Minutes of Content Administrators Meeting

January 12, 2009, 3:00 – 4:30 p.m.
	Attendees
	Organization

	Sherita Alai
	EMMES

	Robinette Aley
	NMDP

	Becky Angeles
	ScenPro

	Nadine Azie
	Ekagra 

	Alice Birnbaum
	NIDCR

	Jenny Brush
	ScenPro

	Brian Campbell
	EMMES

	Suzette Czech
	NHLBI

	Janice Chilli
	SAIC

	Mary Cooper
	SAIC

	Tommie Curtis
	SAIC

	Charles Griffin
	Ekagra

	Kathleen Gundry
	SAIC

	Larry Hebel
	ScenPro

	Amy Jacobs
	MSD

	Jocelyn Leatherwood
	SAIC

	Betty Lee
	SAIC

	Brenda Maeske
	SAIC

	Roxanne Martinez
	TerpSys

	Michele Nych
	CIBMTR

	Jamie Parker
	ScenPro

	David Shide
	

	Nicole Thomas
	MSD

	Denise Warzel
	CBIIT

	John White
	TerpSys

	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.  Tommie asked for and received concurrence on the meeting minutes from the prior meeting.  The minutes were approved.

2. 
Update on 4.0.0.1 Schedule
Charles Griffin gave an update to 4.0.0.0 delivery and stated that deployment to Sandbox would happen sometime later this month but everything else has been loaded to Production.  4.0.0.1 deployment would happen separately across tools and that Curation and SIW is being QA’d and, if passed, will be loaded to Stage later this week.  Tommie asked how many days we would have to do UAT and if Charles had a list of people he wanted to participate in the testing.  Charles said the schedule would allow 5 days for UAT.  Charles said that he would talk to Tommie about who should be participating in the testing.  Charles stated that he would send out a notice, along with any changes, enhancements, and bug fixes sometime later in the week.  After UAT, there will be a push to production.  Charles mentioned that 4.2.1 possesses a new EVS tool.
3.
Baseline Metrics Update
Jocelyn presented the metrics from Baseline 9/2007 with 30,515 CDEs and Current 1/2009 with 42,372 CDEs.  She then showed a slide with the CDE’s by Workflow Status, most were in Draft New, Released, and Retired.  

[image: image1.png]CDEs by Workflow Status

Workflow Status Number of CDEs
Baseline Current
APPRVD FOR TRIAL USE 4,826 2,594
DRAFT MOD 60 32
DRAFT NEW 10,305 14,917
RELEASED 9,436 15,044
RETIRED ARCHIVED 6,626 7,113
RETIRED DELETED 389 551
RETIRED PHASED OUT 215 484
RETIRED WITHDRAWN 678 1,637





She then showed a slide of CDEs by Context:

[image: image2.png]CDEs by Context

Number of CDEs
Context Baseline Current
caBIG 6,670 14,728
caCORE 3420 3,554
CCR 1387 1,599
CDISC 43 43
CIP 419 418
CTEP 13,597 14,727
DCP 1,072 1,227
EDRN 129 129
HITSP 0 1
CRI 0 0
HLBI 2,038 3,546
DCR 637 911
H Roadmap 1 0
PS&CC 329 716
SPOREs 773 773





The CDEs by Begin Date has had a decrease from 2007 to 2008.  Jocelyn went on by stating that there is Missing Mandatory Attribute in one of the definitions from 2004.  Mary Cooper asked if she could tell from what context this CDE is on.  Jocelyn said that she did know the Public ID of the CDE and that it would be cleaned up.

[image: image3.png]Missing Mandatory Attributes

Mandatory CDE Attributes Number of CDEs*

Baseline | Current
Context 0 0
Long Name 0 0
Short Name 0 0
Definition 0 1
Version 0 0
Workflow Status 0 0
Begin Date 2410 0

*Metrics include Released CDEs only.




 

4.
Criteria for Standard Registration Status
Jocelyn presented slides about the “pick me CDE”.  She stated that those CDEs should be well defined and of good quality.  It was decided that we would use the ISO 11179 Registration Statuses and the focus of today’s presentation would be on the criteria for the Standard status. Jocelyn clarified that these are the ISO “Standard” status and not our current caDSR status.  One of the goals of the ISO 11179 Registration Statuses is to facilitate interoperability.  It was brought up during the discussion that “standard” is not the same as “preferred standard”; standards are vetted administered items recommended for reuse in all contexts. The administered items designated as Standards will need to meet a set of well defined criteria.  Jocelyn explained that ISO defines this status as meeting 2 criteria: 1) Interest (the item is of sufficient interest to the broad community) and 2) Quality (judged by completeness and accuracy of the metadata). She proceeded to discuss how the criteria we have previously agreed to would fit into each of these 2 ISO criteria.
a) Interest - Defining interest will be determined by the number of related classification scheme items (10 or more) and the number of using contexts (2 or more).  This is based on prior analysis which was presented to the content group and discussed in the October – December Content meetings. 
b) Quality - The group reviewed several candidate quality measurements that would extend the existing completeness requirements.  The following additional mandatory items were suggested:

1. Origin.

· Discussion:  It was clarified that the UML Loader does not create Origin when loading a model.  Janice Chilli said that Origin was useful in showing a CDE’s association, such as with an external standard.  Origin would have to be put in manually for items loaded by a model.  Should the model name be put into the Origin field?  It could be done programmatically in the future.  Brenda Maeske said that Origin might be the most useful at the Value Domain level, as some value domains cannot be changed if their Origin is an external standards development organization.  Brenda summarized by saying that while she thought it would be useful it shouldn’t be a true requirement.  The group agreed with that assessment. 

