[8/8/2007 8:51:55 AM] Ceri says: Hi

[8/8/2007 8:52:07 AM] Pascale says: hello

[8/8/2007 8:52:20 AM] Ceri says: It looks like Everyone is not online yet.

[8/8/2007 8:54:50 AM] Ceri added Alexander Diehl, Chris Mungall, Minna Lehvaslaiho to this chat

[8/8/2007 8:55:38 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Hi Ceri.

[8/8/2007 8:55:45 AM] Ceri says: Hi Oliver,

[8/8/2007 8:55:49 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: And 'lo everyone else.

[8/8/2007 8:56:00 AM] Chris Mungall says: in another meeting for another 5mins

[8/8/2007 8:57:58 AM] Ceri says: Ok  several people don't seem to be online yet.

[8/8/2007 8:58:08 AM] Ceri added Jane Lomax to this chat

[8/8/2007 8:58:09 AM] Pascale says: my question is -- I see for example you have 'epithelial cell of the lung' and 'epithelial cell of the pancreas'. Do we need that? Should we not capture that with cross products?

[8/8/2007 8:58:27 AM] Alexander Diehl can't be added to this chat due to his/her privacy settings

[8/8/2007 8:58:54 AM] Lindsay Grey Cowell says: hi

[8/8/2007 8:59:07 AM] Ceri says: I think that the cell used should be epithilal  cell.

[8/8/2007 8:59:32 AM] Melissa Haendel says: hi everyone

[8/8/2007 8:59:33 AM] Pascale says: ok, but do you envision merging those? or splitting them further?

[8/8/2007 9:00:58 AM] Ceri says: If we can physically characterize the cell futher either using cross prodcts with the cell by functio  or physical characteristcs  then we can make new  cell

[8/8/2007 9:02:34 AM] Ceri says: The lung epithilal cell doesn't exist in all organisms but an epihtial cell that functions in gas exchange could be made and the various databases could, in their anatomy ontologys make the appropriate children terms.

[8/8/2007 9:02:53 AM] Ceri says: It looks like chris set up a webx conference

[8/8/2007 9:02:57 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: That's more of an untangling issue -- ideally terms like that would end up as cross-products with an anatomy, yes.

[8/8/2007 9:03:45 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: More long term though, right now we don't even have a decent anatomy ontology for this kind of task (no, not using the FMA :) )

[8/8/2007 9:04:20 AM] Pascale says: Oliver-- I think it's also about the ontologies being orthogonal

[8/8/2007 9:04:24 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Ceri, I don't have Alexanders contact details -- is he around to join?

[8/8/2007 9:04:42 AM] Ceri added Alexander Diehl to this chat

[8/8/2007 9:04:44 AM] Alexander Diehl can't be added to this chat due to his/her privacy settings

[8/8/2007 9:05:00 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Ideally they should be, yes, but that's something that can be done incrementally.

[8/8/2007 9:05:06 AM] Ceri says: I tried to add but he isn't responding, will try email

[8/8/2007 9:05:15 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Thanks Ceri.

[8/8/2007 9:05:56 AM] Pascale says: ok; that's my major concern: seems like the CL is trying to capture too much

[8/8/2007 9:06:23 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Partially due to requests from curators/annotators.

[8/8/2007 9:06:47 AM] Pascale says: and to go back to the spore discussion, I think 'spore' as a cell type, if it's properly defined, can be a single term in the CL. Then if we need to be more precise we can use a x product with taxonomy

[8/8/2007 9:06:54 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: If a model organism database requests a particular cell type and can provide a definition for it (distinct to its parent term) its get added, without consideration of best ontological practices.

[8/8/2007 9:07:02 AM] Melissa Haendel says: It seems to me that if there is a structural differentia between two types of epithelial cells, then it is appropriate to put into the CL. The part relations between those cell types and the species specific gross anatomical structures should be captured at the MODs.

[8/8/2007 9:07:02 AM] Pascale says: I see

[8/8/2007 9:07:44 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Part of the "problem" is that CL is being used actively (nice problem to have) so we can't delay addition of terms indefinetly until, for example, a good cross-product solution is available.

[8/8/2007 9:07:51 AM] Melissa Haendel says: CARO can be used to classify both the cell and the gross anatomy, which also helps with maintaining orthogonality.

[8/8/2007 9:08:07 AM] Pascale says: but where do you draw the line? technically you could create a different definition for an epithelial cell of the hand, epitherlial cell of the foot, epitherlial cell oft he 3rd toe

[8/8/2007 9:08:19 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Melissa, agree

[8/8/2007 9:08:19 AM] Ceri added Alexander Diehl to this chat

[8/8/2007 9:08:47 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I'm here now.

