Minutes of Content Administrators Meeting 

July 14, 2008, 3:00 – 4:30 p.m. (DRAFT)
	Attendees
	Organization

	Alice Birnbaum
	NIDCR

	Brian Campbell
	EMMES

	Janice Chilli
	SAIC

	Mary Cooper
	SAIC

	Tommie Curtis
	SAIC

	Kathleen Gundry
	SAIC

	Jocelyn Leatherwood
	SAIC

	Brenda Maeske
	SAIC

	Roxanne Martinez
	TerpSys

	Dianne Reeves
	CBIIT

	Daniela Smith
	BAH

	Nicole Thomas
	MSD

	John White
	TerpSys

	Lynne Wilkens
	University of Hawaii

	Claire Wolfe
	TerpSys

	Wendy Zhang
	NHLBI


1. Introduction
Dianne Reeves began the meeting by discussing the caDSR 4.0.0.0 software requirements status and what will be part of the upcoming release.  She said Steve Alred will send out the scope document.  User acceptance testing may be in late July and they are seeking participants.  

2. Approval of Minutes

Tommie summarized the meeting minutes from the last meeting.  The minutes were approved by the group.  

3. Data Standards Update
Lynne Wilkens and Daniela Smith presented the results of proposals made by the CDE Standards Modification small group.  Daniela presented the process used, and said that the VCDE has given initial approval for the proposed changes to be reviewed by the caBIG Community.  This work grew out of the UML Modeling Guidance small group recommendations.  There were 2 rounds of proposed changes.  The VCDE small group coordinated with owning contexts to assure that the changes were feasible and didn’t impact anything currently used.  Daniela said that she would be using a GForge tracker to track community feedback and the responses.  The small group has been closed, so the VCDE CDE Leadership Team will evaluate and respond to the community feedback.  Comments can either go to Daniela (smith_daniela@bah.com) or Lynne (lynne@crch.hawaii.edu.
Lynne presented the proposed changes to the Content group.  Each CDE Standard being recommended for change was reviewed in detail and the members of the Content group offered comments.  The details of the discussions (by Data Element with Public Id) are as follows:

1. Patient Birth Date (793 v 4.0)
a. The recommendation from the small group is to change the Object Class to Person since all other standards use Person rather than a more specific subset (such as patient or respondent).  
b. They recommend “demoting” (changing the Registration Status from Standard) Patient Birth Date used by CTEP.  Nicole asked about the precoordinated birth date concept – she preferred separate concepts of birth and date.   Mary said that changing the Object Class concept would require that a new CDE for standardization be developed.
c. Tommie asked about date and time, noting that time was not referenced in the Patient Birth Date definition.  Lynne said that since many people had asked that time be included in future versions of a birth date CDE, they were recommending that time be included as part of the new proposed CDE standard.  Mary said that new CDEs for standardization would need to go through a full review under the governance process. 
d. It was stated that if 2 models captured birth date information, one in an attribute Birth Date and the other as Date of Birth AND shared the same object class of Person, that they could be annotated with the same CDE. 

2. Organization (2407007v1.0)

a. The group recommended that “CTEP” should be added to the CDE name to capture the semantics of the source of the numbers.  
b. The small group also recommended changing the Representation Term from number to text.  Brian Campbell said that the data collected is actually a numerical string and that the Representation Term should be number.  
3. Performance Status CDEs

a. Lynne reviewed the proposed changes to the Performance Status CDEs.  The small group is recommending that all the CDEs be included in one class, with a common Object Class of Function Assessment, so they could be grouped together in a model.  The current set of CDEs would be demoted from Standard Registration Status.  
b. Brian said that CTEP plans to retire the two that they own, Performance Status Assessment Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group Scale (88v5.1) and Speech Performance Status Assessment Comprehension Scale (2179791v2.0).  
c. Lynne said that new CDEs will be created, with new names, based on the new Object Classes.  Brenda Maeske asked who would create new CDEs and what context would they be created in.  Brian said he would make changes for the CTEP CDEs and Dianne said that she would change the CCR CDEs.  Lynne said she agreed that they should remain in their owning context.  
d. Mary asked whether the new CDEs would be created, reviewed and approved through the Governance Process before the old ones were demoted or superseded.  Mary also asked about who would be responsible for updating the specification documents for the standards.  It was suggested that the Content group might be responsible for that.  Lynne suggested that some of the documentation would have to be updated to reflect newer formats. Tommie clarified that when a standard is demoted it is usually assigned a Registration Status of Superseded.  

