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Executive Summary

Introduction

During the San Diego Working Group Meeting, 2004, the Board initiated a committee, the Organization Review Committee (ORC), to:

· Analyze a myriad of issues that have been raised in recent past that impact the effectiveness and efficiency of the organization as a whole to develop standards, V3 in particular; and 

· Provide recommendations to the Board how to address these issues through specific process and/or organizational enhancements.

The members of this committee are:

· Chair: Mark Shafarman 

· Members: Hans Buitendijk, Jane Curry, Freida Hall, Dick Harding, Mike Henderson, Kai U. Heitmann, Virginia Lorenzi,  David Markwell, Charlie Mead, Helen Stevens, Ken Rubin, and Gavin Tong.

To ensure a clearly articulated and deliberate approach with opportunities for feedback, the ORC has agreed to proceed as follows:

· Step One - Inventory and Initial Prioritization of Key Issues 
The purpose of this step is to ensure we consolidate the many relevant issues, symptoms, problems, into one list and provide an initial prioritization of this one list based on the committee members perspectives and input.  

· Step Two – Perform a Root Cause Analysis against the Issues
The purpose of this step is to truly understand the reasons why certain issues are being voiced to ensure that alternate solutions address the root causes rather then certain symptoms.

· Step Three - Validate the Prioritized Inventory and Root Cause Analysis
The purpose of this step is to validate with the Board and the TSC that we are indeed about to tackle the correct issues.  The objective is to have this step completed leading up to and including the San Antonio meeting.

· Step Four – Perform Impact Analysis
The purpose of this step is to prioritize root causes based on impact on HL7’s ability to make significant progress and achieve its organizational objectives.  This step will include a review of organizational objectives to measure impact against.

· Step Four – Identify and Rank Alternate Solutions 
The purpose of this step is to identify and rank potential solutions to address the root causes and identify those with the highest impact on the organization.

· Step Five – Present Recommendations 
The purpose of this step is to present and review the recommendations of the most viable solutions to the Board and narrow the scope to those that we will create action plans against.

Completion of Step Five will drive the next steps to arrive on recommendations and develop an implementation plan.

Summary of Findings

To be completed.

Issues

The first step on our process was to inventory issues that had been raised through various channels.  The following is the list of issues that we felt should fall within the scope of the ORC deliberations.

· Standards Direction
V2 developers feel left out of the process, particularly developing V3.


· V3 Principles Change
V3 started with promise of reduced optionality, application roles, plug and play, use case based development.  We have not stuck to our promises and are changing for reasons that appear to be focused on getting something out fast rather then to stick to an agreed upon set of principles.


· V2 vs. V3 ROI Perceptions
There is resentment with the notion that V2 is left around for spare parts rather then seen as a standard that has still a lot of life left.  The value proposition and goal for V3 is not clear (why fix what's not completely broken) for those who have a large investment in V2, whereas those who are starting from "scratch" V3 is a good starting point.  At the same time the promise of V3 was to fix V2 problems, be better, etc.


· HL7 Vision communication
How do we market and communicate HL7 vision to its members. HL7 vision and future plans need to be clearly and consistently communicated to its membership - when these visions of plans change, that also needs to be communicated.  HL7 needs to be sensitive to making promises and not fulfilling them.


· Internationalization
There is a perception that HL7 is still very much US centric.  Evolution towards increased Internationalization in an organization that derives many of its strengths from being geographically and sociologically US-centric. How to add a more international feel without undermining the areas of strength and without adding a greater tangle of bureaucracy and support costs. How to develop a distinct "HL7 US" to champion US specific issues without losing the benefit of balanced and detailed working together on the vast majority of issues that are essentially global.


· Volunteer Status
Many requests are coming in assuming HL7 will do this without realizing that they are dealing with a volunteer organization, I.e., propose and drive rather then ask for a resolution.  It has been difficult to engage non-full-time volunteers.


· Implementers vs. Standard Developers
How do we include implementers more/better as we are moving into implementations of V3 standards.


· Resource Management
Ability to attract and retain new HL7 volunteers; Ability to better engage existing HL7 volunteers in sharing the work that needs to be done.


· Stratification of the membership
There is a perception that HL7 membership is becoming stratified into the "cognoscenti" and the "philistines"; restated by others to be that it is difficult to break into the V3 "club"; also the group developing V3 is too narrow; there is an inner circle.


· Fear of Disruption
Change is threatening to an organization.  There is a challenge we get too much into analysis paralysis.


· Education and Funding
There is a concerns about the balance between educating membership and raising funds.  When do we provide education and raise monies doing so, vs. educating audiences to broaden the use of HL7 in its own right.  Resolution to different approaches in different countries.


· Newcomer Education
There is a need to expand newcomers to provide more indepth information on the organization and the processes.  It takes a long time to get people up-to-speed.


· V3 Education
Not enough people "get it".  Concepts not clear, value proposition not getting through.


· V3 Standards Development Process
The current process is inadequately documented, although we have bits and pieces.  When should we do what?


· V3 Development Speed & Integrity
Enabling more rapid progress on development and necessary revision of standards without skipping critical steps in peer-review (which will always impose some delays) and without creating the instability of unfettered revision or the chaos of variant approaches to identical requirements.


· V3 Proposal Tracking
It is challenging to track V3 proposals.


· Meeting Management
We currently have 3 workgroup meetings and many conference calls.  How can we better manage these meetings and how can more be done off-line?


· Content of WGM sessions
WGM sessions have changed from intellectual discussion of issues to routine ballot logistics. "degenerated from a forum for discussion into a group of ballot clerks".


· Scope Management
V3 ballot materials do not include all the fundamentals to enable successful ballot of message focused materials (dynamic model, update mode, etc., etc.).  Yet at the same time new interests yield additional TCs and SIGs.  How can we stay focused and get the fundamentals out while properly expanding the functional needs out there.  Work products "out of control" with respect to committee goals.  Questions about who owns the definition of the scope of work for committees.


