Minutes of Content Administrators Meeting

November 3, 2008, 3:00 – 4:30 p.m. (Draft)
	Attendees
	Organization

	Sherita Alai
	Emmes

	Robinette Aley
	NMDP

	Steve Alred
	Oracle

	Nadine Azie
	Ekagra

	Brian Campbell
	EMMES

	Suzette Czech
	NHLBI

	Janice Chilli
	SAIC

	Mary Cooper
	SAIC

	Tommie Curtis
	SAIC

	Bilal Elahi
	Oracle

	Kathleen Gundry
	SAIC

	Larry Hebel
	ScenPro

	Amy Jacobs
	MSD

	Jocelyn Leatherwood
	SAIC

	Betty Lee
	SAIC

	Brenda Maeske
	SAIC

	Sal Mungal
	Duke

	Michele Nych
	CIBMTR

	Riki Ohira
	BAH

	Jamie Parker
	TerpSys

	Nicole Thomas
	MSD

	Denise Warzel
	CBIIT

	John White
	TerpSys

	Claire Wolfe
	TerpSys


1.
Introduction/Approval of Minutes
Tommie Curtis introduced the agenda for the meeting.  She asked for and got concurrence on the meeting minutes from the prior meeting.  The minutes were approved.
2. 
Update on 4.0 Delivery
Steve Alred said that not much progress had been made on the deployment.  The CDE Browser has not gotten security C&A approval.  He’s been working on the rest of the deployment so that everything is ready to go.  He has been meeting with UML model loading community to get consensus on the transition period and loading to Sandbox.  Steve said that it depends on how long it takes to get the applications in.  He will send out emails describing the new process.  He said he would provide 3-4 workdays notice for the deployment.
3.
Update on Concept Cleanup

Tommie indicated that the 110 retired concepts in EVS have been retired in the caDSR.  She stated that notations were put into the comment field of those concepts retired.  Tommie thanked Nicole and Gilberto for their support.  
Claire Wolfe asked Steve if the loader ignores these concepts.  Nicole commented that the SIW ignores them so this would not be an issue with the UML model loader.  Steve commented that Claire should discuss this directly with Christophe.  It was clarified that there would be an automated update to synch EVS and caDSR content but that there might be some times when it was out of synch.  Tommie said that there was a plan to continue clean up of concepts. Elimination of duplicates is the next priority after the 4.0 delivery.

4.
Update on CDE Usage and Quality Metrics

Jocelyn Leatherwood said that, at the last meeting the group agreed to a preliminary set of criteria to define administered items as “Qualified” in an automated way.  Additional work is needed to understand if the number of classifications items in Classification Scheme is important in defining “Qualified” from an automated perspective.  Jocelyn met with Steve and Nadine to discuss the requirements for constructing a query to examine the impact of multiple CS/CSI as a filter for high use content.  In the interest of time, Nadine did construct an SQL query to provide the information for analysis. Jocelyn said she needed time to analyze results and would report back at the next meeting.  

5.
Highlights of the Arch/VCDE Face-to-Face

Tommie started by giving a report on the recent workshop at Northwestern University.  She reported on Dynamic Extensions, possible use of Semantic Media Wiki, and how semantics will work with the various grid tools.  Tommie brought up the Tissue Bank tool and creating data elements that should be registered in the caDSR.  She mentioned using CDEs for more than one person.  She said that the architecture was a security requirement.  There was a presentation on data provenance, including capture of historical data.  Architecture and VCDE Joint Workspace F2F Presentation materials: https://gforge.nci.nih.gov/docman/index.php?group_id=357&selected_doc_group_id=4066&language_id=1]
Janice Chilli, who also attended the meeting, reported that the process flow discussion addressed different data elements (CDEs) representing the same data.  A discussion ensued as to how to show a relationship between these CDEs.  During an Object and Modeling Birds of a Feather session, this topic was discussed in more detail focusing on the actual use of concepts in the CDEs and how the grid handles these different CDEs.  Within this session, it was decided that further discussion and investigation was needed in how the grid can handle the same concept when correctly described with a pre-coordinated term in one CDE and individual terms in another as being the same; being equivalent CDEs.  
Denise Warzel said she was interested in the Ontology-based query and the simplification of interoperability “equivalent” CDEs using grid tools. Denise also described the caTISSUE team prototype which allows extensions to the various caBIG tools.  The issues of what’s considered to be best practice and what’s guidance were brought up.  

6.
Review of Draft Proposal for Registration and Workflow Status Changes
Tommie said that the team has been working on changes to Registration Status to streamline its use with the goal of helping the community use registration status to identify quality content for reuse.

She showed a PowerPoint presentation with the proposed changes for Registration statuses to include: 
1.  Removal of the “Proposed” registration status

2.  Change the label of “Application” status to “Legacy”
3.  Change the label “Standardized Elsewhere” to “External Standard”

4.  Recommended a new registration status of “Certified” that would be a higher level than “Qualified”.  It is intended that his status would identify preferred quality content suitable for reuse.

