Minutes of caDSR Content Administrators Meeting 

March 24, 2008   3:00 – 4:30 p.m.
	Attendees
	Organization

	Sherita Alai
	EMMES

	Robinette Aley
	NMDP

	Steve Alred
	Oracle

	Becky Angeles
	Scenpro

	Sharad Bhardwaj
	Oracle

	Brian Campbell
	EMMES

	Janice Chilli
	SAIC

	Tommie Curtis
	SAIC

	Suzette Czech
	NHLBI: National Marrow Donor Program

	Kathleen Gundry
	SAIC

	Larry Hebel
	Scenpro

	Amy Jacobs
	MSD

	Jocelyn Leatherwood
	SAIC

	Brenda Maeske
	SAIC

	Michele Nych
	NHLBI: National Marrow Donor Program

	Jamie Parker
	Centra

	Marishia Quall-May
	CIBMTR

	Dianne Reeves
	CBIIT

	Daniela Smith
	BAH

	Jeremey Sturgill
	NHLBI: National Marrow Donor Program

	Nicole Thomas
	Lockheed Martin

	John White
	TerpSys

	Claire Wolfe
	TerpSys


1. Data Standards Updates 
a. Family Relationships

Brenda Maeske reported that Mary Cooper is following up on comments from the caBIG review of Family Relationships.  Alternate names and definitions for selected Value Meanings (about 50) have been added.  For example, Adopted Daughter has been added as an Alternative Name to the CDE named Adopted Relative Daughter.  She also reported that some additional concepts were added to NCIt by Nicole Thomas and the caDSR metadata will be updated with the new concepts.  Responses will be sent to the comment submitters.  The updates will be concluded this week and an announcement will be made by 3/31.
b. AJCC


Brian Campbell is following up with Nicole on adding terminology to the NCIt to provide concepts needed for updating existing AJCC Value Domains.  Dianne Reeves is meeting with the AJCC contact to determine their preference for structure/naming of the CDEs.  Mary would like to bring the standard proposal back to the Content Administrator’s meeting for a vote as soon as the outstanding items are completed.
c. Units of Measure



The VCDE small work group is still working on this data standard.  Mary, Lynne Wilkens, and Dianne Reeves will be meeting with the BRIDG technical harmonization group to discuss changing the BRIDGE concept name for Test Result to Lab Test Result.  Daniela Smith added that Rakesh Nagarajan is working with domain workspaces to inform them on preferred methods of implementation of Unit of Measure in UML models. 
d. LOINC

A review of the caDSR found some LOINC Laboratory Test CDEs were created previously to test ways to register LOINC metadata.  These are being reviewed and a proposal for continuing registration should be ready in April.  

e. VCDE Workspace Activities

Brenda reported that a VCDE small group is continuing work on maintenance of current data standards and how to use them in UML models.  The working group sent several recommendations to the standard CDE owners for changes/updates to make reuse easier.
f. Updated Submission Package

Daniela Smith gave a report on the VCDE review/update of the standard submission package and the standard review process.  Updated materials will be available shortly.  Also, the VCDE will be using automated data mining of the caDSR to identify high impact CDEs as possible candidates for new data standards.  The new Backbone Model may also have some data standards candidates.
2. Update on Software Requirements 
Tommie Curtis reported that she met with Dianne Reeves and Denise Warzel to discuss the items from the Content Administrators requirement list that will be included in the next releases of the various software products.  She reported that the software team will be working on customizable downloads for a future release.  In the next release of the Curation Tool (3.2.0.5) the naming wizard will be removed and the short list of Representation Terms will the first choice list provided to a curator.    

3. Demo of Value Meanings as Administered Items 
Larry Hebel gave a demo of the Curation Tool software under development.  He showed that Value Meaning (VM) is now a separate search as it is an Administered Item.  He pointed out that the VM search is case sensitive (so that for the value meaning of Yes, multiple records were displayed showing different cases).  He demonstrated that attributes of Value Meanings were editable.  He clarified that you could edit the Value Meaning, but not the related concepts.  Larry asked the group for their preferences on the VM edit capability.  If you change the long name text, it will change it everywhere it is used.  He said that some of the functionality is restricted based on privileges.  Dianne said that only a subset of users had those privileges.  

Larry noted that all Value Meanings are in the caBIG context and any new VM’s created will be loaded to the caBIG context.  Larry asked what business rules should apply to this Validate/Submit combination (error messages or warnings about limitations on editing). 

He pointed out that there is the capability to create new Value Meanings, in addition to selecting existing values.  He clarified that in 4.0 that the software would be changed to default to the system generated definitions (as compared to the local definition). He said that the business rules for display of question text and alternate name and definition needed to be worked through with the curators. 

