	Meeting Name
	HITSP Technical Committee Leadership Meeting

	Meeting Date and Time: 
	August 14, 2006

	Location:
	Hilton Garden Inn- O’Hare Des Plaines, IL.

	Objectives: 
	Prepare for finalizing the Interoperability Specifications for inspection testing and public comment

	Next Meeting Scheduled:
	TBD


	Participants 

	Attendee Name
	Present
	Org.
	E-mail Address

	Joyce Sensmeier, Implementation Manager
	· 
	HIMSS
	JSensmeier@himss.org

	Sarah Quaynor, Contract Support
	· 
	ANSI
	sarah.quaynor@gsihealth.com

	Jack Corley, Contract Management
	
	ATI
	corley@aticorp.org

	Erin Grant, Project Management Support
	· 
	Booz Allen Hamilton
	grant_erin@bah.com

	Julie Pooley, Project Management Support
	· 
	Booz Allen Hamilton
	pooley_julie@bah.com

	John Donnelly, Facilitator
	· 
	IntePro Solutions
	jtdonnelly@intepro.biz


	Lori Reed-Fourquet, Facilitator
	· 
	eHealthSign, LLC
	lori.fourquet@sbcglobal.net


	Gene Ginther, Facilitator
	· 
	Stellar Systems
	Ginther@stellarsystems.com

	Johnathan Coleman, Facilitator
	· 
	Security Risk Solutions
	jc@SecurityRiskSolutions.com


	Ed Larsen, Facilitator
	· 
	Management Consultant for Strategy Harmonization
	e.larsen@IX.NETCOM.COM


	Michael Glickman, Facilitator
	
	Computer Network Architects
	mglickman@CNAInc.com


	Anna Orlova, Facilitator
	· 
	PHDSC
	aorlova@jhsph.edu

	Bob Yencha, Facilitator
	· 
	Alschuler Associates
	bob@alschulerassociates.com


	Kate Hamilton, Facilitator Support
	· 
	Alschuler Associates
	kate@alschulerassociates.com

	Jessica Kant, Project Management Support
	· 
	HIMSS
	JKant@himss.org

	Phil Rosche, Technical Writer
	· 
	
	rosche@scra.org

	Anita Benson, Technical Writer
	· 
	Stellar Systems
	anita@datascene.com

	Donald E. Van Syckle, Technical Writer
	· 
	DVS Consulting
	don@dvsconsult.com

	James Ferguson, EHR Co-Chair
	· 
	Kaiser Permanente
	Jamie.Ferguson@kp.org


	Steve Wagner, EHR Co-Chair
	
	Department of Veterans Affairs 
	Steve.Wagner@va.gov


	John Madden, EHR Co-Chair


	
	SNOMED International
	john.madden@duke.edu

	Elaine Blechman, 

Consumer Empowerment Co-Chair
	
	Professor, U. of Colorado-Boulder
	eblechman@prosocialapps.com


	Charles Parisot,

Consumer Empowerment Co-Chair
	· 
	EHRVA
	charles.parisot@med.ge.com


	Floyd P. Eisenberg,
Biosurveillance Co-Chair
	· 
	Siemens
	Floyd.Eisenberg@siemens.com



	Laura Reece, Biosurveillance Representative
	· 
	AHRQ
	ljreece@knowsol.com

	Peter Elkin,
Biosurveillance Co-Chair
	· 
	Mayo
	Elkin.Peter@mayo.edu


	Shaun Grannis,
Biosurveillance Co-Chair
	
	Department of Family Medicine Indiana University 
	sgrannis@regenstrief.org



· indicates participant attended the meeting via phone
	HITSP Technical Committee Issues


	Active
	Policy Issue
	Resolved
	Issue Statement

	· 
	
	
	The IS needs an executive summary at the front of each document.

	· 
	
	
	Model for Testing needs further review – Testability should be added. Peter Elkin will provide review.

	· 
	
	
	Following the Sept. 29th deliverable, the foundations committee will look into models and frameworks, Peter Elkin is suggested to work with that group.

	
	
	· 
	There is a need to document the change management process, so that people know how they can make modifications in the future. Resolution: Process documented.

	
	
	· 
	The TCs will encourage members to view the documents during the inspection testing period – since the 5 day comment period is so short. Resolution:  Emphasized at the meeting.

	
	
	· 
	We need the commenters to understand that the inspection testing period is informal. Resolution: Instruction has been provided.

	
	
	· 
	There is a need to document a preference for harmony at a high level. Resolution: Operating Guidelines developed.

	
	
	· 
	HITSP Constructs will replace the Building Blocks. There is a suggestion that the Building Blocks should be placed in a library, so that they can be used as a reference.

The library should include definitions and a glossary.

	
	
	· 
	While reviewing the Testing Process, the Leadership decided that there needs to be an alteration to the vocabulary:   ex: “Third Party Testing” should be changed to “Supervised Testing.

	
	
	· 
	Low level implementation guides are needed to complete the gap analysis, Yet we have high level use cases. Resolution: Constructs have developed to address this subject to SDO.

	
	· 
	· 
	Who will pay for Standards that will be requested from the SDO’s to fill the gaps? Resolution: 

	
	
	· 
	Would like to have suggestions/input from the SDO’s regarding standards for the three breakthrough areas. Resolution: Received standards from SDO’s

	
	
	· 
	There should be more than one Interoperability Specification per Use Case. Resolution:  Revising constructs to address this.

