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Teleconference Information:  
Date:  April 29, 2010, noon-1 PM ET

Lead:  Brian
Moderator:  Brian
Meeting Materials:

Key Decisions and/or Outcomes:  
Action Items

	Assigned To
	Description
	Due Date

	Stuart Turner and Hau Min
	Present recommendations form small group in caBIG as to metadata to collect and advertise for ontologies
	May 6

	Stuart Turner and Hau Min
	Reach out to Natasha Noy and Alan Hogg to begin a comparison of the “metadata models” among the three orgs.
	May 6

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Next Steps

· Next Step
· Next Step

Attendees

	Stuart Turner
	Leafpath Informatics VCDE WS

	Hua Min
	Fox Chase Cancer Center VCDE WS

	Sherri DeCoronado
	NCI CBIIT VCDE WS

	Alan Hogg
	NCRI

	Stuart Bell
	NCRI

	Mark Musen
	NCBO

	Natasha Noy
	NCBO

	Robert Freimuth (not attend)
	Mayo Clinic VCDE WS

	Harold Solbrig
	Mayo Clinic VCDE WS

	Rick Kiefer
	Mayo Clinic VCDE WS

	Mike Riben
	MD Anderson VCDE WS 

	Grace Stafford
	The Jackson Laboratory VCDE WS

	Larry Wright
	NCI CBIIT VCDE WS 

	Brian Davis
	caBIG VCDE WS 


Meeting Notes

Natasha Noy presentation on NCBO BioPortal:
Questions to answer:

How do you let the world know that you’ve built an ontology.

You need an ontology, where do you go and get it.

How do you know whether an ontology is any good 

What ontology is good for what purpose.

http://bioportal.bioontology.org
Features:  community based repository

Anyone can submit, anyone can view

Search for 1 or set of ontologies

Can create maps between ontologies

195 ontologies in biomedical domain

Ontologies is 6 different formats

1.7 million classes

2 million mappings

Evaluating Ontologies
Ontology metrics 

---computed automatically

User Reviews

-submitted by users: star ratings and free-text reviews along diff. dimensions

Other metadata

---stamp of approval from specific community (eg, OBO foundry member)

Metrics
Stats:

Number of classes, instances, properties, depth of class hierarchy, 

Number of siblings (max and average)

Metrics assessing best practices
Classes with a single subclass

Classes with a large number of subclasses

Classes with no definitions

(can give an indication of how well coverage of domain and also number of definitions)

Auditing info:

---contributors and authors of individual classes

Q:  how are metrics computed? 

A:  computed automatically for all formats (not just from OWL)

Peer Review of Ontologies

Open rating system

Provides usage information to (eg, lots of ratings mean lots of users)

Have tried to figure out some dimensions of reviews

· Degree of formality

· Document and support

· Usability

· Domain Coverage

· Correctness

· Quality of content

Q:  have you started to characterize by these dimensions

A:  we don’t do that, we just allow it

Q:  how long have you had it and how many reviews

A:  quite a while, but not many reviews (eg, double digits)

Q:  Dimensions of reviews on ontologies:  but how about on Projects, so that similar projects to find them more easily.  Classify on projects, 
A: no, but we may want to do that, good idea
Brian:  caBIG might be able to “strongly encourage” caBIG developers to provide reviews when they use it in caBIG dev projects).

A: yes, and we could possible scour the web for other reviews and 

Q:  On CTCAE, and other reviews: teds to be two aspects on this.  Application independent (content, coverage, correctness) and application dependent aspects (Software)  a little bit concerned about this because application developers might skewed to their own use cases.

A; There is a place for both

Organizational Stamps of Approval

· Which ontology has been “endorsed” by a group.

· There is available “criteria” for being in each group).

Issue:  keeping up to date (is metadata still relevant to a new version of ontology)

Ontology Metadata Vocabulary (OMV)

-metadata schema

This has been implemented.

Demo of ONIX by Alan Hogg

Installed LexEVS for own purposes.
But that brought us into the wider field of promoting ontologies

Aligns with NCRI goal of Data sharing

Cancer Infomatrix
Shows the matrix and notes that they promote more than just ontologies

We come from bottom container, we provide anecdotal metadata

Shows the metadata for each 

And show additional info link

What is the metadata about a standard that is most useful , and can we harmonize among our three orgs

Q:  are your info the same or different than NCBO 

A:  aligned but probably more top level , not detailed level, probably would be better to blend as they are different

Q:  link out to other info, or try to retrieve?  All info be in different places, or all together.

A:  not sure.  So depends on what we decide.  Put probably is a high level that we can present in a standard way, but looking at Natasha’s, presentation, we could also draw it in, or link out.

Comment (Natasha): focused on the metrics, but we also store the same “top level” also, (tho may be different).  Interesting to see if we can harmonize there. 

A:  agree.  

Q:  Small group in caBIG were converging on a lot of these same descriptions (metadata).  Reviews that we’ve done n caBIG has been on the Ontology itself and top down.  But also need the bottom up reviews

A:  agree. We are also interested on data exchange formats.
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