Draft Meeting Notes 
EM-TEP (Tracking of Emergency Patients) OASIS Telecon
EDXL-TEP Messaging Standard

Date:  October 06 4:00 PM EST
GOTO Meeting:

___________________________________________________________________

1.  Please join my meeting.

https://www1.gotomeeting.com/join/562884369
Meeting ID: 562-884-3692.  
Join the conference call:

1-800-320-4330 Conference Bridge PIN #: 331928

Next Meeting:

October 20, 2011 4:00 – 5:00PM EST

Meeting Attendees:
(Attendance maintained on the kavi site)

*Note:  For the immediate time, these minutes will maintain a running set of meeting notes – to simplify later reference.
Agenda: (current step in RED)
· Attendance (keep in kavi or in meeting minutes?)
· HL7 Collaboration update (HL7 signed – awaiting OASIS)
· Continue TEP SC background and education on the practitioner  submission package utilizing the “educational” powerpoint

· Continuation of the process includes: 

· Walkthrough of the EDXL-TEP Project Initiation Document (PID)
· Walkthrough of the EDXL-TEP Requirements and draft Messaging Specification

· Walkthrough of the Practitioner Issues List
· Determine TEP SC process, artifacts, tools and roles for moving forward
· Identify HL7 POC, and determine process for collaboration and definition of outcomes and outputs

Meeting Notes (October 06):

1. Continued review of the Requirements and draft Messaging Specification submitted by the practitioner process, beginning at Section 2.5.3 Information Requirements, Requirement #1.  Several good comments and conversations were offered.  The following items are key issues which require analysis of options to determine best approach to meeting requirements (also see the practitioner issues list):
a. Info requirements #1 regarding unique ID of a patient;  Desire to have one unique ID for a patient and not change it, however realistically application of different or additional tag’s / ID’s does happen state to state and between state and federal (HHS-JPATS).  ID the best way to help facilitate tracking.
b. Requirement #5 – Look at carrying photographs, fingerprints etc. within the body of the TEP payload – NOT just in the DE, in order to maintain the integrity of the patient information / record.

c. Requirement #5 Existing patient electronic healthcare record – Optional and Other XML content such as NEMSIS or HL-7 constructs. – Optional:  Look at how and where…  Perhaps in the DE content object – cannot embed 
d. Transfers from one hospital to another:  ISSUE to determine whether this is in TEP scope.  Described to us as:  TEP is for emergency tracking of the movement to ensure everyone arrives where they are supposed to.  Then HL7 / EHR still used normally to transfer patient records from one hospital to another.
e. IncidentID / Type / Name “paired” data set (required – evaluate best method to facilitate the fact that multiple incident ID’s are often created for the same incident across professions – AND an ID may CHANGE from one to another that has been formalized later.
i. Need a message that updates or changes formalized information such as incident id’s???
f. STOPPED Review at Section 2.5.3 Information Requirements, Requirement #12.
Meeting Notes (September 22):

1. Continued review of background and submitted Requirements and draft Messaging Specification at Section 2.5.2 Functional Requirements, Requirement #5.

2. Functional requirement #11:  Need to investigate policy of required elements that are met by the DE…
a. These items are used for routing – not for the payload

b. Use a routing header that supports the following capabilities, or use the DE.  Otherwise the specification for TEP will not be satisfied.

c. What will HL7 say about this, or hospitals that will use TEP?
3. STOPPED after completing Section 2.5.2 Functional Requirements.  Next session will begin with Section 2.5.3 Information Requirements.

Meeting Notes (September 08):

1. Continued educational powerpoint review refreshing slide #7 mandatory element view, and moving into review of the optional elements.
2. Reviewed the practitioner Requirements and draft Messaging Specification document, from the beginning through section 2.5.2 Functional Requirements, Requirement #4 A-E

3. Next session will begin at this section, Requirement #5
NOTES / COMMENTS from participants:
a. Ensure in-transit re-routing of patients is a requirement that is addressed.
(Patti noted a statement does exist to address this use case, but it is an important use case to address)
4. As Spec review is completed, selected issues on the practitioner issues list will be familiarized, followed by a session focused on process, roles and tools to develop the TP specification.  Suggest that process focus on core design for ongoing comparison with TEC requirements development…
Meeting Notes (September 1, 2011) – OFF schedule do to cancellation last week:

1. Not enough participants to move agenda forward
Meeting Notes (July 14):

1. Continued educational powerpoint review refreshing slide #7 mandatory element view, and moving into review of the optional elements.

2. Reviewed all data  element slides mandatory and optional elements
3. Again noted the TEC in-process work, and the need to look at those requirements as they move forward to evaluation whether TEP/TEC should be combined in some way, or separated as standards – or another methodology to address the
4. Reviewed for compare and contrast – currently known direction, scope, functional areas and information needs for EDXL-TEC (evacuees)

a. The group agreed that regular updates on evolution of TEC will be helpful in eventual determination of these standards converging or perhaps becoming consistent but separate standards, or standard messages.

5. A key requirement with both TEP and TEC is where seamless tracking of a “person” is required, along their movement and transitions from one “state of being” to another (i.e. from patient to evacuee and vice versa). 
6. Next meeting Thursday July 28 will begin walk-through of the Project Initiation Document (PID)

Meeting Notes (June 30 ):

1. Continued educational powerpoint review completing through slide #7 – discussing the overall structure of the proposed TEP message and required elements only

2. Cautioned that the issues list contains open issues questioning some elements and structure decisions.
3. Next call will walk through the optional elements

Meeting Notes (June 2 & 16):
1. The SC agreed to not get wrapped up in HIPPA & privacy concerns, except to ensure the combination of the DE and TEP offers options for application.
2. Provided an update on OASIS  HL7 collaboration – same will be provided by Elysa Jones during the Tuesday EM-TC meeting

3. Action Item  - Ask Mike Glickman to join the TEP SC

4. Covered 2010 and 2011 exercises

5. Covered slides 1 – 7 so far with lots of questions
6. The group feels the process of covering background and context of the requirements is a valuable process.
Thanks,
  Tim
Tim Grapes | Vice President 
Evolution Technologies
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