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	Rationale for Change: 

Clarify how to specify the search criteria and its characteristics. The documentation needs to be enhanced based on what IHE intended for the search criteria.

Clarifications:

[YB: The intention of IHE was to let supplier sepcify these behaviors in query statement. But I agree that it is a good idea to specify “default” behavior since so far I did not see any implementation published their query statement. ]
[LAW: This works for implementations. For events like Connectathon and HIMSS it is a little more difficult. So for issues #2 and #3 tradeshows would need to declare what suppliers need to support. This could results in possible changes to the supplier.]

1. Did IHE intend for the fields specified in the QPD-3 (search criteria) be “anded” together or should they be “ored” together or possibly some combination? 

After scouring the HL7 documentation on query, it seems based on the segments defined for this transaction that they should be anded together. In order to support more complicated search criteria additional segments would need to be provided.

[YB: The query parameters should be ANDed. This is also stated in HL7 2.5 chapter 5. The standard says that these parameter are usally understood ANDed, but the user must inspect the query statement.]

[LAW: Clarification added.]

2. How should components and subcomponents be specified? If I want to search on last name do I need to specify PID.5.1^Name or PID.5.1.1^Name?  

If a field can be further defined as a component or subcomponent, it should be required to specify it as the lowest granualar level. This avoids confusion on how the field should be processed. For example if I want to search on last name and since HL7 defines this as a composite field it should be specified as PID.5.1.1^Smith. 

PID.5.1^Smith would not be acceptable. 

[YB: I think we should allow PID.5.1^Smith. The format is clear – Smith is the first subcomponent of the structure of PID.5.1. If you have multiple components or specify the second or later component, you need dsitinguish it from other (empty or non-empty) subcomponent. Again, I agree to clarify this.]

[LAW: What is the rationale for having PID.5.1^Smith be equivalent to PID.5.1.1? Would PID.5^Smith also be valid? I do not believe the following is valid for specifying last and first name: PID.5.1^Smith&John. Correct?]

[LAW: Based on 7/6/06 CP meeting sending a note to Mike Henderson to determine if HL7 defines how this should be specified.]

[LAW: No word from Mike. I suggest this one be pulled out into own CP to be handled separately. This year if time otherwise next round. Please go forward with changes below for #1 and #3. Thanks.

Moved to own CP ‘pdq_203’.

3. Section 3.21.4.1.2.2.1 paragraph 3530 says “At a minimum, the Patient Demographics Consumer may specify, and the Patient Demographics Supplier shall support, the fields in the following table.” What is the intent of IHE by this statement? Are these the only fields that are allowed as search criteria? Or can the consumer specify any of the PID segment fields as long as the demographics supplier supports it? Should the fields on PID segment be taken from the PIX manager profile or from the PID segment as defined by HL7? Since IHE profiled the PID segment the fields are different between the two. I believe it is worth clarifying this.

[YB: I think the orginial intention was to allow any PID field. Since we don’t require the server to support them, this extension actually does not make sense. In a local implementation, point-to-point agreement between applications can be made anyway, even IHE does not support it. So, my suggestion is that we fix the query parameters spec using the SHALL list currently in the PDQ profile, but still allow the server return any field in PID if it has those data items.]

[LAW: Clarification added.] 

 If this is accepted as a valid approach to clarifying the search criteria, I will provide futher documentation on it.




 Modify the following text in Volume 2, Section 3.21.4.1.2.2.1 and 3.22.4.1.2.2.1:

At a minimum, The Patient Demographics Consumer may specify, and the Patient Demographics Supplier shall support, the fields in the following table. 

The search criteria specified will be ANDed together.

Table 3.21-3. PDQ Profile – QPD-3 fields required to be supported 
	FLD 
	ELEMENT NAME 

	PID.3 
	Patient Identifier List 

	PID.5 
	Patient Name 

	PID.7 
	Date/Time of Birth 

	PID.8 
	Administrative Sex 

	PID.11
	Patient Address 

	PID.18
	Patient Account Number 


An example of parameter expressions in QPD-3: 

@PID.5.1^SMITH~@PID.8^F 

requests all patients whose family name (first component of PID-5-Patient Name) matches the value SMITH and whose sex (PID-8-Sex) matches the value ‘female’.
