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HL7 TermInfo Project Meeting
Boca Raton on 2006-09-15
Attendance (revised)
	Name
	Org
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3

	Andrew Hinchley
	Cerner
	X
	
	

	Andrew Norton
	NHS SNOMED
	X
	
	

	Andrew Perry
	CIC Ltd
	X
	X
	X

	Bhavana Patel
	Infoway
	X
	X
	X

	Bob Dolin (chair for meeting)
	KP
	X
	X
	X

	Brian Levy
	Health Language
	X
	X
	

	Calvin Bebe
	Mayo
	X
	
	

	Carol Mulder
	Infoway
	X
	X
	

	Cecil Lynch (vocab co-chair)
	UC Davis
	X
	X
	

	Dan Russler
	Oracle (danrussler@oracle.com)
	X
	
	

	Davera Gabriel
	UC Davis
	X
	X
	X

	David Markwell
	CIC Ltd
	X
	X
	X

	Gay Giannone
	Siemens
	X
	X
	

	Geraldine Wade
	
	X
	
	

	Heather Grain
	
	X
	X
	

	Ian Townend
	NHS Connecting for Health
	X
	X
	

	Jane Curry
	
	X
	X
	X

	Karim Keshavjee
	GP Informatics
	X
	X
	

	Kasey Poon
	3M
	
	X
	

	Mike Cassidy
	Siemens
	X
	X
	

	Mike Lincoln
	VA
	X
	X
	X

	Pavel Kilian
	Siemens
	X
	X
	

	Richard Franck
	IBM
	X
	X
	

	Rob Hausam
	Theradoc
	X
	X
	X

	Rob McClure
	Apelon
	X
	X
	

	Stan Huff (vocab co-chair)
	IHC
	X
	
	

	Ted Klein (vocab co-chair)
	KCI
	X
	X
	

	Tim Williams
	CAP / SNOMED 
	X
	X
	

	Zhijing Lin
	Siemens
	X
	
	


Apologies received from Ralph Krog (Project Leader) who was unable to travel to this meeting. Bob Dolin had volunteered (on the mail list) to chair the meeting. This offer was welcomed and there were no alternative suggestions to fill the role.

Agenda as posted to TermInfo list

1st & 2nd Qtr: 

Finish up open or deferred ballot responses;

- Consistency with patient care model;

- Code/Value split issues; Discuss David's (& Dan's) paper; Come to a decision about what to include in document;

- Discuss disagreements with the current reconciliation package. 

3rd Qtr: 

- Vote to approve the reconciliation package;

- Logistics / planning (milestones for next ballot cycle).

Draft Minutes – based on notes taken by David Markwell
1. Introductions

See attendance. 

2. Adoption of agenda

Bob asked for comments on the agenda.

David noted that during the introductions it had become clear that Q3 would be poorly attended and that no Vocab Co-Chairs would be present at that session. Therefore, he proposed that the vote on approval of the reconciliation package should be conducted during Q2 to ensure that the meeting was quorate when the vote was taken.  The Chair noted that anyone attending in Q3 only with the intent of participating in the vote should be given the opportunity to re-open the issues. 

There was no dissent from this proposed agenda change with the caveat noted above.

The revised agenda was adopted. 

[As the attendance shows there were no attendees present in Q3 who were not also present during the Q2 vote on reconciliation package adoption].
3. Consistency with patient care model

Comment 21 (from William Goosen) had been deferred until this meeting. This relate to issues of alignment with the Patient Care models. It was discussed and a proposed resolution as indicated in the revised ballot reconciliation package was adopted (For 13, Against 0, Abstain 9).
4. Code/value split issues

Ballot reconciliation issue

Comment 99 (from Dan Russler) had been deferred until this meeting to take account of MnM TC view on the semantic relationship between Observation.code and Observation.value. Papers from David Markwell and Dan Russler had been submitted to MnM, Vocab and Clinical Statement lists. Meetings earlier in the WGM had ended up with an MnM ruling in joint session with Vocab which stated that the meaning of an Observation class was determined by the combined meaning of Observation.code and Observation.value and consequently the meaning of Observation.value could not be interpreted separately from the Observation.code. (please see MnM minutes when published for the wording of the motion).
Based on this discussion Dan withdrew comment 99. 

