Vocabulary Working Group

Meeting Minutes
September 2009
1 Attendees
	Given Name
	Family Name
	Affiliation
	eMail

	Diana
	Behling
	Iatric Systems
	Diana.behling@iatric.com

	Stacy
	Berger
	City of Hope
	sberger@coh.org

	Andy 
	Bond
	NEHTA 
	andy.bond@nehta.gov.au

	Jim
	Campbell
	 
	 

	Nicolas
	Canu
	L'Atelier du Soft
	nicolas.canu@wannado.fr

	Dave 
	Carlson
	VHA
	david.carlson@va.gov

	Jim
	Carlson
	CAPSTS
	jcarlson@cap.org

	Jim
	Case
	American Veterinary Medical Association
	JTCase@ucdavis.edu

	Lorraine
	Constable
	Constable Consulting
	lorraine@constable.ca

	Kevin
	Coonan
	DFCI
	kevin.coonan@gmail.com

	Carmela
	Couderc
	Seimens
	carmela.couderc@siemens

	Mike
	Cummens
	Marshfield Clinic
	cummens.michael@marshfieldclinic.org

	Bob
	Davis
	NAHDO
	rdavis@nahdo.org

	Alex
	De Jong
	Siemens
	alex.dejong@siemens.com

	Kristy 
	Eckerson
	Emory University
	Keckers@emery.edu

	Davera
	Gabriel
	ucdavis
	davera@ucdavis.edu

	Sundak
	Ganesan
	CDC Consultant
	dsq3@cdc.gov

	Len
	Gebase
	NIST
	gebase@nist.gov

	Len
	Gebese
	NIST
	gabese@nist.gov

	Ken
	Gerlach
	Centres for Disease Control and Prevention
	kgerlach@cdc.hhs.gov

	Christof
	Gessner
	HL7 Germany
	gessner@mxdx.de

	Heather
	Grain
	Llewelyn Grain Informatics
	heather@lginformatics.com

	Grahame
	Grieve
	HL7 Australia
	grahame@kestral.com.au

	Pat
	Gunter
	Duke Translational Medicine
	patricia.gunter@duke.edu

	Brady
	Hamilton
	CDC
	by phone

	Mary
	Hamilton
	CDC - CSC
	zdr7@cdc.gov

	Russell
	Hamm
	Apelon
	rhamm@apelon.com  (by phone)

	Monica
	Harry
	CHI
	monica.harry@gpinformatics.com

	Rob
	Hausam
	Theradoc
	Robert.hausam@theradoc.com

	Andrew
	Hinchley
	CPL Healthline
	ahinchley@yahoo.co.uk

	Wendy
	Huang
	CHI
	whuang@infoway-inforoute.ca


	Given Name
	Family Name
	Affiliation
	eMail

	Stan
	Huff
	Intermountain Health Care
	stan.huff@intermountainmail.org

	Steven
	Huffnegel
	DOD MHS
	shufnagel@tiag.net

	Ruth
	Jajosky
	CDC
	by phone

	Gaby
	Jewell
	Cerner
	gjewell@cerner.com

	Tony
	Julian
	Mayo
	ajulianmayo.edu

	John
	Kilbourne
	NLM
	jkilbourne@cap.org

	Ted
	Klein
	KCI
	ted@tklein.com

	Beverly
	Knight
	CHI
	bknight@infoway-inforoute.ca

	Bruce
	Laidlaw
	CGI Group
	bglaidlaw@shaw.ca

	Jobst
	Landgrebe
	 
	by phone

	Jingdong
	Li
	DALLC
	jingdong.li@gmail.com

	Nicholay
	Lipskiy
	Center for Disease Control and Prevention
	dgzl@cdc.gov

	Cecil
	Lynch
	Ontoreason
	clynch@ontoreason.com

	Vince
	MacCauley
	HL7 Australia
	vincem@mccauleysoftware.com

	David
	Markwell
	CIC
	david@clininfo.co.uk

	Margaret
	Marshburn
	CDC / SAIC
	mmarshburn@cdc.gov

	Michael
	Martin
	Clemson Livestock Poultry Health
	mmarti5@clemson.edu

	Bonny
	McAllister
	Iatric Systems
	Bonnie.mcAllister@iatric.com

	Rob
	McClure
	Apelon
	rmcclure@apelon.com

	Lloyd
	McKenzie
	LM and A Consulting
	Lloyd@lmckenzie.com

	Michelle
	Meany
	CDC
	by phone

	Holly
	Miller
	VA
	Holly.miller@va.gov

	Sean
	Muer
	VHA
	sean.muer@vha.gov

	Galen
	Mulrooney
	VHA
	Galen.Mulrooney@va.gov

	Ravi
	Natarajan
	NHS
	ravi.natarajan@nhs.net

	Masaharu
	Obayashi
	Kanrikogaku Ltd
	obayashi@kthree.co.jp

	Frank
	Oemig
	HL7 Germany
	HL7@oemig.de

	Nicholas
	Oughtibridge
	NHS Connecting for Health
	nicholas.oughtibridge@nhs.net

	Craig
	Parker
	Arizona State Univ
	craigparkermd@gmail.com

	Greg
	Peres
	Infoway
	gperes@infoway.ca

	Nick
	Radov
	Axolotl Corp
	nradov@axolotl.com

	Patrick
	Revelle
	MedDRA MSSD
	patrick.revelle@nqc.com

	Paulo
	Schluter
	GE Healthcare
	Paul.Schluter@med.ge.com

	Brian
	Schwaller
	Health language
	brian.schwaller@healthlanguage.com

	Rita
	Scichilone
	AHIMA
	rita.scichilone@ahima.org

	Chris
	Smith
	iSoft
	chris.smith@isofthealth.com

	Robert
	Snelick
	NIST
	rsnelick@nist.gov

	Harry
	Solomon
	GE
	harry.soloman@ge.com

	Given Name
	Family Name
	Affiliation
	eMail

	Craig
	Stancl
	Mayo Clinic
	stancl.craig@mayo.edu

	Sandra
	Stuart
	 
	sandra.stuart@rpi.org

	Sue
	Thompson
	NCDDA
	Sthompson@ncpdp.org

	John
	Timm
	IBM Research
	johntimm@us.ibm.com

	Ian
	Townsend
	NHS CFH
	ian.townsend@nhs.net

	Ryan
	Van Dyne
	CDC-CCID Information
	rsv0@cdc.gov

	Cindy
	Vinion
	Northrop Grumman
	cdv2@cdc.gov

	Daniel
	Vreeman
	Reigenstrief
	dvreeman@regenstrief.org

	You-Ying
	Whipple
	VA
	you-ying.whipple@va.gov

	Michelle
	Williamson
	CDC
	mwilliamson@cdc.gov

	Ann
	Wrightson
	NHS Wales
	ann.wrightson@wales.nhs.uk


2 Sunday Q3 Facilitators Meeting

Chair:  Ted Klein

Scribe: Heather Grain
2.1 Facilitators' Role

The role of vocabulary facilitators was explained.  
2.2 Display Name Discussion

Laboratories are now sending LOINC and SNOMED-CT codes.  SNOMED-CT has both a fully specified name which is often unsuited to direct care display or data collection, and synonyms and local terms as string names.  There are variations in which name, if any is or should be included in the message..

