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Attendees: Freida, Bob Y, Riki, Kathy, Arlen, Cindy
All notes are here on the HL7 wiki: http://wiki.hl7.org/index.php?title=EDOS_IG
No quorum – so review and make recommendations

Filtered for unresolved negatives

#81 and #112:
In v2.7 administrative Sex field is CWE – so can resolve that for RFR.2 – Eric suggests to make this RE and reference HL70001
RFR.8 is still ST, even in v2.8.1, so use the description field in the HL70005 and use text component of the table values. Frieda prepared a v2.9 proposal to change RFR.8 to CWE – we do have precedence in RFR.2 already (. Prefer to use the more detailed CDCREC values actually.

For RFR.2 – make RE and use CWE from v2.7 or IS? using HL70001.

Also Age range should be RE, also
What action does the EHRsystem need to do with this – when we are sending the results, then they need to display the reference ranges that was sent with result. eDOS reference ranges are only for reference/education – MUST use the reference range sent with the result for display.

We could allow folks to declare compliance to an optional profile and then make the RFR more strict for folks declaring in MSH-21 conformance to this profile.
OM2-6 is still RE in eDOS - when folks have to send complicated data that requires sex and age range, how would they do that, when these are ‘O’? – isn’t that more complicated?

Sunquest stores ref ranges on date/time basis, rather than on the actual result, so they can always look it up over time. These reference ranges are often sent in notes after the results.

Suggested motion to use the profile architecture to expand on the minimal information to order the test for constrained datatypes like RFR. Bob Y, Riki, further discussion: so what are we making it for RFR in the base profile – naming convention still needs to be resolved
OM2-6, OM2-7 and OM2-8 usage will be “varies” and in RFRconstrained (name TBD) RFR.2 with CWE and HL7001, RFR.3 with NR  and RFR.6 ST with text from HL70005, or from CDCREC, for more granularity become RE
