Minutes of caDSR Content Administrators Meeting 

June 18, 2007, 3:00 – 4:30 p.m. (DRAFT)
	Attendees
	Organization

	Becky Angeles
	ScenPro

	Brian Campbell
	EMMES

	Janice Chilli
	SAIC

	Mary Cooper
	SAIC

	Tommie Curtis
	SAIC

	Larry Hebel
	ScenPro

	Amy Jacobs
	MSD

	Gavin Lindsey
	SAIC

	Brenda Maeske
	SAIC

	Dianne Reeves
	NCICB

	Daniela Smith
	BAH

	Nicole Thomas
	MSD

	Denise Warzel
	NCICB

	Claire Wolfe
	Terpsys


Dianne Reeves asked the group about availability for the scheduled meeting for July 2nd.  The group decided to hold the meeting as scheduled.

1.      Updates 

a. Data Standards Status – BMI Comments and BSA VCDE Small Group Reports
Mary Cooper gave an update on comments received from the caBIG community on the Candidate Body Mass Index (BMI) standard.  Comments and questions were received from two population scientists, Sue Krebs-Smith, Chief, Risk Factor Monitoring and Methods Branch, Division of Cancer Control and Population Sciences (DCCPS), and Michelle Forman, Ph.D., M.S., Professor in the Department of Epidemiology, UT MD Anderson Cancer Center.

Sue Krebs-Smith commented that, “It is clearly incorrect to say BMI is a measure of fat for an individual – the usual example of the muscle-bound athlete with a high BMI makes that point.  Therefore, the definition should not say that it represents “the body fat an individual is carrying.”  BMI is sometimes used as a screening indicator for fatness, but it is a poor measure at the individual level.  It works as a screening measure because of the association between BMI and body fat at a population distribution level.” She suggested an alternate definition for the BMI CDE, “A numerical quantity that represents the relative weight for height, calculated as [weight (in kilograms)] divided by [height (in meters) squared].”  The group discussed these comments at length.  Nicole Thomas noted that the EVS concept for body mass index comes under the Superconcept Personal Attribute in the EVS tree and so the NCIt definition for body mass index, “A general indicator of the body fat an individual is carrying based upon the ratio of weight to height.”(C16358) would support the use of the term “individual” in the CDE definition.  The group agreed with Nicole and decided that while it would not be appropriate to consider the definition from the population screening view (the CDE is intended to represent the collection of a data point for a single individual – these data can be aggregated, but that would be a different CDE) the group would recommend to the VCDE Small Group that the definition of the data element be changed to: A calculated numerical quantity that represents an individual’s weight to height ratio. [Explanatory comment: Also known as Quetelet Index.]
Michelle Forman suggested “that the BMI is referred to as the adult BMI as there is another calculation for children and yet another for infant's.”  Mary reviewed information from the CDC and research done in preparation prior to proposing the standard CDE.  This information indicates that the calculation to determine the numerical BMI value is the same for adults and children.  The interpretation of the value is different because of comparisons made for children based on age.  This is known as BMI at Age and is stated as out of scope for the data standard.

Mary will provide the VCDE WS Small Group with the recommendations of the Content Group.  The VCDE WS is expected to vote to adopt the BMI standards at their meeting on June 28th.

Mary reviewed the progress of the BSA VCDE Small Group.  She said the group has met twice and has made several suggestions for modifications, most notably the decimal point and max. length which were recommended to be changed to accommodate the animal use cases brought to the group by Stuart Turner.  Mary said the group will meet again next week and should have a proposal to bring to the VCDE WS on June 28th
b. Review of Existing Data Standards for UML Guidance
Dianne reported that groups established to review the existing data standards to provide UML modeling guidance are currently meeting.  She noted that while the initial work seemed to be simplistic, the work is proving to be more complex.  Dianne said the three groups are meeting individually on a weekly schedule with summaries of work being presented to the entire group every two weeks.
Daniela Smith had a question about the next standards coming up.  Mary responded that four standards have been prepared in a package, but the Harmonization Team is still working on the details.  She suggested that Dianne, Brian Davis, Mike Keller, and Daniela will need to discuss how to approach the presentation of the standards to the Content Group and the VCDE WS as the package is nearing 70 slides in length.  Mary will coordinate with the two groups to expedite the proposals.  
2.  Introduction to Metadata Cleanup and Harmonization Activities
Dianne discussed the existing efforts for metadata clean up and the need for metrics to help with evaluation and documentation of clean up efforts.  She said that these metrics will assist us to document and identify additional efforts needed for cleanup activities.  Dianne noted that a caDSR metric program has been started and that the first effort is to identify the metadata quality criteria for administered items and components for caDSR and create a quality checklist.  Dianne invited the Content group to participate in the process by looking at the checklist and provide feedback.  She noted that the list will be used to quantify the current state of the DSR and to identify a baseline of quality items.  Dianne said that the Content Group will address this topic on July 16 with a report of progress in establishing the baseline data.  She indicated that this will be an iterative process of looking at Administered Items and reviewing content, clean up, and metrics.  She hopes that the project will help establish an automated process for assessing the content of caDSR.