There is a need to associate display text with the concepts in a value set.  For the people who publish value sets and for terminologies that have more than one display name,  It must e possible to identify which of the names are to be displayed in which case.  HL7 currently has no position stated or solution offered to this problem.

The questions are:  
· what should be included on the wire?

· which name to display – discussion considered that the display name is an issue for local display ‘pick list’ behavior.  The pick list has to be representations that are allowed designations (a constrained list) in the value set.
On a program by program basis you need to be able to assert your code set and your preferred display name.  There is a need for a display management system to handle this problem in the manner appropriate to the organization.

Conclusion:  User interface requirements and use cases for value sets and the terminology should be in a separate system, and is not covered within HL7. 

Display name in V2 and V3 are intended to be the formal fully specified names as published in the terminology not the local name.

The names that people see when they view or collect data, is intended to be carried in the original text property of the datatypes. 
2.3 Planning for the week.

There is a problem as Ted can not make the meeting on Tuesday Q3 and he is a major contributor to this issue.  V2 vocabulary harmonization with V3 – discussion on some of the major issues in V2 occurred.  These issues include versions of null, and translations.  V2 has coded value, text, the original text, the code system and the version.  This is close to V4 but structurally there is a need to harmonize the coded data types in V2 so that they support the same terminology model.  
The second component is to harmonize the content, where the same semantic space is represented in both versions, should they be the same code systems?  
3 Monday Q3 

Chair:  Ted Klein

Scribe: Heather Grain
3.1 IOM report on Race and Ethnicity – US realm
Brady Hamilton joined the meeting by teleconference.  He provided a position on the codes for reporting of race and ethnicity from the NCHS.
All US federal agencies are required to follow the revised OMB standards on the collection and reporting of data on race and ethnic status.  The standards stipulate a number of requirements including:

· Self reporting or self-identification is the preferred means of obtaining information about an individual’s race and ethnicity (with the exception of the death certificate as the individual is unable to self select.

· Wherever feasible, separate questions shall be used for reporting race and ethnicity

· Respondents shall be allowed to select more than one race category.

OMB states that the categories are social-political constructs, not biologic and anthropological constructs, developed to provide a common language for uniformity.

Only OMB can authorize changes to the standards for data collected by federal agencies.  No other federal agency can authorize the adoption of alternative standards (such as the bio-geographical ancestry categories) or modify the current OMB standards in use.

The HL7 representation of ethnicity is being redirected by reference to the CDC as the source of truth, rather than HL7 maintaining the code set.  Implementation guidance for this field in the US realm is required.  At the moment the binding is not formally established. But it is intended that this occur at the next harmonization meeting.

ACTION:  Ted Klein:  Vocabulary Harmonization Preparation include redirection to CDC for any code sets maintained in HL7. An example of this need is ethnicity but there are many others.
There is a need to be clear about the role of the code in these systems.  Many people were unaware of the level of detail available in these classifications.
Brady is available to receive queries at (301) 458 4653 – Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  National Centre for Health Statistics

The committee had some problems with the way the census was collecting race and ethnicity as the Census collection did not choose to take the approach suggested in Brady’s paper.  They were concerned with the mixing of the concepts of race and ethnicity together.  
There may be some concepts which have two parents which would break the ‘simple’ role up question.  This is not an HL7 question but we would recommend consideration of whether a strict classification with hierarchical integrity is required or whether you require a terminology to identify the relationships between the concepts included.
The current language codes used by ISO (639-3) tend to represent written languages rather than spoken languages which is a much larger set.
Language collection mechanism was discussed and there are proposals to include level of English proficiency as well as preferred language for healthcare.  ISO have not yet published the OIDs for language, but have published the OIDs for country codes which are now used in HL7.
Modeling concepts of language included subsets that relate to utility such as spoken, non-verbal, written, non-verbal other etc.  Additional rules may be needed to represent the concepts appropriately.  The set should include all options and the sub-set based upon the use case.
ACTION:  Sundak Ganesan to send a link to current reports produce to the List.
3.2 H1N1 messaging vocabulary

Web site :  www.phconnect.org
Questions can be logged at www.phconnect.org/group/vocabularyandmessagingcommunityofpractice/forum/topics
Sundak demonstrated this web site and the forms for reporting questions.  There was discussion on the terminology to be used e.g.: SNOMED-CT / LOINC vs ICD based classification.  Epidemiologists at this point do not require SNOMED-CT or LOINC codes and therefore require mapping to their more general requirement.  Canada has a similar process, using SNOMED-CT in the immune system finding area. There is also information collected on finding by method and by site.
4 Monday Q4
Chair:  Ted Klein

Scribe: Heather Grain
4.1 Post coordination introductory discussion

There are inconsistencies in the construction of post-coordination messages.  With the release of data types R2 data types able to express post-coordination there is an implicit or explicit compositional grammar and this is to be used as a string. This discussion concerns the build / mechanism for development and maintenance of the value set associated with post-coordinated concepts.
Example 1::  adding a qualifier to a disorder
Can be transmitted as a unit in OBX.5  

Requires specific site to site negotiation to interpret.

Must indicate code system 2.16.840.1.113883.2.1.3.2.4.15 – the OID for SNOMED-CT.
Is there a need to consistently be able to intentionally limit a value set where post-coordinated expressions are used?  