General issues arising from MnM decision
Discussed need for TermInfo to take a clear position on the way Observation.code and Observation.value are used in the light of the MnM decision. In particular the discussion relates to “nominalized statements” as described in the circulated paper on “Representation of clinical findings with SNOMED CT and HL7 Version 3”.

	B. Statements about findings that are often captured as a single “nominalized” expression

· The fact that a statement is often nominalized does not mean it consists of a single atomic item of information. Many such statements can be readily divided into several identifiable facets. However, unlike statements of type A, there are different views on how the semantics of the facets of these statements might be divided between the “code” and/or “value” attributes of the observation class.


General discussion of this topic was followed by discussion of the motion below.
Motion 1
Stan proposes: Jane seconds: 
For:  15, Against: 0, Abstain: 7
That acceptable “Pattern 2” (in the current ballot draft document) be changed to include a fixed code meaning “nominalized statement” with remainder of the semantics in value and other attributes as per guidelines in TermInfo document (e.g. SNOMED CT expression in value). For backward compatibility, if observation.code is present and observation.value is not present, this must be treated as semantically equivalent to: an observation with observation.code containing the fixed code for a “nominalized statement” and observation.value containing the expression present in the observation.code.
Discussion before vote above taken
Rob Hausam stated that the best place would be to have class with a single code attribute for the nominalized expression. Thus he felt the proposal above is not the best way - but it is acceptable if we have a clear idea of exactly what the one code that can be used in this instance is.

Ted Klein suggested that proposal was this is specific to SNOMED CT. David Markwell stated that it applies to any terminology that can express observations as nominalized statements. Bob Dolin agreed that for the purposes of TermInfo as a whole (i.e. including the Work Package 1) it applied to other terminologies. However, the patterns under detailed discussion are specific to this ballot which is on SNOMED CT guidance. This view was accepted by consensus.
During further discussion it was noted that comments such as comment 99 (see above) and 83 arose due to related to lack of clarity in RIM documentation. These points need to be addressed more widely by HL7 (e.g. by MnM) and particularly there is a need to

a) Tighten RIM definition of observation to specify code-value semantic interaction clearly. This is clearly needed based on MnM resolution Wednesday.

b) Document changes needed to clearly permit the approach to “nominalized statement” agreed in TermInfo motion. This is needed depending on the way the fixed code is specified. This may be more controversial in MnM and should be separate proposal for change. If not accepted would lead to reconsideration

a. E.g. need for another classCode for an “Nominalized Observation” with no “value”

Action

Small group to work on these aspects of RIM documentation to prepare Harmonization proposals on specific rewordings that would clarify the points above.

Volunteers: Bob Dolin, Rob Hausam, David Markwell, Jane Curry. 

Definition of fixed observation.code for nominalized statements

A discussion followed on the nature and naming of the fixed observation.code for nominalized statements as adopted in the previous motion.

There was general agreement that the code should ideally be added to an HL7 owned code list for Observation.code so that it could be applied to SNOMED CT or other code systems supporting “nominalized statements”. The code would refine the classCode “OBS” to indicate an observation in which the observation.value attribute contained the coded representation of a “nominalized statement”. Various options were suggested and discussed for the naming this code. Several were rejected for being over specific (i.e. implying some context which might constrain, overlap or conflict with the “nominalized statement”). The suggestion of “nominalized statement” was rejected on the grounds that a) it is not an action, b) the name is over technical. At the end of this discussion the following motion was adopted.
Motion 2
Proposed: David Markwell, Seconded: Rob McClure

For: 15, Against: 0 Abstain: 6, 

That the fixed code (used for Observation.code where the Observation.value contains the coded representation if a “nominalized statement” as per Motion 1) should have the displayName “Assertion”. 
5. Approval of the reconciliation package

The Chair asked for anyone present to raise any outstanding issues with the proposed ballot resolution package – as circulated with the addition of the changes made earlier in this meeting. None of those present were aware of any outstanding issues.
Motion 3
Proposed Mike Lincoln, second Davera 

For 17, Abstain 3, Against 0.

