Minutes of caDSR Content Administrators Meeting 

April 7, 2008, 3:00 – 4:30 p.m.
	Attendees
	Organization

	Sherita Alai
	Emmes

	Steve Alred
	Oracle

	Becky Angeles
	ScenPro

	Sharad Bhardwaj
	Oracle

	Alice Birnbaum
	NIDCR

	Jenny Brush
	ScenPro

	Brian Campbell
	EMMES

	Rui Chen
	SAIC

	Janice Chilli
	SAIC

	Mary Cooper
	SAIC

	Tommie Curtis
	SAIC

	Suzette Czech
	NHLBI

	Bronwyn Gagne
	

	Kathleen Gundry
	SAIC

	Larry Hebel
	ScenPro

	Amy Jacobs
	MSD

	Jocelyn Leatherwood
	SAIC

	Brenda Maeske
	SAIC

	Michele Nych
	NHLBI

	Dianne Reeves
	CBIIT

	Daniela Smith
	BAH

	Jeremy Sturgill
	NHLBI

	Nicole Thomas
	Lockheed Martin

	Geraldine Wade
	

	John White
	TerpSys

	Wendy Zhang
	NHLBI


1. Data Standards Updates 

Mary Cooper reported that the Family Member Relationship Type standard has been adopted by VCDE WS.  The small group recommended changes to the Value Domain based on caBIG review comments.  The Value Domain was versioned as a result of the recommendations.  Mary also reported on the following:

· Lab and Agent Unit of Measure candidate standards - A Gforge item has been added to the BRIDG site requesting clarification of proposed changes to concepts used in the CDEs.  
· AJCC - Dianne Reeves has scheduled a meeting to talk with Leslie Derr concerning the structure and use case for the proposed CDEs.  
· LOINC - Mary sent an email to Frank Hartel to ask how the Lab LOINC Codes will be represented in NCIt now that VCDE has adopted the standard.
2.  Review Metrics for Objects, Properties, and Representation Terms

Jocelyn Leatherwood presented a caDSR Metrics Baseline for Object Classes and Representation Terms.  Jocelyn previously presented baseline metrics for Concepts.  She presented her analysis based on context and workflow status of the caDSR content.

In the baseline, a total of 7,246 Object Classes were identified.  A significant number of those (5954) were owned by the caBIG context, with CTEP owning 619 and CCR 300.  There were 136 in the Test context.  Of these same Object Classes, 7,174 had a status of Released, 1 was Draft New, and the remaining Object Classes were in one of the Retired status.  Analysis showed that the number one area for cleanup was in Object Classes with missing definitions in which there were 382 Object Classes with varying forms of no definition (No value exists, definition not available, definition pending, etc.). 

Jocelyn also discussed the data with regard to Representation Terms.  She stated that currently there were 2,591 Representation Terms, 2,373 in the caBIG context, which were candidates for cleanup.  Dianne asked what is a “Representation Term” included within the context of this data; was it just the primary Representation Term concept or Qualifiers and Rep Term concepts?  Tommie Curtis clarified that it was Qualifiers plus primary Representation Terms. Of the set of Representation Terms, 2,563 had a workflow status of Released, 2 were Draft New and the remaining had one of the Retired statuses.  

The analysis concluded that only 47 Representation Terms were missing definitions.  There was a discussion of the small number of items needing to be cleaned up.  Dianne asked if this analysis captured the cases where the concept for one term in the Representation Term, for example one of the Qualifiers, did not have a definition but all the other concepts in the Representation Term did.  Jocelyn responded that the analysis checked for the presence of a definition.  It did not check the parts of a system generated definition.  Tommie said that a specific plan for cleanup would need to be developed.  

Tommie indicated that Christophe Ludet has a query that shows that where concepts are used in various caDSR components (for example Object Classes, Properties, Rep Terms, etc.) but it was not available to us.  The team felt it could be used to identify unused concepts.  

Dianne asked what the goal of the metrics was.  The purpose of the metrics was identified as the identification of cleanup opportunities and to monitor quality of the metadata.  Two example activities are identification and population of any incomplete metadata or updating metadata with missing definition components.  Dianne asked what the metrics should look like if the goals were met.  There should be a reduction in identified problems as the clean-up progresses.
Brian Campbell questioned the small number of Representation Terms (36) associated with CTEP.  Brian felt this list did not appear correct since he queried caDSR and was returned over 2,000 Representation Terms in the CTEP context.  Dianne also commented that 6 for SPORES and 32 for CCR also seemed low.  It appeared there was some confusion about whether the metric is looking at Representation Terms or Representation Term Concepts.  Currently Brian and Dianne are creating Representation Terms in each context.  Mary Cooper commented that 3 for PS&CC were correct if representing the number of Value Domains that did not have a Representation Term from the list.  

Tommie said that the analysis was looking at all Representation Terms - primary concepts plus qualifiers.  Brian said that the list of basic Representation Term concepts has already been cleaned up and that there is a short-list of 37 terms so the numbers presented seemed high.  Larry Hebel did a search on production and confirmed that the numbers were accurate.  Brenda Maeske concurred that the numbers for DCP looked right as well.  Larry indicated that in production for CTEP, there were 7 Retired and 39 Released for a total of 46 Representation Terms.  Larry indicated that by default all Representation Terms are now created new in the caBIG context to promote reuse in models and access on the grid. 

