Data Integrity Meeting Minutes


Date: 
December 7, 2001

Time:
1 p.m.

Location:
Rockledge II, Room 6201

Action Items

1. (Richard)—Email the principal investigator (PI) case study to Bob for distribution to other Data Quality Committee members. 

2. (Belinda)—Compile feedback on the proposed solution (Case Study page 12) from the user group and distribute the findings to QRC.

3. (Emily)—Look into QRC’s receiving the COMMONS database at their Bethesda office.

4. (Maria)—Send QRC the 10 most important issues of data correction from the perspective of the Data Quality Committee, after Belinda and Emily have reviewed them. 

5. (Kay)—Send Emily the name that was discussed at Kay’s Committee Management Meeting. Discuss with her user group the option of disabling the Edit PI button after the data are clean. 

Agenda Items

1. Task 1—Principal Investigator Case Study 

Richard presented his case study on the name typeover issue related to PIs. The case study was split into three scenarios, with each giving background information, business rules, data entry interface, how the underlying database works, and staff practices. The case study also looks at Business Rules and Implementation Rules, Data Quality issues, proposed solutions, and questions related to the issue. The proposed solutions were discussed in detail. Note that in compiling information for the case study, the Receipt and Referral Module and Grants Management Module were reviewed.

Solution 1: Change the interface. 

It was decided that this issue would be resolved easily, and that the screens most likely would undergo a redesign soon anyway. Mary suggested that NIH conduct usability testing, and Marcia said Human Factor International would be conducting the testing during the redesign phase. 

Solution 2: Include quality control validation.

This solution was discussed in detail. Changes could not be made until the information was validated; rules would be put in place requiring that the information entered pass the rules in order to be implemented. Each IC would have to abide by the same validation rules, as checked centrally in OD. Another option would be having a validation unit as a central entity in OD only. Creating a central entity would restrict direct access to change Profiles. Belinda agreed with the central entity concept; she said, however, that the argument for a central entity would need to include examples of data that would justify creating the Business Rules. COMMONS will be a source for validation once it comes online, because according to Emily NIH will assume that the information provided by the PI or the PI delegate is the most accurate and correct information available. Belinda proposed that Business Rules be implemented into COMMONS to make sure information is entered correctly. 

Solution 3: Include a person check algorithm. 

This would be a type of fuzzy matching when doing a person search. 

Solution 4: Lock the names.

This would mean that last names could not be changed under the Edit PI function. 

The proposed solutions will be sent to the user group and comments will be given to Belinda in about a week. 

The questions section was also discussed. NIH staff members clarified some matters, including: 

· the structure of the persons_t, involvements_t, and appl_t tables

· orphan records and the link between person involvements and grants. Maria said a true orphan is one that has no linkage to any other table in the database, and only has records in the persons_t table.

· the former PI of a grant. It was explained to QRC that a grant can only have one PI at a time, and if a grant is changed from PI 1 to PI 2, PI 1 loses the linkage to the grant. If a grant is in the first year and a PI changes in that year, a new Notice of Grant Award (NGA) is sent. 

2. Task 1—Receipt and Referral Use Cases 
The preliminary use cases for R&R are completed, which will allow the interviews to be more focused. Richard will go over some of the use cases at January’s meeting. 

3. Task 2—COMMONS 105 Update
The two reports (CM and Grants) are being sent out the week of December 10. The 105 COMMONS records have branched out further than originally imagined. One case has 10 role level changes and 4 profile level changes. From the 105 there will be 116 profile collapses, 136 role level record changes, 36 role record movements, and 6–10 profile edits. In the next 2–3 weeks Don expects to be pretty far through with those changes. He then will begin the next section of changes, which consists of the records in COMMONS that have the RPL_Flag. This indicates that the PI has changed the data, and the data are then prevented from going into IMPAC II. 

4. Task 2—Orphan Records Update
The Orphan records are being discussed within NIH and are not yet ready for QRC to begin deleting. Maria has a rough count of about 10,000 profile records. No one knows exactly how these records became orphans in the database.

5. Task 3—Update 
Paul has been supporting Task 1 activities and setting up the database instance at QRC. The Oracle import process is completed. QRC has two databases up and running, OLTP from September 13 and empty IMPAC II structure. QRC does not yet have the IRDB or COMMONS. The IRDB should be transferred to QRC within the next 2 weeks, along with a refresh of the OLTP copy and empty database structures of each. Emily will look into QRC’s receiving a copy of COMMONS. The OLTP data QRC has are incomplete; Brad Sacher and Ali Ghassemzadeh confirmed this after a test failed that Paul was asked to run. No one is sure if the data are incomplete because of the FTP process or because of the copy that was made. Paul has also been examining the logical data flow, comparing what is supposed to happen in the database with what does happen. 

6. Issues 
Kay would like to know when to expect an improvement of the data. This question is being asked in meetings of Committee Management members, who believe that R&R is the problem. R&R cannot improve their data quality without changes being made in the system. Belinda informed the group that J.J. McGowan is looking into an organizational change that includes taking Receipt out of CSR; he is not yet sure where Receipt would move. In addition, people would be hired who could be better trained to enter the applications. 

Maria is drafting a survey on the 10 issues of data correction that Emily and Belinda will review. The survey would be administered to the Quality Control Committee and would help QRC determine where to focus the data correction activities. 

Data input is a problem because the user usually does not see all the information when making a choice. The user also does not know if the data are profile level or role level. 

Because CSR does not have the time to review every application, duplicates occur. Receipt only has 18 people to enter the information and the attrition rate is high. The thinking is that an uncertainty flag should be created, and those within that category could be investigated by a central entity. 
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