· Scope Compartmentalization
Increasing participation from the grass roots user communities (e.g. through more specialized SIGs) in an organization which has an underlying requirement for harmonization of its delivered standards. One challenge is to increase involvement without passing control to those who do not understand both a) the key requirements for cross-sector and international interoperability b) the manner in which the V3 methodology addresses these requirements. Another challenge is how to organize or even compartmentalize local activities in specialty areas so that the push to specialty involvement is not at the expense of Internationalization.


· ARB Role
It is unclear what the role of the ARB is in synchronizing activities.  At the same time, how have TCs and SIGs cooperated to clarify scope and projects?


· Inter-domain inconsistencies
There is no group responsible for QA of ballot comments that point to inconsistency between domains.  There various degrees of domain compliance with V3 style guide.


· Scope Synchronization
TCs and SIGs have overlapping content requirements that are challenging to synchronize to enable a consistent and common approach.  There are different interpretations (e.g., when to use CMETs or not); different approaches to model the same subject matter; international synchronization.  Cross-domain ballot responses are tough to manage.  Unclear where general comments go to.  

· Is RIM harmonization a process or methodology issue?

· How should a decision be made at a joint meeting of two committees? (usually it is simply  those at the joint session but perhaps we should consider other factors: balance of membership of the committees? whether TC has prior "ownership" by way of a published ballot or because it is more central to its scope? how should the meeting take account of other TCs and SIGs not present but with a known or likely interest?).

· How should the effects of joint meeting decisions be mediated into the individual committees? Are there some cases where a binding process of arbitration would be useful?

· Could reorganisation help?

· Should shared interests lead to reorganization of lines of responsibility to facility consistent decisions? For example creating some hierarchical relationships of SIGs and TCs so that it is clearer where common matters of overlapping interest are resolved.
Alternatively is feasible to demarcate areas more and to create arrangements that require TCs to seek solutions to overlaps decisions in other TCs with established ownership of a problem?


· External Material Integration
Materials are developed as part of national or domain projects.  How do we integrate and harmonize?


· V3 Ballot Fatigue
There is tremendous pressure on a small number of volunteers to produce ballotable materials.  The ballot schedule, though not mandatory to issue a ballot for every topic, increases the pressure to produce.


· Publication Process
The publication process is not consistently adhered to.  Different TCs may use different standards and styles for completing deliverables. 


· V3 Implementation
There is a perception that V3 is not implementable.


· Registering Localizations for V3 implementation
Early adopters want answers today, about how they go about registering their localizations.  To date, only one committee to the best of my knowledge has a process (I.e. templates to fill out and a database to keep track of the information) to register realm specific needs.  As you get closer to implementation, you realize that alot of domains are going to have realm specific message types (along with realm specific code sets) etc.  It is fair that other committees that are strapped to produce content haven't had a chance to think about what the things they need to do once the content is being implemented. However, because early adopters tend to be from big companies with large initial $$, they want long term planning and answers to how these localized needs are going to be handled by HL7 Inc.


· V2 to V3 Migration
How can we provide tools to assist different audiences to migrate from V2 to V3?  Benefits statements, conversion maps, etc., etc. 

Root Cause Analysis

The first step that the ORC took in performing the Root Cause Analysis was the organization of the issues into one or more of the following categories.  These categories are starting to point us to the likely root causes that we would discover.

· Business Value/ROI
· V3 Content - Completeness
· V3 Content - Semantic Interoperability
· Methodology (Holes, Tools)
· Process Maturity
· Balloting
· HL7 Business Model
· Internationalization
· Resources
· HL7 Education (Intra and External)
Our next step was to carefully review each issue and identify one or more root causes.  The following sections summarize the root causes that have been identified, without classification to priority and impact on HL7’s organizational objectives.

Business Value/ROI
1. HL7 articulated a vision of V3 that it has not yet been able to realize and in various aspects will not be able to realize in the foreseeable future.
a. We believe this was more a case of initial oversell than of "not sticking to promises."  
b. We have realized that plug-and-play is not attainable, partly beyond HL7s control.
c. We realize that vocabulary/coding sets, identifier strategy, and models in particular require strong synchronization efforts to get closer to plug-and-play.


2. HL7 does not clearly communicate the ROI of participating in HL7 and the HL7 deliverables, in particular V3 standard, to the volunteers and the organization where they work.

3. Implementers, particularly those already successfully using V2, do not have a clear business case for V3, making participation decisions challenging.

4. HL7 did not correctly anticipate the V3 adoption rate and focus.  There is a higher rate of  adoption in public health, geographically dispersed, cross-provider to provide wide-area integration, and where complex data structures are required, while less in intra-provider transaction sets where V2 has been well established.

5. We are starting to realize that V2 and V3 solve different problems and have respective strengths heretofore not recognized.
a. V2 works well within a single organization, while V3 is very well positioned to take on communication among geographically dispersed, disparate organizations (EHR interoperability).  
b. Clinical decision support (requiring vocabulary, etc.) is better suited to use V3.
c. V3 provides greater data quality, whereas V2 is more ambiguous.
d. V3 solves instance identifier.
6. HL7 needs to define the different dimensions where differences are clear and associated rational to apply V2 vs. V3 during the migration.

7. As HL7 is developing V3, best practices and lessons learned are turned back into V2, hence reducing the delta value proposition.

8. HL7 has not clearly defined the value proposition of core elements to the contributing organizations, therefore making it more difficult to focus volunteers in the right direction.

9. Consequently, we need to restate what we are doing in light of this realization.  Vision changes and necessary adjustments in direction have not been clearly documented and communicated.


10. There is a perception that V3 is not implementable, even while early implementations are taking hold.  Furthermore, there is a perception that two implementations of V3 in the same problem space yields two solutions that cannot interoperate.
a. Within domain

b. Across domains

V3 Content - Completeness
11. HL7 is challenged in the area of scope management.  We do not have a clear definition of our scope, priority, project plan, critical path, or release plan, particularly as it crosses committees.  It is unclear what everybody is doing (projects, initiatives).