HL7 value sets should be seen simply as a constraint set, they are not designed to support mapping or drop down list usage. 
The concept of distributing large lists of the intentional expression of SNOMED-CT  should not be considered. 
70241007:47429007 =10944007 

Or as 

70241007|nutritional deficiency|:47429007|associated with|=10944007

Both being legal representations.
We are moving from a traditional information model approach to a description logic approach and we currently don’t have the mechanisms in place to keep up with this either in the terminology (many missing elements in definitions, even those identified as fully defined).  
In release format 2 there are IDs for intentional reference sets which could be used.  There was discussion on whether HL7 need to deal with the mechanism for post-coordination in the value set processes or not.  It was discussed whether it should be attempted to address this problem for SNOMED-CT only as a first step, to inform a solution that is general, a logical second issue would be with ICD.
This problem occurs both in V2 and V3 messages.  In V2 there are only two kinds of conformance, enumerated extensional value set or the name of a code system.   Conformance in v2 is through enumeration of the values permitted in a table.  V2 would need significant modification to the conformance requirements.  V2 conformance for country codes are achieved as a sentence that says ‘use the ISO 3 character country codes’.  This is a manual instruction to implementers.
It is proposed that we restructure V2 as well as modify V3. It is also vital that we liaise with IHTSDO to inform how they are addressing the issue from their perspective.

It was agreed that this is a real business case with increasing priority and that HL7 need to have a position of post-coordination in value sets.  

Discussion

It is recognized that this work relates to CTS2, NCI project and IHTSDO and others.

V2 has the problem that the power of the V2 terminology model needs to be upgraded to handle terminology requirements.  This problem is acknowledged to cover both intentional and extensional value sets.  

4.1.1 Provider Codes – US Domain

Existing Provider Codes need to be retired and a replacement pointer to the new set from HIPPA created.  These data have been updated in the OID registry and will shortly be completed in the V3 repository.  
5 Tuesday Q1 

Chair:  Beverly Knight
Scribe: Heather Grain
5.1 Joint with SOA (vocabulary hosting)

The question of the relevance of CTS2 to the joint group was raised.  

Unambiguously communication through HSSP and the rest of HL7 is an emerging need. Greater alignment is increasingly needed.

Discussion

OMG to giving consideration to using ISO 11179 we are not taking advantage of things out there by building our own metamodels.  ISO 11179 could be used and suggested updates provided to ISO on this topic to support HL7 requirements.  The protection or direction of how we want things done is through formal policies and procedures, we’ve only gone through the HL7 OMG process twice, now is the time to evaluate what went well and what did not.  We need to specify HL7’s requirements.  As a minimum we need OMG to reference HL7 normative artifacts.  This doesn’t mean that a different payload could not be used.  This requirement is in our current documentation but is weekly worded.  
Part 3 of 11179 (metadata registry) has endeavored to include some terminology, but it is not always in a way that will meet the needs to HL7.  There are a lot of organizations using ISO 11179.  This makes it possible to use these metadata repositories and restrictions with some additional functionality and we would not have to be pushing out our own home brewed tools.

This approach is consistent with the processes within CEN.

Jointly HL7 OMG look at what are the requirements for a vocabulary metamodel?  There is concern that CTS2 does not deal with all the issues of the MIF structure.  The metamodel contains the source of truth for how we deal with vocabulary.  There is a need to clearly define what belongs in CTS2 that has to be captured in both use and structural requirements for HL7 artifacts but also how we get this represented in the publication process.
There is no complete definition of the vocabulary metamodel separate from the MIF.  The argument that MIF is needed could be rephrased that the metamodel that is in MIF should be well defined as an implementation of that metamodel.

ACTION:  CTS2 metamodel will be updated to cover known gaps and take that forward to OMG.  Everything that we need is not currently there at the functional level.
Questions raised included:

Is a complete metadata model appropriate for inclusion?
Is vocabulary the owner of that?
Is vocabulary willing to take that on?
It was agreed that the new metamodel be part of the requirements that we provide to OMG.  However it was not clear whether this means that it is an integral part of the SFM as an artifact?  It could be created as a separate artifact owned by this committee.  The requirements would then contain the SFM and reference the external artifact.

The MIF does what it does, in an ideal world when the MIF was created there would have been a vocabulary metamodel at a different level to that which the MIF would conform and there would have been dialogue to harmonize logically at the time.  There is now some harmonization work required.  There’s an applied metamodel in the MIF and it is good that this has been thought of, and it is time to update and review this to harmonize and improve both the MIF and to produce a vocabulary metamodel.
In moving this forward – we have the MIF, we should not do something new.  We should build upon the MIF.  We should take the MIF that and create whatever we need to create the vocabulary metamodel.  This process is likely to have a backward impact upon the MIF.  This needs Lloyd’s contribution.  As a part of this the metamodel must stay conformant with the MIF or the MIF must be conformant upon the vocabulary metamodel.  We need to abstract from the MIF the right elements as a starting point. 
Now that CTS is where it is and core principles is nearing completion.  We would be looking for additional work participants.  There is joint work with OMG being undertaken undertaking requirements gathering.  We should bring in other vocabulary representations such as those administered by IHTSDO into the discussion.  The metamodel should handle HL7 and other terminologies.  Vocabulary should create own and maintain a metamodel for vocabulary independent of the SFM as it has wider utility.

ACTION:  Heather Grain to follow up with ISO on process for contribution to ISO 11179 review.  Heather to report back to Vocabulary
ACTION:  Vocabulary are asserting responsibility for metamodel development.  Vocabulary go to the TSC with a project scope statement for this development, with InM as a co-sponsor.
SOA, MnM, SAEAF are in a maturing process and emerging governance processes are in discussion.
6 Tuesday Q2 

Chair:  Beverly Knight
Scribe: Heather Grain
6.1 Term Info ballot reconciliation and future
TermInfo calls are continuing to be difficult to obtain a quorum, for this reason comment disposition was progressed at this meeting.  A summary of the disposition is documented here, but is also in the comment disposition ballot spreadsheet.  
Disposition of comments from Grahame Grieve
Issue 2:  examples of information units include ‘capsules’ or ‘tables’.

Disposition:  ‘tables’ are still units, they are units of counting rather than units of measure.  UCUM does not deal with these.  

Discussion:  the correct solution is that the form of the measurement, whether a dose form or an observation (count).  Discussion on this also occurs in MnM design patterns and in data types.  
Persuasive:  will provide guidance on this issue in line with IDMP (identification of medicinal products)
ACTION:  Ian Townsend to check with MnM Datatypes and Christoff.  Gessner.
Issue 4
While the existing HL7 valueset for UncertaintyCode is basically useless, the advice to use the SNOMED-CT finding context ‘instead’ seems inappropriate to me because the scope of the SNOMED-CT uncertainty code is narrower.  Uncertainty is a difficult problem, because you may be uncertain of different things at different levels.  So while I’m sure that there are cases where it is appropriate to use a SNOMED-CT finding code, there may also be cases where it is appropriate to use the attribute since the uncertainty is about something more than the specific code.  At some stage HL7 will revise the value set of actually make the attribute useful.  
Discussion:  adverse reaction – I am sure that the patient had an adverse reaction, but I am not sure of the cause.  From the SNOMED-CT the finding of adverse reaction is certain while the finding of cause of adverse reaction is not certain.    If you put uncertainty in, you have to say what you are uncertain about, are you uncertain about the uncertainty.

