organization or wording of the document should be directed to the author (mark.stega@mail.mei.com). Comments about technical content should be directed to ccow@list.mc.duke.edu.

Introduction

The goal of this document is to provide a framework for a revised specification of context managed subjects with respect to the ‘survey’ process as defined in the HL7 Context Management Architecture (CMA).  These have been called ‘micro’ subjects as well as non-polled subjects.  There exist editorial comments in bold italic, delimited by “<<<” and “>>>” that indicate areas of discussion (not to say that other points may not also be raised!).

1.1 Problem Statement

Context data is grouped by subject. Changes to the current context are effected by initiating a polled query to all registered applications asking if they are able to accept a context change.  There are two scenarios currently envisioned in which this poll is not advised.  << Thanks to John Haldi for refreshing my memory as to why we want this change. >>
The first scenario is the case of an app that was stuffing the context with things that only it cared about (an example might be a "bookmarking" context participant that would allow the app to get its context back at a later point in time).

The second scenario was if we had a "workflow context" of sorts, and an app was trying to tell other apps "hey, I'm now ordering a med" (or some such thing), and didn't really want to do a survey, but simply wanted other apps to have a chance to do something seemingly intelligent with that context change.

1.2 Implications of removing the poll process

Several implications and questions of removing the poll process are:

(1) What are we really saving by not performing the poll?  ((Remember that a CM can be implemented where the polls are concurrent))  Is the issue real or not.  How do we determine the correct answer?
(2) How does an application designate this desired behavior for a given subject?
(3) An application could be busy and return a conditional acceptance.  In the case of changing a polled subject, the user is notified and can chose to continue the transaction or not. This engagement with the user goes away.
(4) If the primary answer to #1 above is a performance reason, it seems that you do not want to publish changes since this will take a length of time.  This would lead to a SetItemValues/EndContextChanges pair that notified no applications.  How do you then notify an application that really DOES care about the change?
(5) Would it be better to leave the polling/publishing as is and change the JoinCommonContext to specify the subjects of interest.  Any registered subject acts as the spec currently stands.  Any non-registered subject is ‘silent’ as far as the app/context manager are concerned and cause no calls across interfaces to be performed.  <<< Is this an overall desired behavior as we continue to add subjects? >>>
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