12. HL7 has not provided a clear definition of scope and associated priorities.  What is fundamental vs. an extension, or primary vs. secondary.  As a result there is a sense that there is too much on our plate with too volunteers spread thin with more volunteers for new areas rather then getting fundamental components completed.


13. As an organization we are not honest enough in balancing time, resources, and scope.  Even when work is defined, HL7 does not have a clearly defined approach to manage workload and the distribution of effort.  There is a lack of project orientation.  Furthermore, we are not very good at advertising work that needs to be done.  It is too easy to influence committees to adjust scope/ballot content.  Consequently it is difficult to focus volunteers (making it look like we do not have enough), and complete work.


14. HL7 has not found the right balance of process and organization to define and manage the scope of V3.


15. There is a sacred cow out there that we cannot set direction for volunteers.

16. We did not know at the beginning what it would take to build V3 and are now starting to learn, creating a perception of slowness.

17. In the mean time, there is a perception that we have not generated enough balloted materials.  Pressure to generate ballot content and validation.

18. HL7 does not have a properly balanced V2/V3 focus, leading to an inability to take advantage of V2-expressed domain knowledge to further V3 work.

19. HL7 has to balance the expectations of a larger audience to complete a much larger scope today, then originally with V2.
V3 Content - Semantic Interoperability
20. As the scope is very large and diverse, HL7 does not have a clearly defined process and associated responsibilities to synchronize/harmonize interoperability across domains beyond what already has been put in place for RIM Harmonization.


21. There are two axis to the problem:
a. horizontal issues - CQ, MnM, etc. 
b. vertical issues - OO, PA, etc.

22. There is continuous tension between the push to create standards and ensuring domain consistency.

23. HL7 is not relying on the tooling to identify and stop inconsistency.
Methodology (Holes, Tools)

24. HL7 changed on some of the principles and methodology that were originally defined to develop V3 due to pressures to deliver V3 faster.  Additionally, HL7 did not distribute the workload sufficiently to fully support execution on original principles.  Communication of these changes and impacts has not adequately occurred.


25. V3 modeling yielded a higher level of abstraction then V2 (e.g., using more constraints on recursion), making it not immediately obvious how to represent “real world” in V3.  The bridging to the more real terminology, as common in V2, has not happened to the extent necessary.

26. V2 to V3 mapping is therefore not clearly understood to ease the transition.  V3 is more difficult to understand and therefore need to have a explanation of migration.
Process Maturity
27. HL7 does not have a clearly defined approach and process to take advantage of V2 knowledge.  V3 modelers have a fair understanding of V2, but many V2 experts are challenged to recognize their domains in V3.


28. V3 development process management shares many characteristics with an enterprise configuration/deployment management, but we are not acting according to that yet.

29. HL7 also has to recognize that developing the initial foundation is a different type of activity (current V3 focus) then developing extensions build on the foundation (current V2 focus).  We must therefore be cautious making adjustment to meet V3 foundation development and quickly find ourselves in V3 extension building.

30. Unclear whether everybody is aware of what process elements are or are not enforceable, and why processes are defined the way they are.

31. There is a cultural issue that requires open communication to avoid this fear.

32. There is a lack of process definition/documentation that incorporates review in formal fashion.  This lack of documentation creates the perception of HL7 being a closed community.  HDF document is not perceived as a consistent document.

33. We have at least the perception, if not at time the reality of closed communities that are changing processes on the fly.  In part a result of lack of documentation, communication.

34. We are not practicing what we preach.
Balloting
35. Compliance with the V3 style guide is not as well adhered to as it should to enable easier and consistent reading across domains.

36. There is more emphasis on issuing formal ballots to solicit feedback rather then getting feedback through comment, draft rounds.

37. There is a lack of explanations and tracking where the changes are from one ballot to the next.

38. We are missing a QA role.  The preview period not working well.

39. It is unclear how we are to comment on consistency across domains (ballot/committee), e.g.,  common messages, templates, concepts, archtypes, etc.  Even if comments are made that are applicable across domains, it is unclear how we then resolve these comments.  This seems a big tooling question as well as organizational (which committee should a proposal be given to).
HL7 Business Model
40. HL7 does not effectively communicate to various constituents how HL7 works (culture) and how HL7 approaches addressing scope as a volunteer organization.  It is not clear to our constituents how we fulfill requests and how do we take on new work.

41. Awareness of HL7 organization and processes is not sufficient, not only among newcomers, but also veterans as focus, scope, and approach have changed.

42. HL7’s role visa vis external organizations is not clear.

43. The ARB is perceived to follow a very closed process.  Additionally, there is lack of clarity in ownership between ARB, MnM, and Publishing.

44. It is unclear when to create a SIG vs. a project.  Different interpretations are still abound.  Since it is not clear yet how to synchronize scope across different areas it is therefore difficult to compartmentalize.

45. The effectiveness of the meetings will vary inversely to the scope of the work thrust upon the volunteers.
Internationalization
46. Processes to handle international issues are not yet or fully defined.  E.g., Vocabulary approach to realm specific voting is starting to work.  Oddly enough, this primarily leads to a lack of venue/process to deal with US specific issues as it is better defined for all other countries.


47. There is at times a perception of  inequity, but when we look at successful international participation it is a result of normal, active participation in TCs/SIGs.  This should be re-enforced.

48. The obligation to put local solutions back into the global standards effort is not clearly defined, yielding some local “extensions” that have not made it back into the global standard.


49. There is a cost of education, but it is unclear who is to pay for it as the perspective varies by realm.  Additionally, the copyright and IP implications are not clearly understood.