[8/8/2007 9:08:56 AM] Melissa Haendel says: technically, if these are all structurally different, then you could add them. But we probably wouldn't because it would take too much curator time. Instead, they'd be post-composed at curation time.

[8/8/2007 9:08:57 AM] Chris Mungall says: I agree with Melissa. I don't think we should blindly capture all "eipthelial cell of X" terms, however, if there is something special about the structure of, say, an epithelial cell in the gut, then there is a good argument for representing it in CL

[8/8/2007 9:09:08 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Hi Alexander. Want me to cut and paste the previous part and send via email?

[8/8/2007 9:09:38 AM] Melissa Haendel says: Remember, that even post-composed entities would theoretically follow the same ontological principles as the precomposed terms.

[8/8/2007 9:09:46 AM] Ceri says: If a MOD really wanted to capture to the detail of epithilal cell of distal side of big toe then they could.

[8/8/2007 9:10:06 AM] Ceri says: It just would require some work at their end.

[8/8/2007 9:10:28 AM] Melissa Haendel says: Also, by the mechanism that Chris and ZFIN proposed (see the CL wiki), you can add species specific CL terms as long as they are leaf nodes.

[8/8/2007 9:10:40 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I got the whole transcipt viw Skype automatically.

[8/8/2007 9:10:47 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Oh, okay.

[8/8/2007 9:10:58 AM] Melissa Haendel says: (they would not be in the CL, just children of CL terms in the MOD AO)

[8/8/2007 9:11:13 AM] Pascale says: sure, but postcomposed is less error-prone, so I would argue to use x products rather than to have those terms in the cell ontology

[8/8/2007 9:11:16 AM] Chris Mungall says: So I don't think there are that many of these CL x gross anatomy xps in CL right now, do we need to worry about them that much? Does it cause a lot of work if we 'grandfather' these terms in for now?

[8/8/2007 9:11:24 AM] Pascale says: ok melissa, I like that

[8/8/2007 9:11:50 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I think we should be carefully about removing existing terms.

[8/8/2007 9:11:52 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Chris, no, there shouldn't be and they rarely are requested.

[8/8/2007 9:12:17 AM] Alexander Diehl says: careful

[8/8/2007 9:13:04 AM] Ceri says: I don't think we can delete existing terms unless they are incorrect and then we need to do a replaced pointer like they do in GO

[8/8/2007 9:13:13 AM] Pascale says: Chris- Ceri and I were discussing adding becterial spore and fungal spore and dicty spore, and I thought that was unnecessary

[8/8/2007 9:13:31 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Don't think we ever outright deleted terms, just merged them (or moved them to a better location)

[8/8/2007 9:13:59 AM] Chris Mungall says: I think the taxon is a poor discriminating characteristic. However, I bet there are differentia based on the consituents of these kinds of spore

[8/8/2007 9:14:18 AM] Chris Mungall says: cf GO and "peptidoglycan-based cell wall" 

[8/8/2007 9:14:29 AM] Melissa Haendel says: (I think this is what was planned....)

[8/8/2007 9:14:30 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I was a bit concerned about the term "cell that loose [sic] organelles" -- this doesn't seem like a proper structural criteria, but rather a description of a process that occurd to a cell.

[8/8/2007 9:15:13 AM] Pascale says: possibly- but they have the same function (low metabolic activity for survival in adverse conditions) and the most important morphological feature- the spore wall-- as far as I know is present in all spores

[8/8/2007 9:15:25 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: There's always the struggle with cells that change over time -- a developmental (or temporal) process changing the histological description.

[8/8/2007 9:16:13 AM] Ceri says:  spore walls differr in  composition do Eukaryote spores have organelles?

[8/8/2007 9:16:46 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Unfortunately, that's part of the reason I find structure as a primary differentia to be a bit problematic.

[8/8/2007 9:17:05 AM] Alexander Diehl says: It's useful for many cell types, but not all.

[8/8/2007 9:17:38 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Alexander -- would we be able to find _any_ primary differentia that doesn't have exceptions?

[8/8/2007 9:17:44 AM] Alexander Diehl says: no

[8/8/2007 9:18:05 AM] Alexander Diehl says: That's why I favor multiple inheritance for the cell ontology.

[8/8/2007 9:18:40 AM] Ceri says: Alex if you can come up with better term names please do  this is a working draft and needs improvement

[8/8/2007 9:19:11 AM] Chris Mungall says: alex - the multiple inheritence will come when you use a reasoner. I think we should strive to give terms genus-differentia definitions as far as possible until we come to a case that doesn't work. 

