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	HL7 Working Group Meeting
Sydney, Australia
International Council Meeting 
Thursday, January 16th, 2011


Attendees:
Affiliates Council Members:
	Affiliate / Role
	Name
	
	Attendance Record
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3

	Co-Chair, HQ Liaison
	Robert
	Stegwee
	Attending
	
	
	

	Co-Chair, Affiliate Liaison
	Catherine
	Chronaki
	Attending
	
	
	

	Co-Chair, Secretary
	Helen
	Stevens
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Board of Directors 
IC Representatives
	Michael
Catherine
	van Campen
Chronaki
	Attending
	

	

	




	Members of the Council
	Attendance Record
	L
	Q3
	Q4

	HL7 Argentina
	Diego
Catherine
	Kaminker
Chronaki
	Attending
Attending with Proxy
	
	

	


	HL7 Australia
	David 
	Rowlands
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Austria
	Stefan
	Sabutsch
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Brazil 
	Marivan 
	Santiago Abrahão
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Canada
	Michael
	Van Campen
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Chile
	Sergio 
	Konig 
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 China
	Wang
	Cainu
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Colombia
	Fernando
	Portilla
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Croatia
	Stanko
	Tonkovic
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Czech Republic
	Libor
	Seidl
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Finland
	Juha
	Mykkanen 
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 France
	Nicolas
	Canu
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Germany 
	Bernd
	Blobel
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Hellas 
	Catherine
	Chronaki
	Attending with Proxy
	
	
	

	HL7 Hong-Kong
	Chun-Por
	Wong
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 India 
	Supten 
Robert
	Sarbadhikan
Stegwee
	Attending
Attending with Proxy
	
	

	


	HL7 Italy
	Stefano
	Lotti
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Japan
	Michio
	Kimura
	Attending
	
	
	

	Hl7 Korea
	Byoung-Kee
	Yi
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 New Zealand 
	David
	Hay
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Norway
	Robert 
	Stegwee
	Attending with Proxy
	
	
	

	HL7 Pakistan
	Maqbool 
	Hussain
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Romania
	Florica
	Moldevenue
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Russia
	Catherine 
	Chronaki
	Attending with Proxy
	
	
	

	HL7 Singapore
	Colleen
	Brooks
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Spain 
	Carlos Gallego
	Perez
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Sweden
	Gustav 
	Alvfeldt 
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 Switzerland
	Beat
	Heggli
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Taiwan
	Yu-Ting
	Yeah
	Attending with Proxy
	
	
	

	HL7 The Netherlands
	Robert
	Stegwee
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Turkey
	Ergin
	Soysal
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 UK
	Charlie
	Bishop
	Attending
	
	
	

	HL7 Uruguay 
	Selene
	Duarte
	Regrets
	
	
	

	HL7 USA 
	Stan
	Huff
	Attending
	
	
	


HL7 Staff / Invited Guests:
	Robert
	Dolin
	HL7 Chair

	Charles
	Jaffe, 
	HL7 CEO

	Virginia
	Reihl
	HL7 Roadmap consultant

	Mark
	McDougal
	HL7 Executive Director

	Austin 
	Kreisler
	HL7 TSC Chair

	Hans
	Buitendijk
	Policy Advisory Committee Chair
International WGM Assessment Committee Chair

	Scott
	Robertson
	Organization Relations Committee Chair

	
	
	


Meeting Summary:
	Approved Motions:

	Motion that in the event that Robert resigns his position that the International Council will nominate a replacement Affiliate representative to the JIC.

	Motion to endorse continued pursuit of hosting the 2013 European meeting in France not precluding any other affiliates coming forward if they are interested.

	Motion to approve $2,000 to support JIC affiliate representative travel and lodging.

	Motion to approve $2,000 to support the EFMI Special Topic Conference

	Motion to approve $1,500 to support Asia/Pacific conference.  

	Action Items:

	Helen to add Policy Advisory Committee call for discussion topics as standing Sunday agenda item.