That the reconciliation package as distributed with updates as shown in this meeting be formally accepted by Vocabulary TC.
Note in passing this resolution the group were aware this was dependent on the time available for the necessary revisions. Therefore, a decision to withhold publication or publish for comments only is possible on a phone conference if adequate progress is not made.
6. Planning for future ballot
Ballot planning

The initial discussion of the future work on the revised ballot took place at the end of Q2 while the meeting remained quorate (including two Vocab TC Co-Chairs present). Bob raised the question of whether we would be in a position to ballot in the Jan 2007 cycle. David noted that at the last meeting one attendee (Harry Solomon) had argued that the document should go through the Committee ( Membership ballot process rather than following the DSTU path originally proposed. This issue was discussed and following that discussion the following motion was adopted.

Motion 4
Proposed David Markwell, Second Jane Curry
For 15, Abstain 3, Against 0.

That the TermInfo Guide to SNOMED CT be revised for ballot DSTU in the January 2007 cycle.

Note: From this point only there were no longer two Vocab TC Co-chairs present and the following notes relate to an internal TermInfo discussion and do not include any formal resolutions.
Detailed discussion on structure and content

The following outline and notes are the results of the discussion on the structure of the revised guide to be published in accordance with motion 4.
Document structure changes agreed
1) Introduction

· As now with ballot agreed changes

2) Guidance on overlaps of RIM and SNOMED CT semantics

· Current 2.2 with ballot agreed changes

Notes
Omit 2.2.2 moved to Annex

Clearly enumerate the May/Should/Shall's and follow with discussion/rationale as needed.

Include nominalized statement and code-value guideline as agreed in meeting.

3) Common Patterns using SNOMED CT

· Current 3 with ballot agreed changes

4) Transformation to normal forms

· Current 4 with ballot agreed changes

Notes

Add guidance re close-to-user forms and communicator responsibilities (i.e. transform by retrieval user not message sender)

Add examples (i.e. from Representation of Clinical Findings document)

5) SNOMED CT Vocabulary Domain constraints

· Current 2.1 with agreed ballot changes

Notes

Preamble – simplify and remove some of the discussion.

Correct or remove reference to pattern sections.

Simple description of subsumption only.

Need to refer to Vocab work on value-set binding

In tables

Remove cells for “Critique” and “Formal specification”

Tidy rest of the table (i.e. fix layout issues relating to XML pub format)

Keep inter attribute cells.

Mention and reference OID to value set.

Annex x. General Options for dealing with overlaps
Current 2.2.2 with agreed ballot changes
Actions on the revised ballot document
Jane Curry: Is doing work on value-sets and recommendation on patterns and forms. This may generate material that would cover some of sections 4 and 5.
Mike Lincoln: Offering to do work on medication and immunizations pattern examples with input and direction from Bob Dolin.
Rob McClure: Contribution through small group on RIM documentation. Also happy to contribute on consistency between sections.
Andrew Perry: Cross checking patterns with domain models (clinical statement, pharmacy, etc)
Tim Williams: Looking at Subset/RefSet formalization of the value-sets described in the new Section 5) so they can be referenced in the document. 
David Markwell: Will look at subdivision and editing support for the various reorganized sections. Also subject to time constraints will edit sections previously authored by him – other volunteers welcome.
Bob Dolin: Will post the agreed ballot reconciliation and solicit withdrawal of negatives from voters. Will undertake editing of sections he originated with input from others as noted plus other volunteers.
Ralph Krog:  Please notify HL7 HQ that we plan to ballot in January cycle (note the timetable for this as below). Bob Dolin to communicate with Ralph to pass on this request for action.
Note: There is also an earlier date for intent to ballot not in the list below which Bob Dolin is aware of and should advise on separately.
Announcement Deadline
· 22-Oct Intent to Ballot and new Project Scope documents
Content deadlines

· 29-Oct Initial Content due
i. first preview of artifacts and topics to be included in ballot

· 05-Nov Preview Opens
i. all material for ballot (may need more editing or text)

· 12-Nov Supporting Content Deadline
· Must submit Ballot reconciliation data and all graphics for verification and testing

· 19-Nov Final Content Deadline – Any content to be included in cycle must be complete by this date.

· 26-Nov Voting Opens
Ed Cheetham: To be asked whether he is able to provide updates to the section he authored - new section 5 (previously 2.1). David Markwell to check this and provide input as necessary.
ALL TermInfo members: Please be ready to review and propose specific changes in line with ballot reconciliation.

7. Future conference calls
Calls to restart fortnightly at same time as previously as from Tuesday 26-September-2006. [Ralph Krog – please arrange with HQ]