[8/8/2007 9:19:41 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I don't necessarily agree with the existing categories (in the current Cell, not the draft).

[8/8/2007 9:20:17 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I think its fine that some cells cannot be classified structurally. We can have multple axes of classification, we just need to have some guidelines for those that exist under mulitple roots.

[8/8/2007 9:20:18 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: There's either multiple inheritance (which I personally find very difficult to understand / maintain), or having to deal with some cases that don't fit perfectly. Either way works for me, btw; question really is what would the current users prefer.

[8/8/2007 9:20:26 AM] Chris Mungall says: re losing organelles. yes time is a problem. but can we not just say the cell changes type when it loses the organelle. Thus a cell type is defined by presence or absence right now, not whether it can hypothetically lose something in the future?

[8/8/2007 9:20:43 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: And so far preferences seem to be split equally between both options ;)

[8/8/2007 9:21:24 AM] Pascale says: also 'cell with no cell wall' is probably incorrect

[8/8/2007 9:21:25 AM] Ceri says: The fewer paths the less likely some is_a parent conflicts with the biology that occurs from yeast to human so the easier "true path" is to verify.

[8/8/2007 9:21:48 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I personally prefer single inheritance, but I know that just like gross anatomy, there will be functional classification of cells. and since there is no function ontology, we'll need to compromise in the meantime.

[8/8/2007 9:22:01 AM] Alexander Diehl says: The cells I am most interested in don't occur in yeast!

[8/8/2007 9:23:15 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Multiple inheritance works well with the hematopoietic cells because it is easier to reflect the varying ways people have described and grouped these cells.

[8/8/2007 9:23:22 AM] Ceri says: Yep but blood cells in fish are slightly  different then mouse

[8/8/2007 9:23:27 AM] Chris Mungall says: Melissa - there is an implicit cell function ontology in the current CL and I think we have to preserve this, otherwise people will be upset. I don't think this would be hard

[8/8/2007 9:23:45 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I agree, and didn't plan or think otherwise.

[8/8/2007 9:24:15 AM] Melissa Haendel says: actually, this will be a place to get functions to populate the function ontology when the time comes.

[8/8/2007 9:24:34 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Problem with the cell function ontology is that in many cases we a) don't know a cells function (or at least not all of them), b) some of the functions need work (stuff-storing cell?), c) inheritance is odd along the function relationship

[8/8/2007 9:24:39 AM] Pascale says: so it is orthogonal with GO process? or maybe it doesn't matter?

[8/8/2007 9:24:42 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Indeed, and they are different in chickens too.  I worked hard to reflect these differences when I revised the hematopoietic cells.

[8/8/2007 9:24:50 AM] Chris Mungall says: for example, take 'defensive cell' - we just change this to 'defense', and for everything under defense cell, give it a genus-differentia def that is structural, then add a has-function link to 'defense'. Then people can use the pre-reasoned ontology and see things under  'defense cell' if they want, but the underlying primary classification is still structural

[8/8/2007 9:25:42 AM] Melissa Haendel says: yes!, but there might be other defense sub-function differentia in there, defense of a particular nature

[8/8/2007 9:26:08 AM] Alexander Diehl says:      Or lineage differentia.

[8/8/2007 9:26:30 AM] Melissa Haendel says: and some cells do not have structural differentia, so they will only exist under lineage or function nodes.

[8/8/2007 9:26:48 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I don't think there is a way around this.

[8/8/2007 9:27:09 AM] Chris Mungall says: what's an example out of interest?

[8/8/2007 9:27:11 AM] Melissa Haendel says: But for those with structural diffs, I agree with Chris

[8/8/2007 9:27:17 AM] Alexander Diehl says: "cell by histology" is a type of structure hierarchy already.

[8/8/2007 9:29:08 AM] Melissa Haendel says: yes, as is cell by organism, cell by nuc number, and cell by ploidy

[8/8/2007 9:29:19 AM] Melissa Haendel says: these are all structural differentia

[8/8/2007 9:29:24 AM] Alexander Diehl says: T cells and NK cells are very similar structurally depending on the cell stage, but are distinguishable molecularly.  What constitutes a valid structural distinction?

[8/8/2007 9:29:47 AM] Ceri says: That is what we have to discuss.

[8/8/2007 9:30:17 AM] Ceri says: Different proteins on the cell surface are structural differences of a kind.

[8/8/2007 9:30:26 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Do we consider only appearance under light microscopy for instance?