4. Telephone Number (2179593v3.0)

a. Lynne said that the current standards don’t meet the needs of UML modelers and were not in synch with the BRIDG model.  She said that the small group proposed demoting the current standards and suggested new standards including, Telecommunication Address Value, which would reuse the current standard Value Domain (Telecommunications Number – 2481261v1.0) but with a new Data Element Concept of Telecommunications Address (C70806).  
b. Brian said that the Representation Term should be number, but the proposal recommends a Representation Term of Value (C25712).  Lynne asked if it was appropriate to have a Representation Term of number if the data string includes pluses and hyphens, as in the telephone number format outlined in the current standard.  There was a discussion concerning the intent of the telephone number standard as an exchange or display standard.  Lynne said that the telephone standards are intended as exchange standards and the special characters were expected to be carried as information along with the numbers.  Brian suggested that you could resolve the problem by assigning a data type of character, Representation type of number and use identifier as a Property term in the Data Element.  There was some disagreement over the use of the Representation type of number as the characters (parentheses, hyphens, etc.) that are part of the telephone number are not strictly numeric.  Lynne said that a UML modeler would call it a string, which is closer to text than number.  
c. The content group’s recommendation would be to change the small group recommendation to use the Property term number and the Representation Term to text.  This would make the CDE name Telecommunications Address Number Text.  Mary clarified that a new Value Domain would need to be created and that the current standard Value Domain could not be reused.

5. Telephone Number Type (2179594v1.0)

a. Lynne reported that the small group is recommending that the current standard be replaced with two new proposed standards, Telecommunication Address Usage Type and Telecommunication Address Device Type.  She said that the existing CDE Standard contains a bulk list with the two different types of Permissible Values.  Lynne said that the small group recommendation includes new Permissible Values for Personal and Business usages, but that these terms are not in NCI Thesaurus yet.  She also said that the device types would include a generic Permissible Value for telephone because the VCDE felt that trying to keep current with all the different types of multimedia phones, such as Blackberry, Cellular and I-Phone would be too difficult.  Mary clarified that the small group proposal includes reusing the Permissible Values from the current standard DCP list, but new values will be proposed in the new standard CDEs.
6. Address CDEs
a. Lynne reported that the main recommended change to the Address CDEs is to change the Object Class from Address to Mailing Address. The small group feels that the component parts of an address are attributes under a UML class of Mailing Address.  Tommie suggested that the parent class of Address could have child classes of Mailing, Location (Geographic), Business and Residential.  
b. Lynne said that the intent of the small group recommendation for creating a new CDE standard, United Postal Union Country Name Text, that would replace the current standard, Address Country Name (2179604v1.0) was to broaden the mailing address of states and provinces beyond the US, Canada and Mexico.  She said that they recommend the inclusion of any state or province that caBIG may have a use case for.  Mary suggested that a subset Value Domain would solve this problem as many CDEs only want to reference US addresses.  Brenda pointed out that in the current standard CDE, Address State/Province Name (2179603v2.0), the wrong concept code was assigned for State. Lynne suggested that instead of state, using a concept meaning a subdivision of a country to include prefectures in Japan and the like would encompass the most use cases.  The content group disagreed and recommended that the concept State is needed in the CDE Long Name to help users select the right CDE. 
c. Lynne noted other proposed changes including Address Postal Code Identifier (2179606v2.0) where the recommendation is to change the Representation Term from Identifier to Text, with a qualifier of Identifier.  She reviewed the recommendations for Address Country Name, noting that the current CDE needs to be renamed (with the accompanying concept changes) to ensure that the Country CDE is grouped in the same Object Class with the other address CDEs.  There was additional discussion about the completeness of the metadata recommendations concerning the Address CDEs and Lynn said that VCDE would need to convene another group to review these issues and refine the proposals for new CDE standards.  

