	Section
	Vote
	Type
	Topic
	Comments
	Disposition
	Existing Wording
	Proposed Wording
	Balloter

	
	
	
	BL
	Boolean - would be half inclined to remove this one because 

1) You can accomplish the same with the categorical variable

2) You can’t express the required shades of yes/no, (e.g., present absent) that reporting systems demand

3) Any reduction in the number of items would be welcome
	withdrawn
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	CD
	To match with CEN concept descriptors and also as an issue by itself, we propose new specializations of CD (or CV, CE and CS) which are specific concerning the occurrence of the various attributes (components) of the data type and thus corresponds better to the CEN data types E(enumerated), V(code without string), C(code with optional string) and C/S (code value or string). In this way we could also avoid the HL7 convention concerning CWE and CNE and include this property as part of the data type. If we ever are to have a joint solution we have to start with the data types and get away from unnecessary optionalities.
	Bob, Tom Marley, Edgar Gluck, GS, Stan
	CD
	
	CEN

	
	
	
	CD
	I do not like the CD in its full glory – including the distinction between connection codes and atom codes for a number of reasons. First, it assumes one particular model for linking codes. Second, it could provide yet another way to structure everything in the model. (E.g., a RIM within a RIM). (We could say the same complex set of relationships in: a) The RIM, b) an XML document within a value field, c) a set of linked codes. Do we really want to expand the options so richly. Thirdly, it is not necessary. If you allow a series of codes, let the encoding and encoding systems have to manage the syntax. 

CD could become the code system that ate the RIM.  I think you are burdening receivers to make them have to understand the structure of linked codes (ala SNOMED). Would be happier if you said the codes could be linked, but not distinguish the link codes from the concept codes at the messaging level. Presumably the codes themselves would do that in the context of a particular coding system.

Then the structural differences between codes (modifiers, connectors etc.) would not be the responsibility of the messaging – at either end. If the application built these expression chains it would be up to the application to understand them. This is a pretty heavy-duty capability. 
	Make a restriction of CD with modifiers but without role names. Use only this restriction. Do not allow (not even mention) the CD in its full glory.

Off line discussion with: Clem McDonald, Kent Spackman, Alan Rector, Stan Huff, Bob Dolin, Peter Elkin, Keith Campbell, Mark Shafarman, GS.

Issue: avoid overlap of CD with the RIM/USAM structure. See if there is a use case for CD or not.

13-4-9 carries.
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	CD
	In order to simplify things, could we have only one general coded type and then limit it down to one of simpler forms in the MDF?
	
	
	
	Clem

	5.1.1.4
	A
	S
	CD.system
	Even though they are considered the same code system, it seems that each version should have a distinct OID.  Otherwise we have to use an OID and string together to uniquely identify the allowable set of codes, necessary for conveying the OTHER NULL flavor, if nothing else.  Treat Version like the string name of code set – we can recommend it be used, it will aid humans in reading it, but it shouldn’t be used for processing.
	clarify
	OID
	
	SMS

	
	
	
	CD.system
	The naive simple way of giving e.g. SNOMED a unique identity as OID and requiring does not allow for automatic processing, since the semantics of different sections and crossreferences (e.g. to code for organism, pathology) is not well described. Also, ICD10 comes in several versions including different languages, error correction versions etc, and is not uniquely defined. To ensure a completely unique concept representation, every change in a coding scheme should make it into another coding scheme, sometimes compatible with the old one (where versioning is OK) but sometimes with e.g. new meaning of a code value.
	clarify
	CD
	
	CEN

	
	
	
	CD.system
	Each axis of SNOMED should be considered a separate coding scheme, as well as each subset of a coding scheme specified by mechanisms from the HL7 Vocabulary committee.
	clarify
	CD
	
	CEN

	
	
	
	CD.system
	Proposal: a new data type: CodeSystem Identifier

It's quite conceivable that a small implementation want to dodge the complexity of ISO OID´s and use just their own coding schemes. Also, in Europe the ICSI (International Coding Scheme Identifier, as described in ISO 7826) is indicated everywhere as reference for coding scheme. To allow this, we propose an abstract data type of CSI: coding scheme identifier, with these attributes:

OID or ICSI (or local additional coding schemes, allowed in ISO 7826)

Version:ST

CodeSystemName:ST (optional)

ICSI 

ISO 7826 describes a procedure with a set of required data, including some statement of future support, application is done to a registration authority but via a sponsoring authority, that should guarantee that the issuer is a reasonably stable entity.

