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50 State Programs

* Pros
— States have different problems
— States have different resources

— States have different approaches

« Cons

— Patients cross borders
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BJA-IJIS Institute

 Membership consists of leading Integrated
Justice solution and service providers

* Public-private partnerships assist state,
local, municipal & tribal justice agencies to
better share information through use of
advanced technologies

* Programs funded by the U.S. Department of
Justice
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PMP Committee

* Phase |
— Develop a Concept of Operations document
— Develop a system architecture for states
— Produce a final report

* Phase ll

— Create a set of ‘reference documents’ that
describe a model standard

— Demonstrate PMP data exchange between
California & Nevada




Phase Il — Phase i

« At least 3 exchange partners
» Ohio
e Kentucky
* IN, NY, others?
» More complex solution architecture

» Technological hub — no access to PMP
data

 Scalable




Phase lll — Current Status

Phase lll initiated - May 2007

Information Exchange Package Document
(IEPD) for exchange model completed in
August 07

Initial definition of Hub server
specifications completed

1Q 2008—- Procurement of Hub server
Development of Hub application software




Limits of Project

* Pilot only

» Success = 3 data exchanges
» Test data only

- Patient data only




Goals of Project

Prove the technology

Develop cost model of Hub
— Costs for state to access Hub

— Costs for Hub maintenance (pro rata)

Estimate state costs to use Hub
— Specs for state front end and back end

— Costs for maintenance

Develop Reference documents for IT
departments
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Rx Data
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ASAP format




Request for patient data

* Response types:
— Can’t understand message
— Business rule rejection

— Disclosing state won’t respond
« System down
« Other rejection

— Report/data




Each State must provide

Front end to allow inter-state
requests by clients

Back end to respond to hub and
relay data/report to another state
via hub

Web services

State Network security




“Front End”

- Graphical Interface for the local state’s
clients to request data from sharing states
(e.g. Adding checkboxes for KY, WV, IN, Ml,
etc to Ohio’s request screen).

Accessible to Authenticated Clients Only

Can be described as the actual screen that
the PMP Client sees when he/she makes a
multi-state request and the wiring to send the
message.




“Back End”

 Internal (Not Human Accessible) logic for the
PMP to create a request to send to the hub
ar?d I:o breceive a data response package from
the hub.

Can be described as the behind-the-scenes

work that creates a multi-state request from
one of its own clients, processes a multi-
state request received by another PMP’s
client and processes a response from the
hub to one of its own clients.




Web Services

- External (Internet Accessible) interface for
communication with the hub.

 This can be described as the door to the
state PMP that the Hub uses to deliver and
accept requests and responses




Security

 Ensures that calls to the Web Services are
initiated only by the hub and that ALL
communications between the hub and the
Web Services are encrypted.

* The internal payload (PHI) will be encrypted
separately. The Hub cannot decrypt. The
receiving state will decrypt.




Funding

 OH - 2007, 2008 Rogers Grant Funds
« KY — Capital Construction Funds
 |JIS/BJA Phase lll Project Funds




Next Steps

. Prototype build

. Prototype demo

. Production build

. Mini-region (IN, KY, OH?)
. Add additional states!!




Future expansion

» Add prescriber reports?
« Add dispenser reports?
» Bulk data transfers?

* Alerts or other non-Rx
information?




Future Issues

Funding for states
Funding for Hub
MOUs or MOAs between states

Standardization among PMPs




QUESTIONS




