TermInfo August 30, 2005 Telecon Meeting Minutes
Attendees:
Ralph Krog, Sarah Ryan, Ed Cheetham, Bob Dolin, Davera Gabriel, Russ Ham, Harry Solomon, David Markwell.
Agenda

1. Review Minutes from last meeting.

No comments. 

2. Assessment Scales discussion.

Davera, we are at an impasse. Issue waits on CMWG. Basic requirements: integrity of the assessment scale – important is the conclusion of the scale, Need IT to represent the whole structure of the scale. Apache is an example, disparate sources and activities. Propose use of CD datatype. 

David Markwell by email: CD allows translations - CE does not. 

Requirements: 
1) The composite interpretation of an assessment scale - "at risk of developing pressure ulcers"

2) The composite numeric representation for that interpretation

(transformation?)  - "overall Braden score = 7"

3) The component subscale interpretations -  "Skin moistness = constantly moist"

4) The component subscale representation for that interpretation

(transformation?) - "Braden Skin Moisture =1"

5) Naming the knowledge source of the interpretation (method?) -Braden scale

Ralph: Bob’s Yuck version was a SCT code for “score = 7” another for “score = 8”

Bob: Issue is relating things like - Braden score # to conclusion “at risk of developing pressure ulcer”. 

ED: do we need this at the instance level or is it a reference? 

Davera: Assumption of a KB somewhere. 

Bob: Options – 1. There are 2 observations related with an act-relationship

Option 2 Use of interpretation codes “at risk of pressure ulcer”

Option 3 “Braden score = 7” has a SCT code. (the Yuck version)

Bob: Options 2 is not the usual way. Option 1 is well understood. In CDA we constrain interpretation code. 

Ed: it can take other values. 

Bob: Options 1 a con is more overhead; a pro is its clearer.

Davera: use nested expressions. At upper level, net the subscale values? 

Bob: Yes but if you need to relate you have to nest an observation “risk of pressure ulcer” 

Ed: a 2-1 thing - if you want to carry the components you have to nest them. 

Bob: right – outer one is an act. 

Bob: they should not be different from other observations. Not out of the norm. 

Ed: interpretation is alternative to code & value

Davera: in DSS, data gathered from disparate sources is combined and reused for interpretation.

Bob: yet another reason for not creating an SCT of score=7

David: represent it the same way once deconstructed. Need to be separable. 

Davera: need whole scale and need component pieces for deconstruction. 

Bob: are you saying if 2 institutions have same Braden score = 7 both will not conclude “at risk of ulcer” 

Davera: yes. 

Bob: use 2 separate observations with a relation.
David: that allows the deconstruction. If you share scale numbers okay- if you share implications okay.
Bob: you want to get the implication “at risk of” specifically and not imbedded in a “scale = 7” or an interpretation code. 

Davera: if we use act (option 1) do we need to wait on SNOMED CMWG? 

David: I just sent an email about this – merging measurable procedures – SCT will merge measurement procedures. Walking upstairs is a function – ability to walk up is an observable. 
Bob: check you requirements and see if this meets them. Can we do it this week? We may have to force SCT changes in style guide. 

David: SCT are adding method to finding. 

David: language distinction between function and observables was fuzzy in SCT. Merger of measurement procedures and observables will free up attributes. These can have methods. 

(David: Off topic adding value causes magic conversion to a Finding. )
Bob: will re-draft Davera’s proposal – they will get together Friday. 

Davera: question about model derivation expression? 

Bob: Braden score = 7 can use derivation expression if needed. 

David: I am nervous about that. Too much indirection. 

Bob: same act relations – will need to add your own syntax. 

Davera: some scale have a complex algorithm to “sum” score. Is derivation the right thing to use? 

Bob: yes but its a string. No HL7 syntax – you have to define it. 

David: in definition mood. 

Bob: not in TermInfo. 

David: not in clinical statement pattern? It is not concerned with definition mood.

Bob: it is. It was added. 

David: available as an act. 

3. SD meeting agenda items (suggestions) 

- TQ3 Nov ballot polish Bob leads overview
- TQ3 mood for expectation and risk – we need to add the definition and bring back to harmonization. Bob will have something to present.  
- TQ4 Ed’s sections  

- FQ1 – Alan Owl Expression Transformations.

- FQ2Discussion of observation code-value split – David & Kent

- FQ3 overview of common pattern by Bob 
- FQ3 Dan’s comments 
- FQ4 next steps agenda for Oct meeting. 

- TQ4 – do we announce a Ballot? Do we ask Vocab committee? Sarah will warn them it is coming. 
4. New Business


- reminder to authors to submit by San Diego to go out in Nov Ballot. 
