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Morning Session

The main business of the morning session was the “New ITS”. Laura Sato opened, drawing attention to the New ITS list and Wiki, where pre-meeting discussion took place, and is to continue.
The main topic is implementable/optimised models. Discussion and way forward summarised to UK ITS list by Grahame Grieve 22/08/06.
Laura handed over to Charlie McCay who presented the rest of the session, with reference to ideas laid out in Grahame’s mail.

Presentation content is briefly summarised here, with comments from the group. For full information, refer to the sources above.
New ITS Presentation 
Objectives

· Efficient messages, smaller, quicker

· Wire format to be easily understandable

· Models to be easy to understand

· More stable format

· Facilitate Semantic Interoperability

· Be an HL7 standard

Design Principles/Concerns

· Patient Safety

· Traceability

· SLAs

· XML and V3 standard (in future)
Design Principles/Concerns (cont)

· Increased data ratio in messages (signal to noise)

· UML and XSD based

· Shallower XML

· Within a DIM (domain model) have consistent wire format names in any instance

Other considerations

· Allow use of off shelf tools
· Smaller learning curve

· Dual working with current XML ITS

· CEN 13606 aware

David Markwell: Some of these [above] aren’t design principles or are not similar to each other. Might be better to split on category lines.

Ann Wrightson: UML ITS isn’t an appropriate name. Laura replied that is is being referred to currently as “New ITS”.

Results of Investigations were presented.

Domain Analysis Models (and mapping of)

· Business names are useful

· Non-functionals (SLA and processing issues) are not captured here

· Mapping (to Rim Based Model (RBM)/wire format) is useful, but not the best XML shaping method.

Implementation Concerns

· V3 is judged on implementation (examples and schemas)

· Most users don’t have expert background, not all will persevere like Java Sig
· Most start with schemas (and by implication hit a wall shortly after)

Key Implementation Problems

· Nesting, and large number of elements (10000 elements quoted)

· Schemas not tool friendly

Ann Wrightson: Has this been looked at recently ?

Action: Laura Sato/CFH – CFH to look into this, NIC may have this experience.

Action: Hugh Glover/HL7 UK – HL7 UK to ask HL7 XMLSIG to look into this
Key Implementation Problems (cont.)

· Relationship of Requirements to instances (mapping) is unclear

· Datatypes constraints are hard

· Model reuse is poor

Ann: There is a specificity level problem [discussion]

Tim Benson: Mapping to host systems is the big issue.

Andrew Hinchley et al: Not clear that that is an ITS issue

Fixed and Default Values (presence in instances)
· Supports generic processing (directly, of un-expanded instances) 

· Perceived as ugly and low data density results
· These are perceived as irrelevant, but actually these are still there even in the handcrafted XML style, just implied by the element names and context
· Some implementers have desire to have set of definitions for each message type.
· They want common definitions.
· Two ways to process with these

· Schema aware processing via Schema loading/PSVI (although falling short of full validation)

· With specific code/handlers (possibly precompiled and/or generated from definitions)
· Need to explore name stability issues

The typical XML processing strategy of using element names “isn’t allowed”.

Much debate, hot topic.
· V3 XML (current ITS) as a storage format

· This is a valid HL7 case (eg CDA)
· Continuum of Persistence Durations

CEN/HL7

· UML Datatypes is an opportunity for convergence

· Increased recognition of similarities


XML Element Names

Ann: Element names are the ontology

Rik: but of what ?

David: They are “an” ontology.

David proposed using RIM class names as element names (eg “Act”, “Observation”)

Charlie: 5 Rim classes (or 20), these are one viable candidate for a naming convention.

R2 Datatypes
Motion: Charlie McCay proposed, David Markwell seconded :


“HL7 UK proposes an accelerated R2 Datatypes release be produced to address high priority issues.”


Against 0, abstain 0, for 13. Carried.
Motion : Charlie McCay proposed, Patrick Mitchell-Jones seconded :

“HL7 UK proposes that the following Null Flavors be removed and consequent problems resolved

· Other, TRC, SQ

· PINF, NINF

and 

II.usecode is added

and 

CD.group is added”

Against 0, abstain 0, for 13. Carried.

Suggested Methodology Changes, for discussion
· Revising guidance, supported by tools, to have business names for every class in an RMIM

· Discussion inconclusive

· Syntax to be proposed for datatype component constraints

· General agreement as a good thing, but thought that this is not a concrete proposal that merits a verdict





· Enable explicit constraints for infrastructure root elements
· Motion: Charlie McCay proposed, Rik Smithies seconded

“HL7 UK supports exposing of templateId so it can be constrained in RIM based models”


Against 0, abstain 1, for 12. Carried.

· Add the ability to indicate that a class can/must/must not be included as an ActRef
· Discussion broadly in favour, but needs elaborating before considering as a proposal.
New ITS Proposals

· For a Rim Based Model, have a UML model (“XUM”) and XML Schema (the pair of which are equivalent).

· The XUM will be normative

· XUM will be rules (OCL/Schematron) and structure
· Relax unique naming condition (so that both name and position are considered)
David Markwell observed that the methodology is not “simpler”.

Long debate about proliferating models, simplicity etc.

Motion: Proposed Patrick Mitchell-Jones, seconded Robert Worden

“HL7 UK propose support for message size reduction and simplification, without yet endorsing or prohibiting any particular methodology”

Against 0, abstain 0, for 11. Carried.
Afternoon Session 

(Attendance as before, minus Andrew Perry, David Markwell, David Richardson)

Robert Worden briefly showed his RMIM flattening tool and suggested a National Grid analogy to HL7 communication. High voltage (tension ?) from city to city, stepped down to a low voltage (cf simpler format and lower barrier of entry) for local use. 

Robert mentioned concept of the full XML ITS as a “reserve currency”, which backs everything and to which all messages could ultimately be transformed, although on a daily basis you could operate with a local currency (a more specific ITS).

Discussion of field based systems (field/value pairs) vs. terminology based ones. Difference is seen in UK primary care (terminology) and secondary care systems (field based). Wish to migrate to terminology based systems, but interchange format needs to be lowest common denominator (field based).

