Minutes of caDSR Content Administrators Meeting 

December 3, 2007, 3:00 – 4:30 p.m. (Draft)

	Attendees
	Organization

	Robinette Aley
	NMDP

	Sherita Alai
	EMMES

	Steve Alred
	Oracle

	Sharad Bhardwaj
	Oracle

	Brian Campbell
	EMMES

	Alice Birnbaum
	NIDCR

	Jenny Brush
	Scenpro

	Janice Chilli
	SAIC

	Tommie Curtis
	SAIC

	Kathleen Gundry
	SAIC

	Larry Hebel
	Scenpro

	Amy Jacobs
	MSD

	Thomas Joshua
	

	Jocelyn Leatherwood
	SAIC

	Brett Novak
	Oracle

	Dianne Reeves
	CBIIT

	Daniela Smith
	BAH

	Nicole Thomas
	MSD

	Denise Warzel
	CBITT

	John White
	TerpSys

	Claire Wolfe
	TerpSys

	Wendy Zhang
	


1.  Data Standards Updates

Family Relationships standard will be going to the VCDE for 30-day caBIG review.  The team is currently waiting on some concepts to be added prior to having the review begin.  Nicole Thomas reported that the concepts for Family Relations should be completed by the end of this week with an anticipated review start date of 12/7/07.  Nicole also reported that the concepts needed for Academic Titles should also be completed by the end of the week.

Tommie Curtis asked Daniela about information on the VCDE Face-to-Face.  Daniela reported that has been scheduled for January 28th - 30th in Salt Lake City, Utah.  Currently the meeting is scheduled to end at approximately 1PM Mountain Time on Wednesday.

2.  Update on Baseline Metrics Discussion and Missing Metadata Update Status


Reports
Jocelyn Leatherwood reported that she sent a report on occurrences of null data with a status of “Released” to the context administrators.  Dianne Reeves asked if there were any barriers to the cleanup.  Brian Campbell, CTEP said that the cleanup was on the back burner due to some high priorities new protocols that have come in to CTEP.   Dianne said that she was making progress through her set of contexts to clean up.  Tommie Curtis reported that Brenda Maeske was done with DCP.  Please let Jocelyn know if you need a new copy of your report.  If you notify Jocelyn when you are done, we can rerun the reports to make sure everything cleaned up as you expected. 
Next steps in metadata review, Tommie said that the Representation Terms list would be reviewed.  Discussion about the rep terms cleanup did raise some possible tool enhancements to support the development of clean and consistent content. Denise Warzel offered to electronically clean up.  Tommie stated that she would enter a gForge item for cleaning up the high volume rep term areas. 

Dianne asked the group about the next area to focus the clean up activities. Concepts, Object Classes, Properties and Value Meanings are potential next candidates for cleanup.  Dianne said the focus should be high impact areas.  She thought that Concepts and Value Meanings were high on her list.  Dianne said that the Value Meanings should have definitions.  Brian Campbell asked about the business rules that allowed selection of Meta terms for Value Meanings.  Dianne said that it was preferred to select those with definitions from the Thesaurus.  Dianne commented that we can still move Meta terms to the NCIt if that term is needed for the curation of a CDE component. Dianne indicated that the biggest issue is Value Meanings with no definitions.  Robinette Aley said that her curators were encountering the same problem.  

Robinette commented that she had problems with laboratory related to poorly defined Conceptual Domains (CD).  For example, she wanted a CD for laboratory results and not a procedure, but the lab results CD references a laboratory procedure.  Brian Campbell said that lab results CD was a commonly used Conceptual Domain that even CTEP, the owner of the CD, sometimes associated the laboratory results CD with the definition of a laboratory procedure.  He offered that perhaps lab results should be broadened to be more inclusive to avoid adding conceptual domains. There were no issues with that proposal to expand the lab results conceptual domain.  
Brian Campbell asked when the tools would restrict curators to the 38 Representation Terms agreed to by this group.  To the same point, he said that only released Conceptual Domains should be displayed in pick lists of the curation tool.  Dianne said that these issues would be assigned a high priority.  Larry Hebel said that the restriction of the 38 Representation Terms was already in development testing and could be demonstrated to the group soon.  If list has changed, we can provide an update list for incorporation into the pick list.  
Regarding clean up of caDSR concepts, Claire Wolfe asked about the impact on the concepts created by UML model loader when it creates alternate definitions for concepts.  In particular, when a definition exists for a concept which is old/incomplete and the user would prefer to use a more current definition which they supply as an alternate definition. The current tooling does not allow the selection of the definition to be used.  

