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NCI caBIG® | Meeting Notes 
Topic:  

BRIDG Meeting







Date: 

January 12, 2009 (9:30am-12:00pm)
Location: 

NIH - 2115 East Jefferson Street, Dial In: 866-453-2649, ID#: 380863, 
Centra: QSP588787
Attendees: 
Becky Angeles, Brian Davis, Christo, Christophe, Claire Wolfe, Denise Warzel, Nicole Thomas, Satish Patel, Tommie Curtis, Wendy Verhoef, Bob Freimuth, Bilal Elahi, Adam Fischman
I. Agenda
a. Loaded BRIDG

b. Review outstanding questions

c. Concept mappings

d. Next steps

II. COPPA Wiki Site & BRIDG Model load

a. The Wiki Page for the COPPA and BRIDG 2.1  project(s) has been created under Common Projects, and can be accessed via the following link: https://wiki.nci.nih.gov/display/CommonProjects/COPPA 

b. BRIDG 2.1 has been loaded into sandbox as of 12/22.
i. CDE Browser: http://cdebrowser-sandbox.nci.nih.gov/CDEBrowser/ 

ii. UML Browser: http://umlmodelbrowser-sandbox.nci.nih.gov/umlmodelbrowser/ 
c. In all 178 classes have been added along with +1300 attributes. There has been some spot checking from both caDSR and the BRIDG teams.
d. COPPA Wiki Page

i. ACTION ITEM: Rename COPPA Wiki Page (add a link to the CTMS COPPA Wiki site.)

III. Questions in Spreadsheet
a. Question 2: What are the general principles we should follow for ordering the concepts?
i. No questions here from the BRIDG team. 
b.  Question 3: Can we include the same concept twice to make sure that it modifies two different concepts that are related to each other in a sequence?
i. Wendy couldn’t find example(s). It wasn’t something that occurred a lot. We might stumble across this or maybe other questions might help answer this. 

ii. How much should we focus on the words in the model, words in concepts rather than words in the description? The description is really key. 
iii. Wendy to look at more specific examples and get back to us? Yes

c. Question 4: How do we handle Indicators where we mean Flag (C43578) but the data type actually includes nullFlavors even though BRIDG does not call out whether it's yes/no only, or also includes unknown, N/A, etc.?  
i. Whenever used flag, use indicator model. Is that correct understanding? Tommie

ii. Indicator changed a little bit and provided a vague meaning; Flag was more specific to the meaning the BRIDG team wanted to use across the model.
iii. The caDSR now recommends the use of a representation term of ‘indicator’ even in instances when null values like ‘unknown’, ‘not assessed’, etc., are included.

iv. The BRIDG team is ok leaving the concept as “flag”

v. Point there Wendy is separation between data element  concept, which derive from object class concept, def indicator, event or condition

vi. 21090 ISO data types, when data types are curated, when going through them, would they need the indicator representation term? Or are none of them really are indicators?
1. Definitely would, if we register the ISO data types and created data elements for each of attributes the value domains associated would have the finer tuning on the representation term.
2. If we look at semantic representation Vs representation description, when we look at BRIDG, loading the classes have to be consistent and accurate on representation side and we need to use indicator

3. As of right now the model loaded into sandbox, (Annotated Model from Nicole) Flag is not used for DEC

vii. Would it be possible to create a concept with Flag plus null indicators? 

viii. Representation, programmatically acceptable concept, to define what operations are appropriate, indicator perspective, what granularity to provide for HL7 data type, 

ix. HL7 has Binary, but also has binary non-null. 
x. ACTION ITEM: Follow-up specifically look at indicators and handling of null flavors, and ISO 21090, and indicator base representation terms which we should come up with  from value domain side.
xi. Tommie confirmed that there is a field not null in the ISO data types.
d. Question 5: Regarding the data type value domains, some are HL7 and some seem to be ISO-looking - is there a plan to convert them all to ISO, is it something that we need to address now, or is it something the caDSR staff will handle later?  
i. Revert back to BRIG Team, the expectation was for BRIDG team to convert all the data types to be ISO looking

ii. Becky – noticed in SIW

iii. A lot of attributes had value domain showing in SIW and they were all HL7.  Wasn’t sure if bringing from old version of the BRIG.

