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The purpose of the meeting was to continue the harmonization process for CDEs in the caDSR.  The agenda items addressed in this meeting included a discussion of comments received on the Date/Time Standard, comments received on registration of LOINC data, and discussion of philosophical approaches to CDE creation for use by form designers and application developers.

1. Date/Time standard

A number of comments were received on the draft date/time standard from listserv participants.  People expressed a need for a place to store “exchange format” since currently the caDSR only has a Display format field.  This will be discussed as a requirement for caDSR Version 3.0 scheduled for the end of the year.

There was a suggestion that the standard address elapsed time.  It was agreed that there were many applications for an “elapsed time” data element, but that it was really a separate concept from the proposed standard, which addresses how to record a point in time.  

There was a suggestion to use the extended date format from ISO that includes hyphens.  There was a discussion of the various standards and whether they were using hyphens.  There was also a suggestion to be consistent with the ISO 8601 standard, with the inclusion of a “T” to demarcate time data.  The draft standard excluded hyphens and the “T” in the date to be consistent with the HL7 standard.  

The group discussed whether to register both the HL7 and the ISO 8601 standards to make them available.  That may be an option, but a “preferred” standard is probably still needed.

There was a discussion that other countries would ask for dates to be exchanged in a different format.  That would require a non-standard implementation.  It doesn’t negate the need for a generally agreed upon standard for exchange.

The SAIC harmonization team will provide responses to the date/time issues and redistribute them to the listserv.

2. Registering LOINC data.

Denise Warzel said that they had been asked to register the LOINC codes in the caCORE or caBIG contexts to make them accessible from the caDSR.  She asked if there were any developers using LOINC codes, as she needs to work with someone on use cases so that the codes are registered in a usable form.  

CTEP commented that LOINC’s specific descriptors have kept users from adopting them.  However, they are an emerging DHHS standard, and programs will have to find a way to make use of them.  Dianne said they are not in common use in clinical settings.

Tommie Curtis gave a brief overview of the contents of a LOINC code, which includes specifications for Component, Property, Timing, System, Scale, and Method.  There are approximately 29,000 codes, each associated with a short name.  

One option is to load the codes as a set of permissible values, associated with a value meaning name (the LOINC short name or a concatenated LOINC short name and code) and a value meaning definition (full name).  Would a list of 29,000 values be usable?  

Dianne Reeves said that CCR had registered a CDE called “lab test name” and used a subset of LOINC short names as permissible values.  In C3D, CDEs are implemented with the valid values. 

An alternate approach is to create value domains for whole qualified names.  This would allow users to constrain value domains by datatype, unit of measure, and permissible values. The LOINC lab test values could be associated with a LOINC LAB conceptual domain.  

A third proposal was to make each code a CDE that could be combined with value domain expressing permissible values and units.  Kathleen Gundry pointed out that the addition of 29,000 CDEs would impact performance of the browser application, which downloads sets of CDEs.  The volume of the CDEs associated with LOINC would be so great that they would overwhelm the other caDSR contents. 

The codes were loaded into EVS, along with a UMLS CUI.  There was an attempt to load with “analyzed by” and “measured by” mapped to other EVS semantic attributes.  Denise Warzel said she would prefer to group them by topic, but needs an implementer to help make decisions on useful structuring.  

Tommie Curtis took an action item to contact a user, like a laboratory or laboratory information system (LIMS) vendor.  Quest Laboratories was suggested.  

Since there were no clear use cases, it was agreed that the initial load would be a test load of a subset of the codes, perhaps the most common lab tests.  Dianne Reeves volunteered to provide a short list of commonly used LOINC codes for the test load.

3. Registering Application Data Elements

Kathleen said that she wanted to engage application developers in a conversation about use of CDEs from the caDSR, and what kinds of CDEs best support their needs.  She said that more attention needed to be given to what happened to CDEs after they were selected for use in an application.  Sometimes database designers change them, but don’t register the changed CDEs in the caDSR.

Ravi said that he maintained a mapping document that mapped CDEs from the caDSR to implemented CDEs.  This was developed from the CDE compliance review.  

Theresa Lynch of Booz Allen Hamilton (BAH) described their experiences in using CDEs as part of the CSAERS development.  They annotated existing CDEs to use on an electronic form.  They did use some existing CDEs and created new ones in the caDSR when the existing ones didn’t meet their needs.  

There was a question about the value of recording database metadata.  One use is to document the semantic content of CDEs in a study so that the metadata can be recorded and stored with the study data, enabling reuse of the data.

There was some discussion about the specificity of CDEs to be recorded.  In the past, the philosophy was to develop very specific CDEs so that they would stand alone, and be fully expressive of the related concepts.  Examples discussed included the usefulness of a CDE like “agent name” or “body system” instead of specific parts of the body or individual agents.  Christo and Dianne have been working on developing a set of CDEs that can be used in combination to standardize protocols.  Christo pointed out that in the caDSR, the concepts tended to have one-to-one relationships with CDEs, rather than having reusable concepts.  

Denise pointed out that currently there was no way to show groups of CDEs.  The ISO 11179 model does have the notion of concatenated or derived data elements, which could be applied.  Or Classification Schemes can be used to group CDEs.

The harmonization team should develop a series of examples, based on current CDE content, for presentation at the next meeting.

Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for June 28, 3-4:30 p.m.
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