[8/8/2007 9:30:47 AM] Chris Mungall says: I would say no

[8/8/2007 9:30:50 AM] Pascale says: but those changes can be dynamic or permanent; it does not necessarily mean you have a different ce;;

[8/8/2007 9:30:51 AM] Ceri says: NO

[8/8/2007 9:31:11 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Or (to an extreme) the presence of certain transcription factors bound to DNA?

[8/8/2007 9:31:43 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: No, but those two cells are bound to differ (since you can distinguish them at the molecular level)? Certain antigen or receptor being presented, etc.

[8/8/2007 9:31:59 AM] Melissa Haendel says: This is difficult, if we consider things down to the atomic level, then there really isn't any one thing that isn't structurally different from another. There are three levels of anatomicall granularity represented in ontologies currently, gross (species AOs), cell (CL) and subcellular (GO CC). We should keep this in mind as we are answering this question.

[8/8/2007 9:32:31 AM] Melissa Haendel says: Also, the definition should apply for the lifespan of the cell.

[8/8/2007 9:32:47 AM] Pascale says: right- there's never two cells (even of the same cell type) expressing exactly the same genes/proteins and having the same transcription factors bound

[8/8/2007 9:32:53 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Alpha-beta and gamma-delta T cells share many gross characteristics but have several fundamental differences.

[8/8/2007 9:33:37 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Primarily molecular ones.

[8/8/2007 9:34:22 AM] Alexander Diehl says: And may or may not express granules, depending on activation and developmental stage.

[8/8/2007 9:34:37 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Lindsay, are you online? Given that the original review of CL is from you I'd love to have your feedback on the single / multiple inheritance issue.

[8/8/2007 9:35:07 AM] Chris Mungall says: None of these are problems for the single inheritance issue

[8/8/2007 9:35:15 AM] Melissa Haendel says: Ceri just emailed her, don't think she's here

[8/8/2007 9:35:17 AM] Chris Mungall says:  I agree with melissa. we should not get hung up on having a structural differentia for everything 

[8/8/2007 9:35:43 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Chris, help me out there -- my understanding is that single inheritance would be an issue, according to what Alexander describes.

[8/8/2007 9:35:59 AM] Alexander Diehl says: My problem with single inheritance is that we are forced to pick one criteria as being "the" criteria.

[8/8/2007 9:36:04 AM] Chris Mungall says: no, we can still have non-structural differentia

[8/8/2007 9:36:12 AM] Alexander Diehl says: It is in many cases arbitrary.

[8/8/2007 9:36:46 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: If T-cells and NK cells are not different _structurally_ though, would you be able to have two cell types with the same structural definition?

[8/8/2007 9:37:04 AM] Chris Mungall says: i think there is still a lot of misunderstanding here. did anyone read the thing on ontology modularisation alan rector sent to the list? was it useful?

[8/8/2007 9:37:25 AM] Alexander Diehl says: If you could include molecular structures, they could be distinguished.

[8/8/2007 9:37:29 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Read it, can't say I understood it fully.

[8/8/2007 9:38:16 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Not sure I got that.

[8/8/2007 9:38:20 AM] Ceri says: need to read it again

[8/8/2007 9:38:23 AM] Chris Mungall says: lets say for the sake of argument we don't want to discrimninate T and NK structurally. say we want to do it on the basis of function

[8/8/2007 9:38:41 AM] Alexander Diehl says: okay

[8/8/2007 9:38:41 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Right.

[8/8/2007 9:39:28 AM] Chris Mungall says: the genus-differentia definition could be of the form : lymphocyte that has_function X

[8/8/2007 9:39:40 AM] Chris Mungall says: where X is in the function hierarchy

[8/8/2007 9:39:47 AM] Chris Mungall says: (not sure if this is the best example)

[8/8/2007 9:40:09 AM] Chris Mungall says: so the primary is_a parent is still lymphocyte

[8/8/2007 9:40:42 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Would the list of functions be a part of CL?

[8/8/2007 9:40:43 AM] Chris Mungall says: no need for any other isa parents

[8/8/2007 9:40:49 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I would agree lymphocyte is a structure division, and that the differentia are both molecular and function criteria.

