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2 05/09/12  Monday Q3 – Frank Oemig chairing

Frank opened the meeting by announcing that two co-chair positions were open for nominations, one due to Pete Rontey’s resignation and one for Lisa Carnahan’s end of term. He thanked Pete Rontey for his contributions in the past and recognized that Lisa Carnahan was unable to attend this meeting for an unexpected family illness. In order to maintain a staggering of co-chair vacancies, HL7 has determined that there will be only one co-chair election at this meeting, to fill the slot vacated by Pete Rontey’s resignation. SIG ballot scheduled for Tuesday.

John Lyons announced his candidacy for the open co-chair position.

2.1 Discussion of v2.6 ballot reconciliation

Obviously, there is no ballot reconciliation necessary for the last ballot cycle, because the chapter hasn't been up for commenting. From the previous ones there seems to be nothing left.

2.2 Discussion of v2.7 proposals

The major issue was discussion of a proposal (#435) from Frank Oemig that was previously posted at HL7. The proposal would drop the notion of maximum length from the Attribute and Component tables in Section 2.5.3. Several people spoke in favor of the proposal because it would eliminate the complexity of managing different lengths. During the discussion it became very clear, that the length information will still be part of the standard but not in form of basic information within these tables. Instead, it will be moved/migrated into the profiles. Concerns about users losing a specification of length that they could depend upon were not relevant because this was a maximum length, that could not be exceeded, rather than a minimum that must be supported. 

	Motion:
	by
	Y-N-A

	Support the proposal to remove maximum length from the Attribute table in Section 2.5.3.
	Rontey, Lyons
	6-0-0


Note: This position will be the major topic of discussion in the joing meeting with CQ, because that technical committee has primary responsibility for this table.

2.3 Discussion of v2/v3 mapping issues

There were no explicit proposals to consider for this topic. However, the SIG agreed that it was an important topic that had been identified in a previous joint meeting with CQ. Discussions for identifying data type mappings and trigger event to interaction mappings have been occurring on the implementation email list. The SIG started a list of conformance related topics that will be important in v2/v3 mappings and identified profile types and conformance indicators as critical. Frank asked for a volunteer to take the initiative to keep this topic going on the email list and John Lyons volunteered.

2.4 Discussion of definitions for Realm

There were no explicit proposals for this topic, however participants agreed that the Conformance chapter needs to recognize realm specializations and realm localizations, with a clear description of realm relationships with HL7 Affiliates. Len noted that “realm” and “context of use” were used with the same meaning in various v3 documents. We agreed to use the term “realm” in this discussion. Frank asserted that realms must be administered by some authority, especially when it comes to registration of profiles. Len gave his impression that realms were essentially owned by an HL7 affiliate and that decisions about registering realm artifacts could be conducted under the guidance of affiliate procedures. There is an issue about the ownership of US related realms since the United States is not a formal HL7 affiliate. Len noted that the Vocabulary committee has asked that the HL7 board establish an equivalent of a US affiliate that could administer realms. The group agreed that we need to better define the administration and registration of realm related artifacts in Section 5.1.3 “Localization – Approval Processes” in the v3 Conformance chapter. Several attendees agreed to take improvement of the wording in this section as an action item.

Note: There is also some discussion going on in the board about what realm means.

3 05/09/12  Monday Q4 – joint with CQ – Joann Larson (CQ) chairing

The main topic of the joint meeting with CQ was the motion passed by Conformance to support the proposal to remove the maximum length column from the Attribute table. Discussion was supportive of the proposal.

[John – I wasn’t taking notes here and didn’t capture the vote to support. Can one of you add the details. If not, we have to refer to the CQ minutes.]

The joint meeting also considered the v2/v3 mapping and the realm/context issues identified as important in a previous joint meeting, but did not take any definitive action. The groups agreed to continue with a scheduled joint meeting at the next WG meetings.

4 05/09/13  Tuesday Q1 – Frank Oemig chairing

The main topic of discussion was v3 ballot issues. Due to technical difficulties not all ballot comments were officially recorded at the HL7 web site. Some major negatives were not recorded. The group had two official ballots to consider with more than 50 comments. Len presented a discussion paper on grouping of those comments into 5 groups with proposed ballot responses to 4 of the groupings. We agreed to focus on two topics first: 1) moving some sections of v3 Chapter 3 into the HL7 Development Framework (HDF), and 2) to consider the CMET localization issue remaining from the previous ballot. Miroslav Koncar had a proposal from the International meeting to address the CMET localization issue.

4.1 Co-Chair Election

The voting proceeded under direction of Karen Van Hentenrijk. Originally, two co-chair positions currently held by Lisa and Pete were up . It was agreed upon to table the voting for Lisa's position to the next meeting in Scottsdale due to the facts that she wasn't attending and to stagger the election for co-chair positions.