It appears that there would be no impact.  The alternate definition would become the preferred definition if there were no existing definition.  Steve Alred explained that Denise’s cleanup was to remove redundancy of the same concepts but in different contexts.  Prerna has documented some business rules for Concept cleanup, as well as Object Classes and Properties.  The focus is on identification of duplicate concepts across multiple contexts.  Larry is working to synchronize caDSR and EVS content.  Larry said that the goal of that activity was to correct the current content and that the Content Administrators would be providing the rules and timeline for this cleanup activity.   Dianne said she would like to hear the options presented to the group when Larry is ready to present them.  
3. Next Step for Data Standards 
Tommie displayed a list of data standard priorities for group review.  She showed the list of adopted standards.  We still have Units of Measure standard in VCDE small group review.  Items needed to be registered in EVS.  The VCDE CDE Leadership team will be creating two Value Domains as presented at the last VCDE for dosing and laboratory values which will complete this standard.  The rest of the Units of Measure will be addressed as defined in the VCDE last week.  
Next, the group looked at a number of standards which are under development.  NIDCR will be sending forward Dental data standards.  Sherita responded that both tooth numbering and periodontal assessment are currently being curated.  Brian Campbell responded that he wanted to bring these CDEs forward as a group, that they included not only tooth numbering, but also pocket depth and other measurements related to periodontal assessment.  

Dianne advised the group that LOINC will come after Units of Measure.  Dianne clarified that the Imaging standard on the list referred to the 2004 DICOM standard.  Janice Chilli said that the DICOM standard in total may be too extensive for consideration, but that the DICOM CDEs, used by multiple contexts, might be a good starting place.  Dianne recommended waiting until after the NCIA Silver Compatibility review is completed in case there are any changes.    Tommie said that the CAP Protocols were unlikely to come out of Tissue Banks.  Dianne said she’d like to see Agent Name moved up in the priority list.  She said DCP and other groups needed that.  Priorities were assigned to AJCC staging, Diagnosis (ICD-0-3, MedDRA, and the Simplified Disease List.  Dianne will look into the BioSpecimen (caTissue).  The list of next standards is:
1.  Laboratory Names - LOINC

2.  Imaging – DICOM /NCIA

3.  Agent Name

4.  Staging – AJCC Cancer Grades and Stages

5.  Diagnosis – ICD-O-3 and translate into MedDRA; Simplified Disease Lists

6.  BioSpecimens (Tissue Types) (caTissue)

Tommie said that geo-locational information, as well as vitals was considered important.  Dianne asked for input on priorities.  Anatomic site/organ system/body site are all related.  Janice stated that there is a need for this in several contexts.  She said that there are multiple lists and there is no clear standard.  There are different levels of granularity that are possible and that are required by different groups.  She said they should be looked at together – body systems, study focus, disease site.   Dianne said they should be moved up to the “next in queue” category.  

4. Current Curation Activities Discussion (20 min)

Claire asked about issues related to existing data standards that are presenting issues to reuse in model loading.  This is specific to the reuse of something like patient that is in multiple contexts and has multiple Public IDs.  Dianne said that there is an ongoing review of the existing data standards.    

Dianne said that there is a lot of redundant content.  When a standard is approved, there should be a focused effort on reusing that new standard, resulting in retiring items that do not use the standard.  Janice said that if there was a capability to subset Value Domains, it would be easier to adopt the standard and retire the old ones.  For example, if we could standardize the DEC portion of a CDE allowing users to create specific values from a list of all possible values, we might be able to achieve some standardization of the more complex standards with enumerated lists.  Dianne said that this was a philosophical issue – whether use of a subset actually was the same as adopting the entire standard value domain.  FormBuilder does allow you to subset, but it is not consistently implemented across the tools.  Dianne said that some use cases should be assembled and this should be addressed to resolve the issue.  

