IHE_TF_CP-Template-V4.doc

IHE Technical Framework Change Proposal
Tracking information:

	IHE Technical Framework Domain
	 IT Infrastructure

	Change Proposal Number (assigned by Domain Technical Committee)
	172

	Change Proposal Status:
	Approved

	Date of last update:
	Oct 23, 2006

	Person assigned:
	Laurie Williams


Change Proposal Summary information:
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	Rationale for Change:

The QPD-8 field does not have consistent behavior between QPD and PIX query.  For a implementer (Consumer or Supplier) it would be beneficial if the behavior was consistent.  There was some confusion on this inconsistent behavior from Consumers during testing at Connectathon. 

For example on PIX Query if the field is not specifed then all of the aliases for the patient are returned. On PDQ only aliases for the domains managed by the receiving application are returned.  If possible the behavior should be consistent. If no QPD-8 specified return all the aliases for the patient.

If it is not the desire of the IHE committee to change the behavior at this point, it should be explicitly stated  in the description of the field that the behavior is different and explain the behavior.

For example: In a multiple domain environment if QPD-8 is not specified the aliases for the domain managed by the patient information source designated by MSH-5 will be returned, if any.

The specific write-up can be provided after committee responds to this change proposal.

[YB: I disagree with the proposal of making behavior consistency, since PIX and PDQ are designed arround different models. The PIX manages a list of Ids x-referenced across all domains configured in it, it’s query service content is x-referened Ids. So, it is logic that it returns all known x-referenced Ids if there is no indication what domains are interested in THIS query request.

In contrast, PDQ is designed around ONE patient demographics source. It may support multiple sources, but we request consumer uses MSH-5 to select one. So, the server always performs a query in ONE source. QPD-8 provides an ADDITIONAL ability for the consumer to say: btw, can you tell me OTHER patient Ids of this patient record (in the target source) in other domains? IHE said the server may or may not be able to asnswer this ADDITIONAL question.

So, I think it is good if you plan to update the text to make is clearer, but don’t think it is desired to have same “behavior” in response to QPD-8 (QPD-4 in PIX).]

[LAW: I concur with your assessment. I suggest the following clarification for the QPD-8 field.]



Modify the following text in Volume 2, Section 3.21.4.2.2.2 and 3.22.4.1.2.2.2:

As is specified in the discussion of the Find Candidates (Q22) Query in Chapter 3 of the HL7 Standard, field QPD-8 restricts the set of domains for which identifiers are returned in PID-3: 

1. In a multiple-domain environment, QPD-8 may be used to identify one or more domains of interest to the Patient Demographics Consumer and from which the Consumer wishes to obtain a value for PID-3-Patient Identifier. Note that the patient information source designated by MSH-5 may or may not be associated with any of the Patient ID Domains listed in QPD-8-What Domains Returned. 

If QPD-8 is empty, the Patient Demographics Supplier shall return all Patient IDs provided by the target patient information source specified in MSH-5 Sending Application for each patient that matches the search criteria. See Case 1 in Section 3.21.4.2.2.8 for details on how this information is returned.
If QPD-8 is specified and the domains are recognized by the target patient information source specified in MSH-5 Sending Application, the Patient Demographics Supplier shall return the Patient IDs for each patient that matches the search criteria. See Case 2 in Section 3.21.4.2.2.8 for details on how this information is returned.

Any domains not recognized by the target patient information source specified in MSH-5 Sending Application is an error condition. See Case 3 in Section 3.21.4.2.2.8 how to handle this condition. 
2. In a single-domain environment, QPD-8 may be ignored by the Patient Demographics Supplier. The Supplier shall always return both identifiers the identifier from the Patient ID Domain associated with the patient information source designated by MSH-5-Receiving Application. 

Within field QPD-8, only component 4 (Assigning Authority) shall be valued. 

The Patient Demographics Supplier may or may not be able to supply additional identifiers from the domains specified in QPD-8. A discussion of how QPD-8 is processed is included in the architectural discussion in the “Using Patient Data Query (PDQ) in a Multi-Domain Environment” section (ITI TF-2: Appendix M). 
Modify the following text in Volume 2, Section 3.21.4.2.2.8 and 3.22.4.1.2.2.8:

Within each PID segment, field PID-3-Patient Identifier List contains one or more identifiers from the Patient ID Domain associated with the target patient data information source identified by MSH-5-Receiving Facility Application. 