There was a discussion of how this new capability could be applied in cleaning up the current caDSR content and the business rules for versioning.  The wiki will be used to review this new capability.
4. Business Rules/Best Practices for Concepts

Jocelyn Leatherwood presented a metrics baseline report for all the concepts in used in the caDSR (Attachment A).  She noted that of the 11583 concepts identifies, 11580 are in the caBIG context.  Of the three not associated with caBIG, 2 were associated with CDISC and 1 with Test.  Similarly, the majority (11,518) of the concepts had a Workflow status of “Released” and the remaining 65 belonged to different “Retired” classification. Of the retired concepts, 7 did not have an end dates are defined.

A total of 2,542 concepts lack definitions (text such as No value exists or Definition not available is commonly added when a definition is not available for caDSR registration.).  Dianne said that those need to be resolved.  Tommie said she was working through those issues with Nicole.  When a caDSR concept is used, the administered item using the concept will have a system generated definitions are created when the current definition of the concept in the caDSR.  Larry clarified that the system generated definition is based on the concept definition at the time they are associated with an administered item; if the concept definition is changed later those changes are not propagated through the system.  

Jocelyn continued by reporting that 2 pairs of duplicate concepts were found, for a total of 4 concepts.  In addition, 2,137 concepts had duplicate long names in the baseline data set.  
Jocelyn reported that for 37 concepts the preferred names were found not be recognizable as EVS concept codes (for example, beginning with a “C”.)  Dianne asked if those codes had EVS concepts or not?  Jocelyn answered she had not validated the report against EVS content.  Dianne indicated that this would need to be done since some valid EVS concepts do begin with numbers.  
Dianne asked where is the concept preferred name used? Larry Hebel explained that in the Concept Table, the preferred name currently stores the concept code, but the preferred name field also may contain a text name rather than the concept code of the concept was entered early in the development of the caDSR.
Tommie asked if this baseline report would be useful to run periodically.  This same report will be run on other administered items, including Object, Properties, Representation Terms, and Value Meaning.  The group agreed that these reports helpful to monitor the status of the metadata.
Tommie presented a draft paper on Business Rules for changing concepts in the caDSR (Attachment B).  If there were no changes in semantic meaning then the following versioning rules would apply:

1.  No change in Concept Version:
a. Adding a definition where there is existing a concept code but no definition (i.e., the definition currently has any of the following text:  Definition not available, definition pending, Vo value exists, No value exists, No Value Exists, no definition, No definition exists, or [blank].)

b. Adding a concept code where there was previously no concept code, if the current definition matches the Thesaurus definition.

c. A concept is changed to a Retired status.

2.  Major change in Concept Version

a. Making any edit(s) to an existing name or definition.

b. Adding a concept code that results in a change in definition.

There was a discussion of what kind of changes required versioning – including editing/typographical changes.  The initial draft specified a major version change when any modification, except the addition of a concept code or definition when one was missing, was made to a Concept.
Brian Campbell asked how concepts could exist without concept codes; that we can not create concepts or modify them.  The rule is that only EVS can create the concepts.    Tommie said that you could enter a concept without a concept code using the admin tool if a curator had privileges to modify concepts, and that some existing concepts have been created without proper concept codes.  Larry clarified that the concept table could be updated manually but that most people didn’t have access – all concepts were added using the Curation Tool or UML Loader would have concept codes.  Brian indicated that no one should use a concept if it is not in EVS thereby forcing a concept to have a concept code.  

Larry also said that EVS could get out of synch with the concept info in the caDSR and an automated process to keep them in sync is under development.  Claire said that new models are loaded with the latest concept information from Nicole.  For example, a definition may have been modified to have fewer characters so that the concatenated definition loaded as the system generated definition meets the size limitation.   These edits take awhile to get into the version of EVS that is available for comparison with the caDSR content.   She was concerned that this would eventually result in unneeded versioning of information in a model.  This could create a problem if these business rules were incorporated into the software.   As another example of problems created by changing concept based on EVS content without human review, Brenda mentioned the example of the change from Person to Person Name which impacted a number of administered components in correctly (for example Organization Name has a concept of Person Name for the VD Rep Term.) 
Tommie explained that the focus on this activity was to develop a set of business rules that could be applied either when doing manual curation or when using an automated curation process to update caDSR Concepts with changed EVS content.  In any automated update process a log file to be used for a review of proposed changes prior “release” of updated items.  Claire questioned how this would work in the SIW since the definition once loaded in a model would say “yes” to a concept match, then “no” because the definitions were different.  It was noted that this is one of many details to be worked out as part of this process.
Since Concepts are used by other Administered Items, the proposal included a discussion of how changes Concepts might impact related Administered Items using the concepts (Objects, Properties, Representation Terms, and/or Value Meaning).  The draft proposal included the following text:
C.  Changes for other Administered Items Using a Concept