Brian Campbell said that reuse of some Value Domains was problematic.  For example, when there are robust lists (like the CDC Race and Ethnicity that is referenced and not enumerated) how can it be applied to a CRF where it needs to be enumerated?  When you select a subset of an enumerated standard, is it equivalent, or a new value domain?  There is no way at this time to standardize a DEC or VD.  Dianne said one of the most common problems was the need to add a value to a Value Domain which then results in changing an existing CDE.  Larry said that it might result in selecting a new CDE to reference, and it might also change the form. Larry was in favor of matching on the DEC. For example, in FormBuilder, you are presented with the “5 CDEs” that relate to the object described by a DEC.  From there a user could select an existing CDE or if a different Value Domain enumerated list is needed, create a new Value Domain and a new CDE.  Brian Campbell said that Disease Site was a classic example of where you would want to standardize on the Value Domain allowing users to vary the DEC portion of the CDE.  He thought that the standard should standardize on the site (anatomic site) but the way the forms use the information a simple anatomic site list would not meet the need.  For example, questions on the forms may be about the disease site or the site of disease progression or the part of the body examined or imaged or site of lymph node invasion or the study focus.  Another consideration is that different user communities want different levels of detail (the head vs. subparts of the head, or bones vs. specific bones).  You can not restrain the science in the different oncology studies.  Dianne said this was a priority to resolve.  A business rule issue with use cases should be brought to a meeting in the near future.
5. Priorities for Software Updates (30 min)

Tommie introduced the next topic, which is identifying a priority list of software requirements to help meet curator needs.  Dianne asked for the timeline for v4.0.  Steve Alred said that it was expected to be released in February.  Steve emphasized that the “4” in the version number indicated fundamental design changes in the caDSR and related tools.

Completing Value Meaning as an administered component is important and complex.  Dianne asked when input to the requirements process would be solicited.  Steve said he had taken that over, and hoped to address FormBuilder issues this Friday at 1 p.m.  Dianne said that she would make a concerted effort to get the right people at that meeting, and she would try to develop a list of priority requirements in preparation for the call.  Tommie said when you develop Concepts and Value Meanings, not being able to change the Value Meaning names is problematic when users refine and reword the Value Meaning as part of the value development process and they can not be changed.   
Tommie brought up some other issues, such as sorting of lists in a common order across all the tool would help improve the usability of the tools.  Dianne said that there were a number of misspellings on the public site that had received a lot of criticism.  Claire said that a number of bugs had been identified (SIW and UML model loader) and entered into gForge but not yet resolved; she can provide priorities if needed.  Tommie said that some of them resulted in creation of a lot of incorrect data when UML models are not completely accurate when loaded. Tommie invited specific issues and requirements to be sent to her and Dianne.  Dianne asked for a regular meeting on Fridays at 1 p.m. during the Version 4.0 design period. 
6. Other Items

Tommie said that time zones came up as an issue and a concern that the current Date/Time standard does not address time zones.    Dianne said this might be required (like for some forms).  Robinette provided the current use case in which a question when the bone marrow was collected and the time the product received.  Time Standard has a comment which references the “universal time clock (UTC)” and any derivation from it.  Larry explained that most systems stores time as +/- from the UTC if regional settings not known.  This should meet the needs of the use case.  Robinette said that we would still need to have a separate CDE to handle the daylight standards; so they will still need a separate value.  Larry recommended that the programmatic alternatives to tracking the delta with day light savings time.  Just because you know a time zone, does not mean the offset is the same for all areas.  Larry explained that is why everything is stored in UTC.  Example of AZ and HI, and New Foundland that are 30 minutes off, not 1 hour.  Total 3 hours difference to themselves, and not relative to the origin.  You record it as a string if you do not want to know time based on origin.  Larry said that there could be another way to resolve the problem in the application database.  Dianne told Robinette that Larry could possibly help their programmer if they went with the time standard.

The next Content meeting is Dec 17th; the Dec 31st meeting is canceled.  

Meeting Schedule for 2007 and 2008:

2007
12/10 - Software

12/17 – Content

12/24 – No meeting

12/31 – No meeting

2008

01/07 - Software/Content

01/14 - Holiday – MLK Day
01/21 - Software/Content

01/28 - Content

02/04 - Software
02/11 - Content

02/18 - Holiday – Washington’s Birthday
02/25 - Content/Software
03/03 - Software
03/10 - Content
03/17 - Software
03/24 - Content
03/31 - Software
04/07 - Content
04/14 - Software
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