Not Persuasive: Comment Withdrawn by Grahame Grieve.

Issue 5:
The following example shows how to formally assert the use of the implementation guide.  This example shows how to indicate that an instance conforms to the spec.  The spec makes rules about models as much as about instances.  How can one indicate that a model conforms to the spec?  Can an instance claim conformance to the spec if the application models don’t?  What if they prohibit it, so that it conforms to the degree possible?

Discussions:  If the committee thinks it is worth noting whether the models can, cannot, might allow the terminfo rules to be followed this could be added.  The tooling committee would add metadata to the model.  The model designer then must assert if they are terminfo compliant.  Is this model terminfo ‘safe’?  It is the intersection between the sets.  There is a danger that you market as terminfo ‘safe’ and it is not clear what that means, does it mean that anything in terminfo you can do in this model, or that if you use this model within it’s scope it will conform to terminfo.  There is nothing in terminfo that give it teeth and requirements to conform. The relationship between IHTSDO and HL7 require that this be not a guideline but the way we do standards in HL7.  It would be worthwhile to address this issue in the specification.  When you choose SNOMED-CT that you would want to be SNOMED-CT compliant therefore the model should look to see if you are restricted to SNOMED-CT then you must use the terminfo processes.
A valid QA process is in development and checklists could include conformance to terminfo requirements.

ACTION:  mine terminfo for ballot QA check material.
Disposition:  that a comment be added in the terminfo document that we expect documents and models produced within HL7 to allow terminfo.  Committees should produce models that are capable of being conformant to terminfo where SNOMED-CT is used – non compliance to this would be a reason for negative ballot.  Work groups should assert whether they intend to be conformant with terminfo or not.

It is the intention of the vocabulary committee to review ballots and where they do not meet this requirement we will vote negatively.  
Motion:  That we add a note on this to the terminfo spec (yet to be word smithed) Add processes for terminfo to the ballot QA check list.

Moved: Grahame Grieve

Seconded:  David Markwell

Vote: 14 yes, abstain 1, no 1.

Other changes noted in the ballot disposition documentation

Motion: That the disposition of issues 1 – 7 from Grahame Grieve be accepted
Moved: Ian Townsend
Seconded: Grahame Grieve

Vote:  15 For, Abstain 0, No 0.

Comments from Harry S.

Issues 1 – 4 were reviewed in committee, modifications made.



See disposition details in the ballot disposition document.


Motion:  moved that the disposition be accepted


Moved:  Ian Townsend


Seconded:  David Markwell

Comments from Gunther S.

Negative Major – disagree with 2.2.2.2 point 4: an observation must be interpreted based on code and value, and that this is done, I can and must be allowed to put the finding into a value with the code specifying how that finding applies.  It’s OK to have this ASSERTION code, but I disagree that the SNOMED-CT context model should be used inside the value.  Instead, if you don’t allow this in code, the family member should be the subject participant in the V3 explicit data model.


Motion:  that this is not persuasive.


Moved:  Ian T.


Seconded David Markwell


Vote:  For 14, Abstain 1, Against 0

6.1.1 The future of TermInfo
Ballot comments will feed back into IHTSDO and vocabulary will maintain the document.  
Action:  An intent to ballot will be logged with DSTU of 8 - 12 months during which time terminfo will continue to function.
6.2 Post-coordination discussion continuation

MOTION:  That a project scope statement be prepared to identify appropriate resolution of the process for applying the rules required for representation of compositional grammar in the value set machinery of HL7 (V2 and V3).  HL7 need to have a position on conformance to value set constraints intended to be populated by post-coordinated expressions.  This project will consider an approach for SNOMED-CT to inform the later development of a generic solution.  

Moved:  
Heather Grain

Seconded:
Ian Townsend
Vote:  Against 0, abstain 0, For 16.
Interested participants in this work activity:

Leader:  Beverly Knight, 
Others:   Sundak G. Ian T, Rob McClure. David M, Cecil L.
ACTION:  Beverly will prepare the scope statement and contact will be made with IHTSDO and JIC.

Discussion

It is recognized that this work relates to CTS2, NCI project and IHTSDO and others and should be done in cooperation and collaboration with existing activities outside HL7.  This would be an ideal joint project between the organizations.  Within HL7 the work would be joint with Conformance.
The majority of the detail of this work would need to be considered for update to core principles and how the rules for terminology and value sets interrelate be added to CTS.  The result would be a normative document that specifies how value sets are created and where vocabulary could become more normative throughout HL7.  Further discussion is required on this in the future.
V2 has the problem that the power of the V2 terminology model needs to be upgraded to handle terminology requirements.  

This problem is acknowledged to cover both intentional and extensional value sets.  We have to be able to say how you include compositional grammar, how compositional expressions are allowed in value sets, and then a way of saying how they conform.  Concepts in SNOMED-CT are defined compositionally even if they are pre-coordinated, unless they are primitives.  It would be useful to have a version of Terminfo that includes the machine requirements.

7 Tuesday Q3 InM with vocabulary hosting
Chair:  Heather Grain
Scribe: Beverly Knight
7.1 V2/V3 vocabulary harmonisation.  
Issue 1:  maintenance of semantic space.

The second component is to harmonize the content, where the same semantic space is represented in both versions, should they be the same code systems?  

The differences in the terminology model and content are primarily driven by the differences in the structure.  The priority of this item was discussed.  There is a maintenance issue – initial action will be to generate table 396 out of the OID

· It is acceptable that a standardized place that is consistent and where individual table content should not require a ballot.  The repository could be used to replace the table declarations in V2.  Vocabulary own table 396.  There is a need to identify processes to support maintenance and recognize that this table is special in that it would not require a ballot to change content, but would require a vote in rim harmonization supported by the vocabulary committee.  

· The rules for deprecating codes need to be sorted out and there will be conflicts.

Table 396 is being integrated into the OID registry.  This is not yet complete.  InM are happy that Vocabulary progress these changes. 
Can we extend the OID registry to produce table 396 automatically without creating additional issues with deprecated concepts or codes.  Is there a simpler alternative?  It needs to be confirmed by Ted that it is viable to use the OID registry which is now stable to produce table 396.
The ideal state is that the concepts that are the same are linked together under the code system in which they are contained now.  Taking care of table 396 is one aspect, the other aspect is that we would no longer publish V2 tables which are balloted and maintain them through the OID registry processes.
There is a need to make a case to the TSC that this is something that needs to be funded and resolved within a reasonable time period.  