	Don Mon to report back to IC on specific process to support affiliate's creating policies at the Affiliate level from PAC.

	Helen to allocate agenda time for further discussion on the findings of the International WGM Assessment Committee at next WGM.

	Stan Huff to send out notice regarding submissions for the IHIC 2011 conference to membership as well as investigate extending the deadline for submissions into February.

	Helen to include detailed debrief opportunity for the Sydney WGM organizing committee at the next WGM.

	 Michael van Campen to convene International Council Affiliate Agreement Task Force and report to Council on monthly basis.  


Agenda
	Lunch
	All

	Opening Session
	Catherine Chronaki

	Opening Announcements & Call to Order
Introduction and welcome to guests and observers
	Catherine Chronaki

	Secretary Report
Review / Adjustment / Approval of Agenda 
	Helen Stevens

	Reports and Status Updates (standing agenda items)
	Catherine Chronaki

	Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) report
PAC Has recommended that HL7 not comment on adequacy of policies in any realm or jurisdiction but focus on commenting on what HL7 can do in support with its standards.  For example, if you execute that policy we can support through these current standards; or it may cause HL7 to develop x standards in support of the policy.  This has been released and distributed to all Workgroups.   
A new policy will be issued to the US Office of National Coordinator (ONC) in response to a presidential commission asking for advice on standards and technology (PICAST report).  PAC sought input from multiple sources in developing the policy. 
There are currently two items under review: 
NIST is asking how the US Federal Goverment should be interacting with Standards Development Organizations.
US ONC has issued another report asking for public comment on meaningful use including asking what should be in stage 2.
Don encouraged members to bring forward any other items from outside of the USA that the PAC should be engaged in.   
Catherine Chronaki (Greece): In Greece there are some policy questions and she wants to form a group from the international council to draft a response.   Should these go to the PAC instead?  Don:  Yes, PAC will vote on if they think HL7 should comment on the topic – and then, assuming they vote yes, they will coordinate the necessary activity to get input from the international council as well as any other appropriate sources.  After receiving the input the PAC will review it and ensure it is appropriate for HL7 and edit as necessary.  Prior to publishing the information it will check back with contributors. 
Michael van Campen (Canada): Should the IC have a standing item on the Sunday agenda to bring forward items for the PAC. Don:  Yes, if ideas are surfaced we can use WGM time to craft response together. 
ACTION: Helen to add Policy Advisory Committee call for discussion topics as standing Sunday agenda item.
Michael van Campen (Canada):  Are the official positions published on the website – how do we know what they are? Mark McDougal:  Is fairly sure they are on website but not sure where.
Secretary's Note:  They may be found at http://www.hl7.org/Special/committees/policy/docs.cfm 
Bernd Blobel (Germany): Can the affiliate have a PAC at the affiliate level?  Don: Yes, will work with PAC to define a specific process to support affiliate's creating policy at affiliate level.  
Action: Don Mon to report back to IC on specific process to support affiliate's creating policies at the Affiliate level from PAC. 
Robert Stegwee (The Netherlands):  Might also be helpful if affiliates can send PAC copies of any of their published policies that they have issued.  Don: Agrees, would like to have them also posted on the website as this will allow affiliate's to leverage one country's responses to support others. 
	Don Mon

	International WGM Assessment Committee report
Presentation: T4. HL7 WGM Location Assessment - 20110113.ppt 
Bernd Blobel (Germany):  Much of the leadership at HL7 is not USA at the WG level and they are traveling 3 times a year internationally.   This is not recognizing this commitment.   A real problem that whenever the WG is not in the USA the USA members don't travel to them and this is a problem.
Michael van Campen (Canada):  In the task force we have tried to project a forward facing view recognizing the impact – financial and work achieved – of moving the venue.   Given the amount of work that Australia had to do this is not a sustainable model to expect this effort from small affiliates.   This needs to be presented as a target – not the final.   Is the committee looking for endorsement so it could come to the board?   Hans:  Would like to get endorsement – however may not be ready yet.   
Catherine Chronaki (Greece): How do we build a larger body of developers?  Would suggest that we need to have WGM and educational sessions internationally.
Discussion cut off due to lack of available time.  To be continued at next meeting.
Action: Helen to allocate agenda time for further discussion on the findings of the International WGM Assessment Committee at next WGM. 
	Hans  Buitendijk