50. There is a lack of a map of education opportunities and global agreement on which opportunities should be at no charge to members, at no charge, provided by realm organization, provided by other private parties.
Resources
51. V2 experts cannot easily take on the skills to enable them to contribute effectively to V3.

a. V2-V3 maps were created at the wrong level (RIM), not fine-grained enough, lacking concept bridges: not close enough to the V3 message (R-MIM, CMET, etc.).

b. V3 is not intuitive (yet).

c. Tutorials have not yet developed to the point that they enable an easy and smooth transition.

52. HL7 has enough volunteers overall, but not enough of the right skills in the right place.  For example, HL7 does not have enough modeling experts for the efforts in progress.   There are not enough people signing up to create deliverables.  There are not enough people who keep up with the methodology and can educate on the latest.  Are there enough educators?  Is it too hard to become a recognized HL7 educator?  Can the education committee become more open/inclusive to bring in fresh ideas from implementors and projects that are working on V3?


53. HL7 members do not know who is an expert in what.

54. People backing away because V3 is perceived as too complicated/unclear.
HL7 Education (Intra and External)
55. There are three audiences we need to focus on:
a. Overall - Why do we do V3 at all?
b. HL7 Developers, Modelers.
c. HL7 Implementers


56. HL7 is not providing enough V3 education for either of these audiences.  The curriculum available has evolved in an ad-hoc manner, rather then having been established as a well defined, comprehensive curriculum

57. While we are getting to new/outside audience, we are not getting to active participants, either as developers, modelers, or implementers.


58. HL7 provides education almost exclusively through training room setting.


59. Knowledge generated from answers to questions are not chronicled and searchable, and therefore quickly forgotten.


60. HL7 is lacking sufficient RIM facilitators and ambassadors.

61. At the same time, educators currently involved are already stretched thin.

62. While a typical developer or implementer could read V2 manuals and get it, it is more complicated to read V3 manuals and completely get it.  The materials are layered rather then sequential.  We are not providing V2-V3 cross-walk education: where can I find what in V3 when I'm familiar with V2.

63. HL7 has not made the adjustment yet to get most effective at teaching people how to do V3 implementation/development.  We may make it sound more complicated then it is.  Therefore we don't have the "got-it" yet from the audience.
Alternate Solutions

We agreed to organize existing alternate solutions and expand on them off-line first.  Then we will go through a review of them through July 22 in preparation for the Board Retreat.
The following alternate solutions were identified.  These have not been cleaned-up, merged, or x-reffed back to the root causes yet.  

	ID
	Alternate Solution
	Root Cause Xref

	1
	Articulate to stakeholder grouping the value of participating. <- Volunteers contribute if their day-time job allows for this. <- Day-time job employer sees value in standards effort. <- What is the value of HL7 to the volunteer's employer?***
	

	2
	Make sure to deliver the value promised!  Also, we should come up with a full list of benefits one might realize and advertise that.  It seems that we are always trying to market our involvement to our employers - perhaps we could work together to determine some best ways of doing that and publish some general marketing material to this effort.
	

	3
	Create one-page "glossies" for each key stakeholder group presenting a business case explaining why it is to the advantage of that group to engage in HL7 activities.  Perhaps get benefactors to have public positions articulating their business value takeaway available on the website?
	

	4
	Align HL7 activities around projects that are healthcare domain sector centric (vs. committee-centric) to facilitate connection between HL7 activities and business activities
	

	5
	Have public postings available of work that "needs to be done" to better enable those who are not full-time HL7 to be able to effectively contribute smaller snippets of time.
	

	6
	Work to change the culture within HL7 from "co-chair" centric to workgroup centric.  In many committees co-chairs do all the work and have not been successful in delegation.  Perhaps introducing tools and training for cochairs specific to effectively delegation?  Also included here is the "chunking" of working into smaller pieces that can be bitten-off separately.  We need to minimize the exceedingly high "bar" to be able to engage.
	

	7
	HL7 Sensitivity Training.  Newbies are often "jumped on" if they offer a suggestion that either challenges the establishment or covers ground that may have been already decided at some past point.  Part is cultural education.  We may include "hot-pepper" ratings in agenda topics to season expectations of new attendees
	

	8
	Focus on attrition and more effective engagement of new HL7 attendees by mentoring and assigning them important but not complex action items.
	

	9
	Develop ROI story as tool for volunteers to negotiate with their employers for increased volunteerism
Develop (free) training to fast-track first time attendees to productive volunteer
	

	10
	The agenda of the organization is driven by those of its "volunteers" who are in fact (in name or in spirit) full-time paid standards developers.  It is gratifying to recognize particular contributors, but to characterize them as "volunteer of the year" is a bit galling to others who subsidize the organization in the form of billable hours.
	

	11
	[Note dependency on 8]
	

	12
	Agree the V3 Value Proposition and the V3 Principles will follow.
	

	13
	Ensure Ballots enshrine the V3 principles

1) Review prior principles and marketing materials and revise.  Publish revision. Perhaps all the goals can be met in a phased approach

2) Determine what V3 subset of goals is feasible, come up with a conservative timeline, and manage to it.  Requires buy in from the volunteers and their organizations. Meet the date given..  
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	14
	Communicate effectively -are we making course corrections, or charting a new course.  If it's the latter insure the general membership understands how to have input into the decision.
	

	15
	Remarket V3 to the V2 audience - solicit them as reviewers, showing them appreciation for their expertise.  Email invitations to members who are not as active any more.  Tap into student resources.  Solicit for minute writers (this is an easy way for someone to get involved) - advertise saying we need members to serve as secretaries to particular committees.  Reduce cost of participation (for example, working group meeting general admission) - perhaps we could seek some subsidy for it.  It is not that obvious that a member can be very active and not attend working group meetings - write an article about ways one can volunteer for HL7 including - reviewing ballots and voting, participating in conference calls, participating is list server discussions, writing minutes, carrying out specific tasks such as creating examples, helping with tools support, etc.  Somehow, V3 leadership needs to be strengthened so that their are clear places to go for guidance, direction and decisions, so that an overall project plan can be tracked to including focus and reassignment of resources, cross-committee arbitration, and the enforcement of consistency and methodology.   Post some want ads - I answered a want ad in the newsletter for "teachers wanted" and have been a solid contributor to education ever since.  Helen Stevens answered a "call for V3 managers" and is effective as a co-chair for publishing.
	