Requirement:  to be able to produce the V2 tables from the resultant joint repository.

Ted Klein reported that this has been done.
7.2 Terminology Choices

Should we consider requiring certain terminologies for a given concept.  

Early in HL7 history, around 1997, we started thinking that we would standardise terminology in HL7.  For example for this set of drugs we are going to use RXNorm, or for Diagnosis we will use SNOMED-CT.    The decision was made to allow people to use different terminologies in the models.  This has generated considerable difficulties as it means that an interoperable definition has not been given in our standards.  We find ourselves creating data elements and you decide to use SNOMED-CT then the model and rules are different to if you use ICD in that same field and it does not support interoperability.    You could have middle ground where you have to have identical characteristics eg:  choose lab loinc for observation codes in lab messages, you could also use these codes in SNOMED-CT which are semantically the same concepts.  
We have introduced problems through not making these choices in the beginning.  There is the fact that making such hard choices it will have an impact upon whose terminologies get used and which don’t get used.  If a different terminology is adopted then they would be non-compliant if not using the required system.

There was support for the concept but further discussion was needed.  Another view was presented that in the past the decisions made were appropriate at that time as there was insufficient clarity on single direction.  It would be valuable to move in this direction.

If you are not conformant you could establish a target date up to which people are not necessarily expected to be conformant.  Within countries transition states have to be accepted.  Is non-conformance a bad thing provided there are clear target dates.
In order to get to the target state standards have to improve and be responsive to one another.  If you said SNOMED-CT covers a range of scopes.  It should also be recognised that this is not the end of the process, but the process of simply declaring these standards will need considerable progressive input.  There would also require cooperation from the standards bodies and a mutual agreement would be needed.

A lot of this in the USA has been taken on by HISSP.  The intent is not to make an independent but to support all national requirements through the modelling of HL7 representation to consistently and accurately reflect the terminology use.
One of the steps is to apply SNOMED-CT where it is the commonly used approach in a domain, eg problem lists.  National decisions should influence but not dictate the decisions made which need to fit international need.
If a long term strategy we would have to determine digestible size activities.

Motion:  That we define a process leading to the ability to assign a single HL7 preferred value set and/or code system (as defined in core principles) for specific coded attributes in HL7 standards (V2, V3, CCOW etc) and manage these preferences.

Moved:  
Stan Huff

Second:  
David Markwell

Vote:
Against 0, Abstain 0, For 17.

ACTION:  A project scope statement to be prepared by Stan Huff.  Include a reference to IHTSDO CM SIG and R&I Committee desire to declare that SNOMED-CT will work in certain chosen models and to have harmonisation between standards organisations.
Discussion:  
The motivation is to deliver on interoperability rather than to dictate and to clarify

it is recognised that this may result in some places being non compliant and that this may require timeframes for compliance to be achieved.
It is recognised that this would be a progressive process of change within the HL7 standards (i.e. all data elements would not be changed at the same time).

If we want to have an information that fits with the terminology, this is a doable task and there are many relationships and issues, but if we had done this in the past it would not have been right, if we do it today, our decisions are likely to be inappropriate in the future as we learn further.  The message could be harmonisation and getting things to work together.  The process should include the recognition that the preferred code system may change over time.

At the level of the RIM this would not be required as this discusses domains, rather than value sets.  This would apply at the level of value set and further discussion is needed to clarify what levels other than value set are relevant to this activity. The intent of this is to have a single approach internationally rather than having every realm determine their binding realm.
Issue 2:  Structure of V2 vs V3
InM have not had much discussion on this topic.  
These issues include versions of null, and translations.  V2 has coded value, text, the original text, the code system and the version.  This is close to V4 but structurally there is a need to harmonize the coded data types in V2 so that they support the same terminology model.  This could be done through sharing of registries but requires significant changes
There is a large amount of work.  Proposals have come forward in the past and tomorrow this will be discussed in InM and a decision made from their perspective.  Changes have been made to some of the data types and compatibility issues.   There is also the issue of items deprecated in one and not in others.  InM will debate the V2 issues for flavours of null.
Unresolved Issue

8 Tuesday Q4 

Chair:  Ted Klein
Scribe: Beverly Knight
8.1 Vocabulary Harmonization Processes

Submission requirements include the use of a tool that is often difficult to use and does not always allow people to do what they needed to do.  To improve this we moved to a template that was intended to be simpler and allow variation.
However additional issues arise at harmonization where vocabulary submissions received do not always leverage existing value sets.  There is a need for oversight on ALL submissions, despite the existence of vocabulary facilitators.  This sometimes comes from the creation of harmonization proposals at the last minute (identified from the submission on the last day or minute)
The new form has the ability to collect the information but there is also a need to demand that this section be completed accurately as part of submission.  
Previous discussion identified that we already have to backfill unforeseen relationships discovered at harmonization.  Do we want to put the cost/effort on the proposal preparers or bear the costs/effort in the harmonization processes in HL7.
What are the objectives of terminology use in HL7 models?  There is a need to decide if harmonization as it currently functions is servicing those goals, and if there is a need to recommend changes to the TSC.  There is a need to build a higher expectation of vocabulary quality within the groups that build the models.

We need to think:

Why do we have harmonization?
What are the processes required and their priority?
Some of these needs and processes have changed in recent years and it is time for review.

It was decided that it is time to undertake a complete review rather than tinker with the process.

Historically MnM put in place a process where the V3 proposals were put together both with models and with structured vocabulary.  The structure of the RIM was dependent upon the vocabulary content.
The domain committees often have limited vocabulary expertise and have limited V3 experience.  They establish value sets, often without the required structure components.
There is existing old material of poor quality.  This is an issue more about the lack of terminology asset management.  The absence of usable quality value sets the utility of V3 is at risk.
In some cases process has been written down and been ineffectively implemented (ie. Not enforced).  It is recognized that concept domains are critical and a set of criteria for the definition of a new concept domain were established.  When an attempt was made to enforce these rules, formal complaints came to leadership that this process was obstructionist.  There is a need to understand the quality issues and the impact these have between quality and time to deliver.  
Perhaps we should consider how hard to adhere to we want/need these rules to be.  There is also the agenda that this vocabulary should be a normative thing included in the ballot.
The process is maturing, the process is going more smoothly but is not there yet.  It is immature to build things while the process is still developing.  The reason Russ is missing is because he is doing a formal evaluation of the IHTSDO workbench.  A secondary goal is to identify what would need to be augmented to satisfy our tooling needs.

