BioSharing Survey - Summary, 19 May 2016

BioSharing Survey - Summary
Peter McQuilton', Pascale Gaudet? and Susanna-Assunta Sansone’.

1. Oxford e-Research Centre, University of Oxford, UK
2. CALIPHO, Swiss Institute of Bioinformatics, CH

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A 10-question survey was conducted from the 18th December 2015 to 22nd
February 2016 to gather users’ views on which features and content they need to
make informed decisions, e.g. on how to best select standards and understand
their maturity, or to find the databases that implement them. A link to the
questions can be found here: https://bd2kccc.org/2016/01/15/biosharing-
standards-registry-survey.

The 533 respondents (operating in the life, environmental and biomedical
sciences) ranged from researchers, standard developers, database curators and
industry scientists to librarians, funders and journal editors, and were drawn from
the ELIXIR, NIH BD2K communities, the BioSharing RDA and Force11 working
group and the International Society for Biocuration.

This document provides a brief overview of the survey results, and relates these
to current (and planned) functionality and data in BioSharing
(https://www.biosharing.org). The results show that BioSharing already fulfills
~80% of user needs, which (i) are not limited to standards but extend to
databases and policies, and (ii) require an (curated) informational and
educational system, not simply a registry.

RESULT SUMMARY

The survey received 533 responses from researchers, standard developers,
database curators, librarians, funding agencies, industry scientists and journal
editors. A breakdown of their profile types is shown in the table below;
respondents were allowed to select as many ‘positions’ as appropriate.

Position Number
Researcher 323
Tool/database developer 274
Standard developer/maintainer 206
Data curator 151
Data manager 150
Journal publisher/editor 31
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Librarian 20

Funding agency 20

Approximately 25% of respondents are associated with ELIXIR and 21% with
NIH BD2K. Replies came from all over the world, with a predictable concentration
in Europe and the USA. Approximately 65% of the respondents know of
BioSharing, of which 33% have used it.

Yes, and | use it
5%

Yes, and | have contributed
records to BioSharing
11%

No
35%

Yes, | have used it at some
point
17%

Yes, although I've never used
it
32%

The following sections are generated with data from all respondents, not only the
ELIXIR member subset.

1. What do you need from a standards registry? Respondents were
allowed to select as many as appropriate.
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A place to check whether a standard exists before creating a new one 382

An authoritative place, recognised by stakeholders and the broader

community, that allows users to make an informed decision 34

A one-stop shop for standards in a given domain 338

A place to learn more about standards 311

A look-up and step-by-step guide/wizard for selecting standards

. . . " 280
appropriate to a given domain or for a given purpose

A means by which to make a standard more visible to a broader community

outside of it's immediate domain 27¢

A place to connect with others using, or trying to use, the standards I'm

interested in 229

o
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BioSharing already provides many of the requirements selected by the
respondents, although new features and improvements are required to
completely fulfill the diverse needs of the different stakeholders (non-technical vs.
technical).

Despite the high number of respondents with a technical background, only a few
(<10) have requested an API or some kind of programmatic access to the data
(e.g. to have a record available for download in JSON format), or the creation of
validation tools to check whether a dataset conforms to a particular standard.
Although all these features are desirable, these results will help prioritise the
work to be done.

To address the top requirements - the AskBioSharing page has just been
launched as a beta feature to guides users through standards, databases and
data policies, allowing them to select resources relevant to their domain and
species.

2. What type of standards would respondents be interested in seeing in
a standards registry? Respondents were allowed to select as many as
appropriate.
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Standards that provide a common way to represent, share or mine the 486
information
Standards for nomenclature, identifiers and the citation of information _ 420
Open standards developed by grass-root community-driven groups _ 362

Standards developed by formal organisation, often be available for a

fee 124
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Clearly, respondents are looking for a comprehensive registry grouping all types
of digital standards that facilitate representing, sharing and mining of information;
also naming, identification and categorization of data that aids unambiguous
citations. Currently BioSharing focuses on metadata standards, but other types
can be easily added.

3. What information should a standards registry capture about a
standard? Respondents were allowed to choose among: ‘Very important’,
‘Important’, ‘Not important’, and ‘I don’t know’.

Domain and data types covered T

Conditions of use (open access, under license etc.) ST

Tools that implement the standard (e.g. annotation tools) 7
Online documentation (technical and/or user guides) 27—
Examples of datasets complying to the standard

Species covered (e.g. human, mouse)

Databases that implement the standard

Related standards - both complementary and competing

Date the standard was last updated

Versions of the standard available (with dates/details)
Journal, funding agency policies that recommend the standard
Training material

Peer-reviewed publications on the development/use of the standard
Support groups (help forums, mailing lists etc.)

Information on the community creator/maintainer of the standard

Date the standard was first made available for use

o

100 200 300 400
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M \Very important M Important M Not important | don't know

This question gives a clear indication of the most sought after features, and
equally, of those which are considered less necessary. Of these features,
BioSharing already captures 81% (13/16) and highlights the value of cross-
linking standards to policies and databases, and of course cross-referencing
other resources with training material, tools and so on.
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4. What functionality should a standards registry have? Respondents
were allowed to choose from: ‘Very important’, ‘Important’, ‘Not important’,
and ‘l don’t know’.

Browse, filter and view standards
Free text search box that searches all fields across all records

View a subset of standards for a particular domain or interest

Maintainers/creators of a standard are able to claim and maintain the
record for that standard

Submit/edit records via a web-based user interface
Advanced field-by-field search

Search/query records via an API

Record maintainer profiles, linked to resources and identifiers
Download the search results in several formats

Submit/edit records via an API

Save a search to be re-run later

o
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B Very important M Important ™ Not important I don't know

This question gives an indication on the kind of interactions users would like to
have with the registry. BioSharing already accommodates 64% (7/11) of the
requested functionality.

5. Which indicators should a standards registry capture to assess the
maturity, adoption and use of a standard? Respondents were allowed
to choose among: ‘Very important’, ‘Important’, ‘Not important’, and ‘I don’t
know’.

Documentation (technical and/or user guides) for the standard
Broad adoption and implementation, outside the initial developer...
Tools that implement the standard (e.g. annotation tools)
Examples of datasets complying to the standard
Validation tool to check compliance of a dataset to a standard
Integration/compatibility with other standards
Responsiveness of the developer/maintainer community to external...
Conversion and mapping between standards, where applicable
Databases that implement the standard
Availability of support groups (help forums, mailing lists etc.)
Availability of training material
Policies by Journals/publishers, research programmes or funding agencies...

Peer-reviewed publications on the standard (e.g. on its creation and use)

o
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All the indicators listed in this question were considered either very important or
important by over 2/3 of the respondents. Approximately 40% of the indicators
are already implemented in BioSharing, with the missing indicators overlapping

500
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with some of the features already requested in earlier questions. Once more, this
indicates the value that BioSharing brings by not just focusing on standards but
cross-linking them to policies and databases.