2. Concepts used in DEC and Value Domain included in the CDE Long Name.  

· Discussion:  Brian Campbell asked if this was just best practice or a criterion for standard.   Mary Cooper said that the UML loader does in fact use all of the concepts in the Long Name and it is a best practice.  Claire Wolfe said that there were lots of complaints that it made the long name unreadable.  The synonym for concepts could be pulled from EVS data.  Janice said that since it was a best practice that it should be used in the standard CDEs since these CDEs are considered the “crème of the crop”.  Denise Warzel said that the ISO convention is to drop the redundant term.  Although it is a best practice, it is not applied via the model loader.  She asked if there might be different criteria for hand-curated and system generated names.  Denise said that she would rather have a sensible Long Name, and that we not adopt this criterion that would inhibit naming in a way that the community finds useful. The group agreed with this suggestion.  

· Tommie said that removal of redundant terms should be a requirement.  There was general agreement with this. 

· Concepts used in the name should be aligned with what is being collected by the data element but doesn’t need to absolutely line up with the concepts. Specifically, that a synonym could be used in place of the preferred term of the concept.  Janice noted that it would be desirable if the tooling allowed the selection of the term rather than forcing the use of the preferred term.
These criteria checks could be automated, but it is assumed that these quality checks will be done manually on a small set to identify their suitability for promotion to the standard status. There was discussion that any criteria mandatory criteria should us “shall” and criteria to be considered but is not mandatory would use the word “should”.  Therefore, in our discussion those criteria that we reworded as “should” would not be used to identify potential “standard” CDEs, but would be moved to our best practices document.
Jocelyn then presented some potential quality criteria identified during the analysis of the +4 context data set for discussion and consideration by the content administrators.
3. Should all primary rep terms use the right Representation long name, Concept, and Public Identifier identified on our approved list of term?  

- Analysis of the data shows that none of the Rep Term Concept matched the specific administered item on the preferred list.  Janice clarified that a significant majority (>70%) did match the concept and term long name; the discrepancy was in the public id of the concepts.  She also stated that the older the CDE, the less likely the rep term will match what is in the list.  It was reasoned that this is due to the status of the cleanup activities.  The group was asked to consider the importance of having a single administered item (single public id) for a CDE at the “standard” registration status OR if requiring the concept code and long name was sufficient?  Brian said that it was difficult to decide based on status of the cleanup. Brian said that the Public ID number isn’t significant as it isn’t used on the grid.  The code and the name and definition should be the required content; the cleanup should ensure the matching of the Public ID’s.  Denise said that over time it is not critical to have all of the associated content with rep terms as they may not be versioned.  Brian asked when the status would go into effect. He said that the cleanup would ensure that the correct mapping would be in place.  The curation tool doesn’t restrict the curator to the selected set of rep terms.  Tommie said that the criteria would be applied in evaluating standards in the near term.  Cleanup and tools modification may go on for some time.   This proposal was approved.

4. Representation Term short name – should it be text or a CUI?  

-Denise asked whether this referred to the Preferred Name.  Denise said that the plan was to use the short name as an alternate designation, and to promote use of the Long Name. It was agreed that this should not be a criterion.

5. Should all value meanings be associated with a concept code?
Group discussion pointed out that in some cases a VM may not have a concept, in particular when the VM was a phrase. It was decided that this criteria was not required for a “standard” CDE.

Next steps.  
1. Tools needed to update their picklists to allow the selection of any of the ISO status, some are not currently available from the tools.  

2. The default sort order will be modified to reflect the new set of Registration Statuses.  
3. The team will identify the standard candidate CDEs; make changes to make them to conform with the quality criteria approved today prior to promoting some CDEs to standard status.  

5.  Concept Cleanup
Tommie said that Nadine was working on reconciling EVS source field before generating the more detailed reports for concept clean-up.  Duplicates, etc, will be cleaned up. 
6. How are System Generated Names and Definitions Used?

Tommie stated that Dianne Reeves wanted to find out from the group how system generated names and definitions are being used. They are displayed in the public browser, but not exposed in grid services (as it uses model owner names).  Robinette Aley said that NMDP modifies the system generated names (preserving system generated as alternates) and definitions to make them usable in their applications.  However, they do this just as a best practice, but don’t make use of them.

Mary said that the tool populates the long name field, and she uses it as a template, deleting duplicates and replacing terms with synonyms.  But the system generated name isn’t used.  Brian said CTEP used the system generated definitions as a template for creating a more useful one.  Denise said that the system generated names were useful as a traceability/audit tool to see what happened in the past.  But, it is the system generated name that appears in the interfaces, but is not really the preferred name.  
Tommie said that the current best practice is to save the system generated long name, while creating the preferred, more usable name.  Jenny Brush said that in training curators ask why the system generated name and definition is really needed.  
The preference would be to save it as an alternate, but not to show it as the primary name in the user interface. Users shouldn’t have to take the extra effort to save it.  Denise said that this requirement could be fulfilled in the next version of the software. 

7. Next Meeting
Next meeting is February 9.  

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
	TBD

	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
	