A formal process that defines the timelines, allow for interdependencies, that relate to formal metamodel and tooling is needed.  A project was requested to cover this point.

Motion:  that a formal process be established (through project scope statement) for vocabulary maintenance that includes timelines, allows for interdependencies, and leverages the Vocabulary metamodel as and when developed.  Define the requirements and analyze the gaps for tooling to support and implement the process.  We acknowledge the requirement for funding to progress this project.  

Moved:  
Rob McClure
Seconded:
Lloyd

Vote:  Against:0    Abstain:0     For: 17

ACTION:  Rob McClure to prepare the project scope statement for review on teleconference.  
Discussion:  we need to look to realm authorities to provide relevant support for this process.  This will feed into the strategic plan for Vocabulary.  This project should draw on people working in realm specific areas internationally to do this.
This activity supports ongoing improvement in the harmonization processes.

There has been mixed improvement in harmonization processes through the use of the new form.  Should we request that the process become more stringent in its requirement.  This is dependent upon clearly informing the community of the new timeline requirement and provision of feedback on how to complete.  We can require people to go through a checklist and to assert that they have completed the process.  
There is a tooling requirement to be able to pre-process submissions in order to identify areas of discrepancy.

Action:  Lloyd and Ted will develop something to describe the detailed items needed and review for check boxes.

9 Wednesday Q1 – joint with MnM (hosted by MnM)

Core principles ballot reconciliation discussion of topics related to both MnM and Vocabulary.    
Sections 2 and 3 will be merged into a single section and reordered in sequence.  Basic features of the RIM should be removed as the document doesn’t define the RIM.  Section 6 will become the dynamic model as we do need to document the current dynamic model before it changes with SAEAF.  Section 7 will address other implementation considerations for using the integrated models, update control accountability and other related topics including refinement constraint of localisation (RCL) (but not defined fully this cycle).  The intent is to identify known concerns initially as a reference.  RCL include the rules of who can define models how, through extension, work groups, affiliates etc.  Principally written around data types and rim static models, it is limited in its information on vocabulary.
Terminology is a set of concepts designated by terms belonging to a special domain of knowledge, or subject field.  A terminology is not an arbitrary collection of terms, but a collection of designations attributed to concepts making up the knowledge structure of subject field.  The concepts of a well-structured terminology should constitute a coherent collection based on the relations established between concepts.  The meaning of each concept within a system can be determined by the intention, i.e. the unique set of characteristics constituting the concept, or its extension, i.e. the enumeration of the subordinated concepts of a concept.

Most terminologies can be classified as wether reference terminologies or interface terminologies, though there are other types, e.g. indexing terminologies (like UMLS)

A reference terminology is a terminology in which every concept designation has a formal, machine-usable definition supporting data aggregation and retrieval

Interface terminologies are used to mediate between a user’s colloquial conceptualisation of concept descriptions and any underlying reference terminology.
ACTION:  Beverly to produce scope statement.  Heather prepared to work on this item.
Immutable value sets can be intentional.  An immutable valueset can be defined as all codes from LOINC.  You can’t change the definition of that value set but the enumeration of it changes on a regular basis.  

ACTION:  Lloyd and Ted prepare a solution to rewording binding vocabulary to coded model elements – to be concluded on vocabulary conference call.
10 Wednesday Q2 – joint with MnM vocabulary hosting 

Chair:  Ted Klein
Scribe: Heather Grain
This second session had no attendees from MnM.  
ACTION:  next meeting schedule only one joint session – BK
Core principles ballot reconciliation details are in the ballot documentation.
It was agreed that the basic definitions section should be removed There is a need to clarify this section and an introduction would be very useful.  
MOTION:  that we remove appendix A and re-craft and introductory paragraph for the front of the document to clarify the basic definitions and formal definitions will be linked in the glossary and where relevant to the SKMT.
Moved: B. Knight

Seconded:  H. Grain

Vote:  For 10   Abstain 0   Against 0
ACTION:  B. Knight and Ted Klein to prepare the paragraph.  H. Grain to provide support for glossary and SKMT.
MOTION:  Add a sentence to indicate that we encourage people to register the OIDs to be used in the code system property of coded data types in the root property of identifier data types, but it is not fundamentally required.  The requirement for the OIDs that must be registered are part of conformance rules.

Moved:  
Stan Huff

Seconded: Beverly Knight

Vote:  For 10   Abstain 0   Against 0
MOTION:
(line 133) That we change this to make it clear that it’s an example set that includes these capabilities but is not limited to these ways of defining the value set.

Moved:  
Stan Huff

Seconded:
Beverly Knight

Vote:  For 10   Abstain 0   Against 0

Section 5.2.1 Value Set Binding
There is a need to be clearer.  

11 Wednesday Q3 Core Principles ballot reconciliation
Chair:  Ted Klein
Scribe: Heather Grain
Document Structure:

Considerable discussion continued from the previous session on the relevant structure of the vocabulary elements of the document.  

It was agreed that the notions be put first, then a second section on the usage with a description of the rationale for this sequence
Option A 
Vocabulary (definitions)


Concepts


CodeSystem


ValueSet


Concept domains


Binding realm

Binding (use of coded elements)


Binding mechanism


Binding strategy

Option B

Vocabulary notions (in sequence serving the thought sequence development)


Concept domains

Value Sets (introduction relationship to concept domains)
Code Systems

Value Set details

Concepts


Using these notions (Binding)



Binding realm



Binding mechanisms and strategies



Model binding …..



Static binding




Dynamic binding




Value set binding




Single code binding

Moved:  that a structure be chosen recognising that there is no perfect solution, and as a way of resolving the ballot comment and to reduce effort and time in the current re-write option A be used.
Moved:  
Rob Hausam   
Seconded:
Beverly Knight
Discussion:  

ACTION:  A note to the balloters should be prepared to indicate that this area addresses the majority of comments, but that there were many conflicting suggestions and requests.
It was recognised that this proposal is pragmatic, and recognises that option B may be a better option but that option A will allow us to proceed more quickly now.

Vote:  Against:2  Abstain: 3  For: 3

Agreed.
Carmela C. has withdrawn her negative comments from the first ballot as the current re-write has resolved these issues.

12 Wednesday Q4 Joint with TSC – SAEAF discussion
Joint with TSC, O&O, SD, ITS, IC, InM, MnM, Sec, SOA.
13 Thursday Q1  Joint with IC (vocabulary hosting)
Chair:  Beverly Knight
Scribe: Heather Grain
13.1 Rules for compositional grammar / post-coordination.

