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Rationale for Change:

We ran an issue submitting an XDR ITI-41 message to a Document Recipient that also supports Metadata Update at the NA Connectathon 2021. 

The XDS-MU Supplement adds a new metadata attribute to Volume 3 under section 4.2.3.2.31 – DocumentEntry.logicalID – that maps to the ebRIM XML attribute. The rules for processing the lid are specified in section 4.1.5:

The rules for interpreting logicalID are:
· All object instances with the same logicalID are versions of the same logical object  
· Each object instance has a unique entryUUID
· The first version of a logical object has logicalID = entryUUID
· The second and later versions of a logical object have logicalID !=  entryUUID
· If an object instance is submitted with no logicalID attribute the value for logicalID defaults to the value of the entryUUID for that object instance (becomes the first version)

Unfortunately, ITI-41 does not have text requiring the Document Submitter to behave in a way that guarantees that these conditions hold. In fact, I don’t see any text in either final text ITI-41 or the XDS-MU supplement that mentions the lid attribute at all. With that, we fall back to the behavior documented in the underlying ebRIM specification. ebRIM section 2.5.6 gives us the following guidance on the lid attribute:

“Each RegistryObject instance MUST have a lid (Logical Id) attribute. The lid is used to refer to a logical RegistryObject in a version independent manner. All versions of a RegistryObject MUST have the same value for the lid attribute. Note that this is in contrast with the id attribute that MUST be unique for each version of the same logical RegistryObject. The lid attribClarify uute MAY be specified by the submitter when creating the original version of a RegistryObject. If the submitter assigns the lid attribute, she must guarantee that it is a globally unique URN. A registry MUST honor a valid submitter supplied LID. If the submitter does not specify a LID then the registry MUST assign a LID and the value of the LID attribute MUST be identical to the value of the id attribute of the first (originally created) version of the logical RegistryObject.”

So it seems the submitter is allowed to either omit the lid, in which case the registry is required to assign the lid such that the lid=id, but the submitter is allowed to also submit a lid, in which case the registry must honor it. There does not seem to be requirement that the submitter ensures that the id=lid for the first version of a RegistryObject. This means that it is possible for a compliant Document Source to violate the XDS-MU constraints on DocumentEntry.logicalID. 

I suspect this is a general problem with XDS-MU, but the situation that occurred at Connectathon was a bit more interesting. In our case, we were attempting to submit an ITI-41 message as an XDR Document Source to an XDR Document Recipient that happened to also support XDS-MU. Our system assigns unique lid values on XDS Associations, but the XDR Document Recipient refused to process our messages due to an apparent violations of the expected behavior of the lid attribute. So, having the Document Recipient also support XDS-MU broke interoperability with our apparently compliant XDR Document Source. 

Connectathon monitor Manuel Metz had the following assessment:
“Alright that's a tricky one. ebRIM v3.0 (which is the version XDS is based on) specify that lid might be provided by the source (see section 2.5.1 of https://docs.oasis-open.org/regrep/v3.0/specs/regrep-rim-3.0-os.pdf). If it is, "A registry MUST honor a valid submittersupplied LID" (see section 2.5.6). If it isn't, "the registry MUST assign a LID and the value of the LID attribute MUST be identical to the value of the id attribute of the first (originally created) version of the logical RegistryObject." (also in section 2.5.6).  Without any further constraint (for example in an affinity domain that does not support metadata update), it would be a valid behaviour for the source to provide a lid that is different from the id even for the first version of an object and the registry would have to use that lid. However, the MU supplement introduces the additional constraint that "The first version of an object has entryUUID equal to logicalID" even if the lid is provided by the source (see section 4.1.5 of https://www.ihe.net/uploadedFiles/Documents/ITI/IHE_ITI_Suppl_XDS_Metadata_Update.pdf). Meaning that if there is a chance that metadata update is used in an affinity domain, for consistency, even systems that are not able to handle metadatalevel >1 shall comply with that MU constraint of lid=id for the first version of an object submitted to a registry.