The group decided that Prerna would do the cleanup automatically using a script, moving all unique the representation terms into caBIG Context.  The group asked to look at these in detail after the clean up of concepts was complete.  Prerna will begin the clean up of the concepts in a separate database instance so that it can be checked before being implemented in production.

Dianne asked why was it was important to move them all to caBIG.  Tommie said it was for the benefit of uniqueness.  Larry said that they are considered fundamental building blocks of the conceptual relationships.  Dianne said that Conceptual Domains might be considered in the same light so that CTEP content can be reused.


3. 
Finalize Business Rules for Maintenance of Concepts
Tommie reported that she did not receive any comments concerning the business rules for changes to concepts in the caDSR that she distributed prior to the meeting.  Dianne said that she had not reviewed the document.  Steve Alred said that he would implement rules agreed to by the group.  Tommie asked if the business rules could be approved.  Dianne asked for a couple more days to review.  Tommie asked if versioning would have an impact on querying and discovery.  She explained that concept uniqueness is determined in caDSR by Public ID and Version.  When an item is versioned and the old one is retired she asked if there would be an impact on how items are discovered and how tools would function.  Tommie said that changes in concepts are not currently detectable unless someone used a Sentinel Alert or a Change Note was included in the concept to note that a change has been made.  There could be an impact on models that reference obsolete concepts.  There could be a DEC with a retired Object Class that would not be detectable. Tommie said that the impact of retirement of a component can affect a variety of related items and there needs to be some kind of notification process. The model owner may have to remap some concepts.  Mary suggested a flow diagram for changing concept status to retired and its impact on the UML modeling.  Larry said that the impacts were subtle and complicated and there needed to be full understanding of the implications of these new business rules.  It was agreed that a use case for UML modeling would be developed – Mary Cooper will work with Larry Hebel, John White and Janice Chilli to provide an illustration.   Dianne and Tommie will work on the impact on manually curated items.  They will report at the next meeting.
Dianne asked for a summary of the discussion.  Larry said that over time concepts in EVS (either the name or the definition) change.  When the change occurs, certain changes require versioning and some do not.  When concepts are versioned it has an impact on other items in the caDSR – a ripple of impacts through CDEs, models and forms.  This requires greater analysis via use cases to understand the impacts.  Some process needs to be in place to ensure synchronization of caDSR content and EVS content, and to notify users of content that is changing due to versioning and retiring.    

Tommie displayed a diagram that illustrated the relationship between an Administered Item (Object Class or Property) and other caDSR items and components.   The diagram showed actions on the item that could change it such as term retired, term merged, term split, create new term, etc., and how the change in the item resulted in changes to related  items.  

Larry asked if there was a limit on the number of concepts that could be used by SIW before it rejects the string (Object Class/Property).  Mary said that that feature in SIW was still in development.  Steve said that the limit may be four qualifiers.  John White said that the software group is increasing the character limit for concatenated definitions in SIW in light of recent problems.   

For the next meeting, the team will identify impacts from concept versioning on UML model loading, as well as on existing manually curated CDEs and form. 

The next meeting is 4/21/08.
2008
04/21 - Content
04/28 - Software
05/05 - Content
05/12 - Software
05/19 - Content
05/26 - Holiday – Memorial Day
06/02 - Content/Software
06/09 - Software
06/16 - Content
06/23 - Software
06/30 - Content
07/07 - Software
07/14 - Content
07/21 - Software
07/28 - Content
08/04 - Software
08/11 - Content
08/28 - Software
08/27 - Content
09/01 - Holiday – Labor Day
09/08 - Content/Software
09/15 - Software
09/22 - Content
09/29 - Software
10/06 - Content
10/13 - Holiday –Veterans Day

10/20 - Content/Software
10/27 - Software
11/03 - Content
11/10 - Software
11/17 - Content
11/24 - Software
12/01 - Content
12/08 - Software
12/15 - Content

12/22 - Software
12/29 – Content
Follow Up/Action Items:
	Action Item
	Task
	Assigned To
	Date Due
	Date Completed

	1
	Send out Agenda to be reviewed for next meeting
	Tommie Curtis
	biweekly
	Ongoing

	2
	Send out a request to the workspaces for CDE standards.
	Tommie Curtis

Brian Davis
	TBD
	Ongoing

	3
	Develop risk mitigation plan for usage of caDSR metadata that in not fully compliant with caDSR business rules and best practices.
	Dianne Reeves

Tommie Curtis
	TBD
	Ongoing

	4
	Review list of value domain types and add examples and text for each.
	All
	TBD
	Ongoing

	5
	Send training workbook examples of value domains to Tommie Curtis to be included in best practice document.
	Jenny Brush
	5/29/07
	Ongoing

	6
	Send suggestions for possible standards candidates to Dianne Reeves.
	All
	11/05/2007
	Ongoing

	7
	Send units of measure to Mary Cooper to extend Lab or Dose Unit of Measure Value Domains.
	All
	2/25/08
	Ongoing

	8
	Update definition of Representation Term - Indicator
	Nicole Thomas
	TBD
	Ongoing

	9
	Versioning Business Rules – UML Model Use Case
	Mary Cooper

Larry Hebel

John White

Janice Chilli
	4/21/08
	New