iv. We don’t need to do a software release; we just need to update the mapping file for the UML loader. Update the mapping file, already updated, 

v. Two mapping files, one for loader and SIW for production still go through systems, deploying a file vs. releasing software.
vi. Tommie point out ones people could name

e. Question 6: Regarding Person.postalAddress (and other locations), should we use the recent pre-coordinated term PostalAddress (C70946) or the Postal (C38009) and Address (C25407) as a post-coordinated pair of concepts?  What about Person.telecommunicationAddress (same issue)?  
i. We need to continue to avoid the use of pre-coordinated terms in every instance.  Tommie Curtis investigated the number of instances of these terms, and found that the pre-coordinated instances are exceedingly small.  Best practices in terms of good semantics that will facilitate the search for metadata include the use of post-coordinated concepts in every possible instance.  If there is a situation where the meaning is lost by using post-coordination, pre-coordination would be acceptable.  
ii. The BRIDG team was following the right guidance on this.

iii. The recommendation is to continue with post coordinated terms.
f. Question 7: How much should the model context of the class (e.g. associations and cardinalities) affect the concept mappings?  (This is in addition to the associations that are loaded in caDSR.)  For instance, the concept of Healthcare Provider changes slightly when you take into consideration that a person can have the role of HCP more than once because the role is specific to an individual HCF - to what extent should we try to capture those nuances?  Defining a Healthcare Provider as a single role without regard to a HCF is a slightly different definition.
i. Leave the associations/cardinality out of the concept mappings

ii. In terms of associations there can be more than one role between two classes. In caDSR you are allowed to add a semantic concept to represent a role. 
iii. One could have an ID from a healthcare provider at Georgetown and Hopkins, two different healthcare provider roles and two instances of the same class. In the data you would have to have different identifier. 
g. Question 8: Can we apply precedence rules like in math or logic to a sequence of concepts that includes an "Or" as in "(Member Institution or Cooperative Group) Member HCF" which is different than "Member Institution or (Cooperative Group Member HCF)"?
i. BRIDG team wanted to confirm the use of parentheses. 
ii. For the instances that require an OR or an AND, caDSR suggests that it is documented in the definition so that the data can be interpreted correctly. "(Member Institution or Cooperative Group) Member HCF" is not the same as "Member Institution or (Cooperative Group Member HCF)".

iii. It is recommended to record in the metadata rule that there are operands being used. There is no rule about having a concept derivation twice in a concept. The main restriction is the number of characters in a concept. If we have 5 or 6 concepts together we might get a pre-coordinated term introduced. 

iv. ACTION ITEM: BRIDG team to go back and see if the concepts are ordered correctly. 

v.  ACTION ITEM: Look for cases where we have many resolution types to see if we are overloading the concepts.  

vi. Does the VCDE group plan on reviewing the BRIDG model? Yes
vii. As soon as it’s loaded and ready to go, the VCDE team would be in a position to perform an in-depth review of the BRIDG Model.

viii. BRIDG will not be silver level compatible since there are not going to be any API’s. Rather it would be silver level enabled since more and more applications that use COPPA would use BRIDG and eventually use API’s.
h. Question 9: How can you tell what a pre-coordinated term is and what is not?  Are all multi-word terms pre-coordinated?  What about Performed by (C48206), for example?
i. Denise – can’t tell from just looking, there needs to be consistency in modeling

ii. Clinical Trial Epoch

iii. There is no hard-fast rule, user curation expert, look to a mentor, lean towards post-coordinated terms.
iv. Sometimes you can do a quick search in the metadata to see how the terms are being utilized and who is using them in what context.