[8/8/2007 9:40:51 AM] Melissa Haendel says: and this prevents multiple inheritance of differentia that are not true for all children

[8/8/2007 9:41:20 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: (and presumably you would have similar constructs for develops_from etc where needed)

[8/8/2007 9:42:21 AM] Chris Mungall says: Oliver: I think they'd have to be (functions). But we have to be aware of scope creep. Perhaps there is a better way of doing it for immune cells

[8/8/2007 9:42:25 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Wouldn't it be possible, then, to reorganize CL by structure first (which is going to work for a good amount of current entries), then start adding the extra definitions (like has_function) for those cells that need it,

[8/8/2007 9:42:39 AM] Alexander Diehl says: (T cell currently only has one is_a parent, in fact)

[8/8/2007 9:42:59 AM] Chris Mungall says: Oliver: this sounds like a good plan

[8/8/2007 9:43:12 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: i.e., to distinguish between them, and finally add extra knowledge to the whole system (additional information on function, for example, even when not needed to distinguish between structurally different cells)

[8/8/2007 9:43:57 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I'll work on the hematopoietic cells, if I may from this perspective.

[8/8/2007 9:44:13 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: The important point (Alexander, please correct me) is that we don't want to lose any knowledge that people already crafted into the system.

[8/8/2007 9:44:20 AM] Ceri says: sounds good

[8/8/2007 9:44:42 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I agree oliver, then we can really determine on a case by case basis how many cells can only be classified by function or lineage, and this will inform our decision as to how set up the ontology and the relations between terms. ( and clean up those 800+ paths to root!)

[8/8/2007 9:44:54 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I agree.  Also we have many annotations in MGI to cell terms (not publically visible yet) which we want to remain valid.

[8/8/2007 9:45:22 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Would love to see that! One problem we are currently having is a lack of a curator (Minna is likely to have to work part-time for a bit), so I was going to 'outsource' things (part of a discussion with Suzie on how to properly credit and attribute contributions to ontologies was based on that)

[8/8/2007 9:45:23 AM] Alexander Diehl says: publicly

[8/8/2007 9:45:26 AM] Chris Mungall says: Yes, I don't want us to get into analysis paralysis. I think for terms like T cell, that only have a single isa parent anyway we don't need to worry so much. there's no need to do anything about them straight away. 

[8/8/2007 9:46:45 AM] Melissa Haendel says: yes I agree- really this is a it iterative, we start with the nodes we think we'll need, and start populating them with branches and terms from the CL, and see what breaks. its a test.

[8/8/2007 9:47:30 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I think the hematopoietic cells are a good test case, anyway, since they are so highly curated already.

[8/8/2007 9:48:02 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: And complex, to say the least.

[8/8/2007 9:48:29 AM] Melissa Haendel says: This will also clean up things- the structural differentia that are in some definitions aren't necessarily being used as differentia

[8/8/2007 9:49:23 AM] Alexander Diehl says: But it would be good for someone else to pick another subfield of cells (neurons perhaps).

[8/8/2007 9:49:42 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Or plant cells.

[8/8/2007 9:49:46 AM] Chris Mungall says: I know the BIRN people would be really interested in seeing this worked out

[8/8/2007 9:49:54 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: I'll advertise it to the list.

[8/8/2007 9:50:00 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Chris, anyone in particular in mind for a CC?

[8/8/2007 9:50:05 AM] Chris Mungall says: But they already have SAO....

[8/8/2007 9:51:31 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I could do neurons if needed, that neurosciece degree has got to be good for something.....

[8/8/2007 9:51:33 AM] Chris Mungall says: what are we advertising exactly? for people to help with certain portions? what would the mechanism be? editing portions of the ontology or just giving comments?

[8/8/2007 9:51:58 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Ideally diving in and shifting things around.

[8/8/2007 9:52:16 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I think we should work amongst ourselves with a few test fields first.

[8/8/2007 9:52:30 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Think only when you actually have to make a call _where_ to place something you notice any problems.

[8/8/2007 9:52:33 AM] Ceri says:  Do we need more work on high level structural differentia?

[8/8/2007 9:52:34 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I think people should works on particular subsets for a while and then compare notes on solutions.

[8/8/2007 9:52:35 AM] Melissa Haendel says: have we even agreed on the top nodes to test?

[8/8/2007 9:53:05 AM] Melissa Haendel says: eg, structural, functional and lineage? can lineage work the same way we've discussed for function?

[8/8/2007 9:53:22 AM] Melissa Haendel says: or is it really just a develops_from view of cells that are in the other two branches?

[8/8/2007 9:53:27 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Ceri, think that's a question we'd be able to answer once we tried to place cells. I am horrible when it comes to just looking at an ontology, need to work with it.

[8/8/2007 9:53:29 AM] Chris Mungall says: I think we need to do a little more work just to demonstrate the lineage / function examples

[8/8/2007 9:53:32 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Lineage at least has its own relationship type.

[8/8/2007 9:53:46 AM] Chris Mungall says: I can help with this

[8/8/2007 9:53:51 AM] Melissa Haendel says: chris, what is the status of has_function?