After registration gives the coding system a unique 6 byte identifier (should probably be 8 to accomodate the future). For automatic version control, probably a sequential version number should be added.

OID

Object identifiers - normative - best put in implementation description ?

registration through HL7 gives lenghthy identifiers. How is version control handled? Can you e.g. make a new version number for each change of a coding scheme (e.g. a list of allowed request recipients can change every day).

Is OID a basic data type? How is it defined? a string, a list of integers??


	
	CS
	
	

	
	
	
	CD.system 
	Why abandon the existing HL7 short codes for code systems. These are known used and have mnemonic value. This does not mean you should not also use the universal codes.  But HL7 could equivalence the existing short names with any long ISO defined addresses and (Possibly) allow the use of these codes instead of the long hard to remember names. Granted you did allow the use of a name as well. But you may get to the point that you are sending 100 characters to identify a 3-digit code. This may not be a special problem with the message but finding a place for all of this info in the receiving systems could be an immense problem. The fatter these things get. Further some vendors will certainly scream. (You sort of thing that local systems could use their own abbreviations – am just suggesting using the same trick globally across the bigger and more important code systems). 

The problem with the these long identifiers is that programers will not be able to easily tell when they are miscoded, they are long, you are abandoning things that developers are used to. And the world is familiar with and using them. (What is wrong with evolution – and re-use of what is already familiar?)
	Investigate left side shortening of OIDs.
	OIDs
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	CD.system
	In your table at the end, you have eliminated most of the entries that are now in the HL7 table. You don’t include any cross-reference to the existing HL7 table, nor any of the contact and address information.  Don’t understand the rationale for completely ignoring the code tables in vs 2.
	
	OIDs
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	CD.modifier
	The document presents the view that all modifiers should come from the same coding system (see 5.1.1.12) . We think, however, that a more thorough way of specifying the allowable modifiers and value domains for these is required, which could also allow for modifiers and value domains specified in separate coding schemes, e.g. combining an ICD10 code for diagnosis as infection /tumor and an organism or pathology code from e.g. SNOMED.
	clarify
	CD
	
	CEN

	5.1.1.5
	A
	Q
	CD.equals
	How would NDC codes for medications be handled with respect to equality of content descriptors? Specifics for NDC codes: the same code can be represented as either an 11-digit, or a 10-digit number with dashes. The extra digit is a zero, which happens to be the leading zero of any of the three sections of the NDC code (specified by dashes). Thus, the dashes are meaningful, as they determine where the extra zero is going to be inserted/removed from, e.g. xxxx-xxxx-xx is converted to 0xxxx-xxxx-xx, while xxxxx-xxx-xx is converted to xxxxx-0xxx-xx. Many systems are also storing the 11-digit number without dashes. How can we express fact that 01234567890 is equivalent to 1234-5678-90?
	HL7 should define a canonical form for identifiers and codes that have variances of representations (e.g., decorating dashes.) This should happen on the abstract level so that it applies to all ITSs.
	CD.equals
	
	Vassil

	5.1.3.2
	N
	Mi
	CV
	Don't understand why CV isn't a protected type. Why ever declare CV at the RIM level? It's easy to just ignore translations, so why preclude them? This will simplify application of data types to RIM attributes.
	table
	Coded Value
	Coded Value should be a protected type.
	Bob Dolin

	
	
	
	ED
	The use of the ED (Encoded data) again is opposite of my common understanding of encoded.  Text converted to SNOMED would be my idea of encoded data.  This name as applied miscues the reader. Think you are mostly describing structured text. Not encoded text. I would call it structured or formatted text.
	Change to “encapsulated data”
	
	
	Clem

	4.2.1.1
	N
	Mi
	ED.type
	PDF is not an “open specification”, it is a proprietary data format, as is rtf. Readers are available for both, while composition tools require a paid license. 

For safety of sharing documents, HTML, while an open specification, carries risk of imcompatibility because it is very loosely interpreted (there is no constraint here to use only HTML conformant with W3C Recs.) Non-specific XML and SGML, while useless from a semantic interoperability standpoint, are at least as useful for “sharing documents” as pdf, rtf, and HTML. We can discuss this in greater depth, but on the face of it, it is not reasonable to deprecate generic XML while recommending pdf, as long as no claim is made for shared semantics.
	Remove the wording “open” speification.

