Meeting of caDSR Context Curators

April 5, 2004, 3 - 4:30 p.m. (Draft)

Attendees:

Joe Barry/NCICB

Jennifer Bush/ScenPro

Tommie Curtis/SAIC

Kathleen Gundry/SAIC

Jasur Ismukhamedov/Oracle

Brenda Maeske/SAIC

Bill McCurry/ScenPro

Beverly Meadows/CTEP

Hrvoje Medvedovic/EKAGRA

Dianne Reeves/NCI/CCR 

Ravi Rajaram/WESTAT

Ann Ryan/NCI/DCP

Mary Supley/EMMES

Claudine Valmonte/EMMES

Denise Warzel/NCICB

The purpose of this meeting included a demonstration of the Discoverer Report for Objects, Properties and Representation terms, a review of Registration and Workflow Status Relationships, and discussion of Date and Time CDEs and value domains for harmonization. 

1. Registration and Workflow Status Relationships

A revised Registration and Workflow Statuses document was passed around for final review.  Mary Supley commented that the leading paragraph needed to thoroughly explain the differences between the Registration and Workflow statuses.  Kathleen Gundry agreed that clarifications would be made to the paragraph.  She then explained that the Registration Status implies a progression through a process leading to a recommendation for general usage, i.e. level of approval for usage across NCI, and the Workflow status indicates where an Administered Component is in the development process within a context.  This can imply the level of quality and Context-specific approval it has achieved.  

CTEP noted that an Administered Component with the Registration Status of Retired or Superseded might also have a Workflow status of Released so this Workflow status should be added to the table.  Similarly, a Registration Status of Superseded should only be assigned to Administered Components with a Workflow Status of Released or Retired Archived.  The group agreed to both of these changes.

It was noted that there might be a time when a context may decide that a Administered Component with a Registration Status of Standard does not meet their criteria anymore and would have to create a new Administered Component.  The Business Rules should provide guidance in how this type of situation should be handled.  A standard is intended for use by all contexts unless it is not applicable.  If an owning context decided that a standard no longer applied, the standard would not have to be changed as other contexts might continue to use it.  If an owning context wanted to change a standard, it would need to create a new version, and that would come to the reviewing body for approval.  

Hrvoje emphasized the need to keep track of the lineage of changes.  Users will need to look for the latest version of a CDE when considering reuse.

Hrvoje and Dianne both mentioned the need for notification when changes have been made to a Released CDE and that CDE has been designated by another context.  Denise advised the group that there is a current Discoverer report that provides a listing of any changes to a CDE.  Jasur suggested that the Browser could be enhanced to include a detail screen that would show what changes were made to a CDE.  Another solution may be in Form Builder to have changes highlighted with versions and designated links.  CCR asked if there is a requirement for automatic notification of changes.  Denise advised that currently there is no requirement but requirements to make the history of CDE changes accessible via the Browser and to make “used by” data element more visible could be added for 3.0.

2. Discoverer Report Demo for Objects, Properties and Representation Terms

Jasur provided a demo of a new Discoverer report, currently in the test environment, that provides a listing of the terms, with definitions, being used for Objects, Properties, and Representations.   The terms in the report came from existing objects and properties that are in the caDSR.  Missing definitions will be updated using EVS; no changes will be made to existing definitions.   The group agreed that the report would be useful.

Jasur showed a Discoverer report showing Context and version, which are part of the unique identification of CDEs.  

3. Harmonization review of Date and Time CDEs

Tommie passed around an analysis of Date and Time related CDEs/Value Domains from the caDSR and a commonly used data standard, ISO 8601: Numeric Representation of Date and Time.  She explained that there are three formats that could be considered for harmonization:  

Storage (how a database would record data)

Display (how data would be displayed in a system or on a report; this is the one currently in the caDSR)

Exchange (how data is to be formatted for exchange between applications)

It was noted that mandating how data should be stored in a database is not going to be useful because each application has its own way of storing data for Date and Time.  Developing a limited set of Display Formats for common usage across contexts should be considered.  The caDSR currently records the Display Format as used on a Case Report Form.  An analysis of the caDSR found five ways for display of full dates (month, day, year) and an additional two ways for representation of partial dates (month and/or year).  Separator characters, such as slashes, are commonly used between the components of a date.  The most commonly used format is MM/DD/YYYY with a maximum number of characters equal to 8.  This is the format most commonly used by CTEP and DCP.  It was noted that consideration must be given to inclusion of data formats that can be used by international organizations, particularly Canadian projects.

Tommie recommended that the group consider adoption of a common Exchange Format.  She noted that the DCP group is presently facing the challenge of exchanging date information between applications such as CSAERS and DESK.  One application may use Dates with slashes between the month, day and year and include the slashes when specifying the maximum characters while another application omits the slashes and has a maximum character value of 8.  The order of month, day, and year can be different also.  If an Exchange Format could be adopted, the sending and receiving applications would always know exactly how Date data was being provided.  It was suggested that the group consider adoption of the ISO format for Date, YYYYMMDD, to specify the exchange of Date information.  Initial research suggests that this format is being considered by HL7 also (this will be verified with an HL7 expert.)  FDA and LOINC will also be reviewed to determine how they are formatting dates.

Another issue to be discussed is the specification of partial dates.  DCP is creating separate CDEs for Month, Day, and Year that will be part of a derived CDE for a full date that specifies how to provide partial date information.

Tommie asked that each group provide an explanation of how their contexts are using dates, including exchange formats, display formats (number of characters, separators, etc.) and partial dates.  The group was asked to review the information in the spreadsheet and determine if there was any need to expand date beyond the month, day, year data to include different date formats (such as Julian), calendar week, or date/time combinations as illustrated in the ISO standard.  Ravi was asked to provide information on how date/time is handled by Oracle Clinical and send it to the group.  

The second part of the analysis was Time formats, including various usages of hour, minute, second.  Tommie asked that each context look at the time formats provided in the spreadsheet.  Current common usage recorded in the caDSR is the 24-hour clock with associated minutes, TIME:mm.

4. Other Discussion

Tommie was asked to provide examples of current HL7 Date and Time exchange standards, as well as any from LOINC, at the next meeting.  Beverly said she would gather information about Date and Time formats being considered by FDA.  Group members were asked to provide date formats in their context for exchange and display, and to address how partial dates are managed. 

Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for April 19, 3-4:30 p.m.
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