Discussion on methods for establishing how to do conformance with post-coordination for HL7 so that implementers and the community have some kind of solution. A schema for post-coordinated constraints has been produced by the UK.  This document will also be presented at IHTSDO.

ACTION:
  David Markwell to provide link to the document.

When talking about hl7 process we have to build for this when we talk of vocabulary we mean stuff you carry in V2 or V3, whether it’s a string, or a terminology or a code set.  

It was agreed that this topic does need to be progressed.  
13.2 Realm differences on conformance for vocabulary

There is a need to have a consistent mechanism for vocabulary conformance.  What is the single preferred terminology for a given coded attribute – does this have an impact on conformance.  If a jurisdiction or realm will assert that a given value set is used for a given purpose, the conformance for vocabulary should be defined by a national jurisdictional authority.  What documentation is needed to support either this process or a general approach to this problem.  There are mandates coming out in the USA, UK, Canada and in other environments.  Regardless of whether we act upon this, it is occurring.  It is assumed that every jurisdiction would not be doing this in the same way and this problem may get exponentially worse if there is no coordinated approach through HL7.
This is an area where there is an increasing amount of practical use case examples as to what is the best solution.  The objective is to deliver on interoperability rather than to dictate and there is an opportunity to leverage the learning of national approaches to develop a harmonized solution.
Conformance need t be involved and they would expect the content to be established by Vocabulary and Conformance would assist in documentation development.  Ravi Natarajan has offered documentation to support this development.

ACTION:  Rave will send the document to Vocabulary for consideration.
13.3 Conformance Coordination 

Conformance Vocabulary Facilitator- Jane Gilbert.

Request that conformance require that implementers assert that their messages are conformant with terminfo.  Conformance will provide input on criteria and vocabulary will provide content to document this requirement.  There are likely to be more requirements like this as the core principles develop.  

ACTION:  when issues like this (conformance issues found in Vocab) are identified an email to Jane Gilbert is to be sent detailing the requirement and issue and Jane will maintain the list of issues for documentation.
A normative section for conformance rules – you think you have them all but they keep popping up.  If we work on topics in one document, linked to core principles ….  The syntax to express a vocabulary value set conformance should not be in the core principles it should be in a conformance document in the ballot.  This document needs a home and must be in the ballot.  

Motion:  that the prepared project scope statement be submitted to the steering division as a project proposal
Moved:  Ted Klein

Seconded:  Frank Oemig

Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain:  0:  For: 19

Project intent:

That the project develop and publish principles and guidelines to specify the syntax for vocabulary binding in implementation guides.

The intent of this work is to provide guidance how concrete binding of vocabulary domains/value sets should be done syntactically in implementation guides to achieve coherence.

Project groups:  Vocabulary (primary sponsor with Implementation and conformance as co-sponsor, Ted Klein as project lead.  As this is within a single steering division it will be a joint ballot and reconciliation process.
This targets a normative document but is not attempting to cover the post-coordination problem.
13.4 Best practice for conformance profiles

Generators and recipients of instances of these things need to be consistent in their understanding of meaning for interoperability. One of the mechanisms for this is to agree on the same vocabulary.  /the association of a value set with a coded model within a particular context of use defines the vocabulary performance for that element.  
There are different mechanisms for doing that assignment; you can use the V2 mechanism, by assigning a model in a ballot.  That value set has to be used as the conformance description anywhere that model is used.  We also have context binding where a value set comes out of the value set not constrained further than a concept domain and a jurisdiction makes an assertion that a value set is used for a concept domain.

E.g.: can be bound to two letter country codes, when a new release of these codes which occur periodically due to political and other world changes, our value set machinery allows those things to be picked up automatically so that people don’t have to modify the value sets manually in their systems.    There are places where this makes sense and others where it does not.  Conformance requires the explicit statement of when this should occur, whether they are dynamic (and change as the value set content changes) or static where it is a specific value set.
Conformance agreed that the approach being adopted by Vocabulary meets their expectations.

ACTION:  The three year plan represents our current work activities.  It would be appropriate to list the joint projects so that they are done.  Beverly will action this.
ACTION:  Frank to send a copy of the documents to the list.
Discussion on motion to define a process leading to the ability to assign a single HL7 preferred value set and/or code system.
We need to develop communication between those who develop models to address a given use case, the model experts, and the vocabulary experts.  The thought behind this is that our current process has had an intentional independence around what you model and the terminology you can use.  This recognizes that there needs to be restriction on the semantic space to ensure that this is restrained.  
Therefore if you change the terminology you have to change the model.  There may be difficulties with implementer understanding of the issue.  There is an assertion that the model was built to use THIS terminology and if you use a different terminology you must not expect that the result will be conformant, nor suitable for accurate semantic interoperability.  Though we know the motion isn’t perfect, we are comfortable to progress this to the project scope statement time. 

ACTION:  Stan will develop a straw proposal on the rationale and implications, and foundation principles that say this is a good terminology for a particular use.  

The first stages of this are to define the process for reaching consensus on this, before any attempt is made to determine which terminology is used where.  The objective is to establish a process that all relevant groups are comfortable with the process, including who has decision rights.   
14 Thursday Q2 

Chair:  Beverly Knight
Scribe: Heather Grain
14.1 CTS2 ballot reconciliation
There are a number of items from the ballot reconciliation that require a voting quorum of 2 co-chairs plus 5 additional members.   Those items discussed with less than a quorum were reviewed and voted at this meeting.
Details of disposition of comments and votes are held in the disposition of ballot comments document.  

Total people present at this session: 15:  3 co-chairs plus 10 plus two additional co-chairs via teleconference.

CTS2 supports the vocabulary requirements for both static and dynamic binding clearly.  Russ suggests overview of each item in a group and vote as an entire group.
Line 101:  section 3.2.2.2.5 Validate coded concept in value set or concept domain

Persuasive:  Validate Concept exists in a value set (not domain).  Verify that we still have functionality for retrieving concept from a value set.  Add a general statement with this as an example, earlier in the introduction that may function and arguments can be combined to form complex operations.

Group 5a – persuasive negative majors – all proposed dispositions were reviewed and discussed and the spreadsheet updated.

Motion:  
That group 5a disposition of comments be accepted.

Moved:
David Markwell
Seconded:  
Jobst Landgrebe

Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 16
Carried Unanimously.