	16
	Stop V2 development, short of technical corrections and regulatory requirements.
	

	17
	Restructure TC/SIGs such that TC manages SIGs enabling parallel development rather then sequential.
	

	18
	Resources are tight because they are spread out.  Lack of focus.  If we tighten focus, some may go elsewhere.
	

	19
	Improve assimilation - one of the goals of the mentor program was to select attendees on their third meeting and pair with a mentor to insure we are moving people into progressively responsible participation, thus insuring we are always grooming our work force.
	

	20
	It depends on whom you want.  In particular, if you want the CQ leadership to be a core of highly efficient ballot clerks, then the status quo is fine.  (Until they quit.)  Otherwise a radical reorganization of CQ in particular and HL7 in general is required.
	

	21
	Parking Lot: What would we do if we started HL7 from scratch and what is the delta between that and current situation?
	

	22
	Expert Registry and Glossary.  A Google type search: who do I talk to for what.
	

	
	
	

	23
	Conference calls are a cheap and convenient way of paricipating in HL7, but are not well advertised.  Post a schedule of all the conference calls in an obvious place on the web page.  Write something in the HL7 newsletter about their existence.
	

	24
	Revisit TC/SIG structure.
	

	25
	Rooms are scarce.  Need to be SIG or TC to get meeting space.  Expand use of larger "project rooms" where multiple small parties can meet simultaneously.
	

	26
	Better and more use of collaborative tooling is one alternative. This has been used successfully in many HL7 venues, including ORC and MnM (via Webex).  Allows for more attendees to engage more effectively than just e-mail + telecon
	

	27
	Use of formal and rigorous processes instead of informal ones can save time.  For instance, the formal peer reviews in use within PIC, MnM have been time-savers and allow HL7 members that are unable to attend a call or meeting in real-time to "participate from a distance".  
	

	28
	Overlaps with resources and volunteer time commitment.  Support tools help.
	

	29
	Canvas the members on what projects are most/least important.  Also need an architectural view of project importance/foundation.
	

	30
	Use of more conference calls and webmeetings.  Inform/Educate cochairs in skills of managing diverse & distributed teams.
	

	31
	This seems a fundamental thing to be fixed - state the V3 value proposition and work towards delivering that value.
	

	32
	We need to decide as a whole that V3 is the fix for V2 or is not and then advertise it as such.  However, if V3 is not a fix for V2, I do not believe V3 will be successful because its biggest potential market is where V2 is entrenched.  Volunteers need clarity on direction so they know whether they should invest their time in V2 or V3 development.  Alternatively, if V3 is clearly the future, we must work hard to make sure V3 clearly covers V2 and that their is a clear migration.
	

	33
	Articulate the differences and appropriate understanding and communicate to membership and stakeholders.  Upgrade path to V2, when to do it, etc.
	

	34
	Involve V2 experts in V3 work
	

	35
	Use Task Force concept to do finite, scoped bodies of work hopefully drawing on a wider pool of volunteers. Clinical statement is arguably working as a Task Force.
	

	36
	Use HDF that identifies UML as starting point and then translate into V3.
	

	37
	Reduce barrier for newbies to be able to contribute to the V3 process
Make tools easier to use
Make existing content easier to understand
Allocate tasks in domain content creation  to volunteer roles. Encourage newbies to volunteer to fulfill the duties of these roles.
Provide examples of structures showing the unrolling and constraint language in the documentation, somewhere.  E.g., batteries, micro.
	

	38
	Reduce proportion of Ballot resolution at WGMs, increase discussion of topics and proposals (requires a less-frantic ballot cycle).
	

	39
	Create tools and volunteer roles that allow more than the domain content creator to add value to a V3 domain. This will also ultimately increase the pool of domain content creators.
	

	40
	Consider what a WGM schedule will look like when most domains have normative V3 content. Work towards that model.
	

	41
	Understand that while volunteers may not be able to be driven, they can be lead. Lead them towards important areas of work.
	

	42
	V3 needs to be marketed to V2ers.  The V2ers should be talked to in their language.  More respect should be shown to those who have invested so much of their careers in V2 implementation and their standards work on V2.  One way to do this is to commit to adding V2 references to all HMD elements and trigger events and to add V2 examples for all V3 examples (where applicable).  V2 volunteers should be solicited to help with these efforts.
	

	43
	Develop a business plan subject to periodic evaluation.
	

	44
	Could consider developing a V3 for V2ers class.  In general, the V3 education track is not well connected but those of us on it have recently been working on improving that and do hope to have more of a V3 boot camp in the future.
	

	45
	Develop web based training people can work to at their own pace with multiple components and testing leading to v3 certifiction.
	

	46
	Need on-demand (e.g., webcast, ppt, voice-over, pdf, etc.) education.
	

	47
	Insert HL7 further into Medical Informatics.
	

	48
	Consider HL7 Education Summits
	

	
	
	

	49
	Develop education curriculum: who are we trying to reach, what do they need to know, how do we get them to that point, what channels do we use?
	

	50
	Explore portals to present HL7 materials, education, etc.
	

	51
	Engage professional educators to pull curriculum and materials together.  Explore grants to support this.
	

	
	
	

	52
	Use Mead Walker's HIMSS documents and The Netherlands' examples as template for implementation guide publication standards.
	

	53
	HL7 bootcamp (see PIC/Freida's proposal)
	

	
	
	

	54
	Look at developing non-profit foundation to manage educational component; separate but aligned.
	

	55
	Look at Canadian creative comments constructs.
	

	56
	There are IP and copyright issues to consider (international)
	

	57
	Develop newscasts/updates which can be downloaded for free from the HL7 web (e.g. similar to the HIMSS presentations.) Perhaps include a quarterly update on v3 (AND v2).
	