	
	
	· 
	How is the maturity of standards to be dealt with? Resolution:  Resolved with provisional standards.

	
	
	· 
	Will context be lost while narrowing the Use Case, even though the context is needed to build upon when creating the final product? Resolution: IS will include context.

	
	
	· 
	Need to define a better way of describing our building blocks:   ex: What documentation was used and how has it been converted into the updated building blocks? Resolution: Constructs have been developed to address this.

	
	
	· 
	There is a need to figure out how to finalize the standards and building blocks, which would allow TC members to better comment on various ideas and options. Resolution: Constructs have been developed to address this.

	
	
	· 
	All building blocks should be consistent and re-useable. Resolution: Constructs have been developed to address this. 

	
	
	· 
	After packaging the building blocks, how do we name them? Resolution: Constructs have been developed to address this.

	
	
	· 
	There is a strong need to clarify the terms “roadmap” and “interoperability specification.” Resolution: Glossary Developed and imbedded in IS.

	
	· 
	· 
	Need to address the issue of user/ consumer literacy. Who will address this issue? Resolution: AHIC will address.

	
	· 
	· 
	Privacy & security policy issues with respect to Behavioral health & HIV. Resolution: Because this is a matter of state regulation/ Federal pre-emption, this issue should be noted, described briefly as the barrier/accelerator it represents in the use case and move on. This issue will eventually have to go to ONC, Policy makers & other standards groups outside healthcare. 

	
	· 
	· 
	Consumer PHR capabilities e.g. should a patient be able to delete a portion of their PHR or should a patient be able to revoke consent? Resolution: Provided by Lisa Carnahan- The Standards should provide the functionalities by supporting capabilities that could enable the flexibility of these policies. This Use Case should look at the broadest capabilities in order to support the broadest set of policies. Policy is out of scope for the Technical Committees.

	
	
	· 
	Standards may need to be identified at the transaction level to complete the gap analysis phase. Resolution: 1st Draft for Gap Analysis is complete.

	
	
	· 
	Mechanism is needed for communication between the HITSP Technical Committees, ONC and AHIC. Resolution: call with ONC scheduled for 4/14/06.

	
	
	· 
	Need to consider the option of providing a license for the Enterprise Architecture software to be available to all HITSP Technical Committees. Resolution: TC leadership was provided licenses for the Enterprise Architect UML Modeling tool.

	
	
	· 
	Availability of Aggregated Use Cases – Resolution:  Received 3/19/06

	
	
	· 
	Availability of Tier 2 criteria- Resolution: Draft received 5/4/06

	
	
	· 
	Need seamless usage and availability of Technical Committee Collaborative tools (list serve, polycom, NetSpoke, Enterprise Architect Software) Resolution: Access to Collaborative tools provided to HITSP Technical Committee Participants. 

	
	
	· 
	What is the HITSP definition of a Standard? Are we using the definition of a standard outlined by John Halamka?   Resolution: HITSP Working Definition of a Standard- A Standard specifies a well-defined approach that supports a business process and: (1) has been agreed upon by a group of experts; (2) has been publicly vetted; (3) provides rules, guidelines, or characteristics; (4) helps to ensure that materials, products; (5) is available in an accessible format: and (6) is subject to an ongoing review and revision process.
“Harmonization is required when a proliferation of standards prevents progress rather than enables it.” 

	
	
	· 
	Is there an expectation that the HITSP Recommended Standards will be ANSI approved Standards. Does ONC think the same? Resolution: See Draft Tier 2 Criteria.


	HITSP Technical Committee Leadership Meeting Notes 


The HITSP Technical Committee Leadership met August 14th, 2006 at the Hilton Garden Inn- O’Hare Des Plaines, IL. The HITSP Technical Committee Leadership consists of the Project Team, Facilitators, Technical Writers, and Co-Chairs from all three Technical Committees. A total of 19 people were in attendance for the meeting. The objective of this meeting is to prepare for finalizing the Interoperability Specifications for inspection testing and public comment and prepare for the Full TC meetings August 15-17th. The TC Leadership reviewed the status of each TC’s Interoperability Specification document.  The Leadership stressed that each TC now had 3 days to create and finalize there IS and there were still a few issues that needed to be resolved, in order to promote consistency through out all TCs. First, there were still concerns and ambiguity, concerning copyright and permissions of the SDO references found in the IS. Also, the Technical Writers had many questions in regards to the implementation of the UML diagram. Bob Yencha informed the Leadership that the UML diagram is not to be used in its original form; it is to be used more as a guide. Ioana will meet with the Co-Chairs to incorporate their suggestions.
Ed Larsen and Gene Ginther reviewed the Inspection Testing and Public Comment process with the Leadership Team. A series of tests is required to validate the quality and usability of the specification. The first test in the series of tests is the Inspection Test. The objective of the Inspection Test is to ensure that the IS meets the requirements of the Use Case and can be used to implement the requirements. The TCs and testers can consult the “HITSP IS Inspection Test Orientation_v31” Power Point found on SharePoint, for further explanation and instructions regarding the testing process.
· The TC schedule through September 29th was reviewed.

Comments should be triaged during the comment period through August 31. Major comments will be addressed at the face to face meeting. Minor comments will be addressed during the TC Conference calls. Editorial comments will be addressed by the Technical Writers.[image: image1.png]