	Organization Relations Committee – Statement of Understanding template
Presentation: T5. ORC report to TSA 2011 Jan.ppt
Additional information is available from the committee wiki at http://wiki.hl7.org/index.php?title=Organizational_Relations_Committee.
	Scott Robertson 

	HL7 International Foundation in Europe Report
Presentation: T6. EUoffice-report-IC-Jan2010_v2.pptx
Charlie Bishop (UK):  How is this work funded, is this work included in the $14,000 allocated from the HL7 budget?  Mark McDougal:  No, the HL7 budget ($14,000) is just to keep the lights on – not cover additional initiatives and activities.  Catherine:  Will be looking for volunteers and interested parties who will be willing to participate in collaboration and that will bring in money to accomplish these initiatives.  Will need to secure funding before they can proceed.   
Mark McDougal: There was an expectation from the board that following 2011 the European office will be self-funding so a priority should be to identify and secure funding sources and profit making initiatives.  Catherine: Does not agree with Mark, the current idea is that, as part of the business plan currently under development, there will be an inclusion through which the board will provide funding – otherwise funding from board is case by case on requests for specific initiatives. 
	Catherine Chronaki

	SDO Relations meeting on Sunday report
Presentation: T7. JIC 2011 draftSchedule_V1.docx
Robert needs to resign as the affiliate representative due to his conflict of interest as chair of CEN TC 251.  Charter for joint initiative says each group can have max of 3 individuals – with extension of JIC to 6 SDOs this group is getting too big. Funding for Affiliate representative is from the council's budget – so may be able to save this cost; or if decide to have affiliate rep needs to pay for it out of the budget.     So HL7 position is to have John as the key representative to the JIC and Chuck will be the back-up.
Michael van Campen (Canada):  Thank you to Robert for his participation.  Would like to continue to fund having a specific affiliate representative on the JIC.  Election of a new representative following the completion of Robert's term needs to go through the appropriate election at HL7 including nominations periods etc.   If Robert needs to step down immediately we can nominate a person to serve the remainder of his term.   We may wish to look at the locations of each meeting and select rep from the same region to minimize costs.   Next year meetings are in Tokyo and Europe with one meeting in Europe every year. 
Bernd Blobel (Germany):  Even if meeting location rotates I would not agree to have a changing person in the role – need to have continuity.  Michael: Agree this was not suggestion.
Catherine Chronaki:  Recognizes the importance of this role but questions if there is budget enough? 
Motion: Motion that in the event that Robert resigns his position that the International Council will nominate a replacement Affiliate representative to the JIC. 
	Move: Michael van Campen (Canada); Bernd Blobel (Germany)
	Vote: Against 0, Abstain 1(The Netherlands), Favor 20
	Robert Stegwee

	IHIC 2011 Proposal
Presentation: T8. IHIC 2011 v1 110113.pptx
Bernd Blobel (Germany): Expresses surprise that the deadline for submission is the end of this month.   Stan:  The notice was sent out using the regular channels.
Bernd Blobel (Germany):  In December this was discussed but there have been no information regarding the form of the submissions.
Michael van Campen (Canada):  Would like to get an email out ASAP to solicit submissions again. 
Bernd Blobel (Germany): Suggested moving the submission deadline into February. 
Action: Stan Huff to send out notice regarding submissions for the IHIC 2011 conference to membership as well as investigate extending the deadline for submissions into February. 
	Stan Huff