	58
	In addition to determining vision, making carefully considered promises, and fulfilling them, we need to do damage control to organizations that have provided volunteers for years based on a vision that is not being realized and based on a time line that was not met.  We need to win them over again, convincing them V3 is worthwhile and will happen the next time we say it will.
	

	59
	Define clear channels/instruments to communicate vision, e.g., press release, articles, presentations, etc. for the right audiences.
	

	60
	Reduce ballots to one every two WGMs. Implies one WGM for ballot resolution, next WGM for domain content upgrade.
	

	61
	Tools need to be hidden - ballot material should be editable in common editors and instantaneously available for preview.
	

	62
	In addition to ballot work and education, there must be a recognition that organizations support and sponsor WGM attendance for multilple reasons.  Though ballot and standards development is one use case, other orgs participate for discourse and idea exchange.  All key attendee use cases must be provided for in agenda for plenary and committee time.  Also, some of this out-of-ballot discussion results in new balloted work (such as the RIM itself, which is now a balloted artifact)
	

	63
	Time management must consider between meeting time and during meeting time.  Meetings must manage the compromise between critical path and the HL7 membership's business reasons for attending.  Things that can be dealt with effectively in non WGM sessions should be done that way, maximize value of those on travel to WGM meetings.
	

	64
	The ballot has to be dealt with, but if we better train our balloters, the resolution could be easier.  X12N requires members to attend two meetings before they can ballot (and they get voting cards to manage.)  What if we had a mandatory free download primer about how to ballot (and how not to, e.g. if you have a change request it's processed via the change request website, not the ballot.) 
	

	65
	Create an venue to ensure that committees can address non-ballotable items.
	

	66
	Consider project orientation vs. current committee orientation.  Infrastructure committees and business focused projects.  Need some haromonization process/structure/whatever to synchronize business focused projects.
	

	67
	Question the Cost / Value of the current frenetic ballot cycle.
	

	68
	Situation improves markedly when we have stability in domain content.
	

	69
	Define what committee membership really means.
	

	70
	Reduce quantity but improve effectiveness of ballot cycles.
	

	71
	Reduce ballots to one every two WGMs. Implies one WGM for ballot resolution, next WGM for domain content upgrade.
	

	72
	Compensate by creating much better domain content at each ballot Cycle.
	

	73
	We are trying to do too much at once.  As a result, poor quality ends up in the ballots, not enough good review is done, and the volunteers doing the brunt of the work - or their organizations - get worn out.  Some possible solutions include - make ballot contributions easier by making the tools invisible - anyone who knows Word or similar WP should be able to edit the material and the previewing of the material should not require publishing committee involvement - it should be instantaneous and available to the content developer.   Determine priorities and focus on select work products to be completed by HL7 over a timeframe - why do we need to be doing clinical genomics or patient care now?   Not enough good review is occurring during the ballot cycles because would be reviewers either can't get to it all or just don't understand it.  If there was less to vote on, there would be more useful votes.   Facilitate group ballot reads during a ballot cycle - have conference calls or webex sessions and educate people on what the ballot covers.  Publicize this on the ballot site to get more involvement.
	

	74
	Organize ballot cycle around what HL7 believe the right sequence and content should be.  Do not disallow other parties to still meet and progress, just don't allow them to ballot yet.
	

	75
	Frequent ballot cycles are not necessarily the path to a quicker ballot adoption.  We are not taking the time to incorporate past comments into future products.  Having fewer more deliberate ballot cycles may be an answer.  Also, establishing an independant quality committee (KR-do we already have one??) to ensure that ballots have addressed known issues will minimize burden on the general membership
	

	76
	Recognition that not all HL7 volunteer resources are at HL7 meetings.  Those conducting reviews, providing comments, etc are all part of the burden of the HL7 membership, though not necessarily HL7.ORG
	

	77
	Establishing a practice of receiving feedback in other-than-ballot format.  Use peer reviews, public comment periods, etc. as alternatives to resolving issues through ballot.  Head-off and correct significant problems in non-ballot ways.
	

	78
	Improve tools.  Consider changing the schedule, e.g. what if we divided domains so you had an assigned widow of time to ballot your content, for example, 1/3 of the Committees ballots for WG 1, 1/3 WG2, and 1/3 Q-Z for WG3.  (Infrastructure might have to balot each cycle.)  In the interim, committees could advance their work with DSTU, early adopters feedback, etc.  This might improve the quality of the ballot also.
	

	79
	Cycles need to be viewed as 'review periods' more.  Encourage committees to use the 'draft for comment' as they are building the content and then only go to committee ballot once they are confident that they have quality content.  This will provide members with a regular opportunity to review the progress of a committee but will not be a 'ballot that they must vote on'.  Also gives committees the input without the onus of ballot reconciliation (currently monopolizing meetings).
	

	80
	Note: Early implementation feedback is important to maintain realistic approach.
	

	81
	Formally incorporate/pipeline feedback of early adopters to the applicable technical committee.  "Show and Tell" educaiton re: my v3 implementation as information session might help.
	

	82
	Recognition of current implementors and encouragement for them to participate in the development of implementation resources.  Early Adopters program is a step in this direction.
	

	83
	There should be a general bucket in which one can vote negative on cross domain issues - none existed in ballot 6. In general, it seems that there are many "harmonization" issues that exist beyond RIM such as dynamic model, publishing style, etc.    Perhaps the "ARB" needs more members and a group of cross-domain reviewers and proposal makers.
	

	84
	Merge MnM and ARB, or split the scope better.
	

	85
	Committees I've chaired begin each workgroup meeting with a review of mission/scope (and now decision making document).  This "grounds" the committee philosophically and is a build in review cycle for update.  (PIC has suggested adding this as a standard "kickoff" in our standard agenda template.)
	

