Minutes of Content Administrators Meeting

November 17, 2008, 3:00 – 4:30 p.m.
	Attendees
	Organization

	Sherita Alai
	Emmes

	Robinette Aley
	NMDP

	Steve Alred
	Oracle

	Nadine Azie
	Ekagra 

	Alice Birnbaum
	NIDCR

	Brian Campbell
	EMMES

	Suzette Czech
	NHLBI

	Janice Chilli
	SAIC

	Mary Cooper
	SAIC

	Tommie Curtis
	SAIC

	Michele Ehlman
	BAH

	Bilal Elahi
	

	Kathleen Gundry
	SAIC

	Larry Hebel
	ScenPro

	Amy Jacobs
	MSD

	Jocelyn Leatherwood
	SAIC

	Betty Lee
	SAIC

	Brenda Maeske
	SAIC

	Sal Mungal
	Duke

	Riki Ohira
	BAH

	Jamie Parker
	Scenpro

	Dianne Reeves
	NCI

	Denise Warzel
	CBIIT

	Claire Wolfe
	TerpSys

	Wendy Zhang
	TerpSys


1.
Introduction/Approval of Minutes
Tommie Curtis introduced the agenda for the meeting.  She summarized the discussion at the last meeting.  She gave a few updates.  Jocelyn is working with Nadine on the analysis and metrics for CDEs related to multiple class schemes.  Tommie 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 gave an update on the 4.0.0.0 delivery.  CDE browser is the only application that hasn’t successfully passed the application scan process.  Deployment is still continuing.  They are trying to achieve the absence of security vulnerabilities.  There’s currently a scan on QA right now. Steve felt that a waiver may be required for the last issues.  Current target for production is December 5th.
3.
Registration Status Discussion
Tommie introduced this Registration Status topic, a continuation of the discussion from the last Content meeting.  She said that the team looked at bringing it into alignment with ISO 11179 in order to facilitate exchange with other metadata registries, as requested by Denise Warzel.

Janice Chilli conducted the briefing.  She provided some history on why the Registration Statuses were being reviewed – which is to consider how to use the Registration Status to help users identify content to reuse.  The overuse of Qualified Status spurred the review, and the realization that some of the statuses are no longer used.  The question came up of whether we just need one status or two groups of statuses:  Registration and Workflow.  Also, it was an opportunity to apply the metadata completeness criteria that the Content Administrators have been working on.  She stated the objectives as: 1) clarifying the meaning of Registration Status for untrained users and 2) clarifying the criteria for applying the statuses.  In addition, the team was charged with tying the Registration Statuses back to the ISO 11179 standard, and looking at how other registries are using Registration Status.  

Janice reviewed the criteria described by the ISO 11179 standard (2005) for the application of statuses, and the use of Registration Status to capture the position of the Administered Item in the Administered Item’s Lifecycle or to document an item that may not be in the process of promotion for standardization.

She clarified that ISO only used Registration Status to track lifecycle progression of Administered Items, whereas the caDSR uses it in combination with Workflow Status to fully describe the status of the item.  

She provided some comparison of the caDSR statuses with other registries, including the Australian and Canadian health agencies, as well as EPA.  She noted that none of the registries applied the ISO standard Registration Statuses in its entirety – none use Preferred Status; some use Recorded. This review of other Metadata Repository (MDR) implementation also showed that the content of status definitions varied; some include process flow information and others include metadata criteria.
Alice Birnbaum asked for relative prominence of these different registries.  Janice said that Denise Warzel had suggested specifically exchanging information with the Australian, British, and Canadian registries.  Kathleen Gundry said that the Australian registry was the oldest; EPA was from about that same time.  But, the team chose health metadata registries to review since they represent the greatest opportunity for the caBIG community to exchange metadata.   The groups demonstrate a great deal of variety in how they have implemented this part of the ISO standard.  But most do use a single lifecycle status.  

As part of the review of specific changes to our current caDSR Registration Status, Janice first presented those statuses that were being recommended for deletion.  These included:  Proposed, Suspended, and Superseded.  It was asked if Superseded would be removed and changed to Retired.   Janice responded that using the Retired Status with a change note indicating the preferred item to use in it place as the current practice that is followed.  Since no real use cases requiring this status were mentioned, it was agreed that we could eliminate the status.  She then mentioned a request to change the name of two existing statuses:  Standardized Elsewhere to External Standard and Application to Legacy.  

Janice reviewed the definitions of the Registration Statuses, and their requirements.  There is no consistency with the level of definition.  She showed a proposed set of definitions for use in a variety of communities – to inform and explain how to use the statuses in the caBIG Governance Process.  She explained that in all the statuses to be reviewed, the “informative” definition was intended to be used with little or no caBIG training; whereas the “explanatory” definition was intended for the experienced curator, and as the initial set of software requirements for caDSR Tool changes.
The first status reviewed was the caDSR “Standard” status.  Janice indicated that this equated to the ISO “Preferred Standard” status.  The group felt that the name “Standard” was well understood by the caBIG community and should remain as the status name for the “cream of the crop”; “the Standard” for that item. Claire Wolfe asked about text in the proposed definition that stated the requirement to use applicable standards in new caBIG applications seeking Gold Level Status.  Sal Mungal clarified that there was a waiver process but this is a requirement on the Silver and Gold criteria.  He would recommend leaving the “required” in the definition.  The group revised the informative and explanatory definitions as follows: 

“Standard” Definitions:

1. User Informative definition:  The Administered Item is required by the caBIG Registration Authority for preferred use in all caBIG content areas.
2. Explanatory/Technical definition: An Administered Item with the “Standard” status means that the caBIG Registration Authority endorses the use of that Administered Item in all contexts within the caBIG community.  