1.  Any change to a Concept, whether or not a version change is required, should also update related Object Class, Property, Representation Terms, and Value Meaning to use the updated Concept, change these Administered Items to a new major version, and the set the Workflow Status of the new Administered Item to Draft Mod.

a. Each of these changes must be reviewed by a curator to determine whether the new version is to be set to a Workflow Status of Released and the older version set to a Workflow Status of Retired Archived.  This review must include the impact of making the change on other Administered Items (Data Element Concepts, Value Domains, and Data Elements) that use the component that is being changed.  

b. If the reviewer determines that the proposed change is not appropriate, the new version will be set to a Workflow Status of Retired Deleted and the older version will keep a Workflow Status of Released.

c. The owner of impacted items must be notified of any changes.

2. Where a definition has previously been one of those types listed above [Definition not available, definition pending, Vo value exists, No value exists, No Value Exists, no definition, No definition exists, or [blank]) and a definition is now available, the new textual definition for the Concept should replace the definition text in the versioned Administered Item using the Concept.  

3. Where a Concept Code has not been previously available, the new code should be entered in the Administered Item using the Concept. 

4. Where a Concept has been set to a Workflow Status of Retired Archived, the related Administered Item (Object, Property, Representation Term, or Value Meaning) should also be set to Workflow Status of Retired Archived.

After a review and acceptance of changes, the original Concept would have the Workflow Status set to Retired Archived and the updated version would be set to Released.   Objects, Properties, Representation Terms, and Value Meanings associated with the Concept would then refer to retired versions.  Two possible processes were discussed.  These related Administered Items could be provided as a list for review with appropriate changes or new versions created by a curator.  Alternatively, the changes to a Concept that resulted in versioning of the Concept could trigger automated creation of new versions of Objects, Properties, Representation Terms and/or Value Meanings with the new versions of the items having a Workflow Status of Draft Mod.  These new versions would use the updated version of the Concept.  The curator could then review the updated items and decide whether to retire the original item and set the new version to Released or keep the original version as Released and set the Draft Mod version to Retired.  Larry Hebel asked for clarification on this.  Are we saying that the old one goes directly to “retired” status and the new one assigned a status of “draft mod” until reviewed and verified by a curator?   The Business Rule would be the same as other Administered Items – only one Released version.  If there was an automated process, the current Released version would be maintained and the new version would be Draft Mod.  After reviewing the changes, the curator could keep the original version and retire the new version if desired.  It may be desirable to only make changes to Concepts and not make changes to other Administered Items until the Concept review step is completed.  She asked the group to review the draft business rules and respond to her before the next meeting.  

There was a request for a diagram to explain this complex topic.  Tommie noted that a diagram was presented at the last meeting and that she would distribute it along with the business rules document. 

Below is the schedule of upcoming meetings:
 2008

03/24 - Content

03/31 - Software

04/07 - Content

04/14 - Software

04/21 - Content

04/28 - Software

05/05 - Content

05/12 - Software

05/19 - Content

05/26 - Holiday – Memorial Day
06/02 - Content/Software

06/09 - Software

06/16 - Content

06/23 - Software

06/30 - Content

07/07 - Software

07/14 - Content

07/21 - Software

07/28 - Content

08/04 - Software

08/11 - Content

08/28 - Software

08/27 - Content

09/01 - Holiday – Labor Day
09/08 - Content/Software

09/15 - Software

09/22 - Content

09/29 - Software

10/06 - Content

10/13 - Holiday –Veterans Day

10/20 - Content/Software

10/27 - Software

11/03 - Content

11/10 - Software

11/17 - Content

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
	Develop risk mitigation plan for usage of caDSR metadata that in not fully compliant with caDSR business rules and best practices.
	Dianne Reeves

Tommie Curtis
	TBD
	Ongoing

	3
	Review list of value domain types and add examples and text for each.
	All
	TBD
	Ongoing

	4
	Send units of measure to Mary Cooper to extend Lab or Dose Unit of Measure Value Domains.
	All
	2/25/08
	New

	5
	Update CDE proposal for AJCC Stages.
	Mary Cooper

Brian Campbell

Dianne Reeves

Daniela Smith
	TBD
	New

	6
	Update definition of Representation Term - Indicator
	Nicole Thomas
	TBD
	New

	7
	Follow-up with Nicole Thomas on First and Second Degree Relatives as NCIt concepts.
	Mary Cooper
	3/24/08
	3/24/08

	8
	Follow- up with the BRIDG THC to see if the Lab Test concept name can be changed.
	Dianne Reeves
	3/24/08
	Ongoing

	9
	Develop LOINC Lab Test Names/Codes in NCIt.
	Mary Cooper
	TBD
	Ongoing

	10
	Provide update on AJCC Licensing.
	Dianne Reeves
	3/17/08
	Ongoing

	11
	Distribute Draft Business Rules for versioning concepts along with a diagram.
	Tommie Curtis
	
	New


Attachment A
Metrics for caDSR Concepts

Baseline as of 3/19/2008

Total Number of Concepts: 11583
	Metrics by Context

	  caBIG
	11580

	  CDISC
	2

	  Test
	1

	
	