Tommie also mentioned a need for a description and business rules on the meaning of a null Registration status.   She indicated that this proposal includes 4 dynamic and static registration statuses.  The dynamic statuses indicate that an administered component can be considered or is in the process of standardization.  The 3 static statuses indicate CDES captured for historical/legacy purposed or that a component is no longer recommended for use.  These later items fall into the retired registration status, which is different than the different retired workflow statuses.
The group reviewed the revised definition for “standard” and voted to approve the proposed revised definition.  The only change was to reference all administered items, not just data elements.  The desired intent is to have a single set of registration statuses that could apply to any administered component.  

Denise objected to the current and proposed revisions to Registration Status because they were not in line with the ISO names and definitions.  She envisions a need to exchange metadata contents with other registries and proposed that the caDSR simply adopt the ISO 11179 part 6 set of statuses.  Tommie said that there is a draft revision set to the ISO standard.  Denise said that since they had not been balloted it would be risky to consider those and that she would be attending the ISO meeting in 2 weeks, and she would get more information on any ISO changes to registration status.  Denise felt that the “Preferred Standard” status needed to be used to clearly recommend reusable content.  Kathleen said that the team had heard from users that the problem was not with the “Standard” status, rather with the lack of differentiation in the “Qualified” status grouping.  She felt that adding too many statuses creates problems and more confusion of what to select.  Jamie Parker said that in training, people don’t get hung up on “Standard”, but in determining what and how to reuse content with “Qualified” status.  “Standard” status is only conferred by caBIG community approval through the VCDE vetting process.  Other contexts (like CTEP) have their own internal processes for approving CDEs for trial use, and those CDEs receive a “Qualified” status.  But, the approval level of the “Qualified” content is inconsistent among the context areas of caBIG.  Denise said that if a context had their own approval process their approved CDEs should be called “Standard”, as they reflect a level of review and approval within an individual community.

Other call participants expressed a concern that the registration status definitions from ISO 11179 do not clearly communicate to the caBIG user community what and when they could be applied to their content.  Denise and Larry Hebel cautioned against having too many definitions (an internal set for the community users and an external set reflecting 11179) because of the possibility different requirements by different communities for the same status.  Denise said that the ISO status definitions could be reworded slightly to reflect the caDSR Governance Process, for example indicating caBIG VCDE governance process and authority granting the “Preferred Standard” status. Denise’s point is that people outside the user community will be able to discover the caDSR and need to understand its content.  We should use the 11179 definitions so we can reliably and meaningfully exchange information with other registries.  
Brian Campbell concurred that that the VCDE and its governance process would be applicable at the caBIG standard level, but that for the other statuses, the governance and granting authority would be the owning context, in his example, CTEP for the CTEP owned administered components.  He mentioned that the “Preferred Standard” involves a higher level of review.  The group agreed that this area of “authority” requires further discussion since the caDSR doesn’t have a single registration authority at the non-caBIG standard level.
Denise stated that that in order to adopt the ISO 11179 set of Registration statuses the current caBIG Governance Process would need to be revised.  The caBIG community would need to be involved in reviewing the new process.  Denise questioned if this would be done via a VCDE review, and Tommie and Kathleen concurred that the VCDE would be the correct forum for this discussion once the content group examines and develops a recommendation.  

Denise suggested that the team work on the confusing set of “Retired” Workflow statuses.  Tommie said that the team had already decided to eliminate those and just have a single “Retired” status and that CTEP had indicated a need for the “Retired-Deleted” workflow status.  Denise argued in favor of keeping the “Superseded” registration status to show an item that had been a standard, but had been replaced, so that users could track changes in the registry.  Kathleen said that whatever Registration statuses are proposed need to be vetted with a user group to ensure that they would be able to use them to identify quality content for reuse. 

The next meeting is scheduled for November 17th.  Denise brought up plans to talk about the vision for the next server 5.0, and the departure from current interfaces and the metamodel.
2008

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
	Provide definitions and concept codes on the metadata clean-up reports.
	Nadine Azie
	New
	

	6
	Provide use cases on how non-enumerated (or enumerated by reference) value domains are represented in the caDSR
	All
	New
	

	7
	Rewrite definitions for Registration Statuses, develop new best practices and an approach to cleanup and present at next meeting.
	Tommie Curtis
	11/17/08
	See # 12.

	8
	Prepare presentation of the approved Registration Statues to present at a future VCDE meeting.
	Baris Suzek
	New
	

	9
	Work with Oracle on the Object Class Cleanup. 
	Tommie Curtis
	New
	

	10
	 Develop metrics for Workflow Statuses and form small group to work out the details.
	Tommie Curtis
	New
	

	11
	Check with the L8 committee to see if the registration status definitions are in the process of being changed.
	Denise Warzel
	New
	

	12
	Revise presentation, bringing forward a set of registration statuses based on ISO 11179 part 6, with slight rewording to reflect caDSR governance processes.  This will need to be vetted with the VCDE.  Any automated assignment of registration statuses would also need to be approved by the VCDE.
	SAIC Team
	New
	


