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Teleconference Information:  Ontology-based Queries Meeting
June 13, 2008;  2-3 PM ET 

Lead:  Harold Solbrig
Moderator:  Jason W. Knight
Meeting Materials:  

Excel Spreadsheet of Use cases
http://gforge.nci.nih.gov/frs/?group_id=476
http://gforge.nci.nih.gov/frs/download.php/3966/20080508_Ontol_base_query_UseCases_v1.xls 

Gforge site/WIKI of use cases:
https://wiki.nci.nih.gov/display/caCORE/Use+Cases+for+Ontology+Based+Query 

Google Docs link for Ontology-based Query White Paper Draft:

http://docs.google.com/Doc?id=dfv9zr8v_9f48tk5dr
Key Decisions and/or Outcomes

· It was agreed that the looser definition Harold Solbrig proposed would be the accepted representation of “What is an ontology” going forward.

Next steps:

· Proposed progress review of updated white paper draft for Wednesday, June 18th.
Action Items

	Assigned To
	Description
	Due Date

	Working Group
	Continue to flesh out the white paper as guidance for following working groups.
	On-Going

	Tony Pan & Denise Warzel
	Will modify the white paper to explain more fully the specific issue(s) it addresses and general requirements for identifying solutions by the deliverables deadline of end of June.
	June 18th


Attendees

	#
	First Name
	Last Name
	Affiliation

	1
	Alejandra 
	Beltran 
	NCRI-UK

	2
	Denise 
	Warzel 
	NIH

	3
	Harold 
	Solbrig 
	Apelon

	4
	Hua 
	Min 
	Fox Chase Cancer Center 

	5
	Janice
	Chilli
	SAIC

	6
	Jason
	Knight
	Booz Allen Hamilton

	7
	John
	Smith
	Ventera

	8
	Tony 
	Pan 
	Ohio State University 


Meeting Notes

The Primary goal of the June 13th meeting was for feedback from the working group on Harold Solbrig’s recent updates to sections of the Ontology white paper.

1. ‘Group Charter’ section

Discussion/Feedback

In updating the charter, Harold Solbrig (Harold) added an in introduction to more specifically define Ontology within the context of how we are applying the word. Also to detail what the group was formed to accomplish and where we stand as far as that initial scope.

2. ‘Results’ section

Discussion/Feedback

Harold described the results section he added as speaking to observations and outcomes of the use case evaluations. 

· Example (From the white paper):


“The summaries below describe the outcome of the use case evaluations.  We first 
characterize the various types of ontological information that were referenced in 
the selected use cases and then list the specific ontologies that were identified 
along with their anticipated use. We then attempt to characterize the various 
forms of access and inference that was used to transform the ontology input to the 
resulting outputs.  We then follow up with a number of general observations about 
the collection of use cases in general.”

3. ‘Ontology Categories’ section

Discussion/Feedback

Harold identified that in naming ontologies, participants weren’t always clear on whether that was the specific ontology they wanted, as their interest seemed to be focused more on the function rather than a particular resource.

· In responding to this observation, Harold added a list of Ontological categories with some of the particular characteristics participants typically focused on. (Ex. Molecular function of proteins, Biological processes of proteins , Protein-protein interaction, Protein pathways, Protein expression in tissues, etc.)
4. ‘General Observations’ section

Discussion/Feedback

Harold discussed the necessity for a meta-ontology resource to help by inputting specific tasks for identifying function and additional resources. (Ex. Finding the functions of a specific protein)

· Example (From the white paper):


“Some of the use cases clearly identified the ontological resource that was needed 
to accomplish the task.  Others, however, referenced the ontology by function 
(e.g. diagnosis codes, …).  Even when ontologies were specified, there was 
sometimes a question as to whether the ontology was selected based on the 
desired characteristics or because the user had heard that such-and-such was the 
correct one to use.”
5. ‘Clarification of Terms’ section
Discussion/Feedback

In updating the ‘What is an ontology?’ subsection, Harold discussed 1) the classic definition of an ontology versus 2) the looser definition he proposed in the white paper as guidance for following working groups (see below).

· 1) “(computer science) a rigorous and exhaustive organization of some knowledge domain that is usually hierarchical and contains all the relevant entities and their relations.”

· 2) “Besides their definitional characteristics, these associated entries provide the possibility use external “domain knowledge” about the associated resources and their instances.  This domain knowledge may include names and synonyms, definitions, descriptions, references to outside resources as well as assertions about relationships that exist between the referenced real-world categories or instances.  For the purposes of this document, we will refer to a collection of domain knowledge with some or all of these characteristics as an ontology.”

· It was agreed that 2) the looser definition Harold proposed would be the accepted representation of “What is an ontology” going forward.
6. ‘Discussion’ section

Discussion/Feedback

Harold asked for feedback as to the functional steps researchers thought necessary for accomplishing targets.  

· Example(s) (From the white paper):


1) “Users – Grid software developers vs. researchers.  Software developers need a 
knowledge of what ontologies are available and the type of information that they 
maintain.  Arguably, software developers would also be the primary users of CQL 
and other tools, much as it is largely software developers today that use SQL.  
While many of the capabilities of CQL also need to be exposed to researches, it 
should arguably be via the same sort of tools and interfaces that are used to 
expose SQL to casual users today. “


2) “Packaged resources – Level 4 of the charter talks about customized 
interfaces.  The use cases often used “black boxes” (e.g. geWorkbench, etc) which 
indirectly  used ontological resources to produce the desired results (e.g. 
clustering). We need to discuss how such resources fit into the ontology query 
model. “

· Action Item – Continue to flesh out the white paper as guidance for following working groups.

· Action Item – Tony Pan & Denise Warzel will modify the white paper to explain more fully the specific issue(s) it addresses and general requirements for identifying solutions by the deliverables deadline of end of June.  

Next Meeting: Friday, June 20, 2008, 2:00 PM – 3:00 PM ET
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