[8/8/2007 9:55:38 AM] Ceri says: Pascale does this look like it will work for dicti?

[8/8/2007 9:55:42 AM] Chris Mungall says: as far as I'm concerned we can add has_function. There is currently a massive debate raging about the difference between a function and a role. But I don't think this need concern us. Although there are maybe a few points worth thinking about. gene products have different functions depending on location etc. cells may too, depending on how granular our functions are

[8/8/2007 9:56:50 AM] Pascale says: I suppose it can work for Dicty

[8/8/2007 9:57:06 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Do we then add function terms, like for instance "phagocytosis" or link to the GO?

[8/8/2007 9:57:35 AM] Alexander Diehl says: (I worry a bit about being circular)

[8/8/2007 9:58:01 AM] Melissa Haendel says: phagocytosis can be Xrefed between GO and

[8/8/2007 9:58:08 AM] Chris Mungall says: yes we want to avoid circularity.

[8/8/2007 9:58:10 AM] Melissa Haendel says: CL function, yes, use GO whenever possible

[8/8/2007 9:58:32 AM] Alexander Diehl says: GO process, I would think, though, not MF.

[8/8/2007 9:58:32 AM] Pascale says: process? (phagocytosis and all I see there is process)

[8/8/2007 9:58:34 AM] Pascale says: ok!

[8/8/2007 9:58:49 AM] Melissa Haendel says: Whatever functions are in GO will eventually be in a function ontology.

[8/8/2007 9:58:56 AM] Melissa Haendel says: but processes are different.....

[8/8/2007 9:59:14 AM] Chris Mungall says: Here is my proposal for next steps:

[8/8/2007 9:59:56 AM] Melissa Haendel says: interrupting...the process of phagocytosis is the function of "to phagocytose" over time. Our cell defs are time independent.

[8/8/2007 10:00:05 AM] Chris Mungall says: we look at all the immediate children of CL:0000144 cell by function. We don't touch them at all, we keep them there. We create new terms under "cell function" (not "cell by function")

[8/8/2007 10:00:55 AM] Chris Mungall says: (perhaps we go two nodes beneath cell-by-function, not sure)

[8/8/2007 10:00:57 AM] Alexander Diehl says: And the 'cell function' terms describe things cells can do.

[8/8/2007 10:01:02 AM] Chris Mungall says: yep

[8/8/2007 10:01:33 AM] Ceri says: Should we see how far we can get structurally.

[8/8/2007 10:01:38 AM] Chris Mungall says: we then create has-function links to these terms

[8/8/2007 10:01:48 AM] Chris Mungall says: Ceri - I think this can happen at the same time

[8/8/2007 10:01:58 AM] Chris Mungall says: this would be in the cell8-6 branch that you have made

[8/8/2007 10:02:09 AM] Alexander Diehl says: So phagocytosis as a cell function would be distinct from phagocytosis as a GO process.

[8/8/2007 10:02:32 AM] Melissa Haendel says: yes I think so

[8/8/2007 10:02:41 AM] Pascale says: this seems confusing

[8/8/2007 10:02:50 AM] Pascale says: why does it need to be different

[8/8/2007 10:02:50 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I do worry about univocity problems.

[8/8/2007 10:02:53 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Not sure I like that -- would cause confusion

[8/8/2007 10:03:19 AM] Pascale says: I dont think we should duplicate the GO and the anatomies

[8/8/2007 10:03:46 AM] Chris Mungall says: let me think about phagocytosis...

[8/8/2007 10:03:56 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I think we could try this approach, and see what the problems are.

[8/8/2007 10:04:14 AM] Pascale says: maybe one way to structure it would be to add many GO processes under 'cell function', and then the cells under the appropriate process

[8/8/2007 10:04:49 AM] Chris Mungall says: not sure I understand Pascale...

[8/8/2007 10:04:56 AM] Melissa Haendel says: definitely no duplication, these should be coordinated with Xrefs or otherwise.

[8/8/2007 10:05:20 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I think what pascale is saying is that many cells are classified by what process they participate in, not just what function they have

[8/8/2007 10:05:36 AM] Alexander Diehl says: That's true.