Add application/x-cda-level-1 as recommended.
	text/sgml, text/html

text/xml and application/pdf
	change text/sgml and text/xml and text/rtf to recommended  or change /pdf to and /html to other 
	Liora Alschuler

	4.2.1.1
	A
	S
	ED.type
	Add mp3 as an audio type
	agreed
	Table 4: 
	
	Vassil (+CEN)

	4.2.1.1
	N
	Mi
	ED.type
	Downgrade image/gif from “recommended” to “other”, due to the UNISYS patent. Mention risk of violating the patent.
	Put the caution into the table.
	Table 4:
	
	Vassil

	5.3.1.2
	N
	Mi
	ED.type
	upgrade the “file” scheme status to “other,” since SMB shares, NFS mounted partitions, and the AFS global file names allow remote systems to access files as if they are local.
	agreed
	Table 8:
	
	Vassil

	
	
	
	ED.type
	Really think we should separate the multi media from the simpler text, but I could be argued into it. 
	Drop the categorization of ED under “Text”.
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ED.type
	You assert that the standard will support all 160-mime data types. Won’t that be a huge obligation to compliant users. Not sure you really mean that from what you say latter. 
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ED.type
	If you open to sending any kind of text – don’t know how you can deprecate MS Word. It is so widely used. 
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ED.type
	Do you include PDF?
	yes
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ED.compression
	I would like to argue against the compression option. It adds complexity.  For some of the data types – the ones that are important to compress – the compression type is implicit to the data type (e.g., JPEG).  For other kinds of messages, one would never compress one field at a time. Compression would be applied to the whole message.  
	withdraw
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ED.language
	Language should not be in data type -put in a common component.
	
	ED.language
	
	CEN

	
	
	
	ED.language
	Have somewhat of the same problem with language. Mostly the whole message will be in one language. Certain kinds of data are not language dependent. The language will always be self-evident by inspection. Why does the computer have to know the language?    What happens if some one mixes language (as in Shogun where the text contained mixed English-Japanese and Spanish).  Could accomplish most of the same by identifying the predominant language in the header.
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ED.reference
	Why is the TEL given in addition to the raw data?  Why not a separate data type for TEL?  Seems to complicated. Does that mean that you can include a URL AND the local text? (I did not get that from your description? Is there an implied rule that says you have to have text OR the URL?  Would not mind having both if the case were clearer and they were not mutually exclusive.
	Clarify not exclusive
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ED.thumbnail
	Can’t see having the thumbnail except for images. Another reason for distinguishing them from ordinary text (or even structured text) Yes you could imagine how a shorter version could be used. But the word is only used to apply to images. And we are getting featuritis too much to support all at once.
	withdrawn
	
	
	Clem

	5.2.2.3
	
	
	II.assigningAuthorityName
	Separate common object for assigning authority? an organisation with tel, adr..
	table
	
	
	CEN

	
	
	
	II.root
	I like the addition of the State assignment groups, but think they would also be better off with a mnemonic that could be used in place of these numbers.

1) There are a some more non concept codes that 

US UPIN – about to come out as an NPRM

ICD-O – oncology codes
	add
	OIDs
	
	Clem

	5.2
	N
	S
	OID
	OIDs are a powerful new tool being introduced into HL7 in Version 3.  The concepts will be new to many HL7 implementers, and a concise statement of their principles is needed.

1. The key feature of an OID is its global uniqueness.  They may be algorithmically derived from identifiers local to a system, but one must never attempt to parse content out of an OID.

2. OIDs comprised strings of dots and positive integers expressed in ASCII characters.  Implementations will use these as string keys.  There shall be no leading or embedded spaces in the OID, and  the integers shall not have leading zeroes.

3. An OID comprises a prefix, or “root”, which is obtained from an assigning authority, and a suffix which is created by the implementer.  The implementer must ensure that each installed system generates distinct OIDs, such that it is never possible that two different systems can generate the same OID for a different thing.

4. OIDs are analogous to “namespace and value” representations of identifiers, but one must never attempt to extract these separate identifiers from an OID.
	Clarify that you must not try to parse an OID that’s not yours.
	(Overall)
	Abridge and simplify
	Fred Behlen

	5.2.1.1
	N
	Mj
	OID
	No limit is specified for the length of the OID.  In practice, these identifiers will be used as unique keys in databases.  Limiting the length to 64 characters preserves computer, with no loss of utility.  OIDs have an organizational prefix of less than 20 characters, leaving more than 44 characters for unique identification within the organization. DICOM implementations bear this restriction, and implementers have had no trouble staying within the 64-character limit.  Knowing that the length of the OID will not exceed 64 characters enables them to be used in file specifications and query strings that have limits to their length.