	Sydney WGM Report 
Richard presented an overview of the Sydney meeting preparation report.  He does not yet have financial breakdown but gut feeling is that financially we may have made/lost about $10,000.  Need to follow-up on invoices that have not been paid. 
When discussion the critical success factors for organizing a meeting, a most important factor is that the committee needs to have interest in standards from the national program and you have to have support from the national program.   Critical success factor is support from the government – the Australian government funded the WGM to about $90,000 which allowed the committee to cut the registration fees to the usual rates.   State governments subsidized by paying extra for their attendees rather than funding directly – so creativity in soliciting financial support is helpful.    
In Netherlands they had NICTUS supporting their meeting.
NEATA provided two resources full time to effort.   Need to have 2-3 people who will work on it full time for 3 months prior to meeting to make it happen.    Huge undertaking.
Richard stated that he felt that one of the greatest incentives and most important factors in it being a success was the decision to make Australia financially responsible.   He would like to especially thank HL7 HQ staff for respecting that decision.   
Really appreciated partnering with NZ – moral support to have other group to help support the program development.

Note that 85% of the meeting cost is fixed with the remaining 25% is variable based on number of attendees.   Important to make it a significant educational event – still checking how successful the extended education sessions were. Until we are moving forward with new products there is little motivation for a lot more attendees – just the regular attendees.  The national programs when active might bring extra people.  Education is really what brings people into the meeting.
David Hay (New Zealand): Agree with Richard – also financial responsibility was a galvanizer to make sure that it works. 
The organizing committee will be developing a debrief and document what they learned because there was a lot of discovering – e.g. all of the compensated registrations.   Often did not know what they didn't know.  Will create a list of questions that the affiliate should ask.    
Exchange rate variations caused problems as Australian $ strengthened during the budgeting process.   With US $ revenue this was very bad. 
Location is very challenging – having facility with large room for general sessions and lots of break out meetings.  Combined with 1st port of call policy.    Universities were charging a huge amount – so they were not an option. 
Catherine Chronaki (Greece):   Has collaborating on this WGM set the stage for future working together.  David:  yes.   
Action: Helen to include detailed debrief opportunity for the Sydney WGM organizing committee at the next WGM. 
	Richard Dixon Hughes

	Future Working Group Meeting Locations 
May2012 – Discussion related to France
After due consideration of the available facilities and associated costs, the France WGM planning committee is unable to recommend to host a WGM in France for 2012 as it is not financially viable.   The committee now needs to continue working on how to move forward for a 2013 in Europe.  Nicholas is supportive of going to Nice.
Catherine Chronaki (Greece):  need to have education outside of USA and have with a WGM.   
David Hay (New Zealand): Agrees that promotion of Sydney WGM training was key. 
Nicolas Canu (France): Need to have education in French as part of or prior to WGM in France.  Need to consider other aspects such as implementation workshops to complement the WGM. 
Colleen Brooks (Singapore):  Don't have any educators in Singapore.
Michael van Campen (Canada):  Back on topic – are there any other countries that could step forward from Europe to host a 2012 WGM?
Motion: Motion to endorse continued pursuit of hosting the 2013 European meeting in France not precluding any other affiliates coming forward if they are interested. 
	Moved: Michael van Campen (Canada); Charlie Bishop (UK)
	Vote: Against 0, Abstain 0, Favor 21
	Nicolas Canu
Michael van Campen

	
Budget Topics
	Robert Stegwee

	2010 Budget Report
	
	

	2010 Budget Total
	$ 25,000

	eLearning scholarships
	$ 3,500

	JIC participation in Barcelona & Leiden (travel & lodging)
	$ 2,000

	Affiliate Chair travel to Barcelona conference
	$ 5,000

	HL7 Brazil in support of IHIC 2010
	$ 6,000

	Special conference topic in Reykjavik
	$ 3,000

	Asia Pacific HL7 conference in Nov 2010
	$ 2,000

	Sydney WGM Support
	$ 5,000

	Total Budget Committed
	 $ 26,500

	Actual non-Travel Expenses
	$ 12,000

	Actual Travel Expenses
	$1,857

	Return to HL7 HQ
	$ 13,643

	
	