Therefore, just Pete's position was only up for reelection. Pete did not volunteer. John Lyons candidated and was elected animously.

4.2 General Discussion/Motions

	Motion:
	by
	Y-N-A

	The notion of "null association" is important to Conformance when a Reguired association has cardinality greater than zero and when no data exists for the target class. The Conformance SIG accepts Ballot comments #6a and #14 from Paul Biron that make this importance clear. In addition, Conformance directs the editor of this chapter to add a NOTE to this section asserting that the notion of "null association" must be expressable in every HL7 ITS.
	Len, Pete
	6-0-0


Other consensus actions not formally balloted:

In response to Paul Biron comment #28, the Annotation types listed in Section 2.7 must remain consistent with those defined in the MIF. The ballot comment is Not Persuasive.

	#
	Action Item
	History
	Assignee
	Status

	
	Based on today's discussion Len Gallagher to produce a revision of the ballot comments from Paul Biron and Virginia Lorenzi to fill in candidate content for the "Comment grouping" and "Disposition" columns. To be distributed to the Conformance email list for further discussion/action at the next scheduled Conformance teleconference.
	20050913: new
	Len Gallagher
	new


4.3 Tues Q1 – Moving some sections of Chapt3 into HDF

A major ballot comment from Paul Biron stated that a number of definitions and procedure rules currently in Chapter 3 might better be moved into the HDF so that the Conformance chapter could focus on additional rules and procedures for how to document refinements and constraints in a profile. Len spoke in favor of moving some material to the HDF because some fundamental definitions applied to all areas of v3 and some topics like cloning and vocabulary sub-domains were relevant to technical committees, but not necessarily to the writers of profiles. Miroslav expressed concern that the Localization section remain in this document as it is too closely related to conformance to be treated separately.

	Motion:
	by
	Y-N-A

	For ballot items dealing with moving certain sections of the Refinement, Constraints and Localization chapter to the HDF, the Conformance SIG agrees with the balloter that some re-placement is desirable, but recognizes that the HDF is not yet mature enough to move sections at this time. The HDF will be mature enough when it goes to its first Committee Ballot.
	Koncar, Rontey
	6-0-0


Note: Conformance will notify MnM at Wednesday's joint meeting that it intends to propose moving some sections of v3 Chapter 3 into the HDF.

4.4 Discussion on CMET substitution

Miroslav Koncar brought in a proposal from the International committee to address this topic. The proposal would modify the wording of Section 5.3.3, CMETs, to address the concerns of several negative ballots from the previous round of balloting. Miroslav displayed some wording that was initially proposed by Tom De Jong of The Netherlands. Tom’s proposal would be to remove the substitution paragraph completely from this section, thereby meaning that CMETs would be treated just like any other constrained information model. The International committee agreed with the sentiment, but instead proposed a re-wording of the main paragraph of that section. The Conformance SIG also agreed with the sentiment, but after discussion agreed to modify the wording still further as documented in the following motion:

Original wording of section 5.3.3:

Substitution
An HL7 International Affiliate may freely substitute CMETS developed to meet region-specific requirements provided that these changes are consistent with the intended use of those base CMET being substituted. Such substitution is subject to Registration, and restricted to the affiliates. 
Note: By substituting the standard CMET, the affiliate introduces compatibility issues when communicating outside their affiliate. 
Proposed wording:

Substitution
An HL7 International Affiliate may substitute CMETs developed to meet region-specific requirements provided that these changes are derived from CMET being substituted using the constraint and extension rules described in this document for RMIMs in general. Such substitution is subject to Registration, and restricted to the affiliates. A CMET which is substituted will apply in every circumstance where the original CMET appears in a universal model and is used within the realm of the HL7 International Affiliate which makes the substitution.
Note: By substituting the standard CMET, the affiliate introduces compatibility issues when communicating outside their affiliate. 
Wording as agreed by Conformance:

Substitution
HL7 or an HL7 International Affiliate may substitute CMETs developed to meet realm-specific requirements provided that these changes are derived from CMET being substituted using the constraint and extension rules described in this document for RMIMs in general. Such substitution is subject to Registration under the authority of HL7 or the HL7 International Affiliate that owns the realm. A CMET which is substituted will apply in every circumstance where the original CMET appears in a universal model for that realm. 
Note: By substituting the standard CMET, the affiliate introduces compatibility issues when communicating outside their affiliate. 
	Motion:
	by
	Y-N-A

	Accept new wording for the first Substitution paragraph of Section 5.3.3, CMETs, as follows:

HL7 or an HL7 International Affiliate may substitute CMETs developed to meet realm-specific requirements provided that these changes are derived from the CMET being substituted using the constraint and extension rules described in this document for RMIMs in general. Such substitution is subject to Registration under the authority of HL7 or the HL7 International Affiliate that owns the realm.A CMET which is substitutedwill apply in every circumstance where the original CMET appears in a universal model for that realm.