3.  Value Domain Types – Best Practices 

Tommie shared the document for Value Domain (VD) best practices.  She reviewed the discussion at the last meeting.  The group discussion began with Enumerated Value Domains.  Tommie noted that these value domains have a list of values.  She asked the group to consider questions concerning how to record these, what their associated values are and how data types are designated for them.  Tommie pointed out that recommended practices are to assign a representation term to every value domain, but that this is not enforced by tools.  Dianne asked that we discuss naming conventions/best practices.  She said that Brian Campbell has submitted input because of the UML modeling guidance group discussions.  Tommie showed the document with Brian’s questions the group began a discussion on the topics.
The first question Brian presented was, “How do representation terms get incorporated into Long Name of VD?”  Brian noted that if we follow the CDE Curation Tool Wizard, the Long Name of the VD is made up of the Object Class (OC), Property Term (Prop) and Representation term (Rep).  Brian pointed out that the current standards don’t follow the Wizard rules.  Tommie said that the only concepts recorded are the representation concepts and the name doesn’t reflect this as a consistent practice.  Dianne asked Brian to present an example for discussion.  Brian gave an example from the existing data standard, Self Reported Person Sex Text Type, where the data element concept (DEC) is Person Sex and the Rep Term is Type.  Brian’s question is what is the best practice for creating the data element (DE) Long Name?  Is to concatenate the concepts associated with the CUIs as opposed to creating a human readable Long Name?
Dianne discussed existing caDSR Training and noted that the training instructs that the string of concepts is the best practice.  She said that there isn’t sufficient guidance for naming the administered components for forms of UML models.

Brian recommended that the Content Group (Dianne noted that the difference between the Context Administrators and Content Group) formalize the caDSR naming conventions for the administered items.  Brian is concerned that the details for naming components are not explicitly covered for the document we are reviewing for Value Domains.

Janice Chilli asked if the group had reached agreement on the naming conventions for the administrated components.  Claire Wolfe pointed out that we have discussed these issues without resolution.  Tommie noted that the system generated name needs to be stored with the administered items.  She said the names of administered items can be edited, but the concept codes have to be stored.  Dianne responded that this best practice has just recently been identified.  She discussed that in the clean up of the administrated components, the content group will not mandate the clean up of the administered components to the Contexts.

A discussion of the focus of the UML Guidance Group and clean up of the data standards ensued.  Brian reiterated that there needs to be a consistent best practice for naming rules.

Denise clarified that the UML Loader does support the specification of a Rep term and is documented in the SDK Users Guide.  She said that the tools were designed to follow the naming wizard, but the SDK Guide doesn’t specify that this is a best practice. She also said that the Rep term should be the last term in the Long Name of the CDE.  Mary noted that the Rep term tag is optional and Janice said that SIW doesn’t specify that the Rep term is limited to the 38 terms the group agreed as best practice for curating VDs.