	Robert Stegwee

	2011 Budget Request Approvals
	2011 IC Budget 
	$ 15,000

	HL7 Europe Operations
	$ 14,000


Refer to table of requests below:
Motion: Motion to approve $2,000 to support JIC affiliate representative travel and lodging.
	Moved: Michael van Campen (Canada), Catherine Chronaki (Greece)
	Vote: Against 0, Abstain 0, Favor 21
Motion: Motion to approve $2,000 to support the EFMI Special Topic Conference.   
  	Moved: Charlie Bishop (UK), Catherine Chronaki (Greece)
	Vote: Against 0, Abstain 1 (Bernd Blobel), Favor 20
Motion: Motion to approve $1,500 to support Asia/Pacific conference.  
	Moved: Yu-Ting Yeah (Taiwan); Michael van Campen (Canada)
	Vote: Against 0, Abstain 1 (Yu-Ting Yeah), Favor 20 
	Robert Stegwee

	Break 
	

	Discussion Topics
	Helen Stevens

	Board meeting on Tuesday report
Affiliate Agreement 2011 Discussion
Michael presented a quick overview of the discussion from the Tuesday board meeting and deferred discussion to item #14 below.
	Michael Van Campen

	Internationalisation Task Force Discussion
How we are proceeding to define a vision of HL7 International, and a roadmap for getting there.
What is the appropriate engagement from the Affiliate's regarding the strategy related to Intellectual Property and how will these be reflected in the Affiliate Agreement?
Virginia Reihl and Chuck Jaffe requested that the council break out into four teams to discuss in small-group four key questions. The council will then reconvene and discuss the findings of the breakout groups.  Notes from each breakout group are attached – the following is a summary of the summarization session at the end. 
Group 1 – What approach to IP control would address the needs of the affiliates and HL7 International?
What are the HL7 Inc needs and what are the Affiliate needs?
HL7 need – protect the IP to preserve value for the organization.  Want to protect the IP whether we charge for it or not.
Affiliates recognize the need to protect the IP.
IP discussions to this point seems to be in opposition of an “open standard.”  There was a strong feeling that if we are not “open” then we are dead in the water.
“Open” does not necessarily mean free.  Open can mean that people can look at it to determine the value, anyone can contribute, and anyone can pay a reasonable fee and have access.
Different countries have different situations:
Large and small populations
Large and small numbers of HL7 members
Strong and weak support from government or vendors
If we are to protect our IP, we need to know what to protect, and who we are protecting it from.  We also need to watch for competing activities.
The International Affiliates are often in the best position to protect the IP because they have eyes, ears, and feet on the ground.
Motto:  IP Whopee!!!
Discussion by full group:
How strong was the view of the group on the open source question?  Meant that the standard is widely available and open to contribution
Did group consider central IP management as an option?  Affiliates should control their own local IP.  Assumed that HL7 would not control local IP.  
HL7 has full access to local IP, but the local affiliate owns the IP.  HL7 can sell the IP outside of the affiliate.
Group 2 – How can financial interests be aligned?
Round table comments (key messages noted with a *)
Finland
* There are different models in play and these need to be accommodated
In Finland today, a membership model only
Taiwan
Education is important, as this affects finances for the Affiliates
A source of concern is access to tutors
Greece / Hellas
Affiliate has to flourish, with funds and with needs (a reason to exist)
Marketing package is part of the solution, which needs to be consumable by Affiliate for their setting
Japan
Ministry designation a success
Budgets / funds can come through education & certification
Switzerland
Small Affiliate, but education is a component
Canada
Different situation in Canada through the Standards Collaborative (multiple SDOs under 1 organization)
* Consistent model for membership across the organization, adjusted by GDP and graduated (for new / struggling Affiliates)
Bob
* Role of the Affiliate must be strengthened
* IP portion could go to Affiliates
Hans
Focus should be membership, IP, education, certification