Group 6a – persuasive negative minors – all proposed dispositions were reviewed and discussed and the spreadsheet updated.
Motion:
That group 6a dispositions of comments be approved as documented.
Moved:
Jobst Landgrebe
Seconded:
David Markwell
Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 16
Carried Unanimously.

Group 6b – Negative miners not persuasive - – all proposed dispositions were reviewed and discussed and the spreadsheet updated.

Discussion on row 249 on the use of the word terminology or vocabulary or code system.  This will be done after further discussion in core principles etc but should be on the list for the normative version.  
Motion:
The group 6b dispositions of comments be approved as documented.
Moved:
Jobst Landgrebe

Seconded:
David Markwell

Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 15
Carried Unanimously.

Group 6c – negative minors, persuasive and not persuasive – all proposed dispositions were reviewed and discussed and the spreadsheet updated.

Motion:
The group 6c dispositions of comments be approved as documented.
Moved:
David Markwell

Seconded:
Beverly Knight

Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 15
Carried Unanimously.

Group 1 – 4 were all affirmative and had different dispositions – all proposed dispositions were reviewed and discussed and the spreadsheet updated.

Motion:
That Group 1 disposition of comments be approved as documented.
Moved:
David Markwell

Seconded:
Beverly Knight

Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 13
Carried Unanimously.

Motion:
That where the ballot spreadsheet indicates an item has been disposed as “considered for future use” they must be considered in the development of the normative version.

Moved:
Jobst Landgrebe

Seconded:
David Markwell

Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 13

Carried Unanimously.

Group 4 – typographical errors

Motion:
That Group 4 dispositions be approved as documented.

Moved:
David Markwell

Seconded:
Beverly Knight

Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 13
Carried Unanimously.

Group 2 – minor editorial errors

All entries that were not persuasive were reviewed in detail.

Motion:
That Group 2 disposition of comments be approved as documented.

Moved:
Beverly Knight
Seconded:
David Markwell
Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 13

Carried Unanimously.

Group 3 
The disposition were considered by the working group and were 
Motion:
That Group 2 disposition of comments be approved as documented.

Moved:
Stan Huff
Seconded:
Beverly Knight
Vote:  Against 0:  Abstain 0:  For 13

Carried Unanimously.

These votes will be past to the TSC to confirm the formal voting of vocabulary on the ballot disposition.
15 Thursday Q3 

Chair:   Heather Grain
Scribe: Beverly Knight
15.1 Quantities and units Update

15.1.1 IHE PCD Rosetta Terminology Mapping

Harmonized Rosetta Table Paul Schluter from GE gave an update on this project.  They are now using the same nomenclature to express temperature and other measures.  They are looking at message content and code constraints e.g.: if sending temperature it is only sent with Fahrenheit or Celsius.  Allowed units of measure and allowed enumeration, so that messages can be checked to see if they are correct.  Capturing these co-constraints allows interoperability between machines.  They are intending to introduce more sophisticated testing over the years.
The harmonized Rosetta table started from the ISO nomenclature IEEE 11073 is in place and each vendor was asked to map their legacy and proprietary terms to the nomenclature.  Additional terms were needed to cover nuance, but they were above to capture more than 9% of the terms used in the major gateways today and how each vendor would use them.  The commonalities were identified, the units used were analyzed and an end table was produced which identifies official terms and the units permitted for each observation identifier.  Wanted to be able to identify that some concepts have different types of measures.  Measurement sites for ECG for example were identified.  
This is intended to improve interoperability but also support research and clinical decision support.  Will this impact upon clinical trials where the rules may be broken ‘on purpose’.  How prescriptive will these rules be?  Every device shall comply to this, though they may have their own subset.  Every EMR vendor is informed that you may get any of these items – you need to be able to deal with them.  This is intended to be integrated into the conformance criteria.    Both UCUM and IEEE codes are included in the mapping.  The specific properties of the measure are included e.g.: % volume, or Length, time.   This work also relates to alarm events e.g.:  when reporting bradycardia the requirement to include the heart rate.

There is a need to harmonize this work with HL7, particularly in the terms used to describe components.

15.2 Harmonized RTM table
Issues such as making a CDA document may require mapping to SNOMED-CT  of the codes from quality and measurement.  

A new document SNOMED-CT style guide: observables has been released.  

IHTSDO are working on how to map 11073 nomenclatures to SNOMED-CT components.  Devices have decided to go ahead with mapping Rosetta table to SNOMED-CT and analyze gaps and issues.

The cross reference table between the units in Rosetta and the LOINC scale qualities.  It can be done on the generic level or the dimension.

ACTION: IHTSDO and Vocabulary in HL7 if there are any issues which impact upon this work we are to notify the Devices group.
15.3 IDMP

There is a conceptual model for devices and medicinal products.  ISO work items 11615, 11616, 11238, 11239, 11240, this work has been driven by ICH.  Joined with HL7 comment only ballot held recently and there will be harmonization through pharmacy at HL7 and WG6 at ISO.
It was agreed common solution to aggregate these activities.  
16 Wednesday Q3 Core Principles ballot reconciliation
Chair:  Ted Klein
Scribe: Heather Grain
Teleconference Schedule:  (NOTE:  day light saving changes will occur over the next 2 months – the schedule is based upon New York time – remember to check your local time.

The Teleconference calls will occur fortnightly (every two weeks)

At

 3pm Eastern USA time on Wednesdays.

Starting:  
14th of October 2009

16.1 Updates to decision making processes

ACTION:  Update the decision making practices.  Introduce a gnarly comments list and have a hot topics call as an ad hoc call to resolve these and report back on that to the full committee – if it is a ballot item.  Beverly Knight.
Moved:   that the decision making processes be updated to introduce a gnarly comments list for call topics unable to be resolved within a reasonable time frame on a single call and have special ad hoc calls to resolve these items and that the resolution be brought back to the full committee if it is a ballotable item.

Moved:  Brian

Seconded:  Beverly Knight

Vote:  For 7, abstain 0, against 0.

Decision Making processes require that the affiliation of the individuals on call and we need to confirm on conference calls that affiliations are the same as those at the prior face to face meeting (at which point affiliations are recorded).
Guests are those who are not on the Vocabulary list and they are not included in the voting processes of the group.  HL7 work group affiliation.  Self identify and list your hats.  
Moved:  The chair of the conference calls ask attendees ask if anyone’s affiliation has changed, and if there are new people, ask for their affiliation details.

Moved:  
Heather Grain

Seconded:
Beverly Knight

Vote:  For 7, abstain 0, against 0.

16.2 Review of action items undertaken
Three year plan was reviewed
HL7 Meeting Minutes Style Sheet