The MAJOR objection is that OIDs longer than 64 characters cannot be imported into DICOM systems.  Thus, leaving the length unrestricted would provide no benefit in HL7 implementations, and would greatly complicate the harmonization of HL7 and DICOM standards.
	Shall not exceed 64 characters. (DICOM part 5, section 9 specifies the encoding.) Refer to that part.  
	
	The literal form of the OID shall be a string not exceeding 64 characters in length.
	Fred Behlen

	5.2.1.2
	N
	Mi
	OID
	This section is more likely to confuse implementers and result in incorrect implementations, and should be deleted.  It includes invitations to structuring OIDs so that their components may be parsed out, which goes against the principle of an OID.
	
	Entire section
	Delete the entire section 5.2.1.2:

“Structured Form: Sequence of Integers versus Value and Namespace”
	Fred Behlen

	5.3.2.2
	A
	S
	TEL
	Suggest changing CS to CV.
	
	use: SET<CS>
	use : SET <CV>
	Bob Dolin

	
	
	
	TEL name
	Worry about use of TEL to identify telecommunication because it also means “telephone”. Might be better to use a clearer code like COM.
	
	
	
	Clem

	5.3.2.2
	A
	S
	TEL.use
	Adding TMP and BAD as use codes to TEL seems useful.
	
	
	
	Vassil

	5.3.2
	
	
	TEL.use
	Type of tel address - could be different requirements, solved in different ways, and is better solved at implementation  - make into a common object instead of data types
	
	
	
	CEN

	5.3.1.4
	
	
	TEL/URL
	If telephone number is not global absolute - separators needed to know if area code is included. This applies also for internal numbers within an organisation. Probably needs an attribute describing scope of telephone number - company, area, country. 
	
	
	
	CEN

	5.3.1.2
	A
	S
	URL
	If "there are a number of URL schemes defined outside RFC documents", how can you make this a CS type?
	
	URL.scheme : CS
	scheme : CV
	Bob Dolin

	
	
	
	PN, AD
	The person name and postal address are similar but different from the vs 2. equivalents. Think the person name may be a pure super set. I can’t tell about the address. The original directive regarding vs 3 was that it did not have to be back ward compatible but think there were words that said it should preserve the vs 2 way where ever feasible.  Should clarify the degree to which the parts of the these data types are the same as the vs 2 equivalents, and justify when they are different.  Think we should NOT try to support so many address variants. Think we should aim to have one general form. You are going to have problems with capture systems regarding distinguishing the box #. First some addresses (I think) in rural areas do include box number. Lonnie’s was like this. Second, the clerks who enter this information just ask for the address and put in what people give them.  Accept that the old data types might need some improvement, but worry that you may be making these changes based on theory or hypothetical requirement – not real market forces.
	
	
	
	Clem

	5.4.2.2
	A
	S
	AD
	Suggest changing CS to CV.
	
	use: SET<CS>
	use : SET<CV>
	Bob Dolin

	
	
	
	AD
	Some would argue for address line 1 and address line 2 (for street and modifiers) and then into state/province, zip, country.  
	
	
	
	Clem

	5.4.1
	
	
	AD formatting
	Formatting of addresses – should not be in data types document - put in a separate document in implementation specification along with other literal form issues (and address not data type but a common object)


	
	
	
	CEN

	5.4
	
	
	AD.use
	Additional types include invoice address


	
	
	
	CEN

	
	
	
	AD.validTime
	Have some concerns about times in relation to address.  Esp since these I think are also included in the model.
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ADXP.type
	Think you have lost one of the important parts - county. That was specifically requested by a governmental agency --? Public health? Can’t do without.
	
	
	
	Clem

	5.5.1.1
	A
	Q
	PNXP.tyep
	Is MID just another code for given name? In many cultures the middle name is not given – it is derived from the father’s given name.
	
	MID name
	
	Vassil

	5.5.1.1
	A
	S
	PNXP.type
	In some cultures there are quite strict rules of forming the names, as noted in the family name type definition. In many cases the father’s given name is used to form the middle name in a three-part naming structure (Russian, Bulgarian). I suggest that the middle name type, together with a “father’s name” qualifier can be used to represent these cases.
	
