Editing project Charge

Definition of a consolidated model for Vocabulary documents.  Editing of resulting documents. It is expected these documents may consolidate material from the following sources:

· Core Principles

· Binding

· Vocabulary introduction

· V3 Guide

· HDF (limited)

· Refinement, Constraint, and Localization (limited)

· Using SNOMED CT (limited)

· Common Terminology Services (limited)

Proposed document set

Introduction: to orient user to content of the vocabulary specification, and to guide readers to other documents. This may be identical to the objective of the V3 guide.

Core Principles: to outline V3 design decisions

to serve as a design specification

Not to orient readers to basic vocabulary concepts (e.g., “code system” definition)

to define how the vocabulary model is structured, including requirements for value sets, versioning, binding mechanisms

Note: Vocabulary, by its meta-data nature, is a special case: The design inheres in the artifacts (e.g. repository), and the design of how to use it in standards specification inheres in explanation, so the explanation is the normative design: CP and the design are one. The audiences are the same. Make this explicit in the CP document.
Process in order to clarify audiences
1. Message specification (domain committee & vocabulary facilitators): apply vocabulary to specifications (conceptual): balloted

a. Existing RIM Concept Domains [and value sets] may be specialized (see requirements) for coded attributes in the DMIM (or DAM)
b. Creation of universal or representative value sets (may be Vocabulary; may be domain committee) in repository
2. Affiliates bind & constraining: does not require balloting (yet)

i. Realm-specific value set. Where? Must this be added to the repository? Not yet.
3. There are implementation guides and schemas that don’t affect this process

4. Consumers / implementers: not an audience
a. Use implementation guide to determine how to generate instance

Audiences are Facilitators and Affiliates; secondary other domain committee members, in order to encourage compliance. All readers are assumed to have some background in modeling.
Implementers must also need to be able bind, but they will be addressed in a separate document. 
Objectives

Vocabulary Committees: document the design for Vocabulary process and model
Facilitator: reference for assistance in facilitating TC
TC members: inform and enable to be compliant with assistance of a facilitator
Affiliates: how to bind

Not objectives

Implementers

Describing the content of the repository

Educating people on modeling and terminology concepts

Meta-model: Alan’s mif-aligned UML model in CTS 2 is the source of truth 

CP is explanation: UML takes precedence
Outline of Core Principles

1. Rationale for V3: semantic interoperability—shared semantics and syntax

2. Models: RIM and its derivatives. Refer to HDF, RIM. (2)

3. Data types, being domains for model attributes. Refer to data types. (14, 5.2, 6)

4. Identifying elements  (9,12,8,7,10) (OIDs, IIs, etc.)

5. Coded elements & their vocabularies

a. Concept domains (4.2)

b. Value sets (4.3)

i. Source: code systems (4.1, but  harmonized with gap analysis of CTS 2 UML model and mif 2.)

ii. Versioning (4.3.6)

c. Binding

i. Binding Realms (3)

ii. Mechanisms & strategies (13)

6. 
7. Identifying classes and data types in instances (5)

8. Accountability (11) including a conformance review referring back to appropriate sections
Further notes on the draft

1. On rereading, a question is whether we need all the education, especially in 4.1. It raises more questions than it answers. We had discussed including them in order to clarify the terms we use, but we don’t use most of them. We might use the terms “value set” for what HL7 specifies and “code system” for their sources, full stop. And “vocabulary” for the TC and concept domain of defining and using value sets.
a. Resolution: Use UML metamodel from CTS 2 to structure and scope this section (see above)
2. A sub-value set is a value set, is it not? Does it have any distinguishing characteristic that indicates that it is a subset of another value set? Is there any practical implication?

3. Multiple codes with the same meaning in one value set? Really? Why? UCUM is a system, not a value set.
a. Use case: mapping, including codes from various systems for one concept. (but is that a value set?) 
i. Need UCUM example; perhaps in “unimplementable” value set

ii. Rhubarb example: cannot be “identical”
4. In the section on versioning, the first and second halves contradict each other. We also need clear definitions of dates. 
a. Resolution: Use MIF approach
b. Actually no contradiction
5. Modal verbs are actually not appropriate here. This is not a specification.
a. Discuss
b. CP is normative for now
c. Capitalized modal verbs are for conformance statements only.