	Metrics by Workflow Status

	  RELEASED
	11518

	  RETIRED ARCHIVED
	7

	  RETIRED DELETED
	4

	  RETIRED PHASED OUT
	17

	  RETIRED WITHDRAWN
	37

	
	

	Number of Concepts in Retired Workflow Status without End Dates
	7

	
	

	Concepts without Definitions

i.e., No Value Exists, Definition not available, etc.
	2542

	
	

	Duplicate Concepts

	  Duplicate Concept Code
	4

	  Duplicate Long Name
	2137

	
	

	Concept Codes (Preferred Names) Needing Review
	137


Attachment B
Business Rules for Changes to Concepts in caDSR (Working Draft 24March2008)

The comparison of the semantic assignments in Thesaurus and concepts in the caDSR will be done on a regular basis.  Semantic assignments (names, definitions, and concept codes) will be determined by the EVS staff based on their business rules and could result in new concepts and retirement of existing caDSR concepts.

When any change is made to a caDSR, a Change Note must be entered that includes the date of the change and a description of the change.

Users of a Concept that is set to any Retired Workflow Status must be notified of the change in status.

A log file of any changes must be maintained during automated processing.  A manual curator review of these changes must be done prior to finalizing a Workflow Status.

A. Changes to a caDSR Concepts Without Change in Semantic Meaning
This section applies to changes to caDSR Concepts where the semantic meaning of the existing caDSR Concept does not change.

1.  No change in Concept Version:
d. Adding a definition where there is existing a concept code but no definition (i.e., the definition currently has any of the following text:  Definition not available, definition pending, Vo value exists, No value exists, No Value Exists, no definition, No definition exists, or [blank].)

e. Adding a concept code where there was previously no concept code, if the current definition matches the Thesaurus definition.

f. A concept is changed to a Retired status.

2.  Major change in Concept Version

c. Making any edit(s) to an existing name or definition.

d. Adding a concept code that results in a change in definition.

The Workflow Status of the previous version of the Concept should be set to Retired Archived and an End Date/Change Note must be recorded.  Any alternate names and definitions associated with a Concept should also be associated with a versioned concept.  Existing classifications will not be associated with the new version of the Concept.

B. Changes to a caDSR Concept with Change in Semantic Meaning
If a proposed change to a current caDSR Concept, results in a change in semantic meaning, a new Concept with a new public id must be created and the original Concept set to a Workflow Status of Retired Archived if the original term has been retired by EVS.

C.  Changes for other Administered Items Using a Concept

1.  Any change to a Concept, whether or not a version change is required, should also update related Object Class, Property, Representation Terms, and Value Meaning to use the updated Concept, change these Administered Items to a new major version, and the set the Workflow Status of the Administered Item to Draft Mod.

a. Each of these changes must be reviewed by a curator to determine whether the new version is to be set to a Workflow Status of Released and the older version set to a Workflow Status of Retired Archived.  This review must include the impact of making the change on other Administered Items (Data Element Concepts, Value Domains, and Data Elements) that use the component that is being changed.  

b. If the reviewer determines that the proposed change is not appropriate, the new version will be set to a Workflow Status of Retired Deleted and the older version will keep a Workflow Status of Released.

c. The owner of impacted items must be notified of any changes.

2. Where a definition has previously been one of those types listed above [Definition not available, definition pending, Vo value exists, No value exists, No Value Exists, no definition, No definition exists, or [blank]) and a definition is now available, the new textual definition for the Concept should replace the definition text in the versioned Administered Item using the Concept.  

3. Where a Concept Code has not been previously available, the new code should be entered in the Administered Item using the Concept. 

4. Where a Concept has been set to a Workflow Status of Retired Archived, the related Administered Item (Object, Property, Representation Term, or Value Meaning) should also be set to Workflow Status of Retired Archived.

D.  Initial Cleanup Guidelines
The initial synchronization of EVS concepts with caDSR concepts may result in a major version change for some caDSR concepts and major version changes for Object Class, Property, Representations, and Value Meanings.