I think that for consistency ITI should either mandate the source don't use lid (which is what happens most of the time) or mandate that if lid is defined be source, it shall be equal to id for the first version of an object.”

This CP documents the request in the last sentence. If the committee agrees with this desire, then this CP should update ITI-41 to require that either an XDS.b/XDR Document Source omit the lid attribute or set the lid attribute equal to the first version of the RegistryObject. (And without XDS-MU, it would be assumed that all RegistryObjects have exactly 1 version). However, I could see this as a breaking change. Certainly, I believe our system is compliant with the requirements that currently exist in the XDR integration profile, and applying the suggestion would mean that we are no longer compliant. So, I think we would need to either accept this as a breaking change, or probably do something more invasive to XDS-MU. 

Summary: 

The CP addresses the following problem: 
- A registry actor supporting Metadata Update option implements the restrictions on the logical ID (lid) and version attribute of registry entries defined in the Metadata Update supplement (see 4.1.5 Metadata Object Versioning Semantics), since the lid attribute is used to link all versions of a registry entry and the version number is in the version attribute.
- A XDS.b Document Source actor MAY use the lid nd version attributes for other purposes which may result in conflicts. 

Same applies to XDR Document Source actors if the XDR Document Recipient supports the metadata update option. 
 
The aim of the CP is to adapt XDS.b and XDR profiles such that an XDS.b Document Source SHALL:
- not use the lid attribute if they don't support the Metadata Options.
- or implement the restrictions on the lid attribute defined in the Metadata Update extension of they support the Metadata Update option. 
 
The committee discussed in the July 2022 F2F meeting to 
· Avoid breaking changes to XDS.b and XDR but to add a comment, that Document Consumer which use the lid and version attribute in a proprietary way may not work with XDS.b Document Registries and XDR Document Recipients which support the Metadata Update option.









Replace Section 10.2.10 Document Metadata Update Option by the following:
10.2.10 Document Metadata Update Option 
A Document Registry declares the Document Metadata Update Option when it is able to: 
Accept metadata updates via the Update Document Set [ITI-57] transaction (see ITI TF- 2: 3.57.4.1.3 for details). All operations documented in ITI TF-2: 3.57.4.1.3.3 shall be supported. 
Expose the metadata updates via the Registry Stored Query [ITI-18] transaction (see ITI TF-2: 3.18.4.1.2.5.1 for details). 
See ITI TF-2: 3.18.4.1.2.3.5.1 for interoperability issues surrounding the Registry Stored Query [ITI-18] transaction. 
A Document Consumer declares the Document Metadata Update Option when it is able to accept and process the additional metadata defined by the option when returned from a Registry Stored 325 Query [ITI-18] transaction (see ITI TF-2: 3.18.4.1.2.5.1 for details). 

Note: Document Registries supporting the Metadata Update Option require special handling for version management dictated by Metadata Update (see section 4.1.5 Metadata Object Versioning Semantics). Document Sources which do not respect the special handling for version management may produce conflicts when communicating with Document Registries which support the Metadata Update Option.

...   

Replace Section 15.2.4 Document Metadata Update Option by the following:
15.2.4 Document Metadata Update Option
A Document Recipient that supports the Document Metadata Update Option shall be able to accept the Update Document Set [ITI-57] transaction (see ITI TF-2: 3.57.4.1.3 for details). 
The Document Recipient shall be capable of all the operations for the Update Document Set [ITI-57] transaction documented in ITI TF-2: 3.57.4.1.3.3.
Note: Document Recipients supporting the Metadata Update Option require special handling for version management dictated by Metadata Update (see section 4.1.5 Metadata Object Versioning Semantics). Document Sources which do not respect the special handling for version management may produce conflicts when communicating with Document Recipient which support the Metadata Update Option.  