Denise pointed out that the new standard for ISO guidelines specifies the rules for naming and are pointed to the CTEP naming conventions.  She displayed the ISO 20933 Part 2 and 3 rules and noted that the caDSR public website also links to caDSR Content Creation page where under CTEP there is a link to CTEP naming conventions

Dianne responded that the guidance given by CTEP is not the same as the naming convention for caDSR for Value Domains.  Tommie reviewed the CTEP guidelines and linked to the CTEP naming convention document.  Dianne asked if the OC and Prop are not part of the VD name, and you are creating a unique pairing of a DEC and VD, where would the concepts be stored for the VD, if not as qualifiers to the VD Rep term?  Brian and Denise noted that this practice is optional.  Dianne said that it’s contrary to have optional best practices.  She asked Brian if the group could start with the CTEP document and determine a consistent, well described set of best practices, avoiding vague terms and optional items.

Tommie said that if we determine best practices, these must apply to UML models being registered in caDSR.  Claire noted that the tags needed in the models should be incorporated into SIW.  Claire took an action item to add this as an SIW feature request in GForge.  Dianne asked the group to review the document, “Value Domain Naming” and provide comments and content as needed.  Brian asked when the naming the Rep term or VD do we need to be adding duplicative items?  Dianne pointed in the document to the “Which of the Representation Terms” section, specifically discussing the example, Text Type.  Dianne said that the definitions from the concatenation of the concepts Text and Type don’t describe the type of data being instantiated.  She said that she preferred Name and the definition for name for the instance data.

Dianne said that the group needs to explore the Rep terms and consider if these are the representation of the instance data.  Brian asked why the definition doesn’t capture the meaning of the Rep terms, discussing the use case of a coded data set which is a number.  Claire pointed out that the data may be stored in the database as a number.  Brian asked if the data type could be used to define the instance of the data and not the Rep term.  Dianne said that researchers searching for data could be assisted by the name of the VD in addition to the data type.  Tommie noted that when creating a VD where a list is referenced, and the list is not in front of you, you could use the name of the VD to find the reference information.
Janice asked if business rules could be established provide a structure for creating Value Domain Names.  For example, some people are using Text Type and some are use using Type.  Brian noted that the Rep terms are used in the naming of the VDs and that additional terms are added for clarification.  Janice asked if a modeler would use this as a best practice. 

Dianne returned the focus of the group to the document to consider the question of “What Does it Matter?”  She asked about the utility of the Long Names and the group agreed that this would be a place to start with creating naming conventions for caDSR.

Dianne asked the group if they would send back comments responding to the document by June 28 so that they the discussion could continue at the next meeting.  Denise added that ISO 11179 part 5 also provides guidance for the basics of the naming for Data Elements and Value Domains.

Decisions Made:

1.  The group decided to recommend to the Small Group for BMI that the CDE definition be changed to “A calculated numerical quantity that represents an individual’s weight to height ratio. [Explanatory comment: Also known as Quetelet Index.]”
2.  The group decided to review the Value Domain Naming best practices questions document and respond via email.
Meeting Schedule January 2007:

2007

07/02 - Content

07/09 - Software

07/16 - Content

07/23 - Software

07/30 - Content

08/06 - Software

08/13 - Content

08/20 - Software

08/27 - Content

09/03 - Holiday
09/10 - Content/Software

09/17 - Software

09/24 - Content

10/01 - Software

10/08 - Holiday
10/15 - Software/Content

10/22 - Content

10/29 - Software

11/05 - Content

11/12 - Software

11/19 - Content

11/26 - Software

12/03 - Content

12/10 - Software

12/17 - Content

12/24 - No meeting.
12/31 - No meeting.
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

	5
	Distribute written response to BRIDG guidance for Person/Patient/Participant issue
	Mary Cooper
	5/22/07
	New

	6
	Distribute smoking use cases via Listserv.  
	Janice Chilli
	5/22/07
	Ongoing

	7
	Provide feedback for smoking use cases prior to meeting discussion
	All
	5/22/07
	Ongoing

	8
	Put incomplete issues on a future agenda: anatomic site as a representation type and value domain length. 
	Tommie Curtis
	6/4/07
	Ongoing

	9
	Review list of value domain types and add examples and text for each.
	All
	TBD
	Ongoing

	10
	Send training workbook examples of value domains to Tommie Curtis to be included in best practice document.
	Jenny Brush
	5/29/07
	Ongoing

	11
	Add GForge item for SIW Feature Request
	Claire Wolfe
	7/1/07
	New

	12
	Review documents for Value Domain naming best practices and respond via email 
	All
	6/28/07
	New