Next the group considered was a new status named “Certified”.  This status is intended to equate to the ISO “Standard” status.  Since the caBIG community uses “Standard” in a different manner, a new term is needed for this status.  Janice presented proposed definitions for Certified, which is proposed to be used to represent the more highly used and more quality assured Administered Items.  Simply put the “Pick Me” items that are not caBIG standards yet.  Once the Harmonization team completes its analysis and identifies how to filter the content in the Qualified Status, some items would rise to the higher level of Certified.  Dianne said that the “caDSR Content Leadership” term could be coined to mean that this group recommends use of Certified items for reuse. 

Brian Campbell asked how Certified differed from Standard Status.  He said that Preferred Standard should apply.  Janice explained how ISO used Standard and Preferred Standard as separate statuses.  The group felt that the term Standard communicates well to the community about items that have been thoroughly reviewed and vetted in the community and are recommended for reuse.  The Certified Status conveys that an item is in use in multiple contexts, but has not been submitted for standards reviewed – it may be used across multiple contexts and in multiple Classification Schemes.  Brian asked if this means it is a Standard somewhere else but has been brought in by a context for broad usage.  Tommie and Janice said that those items would be considered External Standards that could not be changed since they are governed and controlled by an organization outside of caBIG.  Certified applies to those that are recommended for reuse and that are under control of an owning organization like CTEP, DCP, etc., but have not yet been Standardized.

Sherita Alai asked about the distinction between Informative and Explanatory Definitions proposed.  Janice said that the team had not decided where the definitions would be displayed in the tools, but that the informative is intended for someone who may not have caDSR training whereas the explanatory definition are intended for the experienced curators and trained community members with experience in the tools.  It was agreed that these would have to be refined to make them a bit more user friendly. 

Alice said that perhaps the NCI should not use the EPA statuses since it is not necessarily a good example for NCI to follow.  Janice said that the team was recommending the “Certified” name because they didn’t think the community would want to stop using “Standard” for the top level of Registration Statuses.   We did not think the community wanted to use the ISO Preferred Standard and Standard statuses.  

Some discussion followed on the different statuses.  Robinette Aley suggested using a numbering system where this second level would be called (2nd choice) rather than these terms that are so difficult to interpret.  Janice said that one goal was to have terms that indicate the progression in the lifecycle of an item below the Standard Status, which would show that items are bubbling up to the standards status by virtue of multiple usage and broadened community support.  

Sherita felt that the caDSR definitions for “Standard” and “Certified” are too subtle and should be more prescriptive.  The group came up with the following definitions for “Certified”:
“Certified” Definitions:

3. User Informative definition:  An Administered Item is of sufficient quality and of broad interest for use in the community is recommended by the caDSR Content Leadership for use in all contexts. There may be more than one “Certified” Administered Item that addresses the same function, concept etc.
4. Explanatory/Technical definition: An Administered Item with the “Certified” status indicates that the caDSR Content Leadership  have confirmed that the Administered Item is of sufficient quality and of broad interest for use across all context in the caBIG community.
Dianne said the terms needed to communicate to the community what the status represents. Kathleen suggested that the Content Administrators should send in their suggested names for this status.  Kathleen summarized the meaning for the “Certified” or “Name this Status” level to mean that items have bubbled up to a higher status based upon multiple designation or assignment to multiple classifications.  These items are good candidates for standardization.
The group reviewed the definition of Qualified, and agreed that the definitions needed to be reworded.  

“Qualified” Definitions:

5. User Informative definition:  The owning context has confirmed that this administered item has all mandatory metadata attributes which are complete and conform to applicable quality requirements to be used by all contexts.
6. Explanatory/Technical definition: An Administered Item with the “Qualified” status shall mean that the Owning Context has confirmed that the mandatory metadata attributes are complete and conform to applicable quality requirements. There may be more than one “Qualified” Administered Item that addresses the same function, concept etc.  In the event that an Administered Item is not approved by the owning context for the “Qualified” registration status level, it shall remain at the “Recorded” registration status level.
Janice showed proposed definitions of Recorded – a proposed new status based on the set of ISO standard registration statuses.  This status represents items that have been registered and required fields are filled out, but they have not been through any quality review.  It was recommended that the definition be reworded to more closely conform to the ISO definition that is pretty clear about the lack of quality review.   

Janice showed the remaining statuses from ISO 11179, including Incomplete (having minimal metadata and no version control) and Candidate (incomplete metadata with version control), and Recorded (with version control and with complete metadata). Tommie said that in the past the caDSR used Candidate as a potential standard, and so it would be difficult to apply that term at this point.  It was recommended that Incomplete and Recorded be retained but to eliminate Candidate. 

The group reviewed the definition of Incomplete, and agreed that the definitions needed to be reworded.  The group revised the informative and explanatory definitions as follows:

“Incomplete” Definitions:

7. User Informative definition:  The Administered Item indicates new content in a local domain that may have been batch loaded and is not currently recommended for reuse.
8. Explanatory/Technical definition: An Administered Item with the “Incomplete” status shall indicate that the Submitter wishes to make the caBIG community aware of the existence of an Administered Item in their local domain.  This content may have been batch loaded, or otherwise added to the caDSR without verification of metadata completeness or quality checking. An Administered Item in the status of “Incomplete” shall not be maintained under version control.
There was not time to discuss the documentation (non lifecycle) statuses or “Retired”.  In the meantime, it was agreed that the Janice would record the changes made today and distribute prior to the next meeting so that a final decision could be made at the December 1st meeting. It was requested that the group review the materials on these other statuses for discussion prior to that meeting.  
4.
Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for December 1.  Dianne asked to cancel the 12/29 meeting.  Tommie indicated that she would be working with Dianne and Denise to set up the 2009 meeting dates.
2008
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 Concept 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
	