7. Person Name CDEs
a. Lynne presented a group of Person Name CDEs and the proposed changes. Lynne began with Individual Genealogy Suffix Code (2006475v2.31) and said that the recommendations of the small group were to demote the current CDE standard and propose a new CDE, Person Genealogy Suffix Abbreviation Text.  The structure of the new CDE is consistent with the other CDE standards that capture the abbreviations before and after a person’s name.  For the CDE Person Affiliation Role Text Type (2201713v1.0) the recommendation is to remove the qualifier Text from the Representation Term.  Lynne noted that for the three CDE standards for First, Middle and Last name, changes to the field lengths to increase length of text field from 35 to 64 were recommended to make them consistent with the DICOM standard.  

b. Lynne said that the small group recommended that the current CDE standard, Derived Person Full Formatted Name (2222323v1.0), should be retired, as they found that the CDE had few users and the concepts in the DEC and VD were not well specified. Brenda and Dianne said that they are using the current CDE standard.  Dianne said she is using it when converting legacy systems.  Mary said a new CDE would need to be created to replace the current standard due to the missing concepts in the existing standard.  The content group recommended that a new CDE be promoted for standardization and the current CDE standard would become superseded. 
c. Tommie asked if the new Person Name CDEs would be created in the caBIG context.  Lynne said that they could be created in caBIG or could remain in DCP context.

Lynne concluded the discussion by reviewing the Derived CDEs associated with the Person name standards, by reporting that the small group is recommending that these CDEs be retired, as they were associated with the CDE Templates that are no longer recommended for use.
4.  
Registration Status Proposal Discussion
Tommie revisited the issue of changing Registration status.  She gave a presentation of the various status types.  Dianne said she would like to see the status definitions give information on whether the item was recommended for reuse.  Tommie said that the definitions being presented were from the ISO standard but could be modified for use at NCI.  

Tommie said that the application Data Elements were not uniformly recommended for reuse as they generally were documenting a legacy system.  If individual items were evaluated and found to be of value for reuse, the status could be changed.  Dianne said she wanted a registration status that would clearly communicate to the community whether to reuse the administered item.
There was discussion about how the community interpreted the various statuses and how to simplify communication about “recommended for reuse” items.  Kathleen Gundry said that the only status that clearly communicated recommendations for reuse was the standard status as it conferred community consensus on the administered items.  Other statuses are assigned by individual curators, and while some interim statuses confirm that metadata is complete and perhaps the item is under review, there is no guarantee that it will not change or that it is truly recommended for reuse.  

The group ran out of time to complete this discussion and it was put on the agenda for the next meeting.

5.  Item for next Meeting
Brian Campbell had requested that the following items be added to the agenda for discussion:

1.  Representation Qualifiers
 - What is considered to be best practice
 - Should DEC concepts be repeated in as Rep qualifiers
2. Person vs. Patient vs. Patient Person
 - What is considered to be best practice 
 - Is there a happy medium between UML and form curation

Due to time constraints, the group was unable to discuss these items and agreed that they will be put on the next meeting agenda. The next content meeting is scheduled for July 28. 

2008
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
	Update Metrics table with expected performance % in every category.
	Jocelyn Leatherwood
	5/5/08
	TBD

	3
	Check to see if the date is captured automatically with the change history.
	Software Team
	5/5/08
	TBD

	4
	Look at the process of Change Notification whether Automated or Manual
	All
	5/5/08
	TBD

	5
	Review Clean-up reports and make recommendations on how to handle duplicates.
	Content Team
	6/2/08
	Ongoing

	6
	Provide definitions and concept codes on the metadata clean-up reports.
	Prerna Aggarwal
	New
	

	7
	Review metadata clean-up reports and decide how to handle the clean-up.
	Dianne Reeves

Brian Campbell

Brenda Maeske
	
	7/17/08

	8
	Provide use cases on how non-enumerated (or enumerated by reference) value domains are represented in the caDSR
	All
	New
	