	86
	This could be a possible solution to the cross domain interoperability issue mentioned above.  Can the ARB morph into a more 'facilitator' role between committees and have a larger membership rather than being the closed group it is now? 
	

	87
	Need ballot and committee process to address these.
	

	88
	Should we be very considerate about who should be on the ARB if we expand/open the role?
	

	89
	Consider elected/open representation.  One open and one appointed co-chair?
	

	90
	Upgrade the tools to enforce standard behaviour.
Create a post-ballot review to formally assess how this ballot is consistent with its peers.
Note that very few developers look for inconsistencies between domains.
	

	91
	V3 leadership needs to be strengthened - we need to agree on general strategy for leadership and for what the "standard" of the standard should be and then enforce it.  Perhaps ARB should play a more active role here.  
	

	92
	Sequence ballot content across ballots to enable focus and avoid volunteers having to make tough participation choices.  Based on dependencies and domain expert overlaps.
	

	93
	Determine why, e.g. interview those that deviate, is it an education issue, fatigue issue, tool issue, etc.
	

	94
	Do we need move from guidelines to enforcement?
	

	95
	Maybe start with comments/draft rather then ballot.  Consider Peer Review.  How do we notify target audiences?
	

	96
	Work in progress on tooling.  Check-out what's already in place.
	

	97
	Adapt the V2 proposal database and training co-chairs how to use.
	

	98
	We need an HL7 US.  It is actually a bit broader than US - its US and those that would prefer to have a standard that supports US needs.  US represents a large market base and US members need a method that they can make proposals from their perspective.  That would allow a more general standard - but not one that is actually implementable - to emerge becuase the US folks would then have a place to put their US specific issues if the general standard doesn't cover it concisely enough.  Perhaps the Govt SIG could help lead this effort.
	

	99
	Create concept of "us realm" vs. assuming it is the default when applicable in any standards we develop.
	

	100
	The USA Realm will  help isolate USA specific requirements, but we must be careful not to loose our huge USA membership into working on USA specific solutions.
Also, the expanded Intl Committee co-chair roles that have been proposed will help develop closer ties to the rest of the organization.
	

	101
	Ensure TC/SIGs continue to be run with a global mindset.
	

	102
	Re-enforce the success stories through TC/SIG participation.
	

	103
	Clarify processes to deal with US specific issues such as started by Vocabulary.
	

	104
	Are the more specialised SIGs a reaction to the problem of the main TC being exclusively focussed on ballot resolution. That is, will the need for the specialised SIGs disappear when the V3 domains have normative content?
	

	105
	Perhaps we need a formal SIG launch training (would include Board, parent TC, MnM, CQ, etc.  That all the SIG members must attend as a prelude to start work.)   Now we sort of launch under the auspices of the parent TC, which may be overburdened already and unapbe to provide the necessary guidance.   Creating more SIGs may create more problems; why not create specific project or task groups, with their own mission/charter approved by the ARB (big picture control), aligned with a parent TC, but managed more like a project.  (Would have to figure the room meeting dynamics.)
	

	106
	Consider expanding role of ARB.
	

	107
	Re-institute the idea of project scope statements.
	

	108
	Consider the Working Group 6 approach as used in DICOM as peer group.  X12 architecture group.
	

	109
	Spend less time on ballot reconciliation and developing content.
Need to get the fundamentals correct. Until then all content can only be a pre-standard (DSTU). What set of artifacts ensures that the V3 fundamentals are correct.
	

	110
	Larger review of the standard - more people on votes - more cross-comparison of material is needed.  I think it would be helpful if the methodologists in MNM would work with the committees reading over all of the ballot, understanding how the methodology was actually implemented and making recommendations on how to improve it. 
	

	111
	Pull back and re-focus on what we are trying to accomplish and adjust accordingly.
	

	112
	We promised that V3 would cover all that was in V2.  However, I do not think that anyone has even done and documented an analyse on how much of V2 is covered in V3 and what is left to do.  This analysis should occur.  The MNM committee developed the MDF and much of the core design of V3.  I think they should now refocus their efforts in completing that task by updating the MDF documentation, making sure that it is implemented correctly, and actaully helping the content developers produce and submit their materials.  I think that the work on the HDF should be suspended until we have a working V3 standard that meets the goals we initially set out for it.  HDF is removing focus from the important issues.  
	

	113
	We probably can lead volunteers more then we think.  We have also access to students more then before.
	

	114
	Check out analogy on fixed spending versus discretionary spending.  How do we capitalize on resources who can focus on fixed vs. discretionary efforts.
	

	115
	Scope is controlled by interests of members.  You can't say 'Clincal Genomics you can't publish until Lab publishes" because the CG group has the resources and Lab does not.  Also, is this really a problem - we should be developing domains that there is demand for in V3 rather than domains that exist in V2 where there is less demand.
See issue with V3 Adoption Model above. 
	

	116
	If we have a clearer plan, then we actually may get more volunteers to get certain topics done, e.g., Topic X requires 6 week investment rather then a drawn out participation getting better/focused commitment.
	

	117
	Need for SIGs goes down as V3 stabilizes.
	

	118
	We need to recognize that change has already occurred - HL7, especially in the V3 effort, has a more international flavor.  The V3 effort requires a special set of knowledge many V2ers don't have, V3 requires tools savvy volunteers, the V3 development effort is much more complex (we can't get our hands around it) and the V3 volunteer pool is much smaller.  I am interested in going back to the past before disruption or at least meet somewhere in between.
	

	119
	Needs to be kept as an external factor, to be kept in mind throughout with constant, open communication.
	

	120
	Sequence ballot content across ballots to enable focus and avoid volunteers having to make tough participation choices.  Based on dependencies and domain expert overlaps.
	

	121
	What if we had a "mini-TSC" council meeting Q4 each day (each committee must send an empowered representative) and this is where cross-domain issues are worked out. (Perhaps ARB, MnM, or newly created arbitration panel adjudicates.)
	

