Meeting of caDSR Context Curators

May 17, 2004, 3 - 4:30 p.m. (Final)

Attendees:

Joe Barry/NCICB

Brian Campbell/EMMES

Tommie Curtis/SAIC

Kathleen Gundry/SAIC

Brenda Maeske/SAIC

Beverly Meadows/CTEP

Hrvoje Medvedovic/EKAGRA

Edmond Mulaire/Oracle

Ravi Rajaram/WESTAT

Dianne Reeves/NCI/CCR 

Claudine Valmonte/EMMES 

Marcy Winget/EDRN

The purpose of the meeting was to continue the harmonization process for CDEs in the caDSR and to address business rules for governance of the content of the caDSR.  The agenda items addressed in this meeting included, a final review of the Date/Time Standard, and a review of the proposed governance process for the caDSR Business Rules and a discussion of adding Value Meanings (List of Values) to Conceptual Domains that a context does not own.  In addition, the Workflow Statuses were addressed for implementation into 2.1 and discussion began regarding Cross-Context use of Classification schemes.

1. Workflow Statuses

Edmond advised the group that the proposed workflow statuses for Case Report Forms and Protocols provided by Mary Supley and discussed in a previous meeting would need some revision made to the length of the descriptions.  The maximum character limit is 60.  Bev Meadows commented that EMMES would revise the descriptions and distribute to the group.

2. Date/Time Standards

Kathleen recirculated the revised Recommendations for Specification of Data and Time to the group.  There was general agreement on the content and format of the standard document.  A question was asked whether the contexts should be going back and changing their CDEs to be consistent with the standard format.  Kathleen explained that these are exchange formats and may not be applicable to all of the existing CDEs.  The new standard CDEs will be registered in the caDSR in the NCI context, and, if approved as standards, promoted as the format standard for future CDEs used in data exchanges.    Hrvoje asked how a context could adopt the standard?  Would they designate the CDEs or the value domains?  Would they have to version their CDEs if changes were made? .  Tommie suggested adding an exchange format in addition to a display format for a CDE.  Contexts could reference the date/time CDEs for exchange format.  Since this wouldn’t affect other attributes of the CDEs, they would not need to be versioned. 

Edmond was asked if any of the tools recorded an exchange format. Edmond said he didn’t think that they did, but that he would ask his team to assess impact on the tools.  Since this is a new requirement, Tommie will submit a ticket to Test Track.  It may be desirable to reference these new CDEs, but add your own qualifiers.  That way, new CDEs would be “based on” the standards, not strictly reusing the standard.  This would require tool changes.  

Kathleen will distribute the document to the listserv, along with the meeting minutes, and invite broader comment on the proposed standard.  Once the CDEs have been added to the NCI Context and the document reviewed, Public Ids for each of the CDEs will be added to the document.  Tommie mentioned the need to look at comment fields available to use to indicate references to standard CDEs Edmond was going to discuss this with his team and get back to the group.

Dianne asked whether the existing date CDEs would be harmonized.  Kathleen said that the CTEP and CCR CDEs had been referred to the owning contexts for coordination.  This brought up a broader philosophical question of creating more generic CDEs.  Dianne brought up the example of the specific Bone Marrow Aspirate Date versus the more generic Procedure Date.  Bev said that at the time the very specific CDEs were created, a great deal of specificity was needed, often for form creation.  But, now that the group is considering CDEs in application implementation, perhaps the approach needs to be reconsidered.   It was agreed that a future meeting should include some implementers to discuss how best to create standard CDEs for use in applications. The notion of creating reusable groups of CDEs (person/person role, phone number/phone number type, test/test type, lab value/unit of measure, and food/frequency) should also be addressed. Hrvoje also mentioned that Form Builder does not currently link CDEs together for use.   There is a need for a way of grouping of Data Elements, such as through Classification Scheme.  Edmond will take this back to his team to discuss.

The group agreed that a similar discussion should be held about how best to create CDEs to support reusable components of questionnaires or CRFs.  Kathleen said that they could invite someone from the Bureau of the Census or Labor Statistics to address these kinds of issues at a later date.  Bev suggested inviting the DCCPS and DCEG team as well.

3. Reuse of Conceptual Domains

Dianne mentioned the need to reorganize Conceptual Domains and create one harmonized set.  Tommie recommended putting these into the NCI context once they have been created.  Currently, the contexts are using their own Context names as their Conceptual Domains. 

In addition, Dianne also asked about adding LOVs to a Value Domain that is owned by another Context.  Edmond said that the Admin tool would allow for a non-owning context to add to a permissible value and the intent was for the Curation tool to have that same functionality.  Brian pointed out that this could create problems for standard lists (ex. CTC AE’s, etc.) and asked if there was a way to protect these Values Domains from being changed.  Claudine asked if any of the Contexts wanted this functionality and suggested that it not be available.  Consensus of the group was that they were happy to contact the owning context and ask is a value could be added.  It was important to restrict certain “standard” lists.  At a future date, registration status could be used to distinguish a list that should be protected from change by a non-owning context.

4. Governance Process for caDSR Business Rules

Kathleen distributed the draft Governance process that would be part of the caDSR Business Rules Framework Draft.  She advised the group that some of other sections of the Business Rules had been written and will be added to the document.  Tommie said that other sections could be added to the outline as needed.

Bev commented on page 5 of the document that groups should not be “exempted” from the rules just to meet their own program needs.  Instead, any context that had issues with the rules should coordinate with the caDSR Context Administrators to learn how to apply the rules, or to address the potential need for changes to the rules. 

In addition, Bev asked if there was a definition for Harmonization.  Kathleen said that she would add the definition from the Tactical Action Plan, along with the process graphic and description. 

Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for June 14, 3-4:30 p.m.
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