OASIS PMRM TC
Informal Meeting

26 May 2011

11-12 Eastern

MINUTES

Attendees:

John S 

Michael W

Walt T

Peter A

Suzanne

Agenda:
Quoting from the Minutes of the 12 May telecom:

     “…. focus of the meeting be on a review of the draft methodology applied to the 

     HITSP Emergency Responder Electronic Health Record Interoperability Specification HITSP/IS04.”

    “…John asked that TC members review the current draft and offer critiques 

    for improvements and identify any issues that need to be addressed.”

    “…face to face meeting in Washington DC on June 8”

The latest draft (started at the 12 May telecom) is attached (as uploaded to the PMRM TC web site) for reference.

AGENDA:

   - We have agreed to focus on the referenced Emergency Responder use case first

      and to iteratively refine the Methodology in this context.

   - Wednesday, 8 June: Face/Face meeting in DC at the CA office downtown (logistics to follow from John S).

     We have at least 7 PMRM TC members who are a strong ‘yes to maybe’ for this meeting. 

     Purpose: Continue the refinement of the selected Use Case.

   - Work on selected sections of the attached Methodology, in advance of the 8 June Face/Face. I suggest:

        

         Since the Methodology is iterative and top-down, we need to add details (description etc) to

         Sections 1 and 2, before getting into Sections 3+; especially, verbiage for 1.1 and 1.2.

         As John observed, the basic tactic is:

                - a) set of Qs

                - b) requirements per PI

                - c) actors

                - d) policies overall   

         As your time permits, please work on the Methodology in advance of the 26 May telecom.

         We will necessarily rely on the use case “subject matter experts” in our midst for selected guidance. 

         All inputs and draft wordings are welcome! Easier to edit than create.    

          Now is the critical time in our overall 2011 schedule to stay focused and specific.  

DISCUSSION:

· HITSP – detailed messaging, docs, language, etc; beyond our Use Case scope.

· John S: Before the Use Case, PIA or Accountability review, then Methodology

· Step 3: 

· More details of privacy management

· Touch points/actors

· More distinct policies 

· Lots of tools

· PI = set of objects, managed against policy requirements; flows through the whole use case

· Then, moves to the next actor; but, policy (just another parameter) could change

· HOW to divide and conquer the Use Case?   
· John S: Actors – take 1 or 2 components; work through the Use Case

· Need subject matter experts involved

· Complexity of the analysis?

· And, how to document?

· Research needed: Are there associated privacy policies? Locally, eg, Dallas etc.

· Peter A: FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE: Is applying the PMRM that complex? If YES, then the PMRM will become simply “shelf ware”

· John S: Value of PMRM: Not ‘under the hood’, but what is needed from a PI handling perspective.

· Peter: PMRM is an AUDIT model?

· John S: Not primarily; PMRM leads the high-level analysis step

· Peter: Who applies the PMRM? Auditors?

· Michael: The original ISTPA work on the PMRM envisioned TWO uses of the PMRM; quoting from the PMRM V2.0 doc:  
· “… Privacy Management Reference Model as a guideline or template for developing operational solutions to privacy issues, (and) as an analytical tool for assessing the completeness of proposed solutions…”  
· The first use, design, is top-down and iteratively guides the construction of an operational privacy management solution.

· The second use, audit, is bottom-up and assesses the completeness of an existing solution

· Peter is talking about the audit use, WHICH IS MUCH HARDER and COMPLEX.

· To develop our Use Case, we are employing the top-down design approach…. MUCH EASIER.

· John S: The real (design) value is point-to-point (then, iterate)

· Thinking for the Face/Face:

· 1st layer is more generic; then recursive

· Conserve time; avoid side issues

· One actor, one touch point, local: 10 PMRM Services

· How to depict? Graphic? Tabular?

· Michael will look at HOW to depict prior to the Face/Face                     