v. Tommie and Bob to help provide support and answer any questions that the BRIDG team might have. 

i. Question 10: What are the general principles for how to choose concepts when the words in a BRIDG class or attribute name are different than the semantics in the definition?  If we use concepts that match the definition, what is the impact, e.g. does that make it harder for people to find?  Should we have used both sets?
i. There is an existing guideline about this. 
j. Question 11: For superclass and subclass concept mappings, should we assume that superclass concepts are implicitly inherited by subclasses and therefore we should not include those concepts explicitly, or should we add the full set of all superclass concepts for each level of subclasses?  Seems like just representing the concepts in the name of the class misses significant semantics.
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i. Option 1 – Superclass concepts not inherited by subclasses

ii. Option 2 – Superclass concepts inherited by subclasses (potential ObjectclassError in SIW)

iii. How much semantics do we depend upon for the terminology for and how much do we depend upon the caDSR. 

iv. When you have inheritance do the concepts at the top of the tree trickle down to the Data elements at the bottom of the tree. Or shouldwe have SIW fill in this information. 

v. Just by looking at the data elements of PlannedSubstance Administration, it would be difficult to figure out that the data elements came from Planned Activity, One would have to look at the classes and the semantics. 

vi. In this example we have two concepts that map to a single class.

vii. Currently we are not pulling all the concepts down to the lower levels.

viii. Meeting tomorrow Bob Freimuth will decide whether we should automate bringing down the concepts to the lower levels, because it is done manually the results will vary. The idea should be to have comparable metadata instead of having people do what they want.
ix. For BRIDG purposes all child classes would inherit concepts from its parent’s lineage.
x. ACTION ITEM: Bob Freimuth to send out invite about discussing this issue. Done.
IV. ISO 21090 Data type Registration
i. There are no descriptions in the model itself
ii. A lot of work to do cut and paste from text document into model. This prevents us from doing an automated load.
iii. Would it be more fruitful to create a new model with the descriptions in it? The ISO data types contain some classes the overlap with classes like, city, state zip code that have already been registered in caDSR. 

iv. Denise: What some of the other things that are less typical?
v. ISO 21090 has a top tier class of HXIT and everything is inherited under it. So if we were to match up COPPA data types to HXIT nothing would essentially match up since COPPA doesn’t start with the HXIT class. 
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vi. Each attribute has its own definition as shown below and this is missing from the definitions in the ISO 21090 model. The picture below shows definitions that should be copied/pasted into the model. [image: image3.png]7.3.2.3 Attributes

7.3.2.3.1 validTimeLow : String:
I




vii. Do we want all of ISO21090, or only focus on the data types that COPPA is using. Christo: Only use the ones that are being utilized by the COPPA model. 
viii. Based on the assumption that we only use the data types that will be used by COPPA, about 20% of the data types will be used from the BRIDG model. 
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ix. ACTION ITEM: Bilal to get confirmation from Christo that we can register ONLY the ISO 21090 data types that are being used by the COPPA model.  

x. ACTION ITEM: Send Bob Freimuth an updated mapping file of the ISO21090 data types from Tommie. This is also available on the COPPA Wiki site. 

xi. Circular reference? We need to cover this. 

xii. Brian Davis: How are ISO21090 data types going to be registered into caDSR. Is there any documentation on this? 

xiii. Bob Freimuth: If the data types are going to be registered as a CDE, how will we use this CDE as a part of another data model?

xiv. Bob Freimuth: At what point can we bring in the VCDE mentors so that we can take back the knowledge for the users/projects that will be using this?
xv. Complex Data type is just another association, recording that semantically where the individual data elements would be the same as if someone would have hand curetted them. 

xvi. ACTION ITEM: Bilal to follow-up with Edmond Mullaire for getting a final version of the COPPA model that was recently released. 
HL7 Data Types





ISO Data Types, have constraints on them, there aren’t 1 to 1 mappings.









PAGE  
January 12, 2009 | NCI | Page 5 of 6