[8/8/2007 10:06:29 AM] Alexander Diehl says: T cells participate in cellular immune response = "t cell mediated immunity"

[8/8/2007 10:06:29 AM] Pascale says: % cell function (CL)

   %% phagocytosis (GO:P)

          %%% ameobae (CL)

   %% muscle contraction (GO:P)

  %%% muscle cell (CL)

[8/8/2007 10:06:34 AM] Melissa Haendel says: this could be another root to have cross products with. we can test to see how many CL terms actually refer to processes rather than functions, and use a relation like 'participates in'

[8/8/2007 10:06:41 AM] Chris Mungall says: I agree duplication could cause confusion. I say for now we add phagocyte/phagocytosis under the cell function branch and do an xref

[8/8/2007 10:06:58 AM] Chris Mungall says: Alex - this link would be handled from the GO end. See the Go-CL xps

[8/8/2007 10:07:09 AM] Pascale says: yes that's what I mean, but I was suggesting to actually lok at GO: P to add some of those terms

[8/8/2007 10:07:33 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I agree Chris -- I was just pointing out a potential circularity.

[8/8/2007 10:07:40 AM] Pascale says: like I dont think 'germ line cell' is a function; that one should be in 'cell by linese' and it's function should be 'reproduction;

[8/8/2007 10:08:16 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: A more practical concern -- how do we change the ontology?

[8/8/2007 10:08:24 AM] Pascale says: (it should be in  'cell by lineage', not ' linese')

[8/8/2007 10:08:25 AM] Melissa Haendel says: so some cross products under 'cell function' would have 'has_function' relations to MF or other functions, and some would have 'participates_in"  in to BP or other processes?

[8/8/2007 10:08:32 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: That is, in a distributed manner without everyone overwriting each other's changes.

[8/8/2007 10:08:45 AM] Lindsay Grey Cowell says: i am online

[8/8/2007 10:08:48 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Let's work on separate drafts for now.

[8/8/2007 10:08:48 AM] Lindsay Grey Cowell says: sorry to interrupt

[8/8/2007 10:08:54 AM] Chris Mungall says: I think we should check in cell-branch into cvs alongside the public cell.obo

[8/8/2007 10:08:56 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Then compare after a bit?

[8/8/2007 10:08:59 AM] Lindsay Grey Cowell says: i am reading from the top and just got to thepart where oliver asked if i was here

[8/8/2007 10:09:09 AM] Chris Mungall says: then we can all edit the file (we still have ot be disciplined)

[8/8/2007 10:09:11 AM] Lindsay Grey Cowell says: i am trying to catch up to whre you guys are now

[8/8/2007 10:09:23 AM] Chris Mungall says: GO manages this with lots of editors so I think we can..

[8/8/2007 10:09:46 AM] Ceri says: For those who are editing we could have different # ranges or use our own IDs or something

[8/8/2007 10:09:54 AM] Melissa Haendel says: (but they are trained to do so! you or they will need to help a bit)

[8/8/2007 10:10:01 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Sounds good, yell if someone doesn't have access to that repository and I'll set it up (or send me your edited files and I'd submit them)

[8/8/2007 10:10:05 AM] Chris Mungall says: then when we're finally all happy we replace the live cell.obo

[8/8/2007 10:10:26 AM] Alexander Diehl says: This could take a while.

[8/8/2007 10:10:42 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Although not forever.

[8/8/2007 10:10:45 AM] Ceri says:   So should we hold off on making new cell request for now?

[8/8/2007 10:10:51 AM] Chris Mungall says: Melissa - I'm not trained in the multi-editing part!

[8/8/2007 10:10:56 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Oh yes, fully aware of that.

[8/8/2007 10:11:11 AM] Chris Mungall says: Alex - I think this will be more incremental than you think.

[8/8/2007 10:11:20 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Ceri, no. Although there's a large backlog already.

[8/8/2007 10:11:42 AM] Ceri says: ZFIN has been sitting on a bunch waiting to find out what is happening.

[8/8/2007 10:11:43 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: I'll hopefully know more in about a week regarding whether we still have a curator or not ;)

[8/8/2007 10:12:00 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I also have several new terms in mind.

[8/8/2007 10:12:00 AM] Melissa Haendel says: wha?

[8/8/2007 10:12:21 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Probably we should add them to the current structure if they are needed.

[8/8/2007 10:12:22 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: I'd say submit them as requests, we have no idea how long this is going to take and I'd rather not have users wait for required terms all the time.

[8/8/2007 10:12:23 AM] Chris Mungall says: I have no experience of obomerge, so I'm a bit worried about forking. on the other hand i'm worried about stalling adding new CL terms (many of which we need for go-cl xp)

[8/8/2007 10:13:26 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I think we should start by indepently working on it how we've discussed above, and then look at eachother's successes, and then someone can work on the merge- I don't think what we'll be doing will be so complex that this couldn't be done manually. really we are still in testing proof of principle stage.

[8/8/2007 10:13:49 AM] Melissa Haendel says: (and worry about obomerge after that)

[8/8/2007 10:13:52 AM] Alexander Diehl says: I agree with Melissa.