	MID name
	
	Vassil

	5.6.1.1
	A
	S
	ON
	Suggest changing CS to CV.
	
	type : CS
	type: CV
	Bob Dolin

	
	
	
	INT
	Why do we really have to distinguish integers from “reals”. Why do we need to add the complexity of having integers and reals?  This could lead to all kinds of unnecessary complexity – when a value might be reported as whole numbers and then later provided with decimal accuracy. Can’t the MDF impose range checks, and limit any value to whole number integers later? Is this needed only to define some of the identifier data types?  If so, then make it a hidden data type - so users don’t have to worry about it.
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	REAL
	From my mathematical text book you are not really talking about real’s (which include square root of 2, e, pie). These are simple decimal numbers that can be expresser in two forms (just a number with a decimal or in “floating point” notation). One of your latter paragraphs with the example says it all.  Believe you have made this much harder to understand from the point of view of data in a message than you need to.

Unless the reader is a mathematician, they won’t ave any idea of what the word “real number” means. So it does not accomplish your explanatory purpose. You should call it “decimal “ or something like that – as most computer languages do. We get nothing by going back to the abstract fundamentals.
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	REAL.precision
	Am not enthusiastic about reporting the precision with the value because:

1)   No one does this

2)   The string itself  usually implies the precision

3)   This would typically be transmitted in the master file. Would not have to send it each time.

4)   I can not imagine a market requirement for this.

Is this really a requirement of the master file mood? 
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	PQ.unit
	Units, I believe I would argue against your units definition. First, it is not apparent what it really is from within the document. (I might agree with it if I could see it.) Believe the unit’s definition should be more completely contained in the document. Also believe there is considerable support for an explicit enumeration of at least the common units – as we did in vs2. Not against cleaning that list up, but would disagree with elimination of the information in units such as “Mg/mg hgb”.  We need all other redundancy we can get to translate messages.
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	RTO
	The literal form is fine. (Though there may be alternative forms.) Defining a ratio with only one number value and assuming the digit is dangerous. It would not allow it unless you have a very strong existing use pattern. 

The ratio IS subject to other confusion. A sodium/creatinine ratio is by definition a “ratio” but not the kind you are talking about here.  To prove the confusion, the XML document gives such a ratio as an example. The example in the XML document uses the ratio in a 
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	SET, LIST, BAG
	I worry about your including all of the object oriented data base set types (set, list and bag). Each additional function adds development work to those who would implement this. We are putting a ton of work on all of the vendors, we should not add to it if it is not absolutely needed.
	
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	ANT
	This could be dangerous and raises many issues. This would I presume serve as the comment “field” for many things. Would it be applied in only a limited way? Or would users always be free to use annotation. If people think about it as the comment field all kinds of important information will leak into it.
	Do not include at this time.

Clem, Stan, Joanne, Robin, Bob, Vassil to discuss off line.
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	UVN
	I would be inclined to NOT allow the uncertain value narrative. It is a lot of overhead. It is a lot like annotated.  It will be prone to use for recording negation in and thereby completely confusing automated interpretation.  
	Do not include at this time. 

Clem, Stan, Joanne, Robin, Bob, Vassil to discuss off line.
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	UVN
	I think the data type Uncertain Value Narrative (UVN) should

be deleted as a data type.  The functionality should be

provided using a simple coded attribute or by using the

modifier construct of the CE datatype.
	Ditto.
	
	
	Stan Huff

	
	
	
	UVP, PPD, NPPD
	Some of the items on page 8 – seem like a lot of development overhead.  It would (does) scare me away if I were a developer. (Don’t know how we could every convert our HL7 processors to support all of this functionality.)  […]

I could be argued into the probability distributions – but if I were a developer I might quake at the amount of development that all of this could imply. I might want to define a simpler subset of the spec that I could support as vendors have done with many other standards.  Or not get to the point where I could support vs.3.  Indeed, I am worried about how we could every get the resources to support all of these features and data types – and toss these or not get around to building all of the functionality.  
	Confine these to be used only as observation values.

Provide for some mechanism wherein these data type extensions must be explicitly allowed for a message field.
	
	
	Clem

	
	
	
	Literal
	Even such basic things as decimal point or comma need to be implementation dependent (unless HL7 is willing to adopt the ISO and scientific community standard of comma only) .
	
	Literal Forms
	
	CEN