* Holistic global models for cost sharing for common infrastructure
Look at $ flows from and to Affiliates - strengthen Affiliates
Keith
* Affiliates have their own business / legal requirements
* Solutions should be provided within a common framework
Key message
Shared responsibility for growth of HL7 International using common and consistent principles, recognizing individual needs
Consistent models across realms.  Financial and membership adjusted on ability to pay and a graduated scale for new affiliates.
Affiliate must be financially viable
Holistic view of revenue – IP, education, certification
Shared responsibility for growth of HL7 using common principles and reflecting financial needs. 
Discussion by full group
Should functions of affiliates be harmonized?
There is a set of common principles, but not all affiliates have to do everything.
Group 3 – What would an ideal HL7 affiliate relationship look like?
Affiliate value proposition
Membership should be through the realm
Should not be competition between HL7 and the affiliate
Exclusivity is a value for the affiliate, e.g., name, IP rights sales
Products relevant and tailored to the needs of the realm
Clarity on what members and users pay for
Being able to influence the standard
Provide standards at a reduced cost
HL7 value proposition
Adoption of V3
Broader feedback into HL7
Evidence for adoption of standards
Local knowledge and relationships within the realm
Making it possible for governments to adopt HL7
Note:  Affiliate agreements need to be accurate and complete, e.g., references to external documents that do not exist, absence of references to V2.
Discussion by full group
Organizations working in multiple countries would be members in every country where they do business.  
Affiliate agreement should identify its right to governance locally and to HL7 International
Financial flows should be bi-directional.  
Membership could work one way, e.g., if someone in Singapore joins they would automatically become a member of HL7 Singapore
Need to determine how membership works for countries that do not have an affiliate
Next Steps
Chuck Jaffe: Questions define three broad areas that might be addressed.  Wanted to see what affiliates and HL7 International have in common.   Do not want to lose sight of the uniqueness of any country.  Shared values are what give the entire organization its strength.
Bob Dolin: Can we agree on principles?
Consistent framework
Local customization
Strengthen the role of the affiliate
Strengthen IP protection
Keith Boone: Should have had affiliate representatives on the Business Model Task Force.  There are representatives on the BMTF now.
Michael Van Campen (Canada): Will organize a group of volunteers to work on drafting a revised affiliate agreement.  There will be monthly communication with the council members on the status and progress of this group.  A call for volunteers was opened: 
Volunteers for group
Michael van Campen, Canada (chair)
David Rowlands, Astralia
Robert Stegwee, The Netherlands
Nicolas Canu, France
Bernd Blobel, Germany
Beat Heggli, Switzerland
Stefan Sabutsch, Austria
Charlie Bishop, UK,
Libor Seidl, Czech Republic
Michio Kimura, Japan
++ HL7 staff/CEO/Chair/etc, as required
Action: Michael van Campen to convene International Council Affiliate Agreement Task Force and report to Council on monthly basis.  
	Chuck Jaffe / 
Bob Dolin / 
Virginia Reihl

	Closing Remarks
	Catherine Chronaki

	Recap of decisions and actions 
	Helen Stevens

	Closing Remarks
	Helen Stevens

	Meeting Adjourned at 5:00 pm
	



Budget 2011 Initial Budget Expenditure Requests
	Description 
	Requested By (R) or Beneficiary (B)
	Requests
	Approved Commitments

	2010 Budget Total
	
	
	$ 15,000

	eLearning scholarships
	Diego Kaminker (R)
	$ 3,500
	

	JIC participation in Barcelona & Leiden (travel & lodging)
	Robert Stegwee (B)
	$ 2,000
	

	IHIC Website
	Catherine Chronaki (R)
	$ 5,000
	

	IHIC 2011 Support
	Stan Huff (R)
	$2,000
	

	EFMI Special Topic conference (Slovenia) 
	Bernd Blobel (B)
	$2,000
	

	MIE Conference 2011 Oslo
	Catherine Chronaki (R)
	$2,000
	

	Asia Pacific HL7 Conference 
	Catherine Chronaki (R)
	$2,000
	

	South American Conference 
	Catherine Chronaki (R)
	$2,000
	

	Total
	
	 $20,500
	 $15,000
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