[8/8/2007 10:13:57 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Yep.

[8/8/2007 10:14:21 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: I'll have to leave soon, work dinner tonight.

[8/8/2007 10:14:25 AM] Alexander Diehl says: The CL is much much smaller than the GO actually.

[8/8/2007 10:14:37 AM] Ceri says: Thankfully

[8/8/2007 10:14:44 AM] Chris Mungall says: OK! I'm always up for automating these things but if you're all comfortable doing it manually let's do that. I still think it's a good idea to have the test version in cvs to make concurrent changeson that

[8/8/2007 10:14:56 AM] Chris Mungall says: I can do the has_function links

[8/8/2007 10:15:07 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: I'll fiddle with obomerge (haven't even heard about it)

[8/8/2007 10:15:24 AM] Chris Mungall says: great!

[8/8/2007 10:15:29 AM] Ceri says: So should I keep plugging at the structure branch?

[8/8/2007 10:15:40 AM] Chris Mungall says: yes, if you have time, definitely!

[8/8/2007 10:16:22 AM] Ceri says: Ok, this is my "zebrafish anatomy" project for the year so I have some time.

[8/8/2007 10:16:59 AM] Melissa Haendel says: but if anyone has suggestions please don't be shy, its hard and there are many perspectives

[8/8/2007 10:17:29 AM] Ceri says: For the test version in CVS should we assign editing ranges with the CL numbering system or just use "personal" IDs?

[8/8/2007 10:17:35 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Agree with that as well. Ceri, thanks for initiating this chat, I'll pass on a transcript to Minna.

[8/8/2007 10:17:52 AM] Ceri says: When should we chat again?

[8/8/2007 10:18:09 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Probably better to use personal IDs to trace changes more easily.

[8/8/2007 10:18:23 AM] Chris Mungall says: Ceri - let's go with personal IDs - we can automate generation of new CL IDs when the time comes

[8/8/2007 10:18:28 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: I won't get much done in the next two weeks (grant writing period) with regards to CL.

[8/8/2007 10:19:07 AM] Melissa Haendel says: I can work on neurons along with ceri doing the higher level structural differentia in the next few weeks

[8/8/2007 10:19:12 AM] Melissa Haendel says: (ok ceri?)

[8/8/2007 10:19:34 AM] Alexander Diehl says: And I will work on the hematopoietic cells.

[8/8/2007 10:19:35 AM] Ceri says: yep I may be able to help some with neurons too you never know

[8/8/2007 10:20:11 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: End of the month for the next round

[8/8/2007 10:20:12 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: ?

[8/8/2007 10:20:29 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Okay with me.

[8/8/2007 10:20:30 AM] Ceri says: works for me

[8/8/2007 10:20:57 AM] Oliver Hofmann says: Thanks everyone again, got to run. Late even by Cape Townian standards ;)

[8/8/2007 10:20:59 AM] Chris Mungall says: I'll be away. how about in 2 weeks

[8/8/2007 10:21:05 AM] Pascale says: I wont be around but I'll try to do something for the Dicty cells- should not be too hard!!

[8/8/2007 10:21:06 AM] Ceri says: Pascale- can I pick your brain about dicty? and spores

[8/8/2007 10:21:23 AM] Pascale says: you can try- I am afraid there isn;t too much there :)

[8/8/2007 10:21:53 AM] Ceri says: well more than mine which seems to remember they look like fried eggs growing on filter paper

[8/8/2007 10:22:16 AM] Pascale says: sounds good then

[8/8/2007 10:22:24 AM] Ceri says: 2 weeks works ok for me

[8/8/2007 10:22:28 AM] Melissa Haendel says: sounds good

[8/8/2007 10:22:32 AM] Alexander Diehl says: Okay.

[8/8/2007 10:23:07 AM] Ceri says: ok

[8/8/2007 10:23:18 AM] Chris Mungall says: speak to you then!

[8/8/2007 10:23:30 AM] Pascale says: Ceri, do you want to keep chatting now or talk some other time ?

[8/8/2007 10:24:47 AM] Ceri says: Well I can ask you what you know about spores now but I may have some more intelegent questions later

[8/8/2007 10:25:23 AM] Ceri says: should I voice call you?

[8/8/2007 10:25:38 AM] Pascale says: ok, not much. As I said earlier, I think the importnat point functionally is that they allow survival, and the important point structurally is that that they have a wall

[8/8/2007 10:25:39 AM] Pascale says: sure

[8/8/2007 10:29:25 AM] Alexander Diehl says: bye

[8/8/2007 10:29:33 AM] Ceri says: by