The second paragraph (NOTE) and the third paragraph (At implementation ..) remain unchanged.
	Miroslav, John Lyons
	6-0-0


5 05/09/13  Tuesday Q2 – Frank Oemig chairing

The group agreed to do the tooling portion of the agenda first and then return to discussion of v3 ballot comments. Ron Snelick gave an update on Message Maker and Pete Rontey gave an update on the Message Work Bench.

5.1 Message Maker (Rob Snelick)

Rob gave an overview of release 1.3 of the software and emphasized the following points:

- Support for localization, z-segments, local tables

- Batch messages

- Test location selection

- Metadata to link test purpose to message

- Nested segment groups

- Support for message verification and validation

- Multiple profile formats

- Addressing test coverage

5.2 Message Work Bench (Pete Rontey)

Pete projected a live version of the tool to the group and visually identified a number of new features and options:


- Generating messages


- mini-router

5.3 Continuation of v3 ballot resolution

Len presented his grouping of ballot comments into the following groups:

A. Persuasive comment and persuasive proposed solution. The committee will make every attempt to capture the effect of the proposed solution in the next version of this document. Comment could be marked as Persuasive.

B. Persuasive comment, but either no solution or a proposed solution that would impact other content. The committee will make every attempt to capture the essence of the comment in the next version of this document. Comment could be marked as Persuasive with mod.

C. Persuasive comment, but action would depend upon action by M and M to add new content to the evolving HL7 Development Framework (HDF). Comment could be marked as Pending decision from other Committee. NOTE: See Monday Q3 discussion that approved a motion to this effect and a recommendation to MandM.

D. Sensible comment, but proposed solution would modify text added specifically in response to previous comments. The committee will make every attempt to clarify the text to capture the essence of both comments. Comment could bemarked as Not persuasive.

E. Pending – needs committee discussion

Paul Biron (46 ballot comments)

LJG proposes disposition as follows:


Group A – 11 items:  2, 4, 7, 9, 13, 16, 18, 21, 25, 29, 30


Group B – 12 items:  3, 17, 19, 20, 27, 32, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, 45


Group C –   6 items:  1, 5, 6b, 8, 11, 31 (Note: See Monday motion)


Group D -   6 items:  10, 12, 15, 22, 24, 26


Group E – 11 items:   6a, 14, 23, 28, 35, 39, 40 41, 42, 43, 44

Virginia Lorenzi (13 ballot comments)

LJG proposes disposition as follows:


Group A – 3 items:   4, 6, 8

Group B – 6 items:   1, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13

Group E – 3 items:   2, 5, 12

The SIG began to discuss the items marked as Group E and arrived at the following decisions:

	Motion:
	by
	Y-N-A

	The notion of "null association" is important to Conformance when a Required association has cardinality greater than zero and when no data exists for the target class. The Conformance SIG accepts Ballot comments #6a and #14 from Paul Biron that make this importance clear. In addition, Conformance directs the editor of this chapter to add a NOTE to this section asserting that the notion of "null association" must be expressable in every HL7 ITS.

Other consensus actions not formally balloted:
	Gallagher, Rontey
	6-0-0


Biron #23 and Lorenzi #9 re: Section 2.6.2 Fixed Declaration

Both balloters found this section confusing. Every attribute of every message instance is fixed because messages don’t persist and cannot be modified. One could avoid the confusion by rewriting this section to focus on fixed value rather than a fixed declaration that governs what could later be modified by a follow-on message. Also focus on how this addresses the refinement/constraint process.

In response to Paul Biron comment #28, the Annotation types listed in Section 2.7 must remain consistent with those defined in the MIF. The ballot comment is Not Persuasive.

	#
	Action Item
	History
	Assignee
	Status

	
	Based on today's discussion Len Gallagher to produce a proposed resolution of the ballot comment spreadsheets from Paul Biron and Virginia Lorenzi to fill in candidate content for the "Comment grouping", "Disposition", and “Disposition Comment” columns. To be distributed to the Conformance email list for further discussion/action at the next scheduled Conformance teleconference.
	200509: new
	Frank
	new


6 05/09/13  Wednesday Q3 – joint with MnM – Jane Curry chairing

This quarter was used to reflect the discussion within the group to MnM.

6.1 Discussion of becoming a TC

Ioana raised the discussion, that it would make sense to upgrade the conformance group from a SIG to a TC. Conformance was originally a child of CQ, but is now co-parented with CQ and MnM.