	122
	Helen:  This obviously ties to scope management and scope compartmentalization issues above.  
To resolve all of these scope problems I think we need to look at our committee structure so that committees are closely tied to reasonable scopes and that there are more 'administrative' committees focused on managing the scope and inter-committee links. 
	

	123
	We need to have a mechanism to recognize inconsistencies and act on resolving those in an organized fashion rather then haphazard fashion.
	

	124
	Clinical Statement effort is seen as an example of positive synchronization.
	

	125
	Assess each project on its individual merits.
            * Harvest the lessons by establishing efficient mechanisms for collecting "Ballot content" from early adopters
            * Assess value of the proposed project.
                                ARB to commission assessment at project commencement and near completion
            * Some projects will be able to substantially resource the creation of mainstream domain material
            * ? Create a process whereby variations to artefacts from projects can be added to the mainstream domain content as a special constraint.
	

	126
	Maintain ability to seize on the opportunities that will constantly arise as initiatives occur in the standards organizations around the globe.
	

	127
	Process should be incorporated into HDF core processes of evaluating external parties to avoid surprises.
	

	128
	Update the HDF.
	

	129
	Need to institute more formal processes to identify, document, and roll-out methodology changes.
	

	130
	The HDF needs to be integrated into a synchronized, consistent document.
	

	131
	There should be a one-cycle moratorium (at least) on balloting, and the effort saved should be devoted entirely to documenting and achieving BROAD consensus (i.e., more than the cognoscenti) on the V3 development and localization process.
	

	132
	Raise level of assertiveness as appropriate for co-chairs, new participants, etc. to ensure it's a two-way street.
	

	133
	Its important NOT to focus on the tools but instead on the collection and presentation of V3 to V2 mappings.
	

	134
	Need to create a map of V2 content and concepts to V3 to ease the migration to V3.
	

	135
	Newsletter articles by various early adopters.
	

	136
	The perception that V3 is not implementable will disappear as more implementations come into play.
	

	137
	Compare variants to identify why they ended up differently.
	

	138
	Need to have better examples to help narrow interpretations.
	

	139
	Cooperate with IHE to resolve specific implementation profiles while HL7 ensures wide applicability.  Rather then duplicate their processes to achieve this within HL7 work with them.
	

	140
	Humbly ask V2 experts and business experts for help with material review, scope definition, examples creation.  Try to give clear definitions - don't talk V3 speak - translate to V2.  Give lots of clear examples.  Acknowledge that V3 jargon is a limitation of the standard we are trying to overcome and need people to help us articulate the meaning of V3 to the intended audience.
	

	141
	Need to take a V3 person who came from a strong V2 expert pool to explain it correctly.
	

	142
	There is no way to even vote on cross-domain issues or overall issues with V3.  There is no higher level which can enforce consistency.  This should be established.
	

	143
	Revisit TC structure with SIG subsidiaries where TC is responsible for inter SIG consistency.  Extend/add RIM Harmonization to cover other consistency issues across TCs.
	

	144
	What if we had a "mini-TSC" council meeting Q4 each day (each committee must send an empowered representative) and this is where cross-domain issues are worked out. (Perhaps ARB, MnM, or newly created arbitration panel adjudicates.)
	

	145
	Part of HDF and working on it.
	


Impact Analysis

To determine whether an alternate solution is viable to be pursued as a recommendation, we established a number of principles and objectives that these alternate solutions must be measured against.  The following represents the first statement of these principles/objectives.

1. Support the creation and maintenance of interoperability standards that have high probability of successful implementation.


2. Increase probability of successful roll-out of the recommended organizational and process changes

a. Minimal roll-out effort


3. Support culture of collaboration and consensus


4. Improve organizational efficiency/effectiveness

a. Reduce duplication of efforts

b. Increase cohesion of the specifications developed (along a maturity curve)


5. Provides clearly recognized benefits to the contributing organization(s)

a. Note: different benefits to different organization types, e.g., provider, government, vendor, consultants, international affiliates, etc.

We need to determine how to score the alternate solutions against these principles to identify those that we want to flesh out as complete recommendations.  Then the results of these scoring should be summarized next.
Recommendations

To be completed – identify solutions with action plans that have the greatest impact on HL7’s organizational objectives.

Attachment A: Analysis Tool

The ORC is meeting on a weekly basis to progress the five steps outlined in the Introduction.  A spreadsheet is kept to ‘rack and stack’ the issues and capture the discussions and organize the findings. 

The spreadsheet is attached.  The ORC used the following steps to help process and categorize the many issues that were reported.

1) Initially, each issue we found was placed in a row.  As you move across a given row (issue), Column B (Title) contains the name of the high level issue followed by Column C (Description), which outlines the specifics of the issue.  

2) While developing this spreadsheet the ORC encountered difficulties in dividing general issues into specific root causes because a single issue could have multiple root causes.  After going through the issues received the ORC found themes of specific root causes in all of the issues.  These root cause themes were given their own columns as seen in Columns D through P.  This allowed the ORC to place an ‘X’ under each of the root cause themes that any issue may have and had the benefit of giving the reviewer the ability to visualize the many root causes affecting a single issue. 

3) Column Q (Root Cause) was added as a place where a plain English description of the actual root cause(s) could be added.  The ORC’s current task is to determine  root causes for all of the issues identified.

4) Once the root causes have been identified, the ORC will continue to fill out the spreadsheet.  Column R (Alternate Solutions) is where quick descriptions of possible solutions for the root cause of the issue will be noted.  

5) Columns S-AE is where the ORC will keep track of the stakeholders affected by the issue.  

The final steps will be to fill in Column AG (Priority), which is where the ORC will mark the level of importance an issue has (weighed by examining all of the information captured in the previous columns), and then Column AG (Responsible Group) to determine who will take ownership of seeing the issue resolved and Column AH (Responsible Group Actions) to keep track of the responsible group’s actions and milestones.