If Conformance sees a need to be a TC, the group should write a mission statement and submit it to ARB. The group should maintain an active relationship with CQ + MnM.

6.2 discussion on integration of Refinement and Localisation into the HDF

Another point was the discussion as whether the refinement and localization chapter should be moved into the HDF. MnM is in principle (regarding constraining mechanisms) in favor of this approach. But it is problematic, that the HDF is not normative. Secondly, it is not mature enough right now.

Additionally, an explanations needs to be given, why it happens and where to find the corresponding documents.

6.3 discussion on CMET substitution

Frank Oemig summarized the discussion of the group from the day before.

MnM agreed to drop the word "freely" and to change "region-specific" to "realm-specific".

The next point was the discussion of "realm": What is a realm? Can one affiliate have multiple realms? Vocabulary TC has a definition. Currently, a realm is only based on locality. A realm is assigned to a single affiliate regardless whether other affiliates may have an interest in it. On the other hand "realm" is orthogonal to "context of use", e.g. public health. Another example is veterinary medicine in contrast to human medicine.

MnM agreed that registration of CMETs and controlling should be assigned to an affiliate (authority).

6.4 Discussion on datatype flavors document

Datatype flavors is currently a standalone document, which should be incorporated into conformance. This enforces tighter activities between Conformance and MnM.

What about merging the two documents (refinement etc. + datatype flavors)?

The current status is that the refinement chapter is committee ballot, but datatype flavor is DRAFT.

If implementers need datatype constraints very much, both documents should be merged.

Woody recommended to skip next cycle to get the documents ready.

6.5 Discussion on fixed attributes

An open issue is the definition of fixed attributes: If they are fixed in a schema, then they are fixed in all instances.

	#
	Action Item
	History
	Assignee
	Status

	
	Lloyd should provide answers for clarification of section 2.6.2
	20050914:new
	Lloyd
	


This issue has two dimensions:

a) XML schema

b) design process

6.6 Constraint project

The constraint project is coordinated by Dale Nelson. It subsumes  constraint languages and data type flavors.

MnM agreed that the same type of constraints should be used for design and implementation.

6.7 Future joint meetings

Joint meetings should be arranged between MnM, IM (formerly CQ), Vocab and EHR.

incorporate requirements from structured documents!

6.8 Additional Minutes submitted by Ioana

The main purpose of this meeting to provide ballot reconciliation for the Constraints, Refinement and Localization (CRL) specification which was up for Committee ballot.

The group reached consensus that in the preamble, the CRL should make its relationship to the HDR clearer as follows:

1) CRL is normative, describes the artifacts

2) HDF is not normative

3) HDF describes the process/workflow for developing V3 profiles ; provides samples

4) Implementation Guides, best practices, etc. are additional

5) HDF will contain the same information as CRL

6) Vocab constraint rules have been defined – drafted – today at the WGM.

7) Conformance must be involved in defining the datatype constraints in addition to the datatype substitution rules already specified in CRL-  

a. Dale has the Constraints project: implicit constraints on the static model become explicit, constraint languages.

8) Len is working on a formal statement of conformance to the Dynamic Model for Implementation Profiles.

9) CDA Requirements for conformance must be added CRL

10) Vocabulary owns localization realms defined as geographic/per country. Conformance and Vocabulary will hold joint meeting next WGM.

Action items:

Conformance will fill in the resolutions for the ballot and submit them for review/approval to MnM; among other things we need clarification from  Lloyd McKenzie regarding Fixed Declaration.

We must go back to the MDF99 – Conformance chapter – to identify the old thoughts on conformance and check to see if they still apply

Decisions:

Datatype constraints/flavor to be included in the CRL section – further discussions and resolutions will be moved to Conformance SIG’s calls.

Post-meeting agreements:

Charlie McCay – to rewrite and collaborate with Conformance SIG on merging Datatype constraints into the CRL

Dale agreed… 

7 Follow-up Items and Assignments

	#
	Item
	History
	Assignee
	Status

	
	check chapters 2, 2A and 2B for modification due to length discussion
	200509: new
	Frank
	new

	
	prepare ballot reconciliation according to discussion (having different categories)
	20050912: new
	Len
	

	
	do reconciliation and submit to Conformance and MnM!

(To be delivered during the next two weeks.)
	20050914: new
	Len + Frank
	new


8 Schedules for the Next Meeting

Not discussed.

Apparently, Conformance will meet the whole Monday, Tuesday Q1 and Q2, and Wednesday Q3 with MnM, Wednesday Q1 with EHR, and with Vocab (Tuesday Q3 or Q4 or Wednesday Q2).

9 Proposed Agenda:

Not discussed.

Apparently, it will approximately be the same. Proposal attached in a spreadsheet.
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